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ABSTRACT

We propose an approach for adapting the DeBERTa model for electronic health record (EHR) tasks using
domain adaptation. We pretrain a small DeBERTa model on a dataset consisting of MIMIC-III discharge
summaries, clinical notes, radiology reports, and PubMed abstracts. We compare this model’s performance
with a DeBERTa model pre-trained on clinical texts from our institutional EHR (MeDeBERTa) and an XGBoost
model. We evaluate performance on three benchmark tasks for emergency department outcomes using the
MIMIC-IV-ED dataset. We preprocess the data to convert it into text format and generate four versions of the
original datasets to compare data processing and data inclusion. The results show that our proposed approach
outperforms the alternative models on two of three tasks (p<0.001) and matches performance on the third task,
with the use of descriptive columns improving performance over the original column names.

Keywords Tabular data · Language models · Transformers · Electronic health records · Multimodal data · Clinical informatics
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ADAPTING PRETRAINED LANGUAGE MODELS FOR SOLVING TABULAR PREDICTION PROBLEMS IN THE ELECTRONIC
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1 Introduction

Tabular data is ubiquitous in real world data science problems. Whilst a large amount of data is naturally generated and collected
in tables, such as internet traffic metadata, numerical data from scientific experiments and nursing observations in the intensive
care unit, the historically poor performance of many machine learning algorithms on unstructured data has motivated the
development of data wrangling methods to convert even non-tabular data into tabular format for optimal algorithm performance.
But data wrangling and cleaning to convert unstructrued data into tabular data can result in the loss of information, particularly
where the data is entered as free text. In healthcare applications, this often involves encoding drugs, pathology results and
diagnoses as factors in data tables, even when these data are entered in free text fields. For example, when developing a predictive
model using medication prescription data, the process of data wrangling might involve encoding the medications as factors, or
categorising them into groups, such as antihypertensives, anticoagulants, and antiplatelets. Some details might be retained, such
as dose and/or frequency of administration, but often the full rich semantic information present in the free text is lost, such as the
route of administration, the indication, tapering or titration schedules, and a detailed history of previous medications for each
indication.

Pretrained language models have demonstrated excellent performance on a variety of tasks, including text classification, question
answering, and natural language inference[1, 2, 3]. These models have been trained on large amounts of text data, and have been
shown to be able to learn rich representations of language, including the semantic meaning of words and phrases. Recent work
has shown that these models can be used to solve tabular prediction problems by converting tabular data into strings of tokens
[4, 5, 6]. However, there are known limitations with how pretrained language models are used for numeric tokens. Wallace et al.
[7] demonstrated that language models trained to decode token embeddings of numbers (i.e. predict the floating point number
from its embedding) can only accurately recapture within the range of numbers they were trained on. This could introduce
significant error when applied to numeric data outside of the training range.

In the setting of electronic health record (EHR) prediction problems where the data is a 20:80 mix of tabular and unstructured
(including free text)[8], we investigate whether language models can be used to solve tabular prediction problems without the
need for extensive data wrangling. Given data privacy concerns limiting cloud service use and limited local compute, we test
whether competitive performance can be achieved with small language models. Because pure tabular datasets of EHR data
often involve the transformation of free text into categorical factors, we also investigate whether retaining the original free text
data improves performance. We also investigate strategies for handling numeric data in the tokeniation and embedding process.
Finally, given the abundance of free text notes in the EHR, we evaluate performance with and without further pretraining on free
text EHR data.

2 Related work

Several authors have proposed using language models for tabular data. Liu et al. [6] proposed a method for using BERT [1] to
solve tabular prediction problems, by converting tabular data into strings of tokens, performing masked language modelling
(MLM) on the resulting strings and then fine-tuning on the target task. The method was shown to be competitive with state-of-
the-art tree-based methods on a variety of pure tabular prediction problems. LIFT [4] and TabLLM [5] use large pretrained large
language models to tackle tabular data problems, with a focus on few-shot performance. These methods have demonstrated not
only competitive overall performance with best-in-class tree-based methods, but also excellent few-shot performance. LIFT
uses GPT-J[9] (6 billion parameters) and GPT-3[10] (off-site finetuning via OpenAI API), while TabLLM uses T0pp[11] (11
billion parameters). The size of GPT-J and T0pp, and the inavailability of GPT-3 weights, limit their usability in settings with
low compute, particularly where data privacy concerns present a barrier to train and deploy models on a cloud service.

Levin et al. [12] benchmarked two different tabular transformer architectures[13, 14] on multiple EHR tasks from the
MetaMIMIC repository[15]. The authors explored a number of pretraining regimes and found that supervised pretraining
on multiple diagnostic tasks improves downstream performance on a different diagnostic task. Whilst these models do use
transformer architectures, they are not language models and therefore cannot be used for tasks with mixed tabular and free
text data. There has been a growing interest in using deep learning methods for working with tabular data in the context of
clinical research. Previous studies have shown that convolutional neural networks (CNNs) can be effective for automatically
extracting features from tabular data, and have demonstrated improved performance on a variety of tasks, such as predicting
patient outcomes and identifying disease subtypes[16, 17].
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3 Methodology

3.1 Models
Our proposed approach is based on the DeBERTa model[3, 18], a variant of BERT[1] that has been shown to perform well
on tasks related to natural language processing in the biomedical domain[19]. DeBERTa is a deep learning model that uses a
transformer architecture[20] to learn contextual representations of text, allowing it to capture the rich semantic information
present in clinical data. As a baseline model, we used a pretrained DeBERTa small model (version 3)1 (DeBERTa Small), a 44
million parameter model. We then pretrained this model for domain adaptation on the masked language modelling task, using a
dataset consisting of 700k MIMIC-III discharge summaries, clinical notes and radiology reports[21, 22], plus 1 million abstracts
from the PubMed dataset[23] published by the National Library of Medicine (Deberta Small [adapted]). This allowed the
model to learn a wide range of clinical and biomedical concepts with the goal of improving performance on downstream EHR
tasks. Additionally, we compared performance with a DeBERTa base model (verison 1) that we have previously pretrained on 1.3
million clinical texts from our institutional EHR at Austin Health[19] (MeDeBERTa). For comparison, we trained XGBoost[24]
models as strong baselines, given the consistently good performance of XGBoost on tabular data tasks. We also include the
results from the best performing model for each task in the original paper.

3.2 Data Processing
To use DeBERTa for working with tabular data, we first preprocess the data to convert it into text format. This involves refining
the column headings to make them more descriptive and then concatenating these with the values. Where several columns
naturally belong to a list (e.g. one-hot-encoded comorbidity columns), these can be combined into a comma-separated list of
features. For example, the following comma-separated values (CSV) file,

1 cci_DM2 ,cci_Cancer1 ,age
2 1,1,50
3 0,1,73

would be converted into the following text representations:

1 Age in years: 50, Comorbidities: Diabetes Mellitus with Complications , Cancer Without
Metastases

2 Age in years: 73, Comorbidities: Cancer Without Metastases

To evaluate the performance of our proposed approach, we used the Medical Information Mart for Intensive Care IV Emergency
Department (MIMIC-IV-ED) dataset[25, 26, 27] to derive three benchmark tasks for emergency department outcomes, as
described by Xie et al. [28]. These tasks are as follows:

• Task 1: The hospitalization outcome predicts whether a patient will be admitted to the hospital following an ED visit.
• Task 2: The critical outcome predicts whether a patient will require urgent care, such as transfer to an ICU within 12

hours.
• Task 3: The ED reattendance outcome predicts whether a patient will return to the ED within 72 hours after their

previous discharge.

To generate the datasets for these tasks, we reuse the code from Xie et al. [28]2. In their code, the authors use snake case for
column names, using abbreviations and shorthand to encode longer descriptions (e.g. "n_ed_90d" for the number of emergency
department presentations in the previous 90 days). Additionally, the authors used a rule-based method to extract 10 common
chief complaints from the free text description (abdominal pain, dizziness, etc.), converting this into 10 one-hot-encoded columns
representing the presence or absence of each of these complaints.

We generated 4 versions of the original datasets to compare data processing and data inclusion:

• Values only: Text strings of comma-separated values (e.g. "99.4, 76, 16")
• Original columns: Text strings of original column names and values separated by a colon, with name/value pairs

joined in a semi-colon separated list (e.g. "triage_temperature: 99.4; triage_heartrate: 76; triage_resprate: 16")
• Descriptive columns: Text strings of more descriptive column names and values separated by a colon, with name/value

pairs joined in a semi-colon separated list (e.g. "triage temperature: 99.4; triage heart rate: 76; triage respiratory rate:
16")

1https://huggingface.co/microsoft/deberta-v3-small
2https://github.com/nliulab/mimic4ed-benchmark
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• Descriptive columns, text problems: The same as above, with the free text chief complaint added as an extra data
point.

The datasets were split into train and test sets, as per the original paper.

3.3 Task Finetuning

Models were finetuned on each of the three task separately. Finetuning was performed by splitting the predefined training
sets into train (98%) and validation (2%) sets. Each model was trained for 20 epochs, with evaluation performed and model
checkpoints saved after every 500 steps. The checkpoint with the best performance on the validation set was then loaded and
evaluation performed on the predefined test set defined by Xie et al. [28].

The XGBoost models were trained using the same training and test sets. Hyperparameters were tuned on the training set using
5-fold cross validation and Bayesian optimisation.

3.4 Model Comparison

Models were compared using the area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUC) metric, with bootstrapped
confidence intervals calculated using the method used in the original paper. To compare the performance of the different data
processing methods, we used the two-sample t-test.

3.5 Explainability

To investigate the contributions of each token at the individial level and across samples, we calculated layer integrated gradients
with respect to the embedding layer[29, 30] using the Captum library[31]. Here, the integrated gradient for the ith token is
calculated by taking the path integral of the layer gradients between two embeddings x and x′, where x′ is the embedding of the
pad token and x is the embedding of the token of interest:

IGi = (xi − x′i)× (

∫ 1

0

∂F(x′ + α(x− x′))

∂xi
dα) (1)

In practice, the integral is approximated by taking the average of the gradients at n points along the path between x and x′.
Averaging these gradients across the embedding dimensions gives a token-specific attribution score.

To investigate variable-level attribuition, we classify each token by the variable to which it belongs (e.g. in "Co morbidities : Co
agul opathy , Dementia" the following tokens are comorbidity tokens: "Co", "agul", "opathy", "Dementia"). We then calculate
the maximum value of the attribution scores for each token to get a variable-level attribution score. We do this for a random
sample of 1,000 samples from the test set, and then average the attribution scores across these samples.

4 Results

4.1 Performance

In all three tasks, we were able to improve on the performance of the best performing model from the original publication (see
Table 1). The addition of column names improved performance for every task, although improvements were small for tasks 1
and 2. More descriptive column names had a smaller impact on performance, however these column names produced shorter
tokenized sequences (owing to the tokenizer vocabulary). To minimize sequence length, the descriptive column names were
retained when adding the free text chief complaint as an additional data point. This addition improved performance across all
three tasks, although the improvement was largest for task 1.
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Model DeBERTa Small DeBERTa Small [adapted] MeDeBERTA XGBoost Original Paper[28]
Task Dataset

1 Descriptive columns, text problem 0.864 (0.862, 0.866) 0.865 (0.862, 0.867) 0.866 (0.864, 0.868) - -
Descriptive columns 0.827 (0.825, 0.83) 0.827 (0.824, 0.829) - - -
Original columns 0.828 (0.826, 0.831) 0.827 (0.825, 0.83) - - -
Values only 0.828 (0.825, 0.83) 0.827 (0.825, 0.83) - 0.828 (0.828, 0.828) 0.822 (0.821, 0.825)

2 Descriptive columns, text problem 0.909 (0.904, 0.913) 0.91 (0.906, 0.914) 0.911 (0.907, 0.915) - -
Descriptive columns 0.889 (0.884, 0.893) 0.889 (0.884, 0.894) - - -
Original columns 0.889 (0.884, 0.893) 0.888 (0.883, 0.892) - - -
Values only 0.886 (0.882, 0.891) 0.888 (0.883, 0.892) - 0.891 (0.891, 0.891) 0.883 (0.879, 0.888)

3 Descriptive columns, text problem 0.702 (0.690, 0.714) 0.705 (0.693, 0.716) 0.699 (0.687, 0.711) - -
Descriptive columns 0.689 (0.676, 0.702) 0.690 (0.677, 0.704) - - -
Original columns 0.694 (0.682, 0.707) 0.694 (0.681, 0.707) - - -
Values only 0.653 (0.639, 0.664) 0.665 (0.651, 0.68) - 0.703 (0.703, 0.703) 0.700 (0.691, 0.713)

Table 1: Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC-AUC) for Each Task

Pretraining DeBERTa on a combination of MIMIC-III and PubMed resulted in small improvements, seen most prominently in
task 3. Overall, our previously published MeDeBERTa model using the free text chief complaint achieved the highest ROC-AUC
on tasks 1 and 2 Xie et al. [28] by 0.043 (P<0.001) and 0.031 (p<0.001) respectively. On task 3, although the mean ROC-AUC
was 0.007 higher for the DeBERTa Small [adapted] model, this difference was not statistically significant (p=0.538).
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Figure 1: Receiver Operating Characteristic Curves for Each Task

4.2 Explainability

Tokenwise attribution scores were calculated using the embedding gradients to interrogate the contributions of different variables
and column headings. Table 2 demonstrates a visualization of the attribution scores for 2 different example patients, with
and without the free text chief complaint field. Whilst the model (DeBERTa Small [adapted] in this case) correctly predicted
hospitalization outcome for both patients, in the absence of a chief complaint that fit any of the 10 predefined categories, the
model attribution scores for the free text chief complaints were high and contributed to higher model confidence.
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Example True Label Predicted Label
(probability) Data Word Importance

1 Admitted Admitted
(0.82)

No free text chief
complaint

[CLS] Co morbidities : Co agul opathy , Dementia ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 30 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 90 Days : ED :

1 , Hosp : 1 , ICU : 0 ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 365 Days : ED : 1 , Hosp : 1 , ICU : 0 ; Tri age Temperature : 37 . 1 ; Tri age Heart Rate : 80 . 0 ; Tri age Respiratory

Rate : 16 . 0 ; Tri age Oxygen Saturation : 95 . 0 ; Tri age Syst olic Blood Pressure : 111 . 0 ; Tri age Dias t olic Blood Pressure : 72 . 0 ; Tri age Pain : 0 . 0 ; Tri age Acuity : 2 . 0 ;

Age : 72 ; Sex : M ; Chief Complaints ( categorical ) : [SEP]

1 Admitted Admitted
(0.94)

Free text chief
complaint

[CLS] Co morbidities : Co agul opathy , Dementia ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 30 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 90 Days : ED :

1 , Hosp : 1 , ICU : 0 ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 365 Days : ED : 1 , Hosp : 1 , ICU : 0 ; Tri age Temperature : 37 . 1 ; Tri age Heart Rate : 80 . 0 ; Tri age Respiratory

Rate : 16 . 0 ; Tri age Oxygen Saturation : 95 . 0 ; Tri age Syst olic Blood Pressure : 111 . 0 ; Tri age Dias t olic Blood Pressure : 72 . 0 ; Tri age Pain : 0 . 0 ; Tri age Acuity : 2 . 0 ;

Age : 72 ; Sex : M ; Chief Complaints ( free text ) : Altered mental status , B Pedal edema ; Chief Complaints ( categorical ) : [SEP]

2 Not
admitted

Not admitted
(0.88)

No free text chief
complaint

[CLS] Co morbidities : ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 30 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 90 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; ED ,

Hospital and ICU stays in Past 365 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; Tri age Temperature : 36 . 4 ; Tri age Heart Rate : 81 . 0 ; Tri age Respiratory Rate : 18 . 0 ; Tri age Oxygen

Saturation : 99 . 0 ; Tri age Syst olic Blood Pressure : 120 . 0 ; Tri age Dias t olic Blood Pressure : 71 . 0 ; Tri age Pain : 5 . 0 ; Tri age Acuity : 3 . 0 ; Age : 24 ; Sex : M ; Chief

Complaints ( categorical ) : [SEP]

2 Not
admitted

Not admitted
(0.99)

Free text chief
complaint

[CLS] Co morbidities : ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 30 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; ED , Hospital and ICU stays in Past 90 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; ED ,

Hospital and ICU stays in Past 365 Days : ED : 0 , Hosp : 0 , ICU : 0 ; Tri age Temperature : 36 . 4 ; Tri age Heart Rate : 81 . 0 ; Tri age Respiratory Rate : 18 . 0 ; Tri age Oxygen

Saturation : 99 . 0 ; Tri age Syst olic Blood Pressure : 120 . 0 ; Tri age Dias t olic Blood Pressure : 71 . 0 ; Tri age Pain : 5 . 0 ; Tri age Acuity : 3 . 0 ; Age : 24 ; Sex : M ; Chief

Complaints ( free text ) : Lace ration , s / p Fall ; Chief Complaints ( categorical ) : [SEP]

Legend:  Negative  Neutral  Positive

Table 2: Word importance for two example patients with model predictions for task 1 (hospitalization), with and without the free
text chief complaint.

Co
m

or
bi

di
tie

s

ED
, H

os
pi

ta
l a

nd
 IC

U 
st

ay
s i

n 
Pa

st
 3

0 
Da

ys

ED
, H

os
pi

ta
l a

nd
 IC

U 
st

ay
s i

n 
Pa

st
 9

0 
Da

ys

ED
, H

os
pi

ta
l a

nd
 IC

U 
st

ay
s i

n 
Pa

st
 3

65
 D

ay
s

Tr
ia

ge
 Te

m
pe

ra
tu

re

Tr
ia

ge
 H

ea
rt 

Ra
te

Tr
ia

ge
 R

es
pi

ra
to

ry
 R

at
e

Tr
ia

ge
 O

xy
ge

n 
Sa

tu
ra

tio
n

Tr
ia

ge
 S

ys
to

lic
 B

lo
od

 P
re

ss
ur

e

Tr
ia

ge
 D

ia
st

ol
ic 

Bl
oo

d 
Pr

es
su

re

Tr
ia

ge
 P

ai
n

Tr
ia

ge
 A

cu
ity Ag

e

Se
x

Ch
ie

f C
om

pl
ai

nt
s (

fre
e 

te
xt

)

Ch
ie

f C
om

pl
ai

nt
s (

ca
te

go
ric

al
)

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

Nu
m

be
r o

f M
ed

ica
tio

ns

Re
sp

ira
to

ry
 R

at
e

Sy
st

ol
ic 

Bl
oo

d 
Pr

es
su

re

Di
as

to
lic

 B
lo

od
 P

re
ss

ur
e

Ox
yg

en
 S

at
ur

at
io

n

Le
ng

th
 o

f S
ta

y

He
ar

t R
at

e

Nu
m

be
r o

f M
ed

ica
tio

n 
Re

co
nc

ilia
tio

ns

Features

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

Im
po

rta
nc

e

Model 1
Model 2
Model 3

Mean Absolute Attribution

Figure 2: Mean attribution scores across 5,000 randomly sampled patients in the test set for models 1, 2 and 3.

Grouping tokens into variables headings, 5,000 examples from the test set were sampled and the average maximum attribution
score was calculated for each variables (Figure 2). The free text chief complaints was, on average, the variable with the largest
attribution scores.
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5 Discussion
In this study, we evaluated the effectiveness of our proposed approach, which is based on the DeBERTa model, in predicting
emergency department outcomes. We found that the DeBERTa small [adapted] model outperformed the baseline DeBERTa
small and XGBoost models on all three benchmark tasks and showed similar performance to a larger DeBERTa model pretrained
on a different corpus of clinical notes.

Our results showed that the inclusion of free text data and the use of the d̈escriptive columnsv̈ersion of the dataset resulted in the
best model performance. This highlights the importance of data processing and the ability to mix free text and tabular data in
EHR datasets. The ability to mix free text and tabular data allows for a more comprehensive representation of contributing risk
factors, which can lead to improved model performance and decision-making.

We demonstrated that small DeBERTa models can achieve competitive performance when fine-tuned on EHR datasets, which is
important for compute-constrained settings such as hospitals. For comparison, a 6 billion parameter model like GPT-J[9] will
require approximately 22GB of RAM using single-precision floating point numbers for the weights alone, whereas the DeBERTa
small model used in this study requires approximately 0.17GB of RAM.

We used attribution scores to determine the importance of different input features in our machine learning models 2. The
attribution scores align with our understanding of the factors leading to the three outcomes we predicted. For example, the free
text chief complaint was the most important variable in predicting the likelihood of hospitalization, which is consistent with
the fact that the decision to admit a patient depends largely on the type of presentation. The attribution scores for the models
predicting the likelihood of needing urgent care showed a reliance on patient vital signs, particularly respiratory rate, which is
consistent with the fact that urgent care is often used to support patients with physiological decompensation. Finally, predicting
the likelihood of representation within 72 hours was strongly attributed to the number of prior ED, hospital and ICU stays,
particularly in the prior 30 days, which is consistent with the fact that patients with a history of frequent visits are more likely to
have future visits.

Attribution scores, particularly when determined at the token level, may hold significant clinical value in shedding light on the
factors influencing patient outcomes and pinpointing potentially modifiable risk factors. The explainability provided by these
scores may help in guiding the appropriateness and impact of clinical interventions. For instance, within patient subgroups where
EHR notes exhibit high attribution scores related to medications (including dosing, frequency and indication), it is plausible that
deprescribing interventions could have a disproportionately positive impact. By identifying patients with high polypharmacy or
elevated sedative/anticholinergic burdens, healthcare professionals may leverage these attribution scores to optimize medication
regimens, reduce adverse drug interactions, and improve overall patient safety.

Although the general approach of using small language models for mixed structured and free text EHR data is promising, we
have not presented a comprehensive evaluation on a wide range of tasks and have not directly compared our approach to much
larger models. We are planning to conduct a more comprehensive evaluation of our approach on a wider range of tasks and
compare performance to larger models.

We have presented an approach for adapting the DeBERTa model for EHR tasks using domain adaptation. Our proposed
approach outperforms other models on three benchmark tasks for emergency department outcomes using the MIMIC-IV-ED
dataset. We also compared our model’s performance with a DeBERTa model pre-trained on clinical texts from our institutional
EHR and an XGBoost model. Our results demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach and highlight the importance of data
preprocessing and inclusion. Our study provides a foundation for future work in adapting transformer-based models for EHR
tasks and highlights the potential of these models for improving prediction models and therefore outcomes for hospitalised
patients.
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