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Abstract

Data collection often reflects human decisions.
In healthcare, for instance, a referral for a
diagnostic test is influenced by the patient’s
health, their preferences, available resources,
and the practitioner’s recommendations. De-
spite the extensive literature on the informa-
tiveness of missingness, its implications on the
performance of Large Language Models (LLMs)
have not been studied. Through a series of ex-
periments on data from Columbia University
Medical Center, a large urban academic med-
ical center, and MIMIC-IV, we demonstrate
that patterns of missingness significantly im-
pact zero-shot predictive performance. No-
tably, the explicit inclusion of missingness indi-
cators at prompting benefits some while hurting
other LLMs’ zero-shot predictive performance
and calibration, suggesting an inconsistent im-
pact. The proposed aggregated analysis and
theoretical insights suggest that larger models
benefit from these interventions, while smaller
models can be negatively impacted. The LLM
paradigm risks obscuring the impact of missing-
ness, often neglected even in conventional ML,
even further. We conclude that there is a need
for more transparent accounting and system-
atic evaluation of the impact of representing
(informative) missingness on downstream per-
formance.

Data and Code Availability Experiments are
conducted on the publicly available MIMIC-IV
dataset (Johnson et al., 2020) and on data from
Columbia University Medical Center (CUMC), a
large urban academic medical center. Due to pri-
vacy restrictions, the latter dataset cannot be shared.
The code for reproducing the analysis is available on
GitHub!.
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Figure 1: Our work shows that explicit instructions to
consider missing information affect predictive perfor-
mance and verbalized uncertainty differently across
models and clinical prognoses tasks.

1. Introduction

When data collection is a consequence of human
decisions, patterns of observations are informa-
tive signals. Such informative patterns are par-
ticularly prevalent in healthcare, where they re-
flect interactions between patients and healthcare
systems (Jeanselme, 2024), providing insights into
patients’ conditions, preferences, resources, and
providers’ expertise. For instance, a clinician orders
an expensive test only if it is deemed helpful for diag-
nosis and potentially informs subsequent treatment.

Machine learning practitioners have often lever-
aged these observation patterns, as indicators of pa-
tient health, to improve predictive performance (Sisk
et al., 2021). For instance, several studies demon-
strate that including an indicator of which tests were
missing in the data enhances the predictive perfor-
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mance of recurrent neural networks (Lipton et al.,
2016; Che et al., 2018). However, the understanding
of missingness in health is limited to the traditional
paradigm of task-specific supervised models, which
are trained with labeled data on a predefined out-
come.

LLMs are being increasingly evaluated for their
potential as zero-shot prognosticators relying on en-
coded medical knowledge priors in pre-training data,
with text-serialized input patient context (Cui et al.,
2025; Makarov et al., 2025; Hegselmann et al., 2023;
Requeima et al., 2024; Choi et al., 2022). A natu-
ral question is to quantify the extent to which in-
formative missingness impacts such general-purpose
models pretrained on web-scale data. This capability
is particularly relevant in healthcare contexts, where
variable names are semantically meaningful and can
retrieve the associated clinical knowledge embedded
in LLMs. However, it is unclear whether LLMs en-
code prior knowledge of correlational relationships
between missing information and outcomes and how
they may leverage such knowledge for zero-shot capa-
bilities when prompted with partially observed infor-
mation. Actionability of such zero-shot capabilities
depends on the accuracy and uncertainty calibration
of the prognoses.

Our work explores how representing poten-
tially informative missingness in prompts im-
pacts predictions and (un)certainty scores of
LLM outputs. Our hypothesis is that, by leverag-
ing contextual cues and encoded medical knowledge,
LLMs could infer proxies for a patient’s health from
explicit missingness indicators in the serialization of
their health record data. Our findings reveal more
nuanced conclusions.

Our experiments compare 10 LLMs on 3 different
canonical EHR-based prediction tasks (long length
of stay, mortality, readmission) - demonstrating the
inconsistent effect of missingness serialization and in-
struction on zero-shot performance, and more impor-
tantly, uncertainty quantification. We find that all
models are sensitive to explicit missingness serializa-
tion, but the magnitude and direction of its effect
on both generated text and predictions are model-
and task-dependent. Through an aggregated analy-
sis, we evidence that larger models tend to benefit
from interventions that represent missingness in in-
put encodings to LLMs, while smaller ones can be
negatively impacted. We complement these empiri-
cal findings with theoretical insights that support and
help explain this trend.

For example, on the canonical mortality prediction
benchmark in the MIMIC-IV dataset (Kolo et al.,
2024), the addition of instructions to ‘reason’ about
missing data (or absence of certain information)
and indicators of missingness in text-serialized input
prompts can shift zero-shot predictions by more than
16% for Qwen 3 14B and 11% for GPT-OSS 20B.
These effects cannot be explained by training leakage,
as we replicate results and find consistent patterns on
an external dataset, CUMC (see App. D).

Together, these findings lead to the following con-
clusions:

e Zero-shot capability of LLMs is sensitive to rep-
resentations of missingness. Missingness-aware
inference, using instructions to account for miss-
ingness and representation of missingness via in-
dicators, can substantially shift prediction per-
formance and calibration.

e Different LLMs encode or decode prior knowl-
edge differently, resulting in inconsistent impact
of missingness serialization on zero-shot capabil-
ities.

e Larger models are better able to capture the in-
formativeness of missingness, yet they still re-
quire steering to use it correctly.

In summary, our results demonstrate that despite
the compelling natural language interface offered by
LLMs to interact with partially observed information,
missingness continues to impact their predictive ac-
curacy and calibration, underscoring the importance
and urgency of systematically studying how missing
information impacts LLM inference.

2. Related work: Informative
missingness and LLM predictions

Despite extensive research on missingness and its im-
pact on statistical modeling, the intersection of miss-
ingness with LLMs remains underexplored. The fol-
lowing outlines the research conducted on this topic.

LLM pretraining is autoregressive, often relying on
next token prediction. Multiple works have explored
the capacity of these models to impute missing values,
such as infilling blank text (Donahue et al., 2020),
time series completion (Gruver et al., 2023), or miss-
ing measurements or values (Ding et al., 2024; He
et al., 2024; Nazir et al., 2023). However, this focus
on imputation is disconnected from settings where
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these models are used for inferences or predictions.
Our focus is not on imputation, but on understand-
ing the impact of encoding missingness on zero-shot
predictions.

Focusing on missingness at inference, Wang et al.
(2024) proposes an ask-before-answer using chain-of-
thought (CoT) to identify which missing informa-
tion should be acquired before answering. Fu et al.
(2025) demonstrates how LLMs fail to identify miss-
ing text by prompting the model to compare two
short vignettes. In their experiments, LLMs are un-
able to recognize the text that has been synthetically
removed. The authors demonstrate that including
placeholders in the vignette enhances performance.
Despite a simple identification and textual settings,
this last conclusion is most closely aligned with the
goal of our work to study the impact of indicators on
LLM predictions.

3. Experiment Design: Evaluating
impact of missingness encoding on
LLM predictions

We describe the experimental design and associated
findings on the impact of encoding missingness at in-
ference time on LLM predictive performance. Fol-
lowing the literature using LLMs for medical pre-
dictions (Hegselmann et al., 2025, 2023), we provide
patient data as text-serialized inputs and prompt 10
LLMs to predict an outcome of interest along with an
associated confidence score. To measure the impact
of missingness, we consider two dimensions: adding
missingness indicators to the text-serialized input and
incorporating a prompt to ‘reason’ about missingness,
yielding a total of four strategies.

3.1. Experiment design
We propose the following empirical setting.

Models considered. Our experiments rely on 10
LLMs: Qwen3 (Yang et al., 2025), considering 8,
14, and 32 billion parameters, GPT-OSS (OpenAl,
2025b) with the 20 and 120 billion parameters,
Llama3.1 (Dubey et al., 2024) with 8 and 70 bil-
lion parameters, MedGemma (27B Sellergren et al.
(2025)), Mistral Small 3.1 (24BAT (2025)), and GPT-
5 (OpenAl, 2025a). This selection aims to cover a di-
verse set of models with varying sizes and pretraining
data, as the model capacity and contextual informa-
tion may influence LLMs’ capacity to handle missing-

ness at inference. Note that we focus our analysis on
local models and only consider GPT-5 for MIMIC-IV
under a HIPA A-compliant use agreement.

Tasks. We adopt three common clinical prognoses
tasks: predicting long length of stay (Long LOS,
i.e., over 7 days), in-hospital mortality (Mortality),
and 30-day readmission (Readmission). To predict
these outcomes, we use a subset of continuous lab-
oratory measurements (29 features for the MIMIC-
IV dataset (Johnson et al., 2020), 34 features for
CUMC). Features were selected based on their fre-
quency in the dataset and to ensure coverage of
a broad range of clinically relevant measurements.
While additional patient context, such as conditions
and procedures, may improve predictions, we focus
on a small set of measurements to assess the influ-
ence of missingness. We use the most recent measure-
ments for each test during a 30-day observation win-
dow preceding prediction time, which is 48 hours after
hospital admission. If no measurement was recorded
during this period, the feature is treated as missing.

Prompts. Our prompt consists of a serialization
of the laboratory tests and task-specific instructions.
For serialization, we enumerate all laboratory tests in
a textual format, as proposed by Hegselmann et al.
(2025) and adopted in various subsequent works (Lee
et al., 2025) (see App. A for a detailed example).
To measure the impact of missingness, we explore
two different serialization strategies: (i) the addi-
tion of a missingness indicator (denoted as Indica-
tor), where missing feature names are included with
a subsequent string “not measured during observa-
tion window”, and (ii) missing features are dropped
from the serialization completely, as commonly done
in practice (Dropped). Additionally, we explore the
impact of prompting by adding instructions to rea-
son about the potential informativeness of missing
data in recorded measurements. We consider the ad-
dition of the prompt: “In addition to the observed
values, consider the missingness of recorded measure-
ments as potentially informative. Fxplicitly reason
about why certain measurements might be missing,
and how their absence (not being measured) could af-
fect your answer.” by itself (Instruction) and, in
addition to the missingness serialization (Indicator
+ Inst.).

Evaluation. To limit computational cost, we ran-
domly sample 5,000 unique patients for evaluation.
For each, we use the previous prompt and instruct
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Figure 2: LLMs calibration performance with Indicator and with Dropped missingness on MIMIC-IV. The
dashed lines reflect the baseline performances using a logistic regression model. Points above the diagonal
indicate that the intervention increased LLM’s uncertainty. The radius of the data point indicates model
size. The impact of encoding and prompting to reason about missingness is task- and model-dependent.

the model to verbalize uncertainty as a probability of
observing the outcome of interest (Kadavath et al.,
2022; Lin et al., 2022; Kapoor et al., 2024). We then
process the output to extract the probabilities and
evaluate the quality of uncertainty quantification in
this zero-shot setting. We focus on the subset of pa-
tients for which a ‘probability’ score is reported by
all models. We reject samples where outputs were
incorrectly formatted by a model (see App. C.2). To
evaluate the quality of uncertainty quantification, we
compute the expected calibration error (ECE), which
measures how well predicted probabilities align with
observed outcomes (see Appendix B for a formal def-
inition). Additionally, we evaluate the impact on dis-
criminative performance using AUROC.

3.2. Results

Figure 2 presents the calibration error on the MIMIC-
IV dataset for each of the considered models and
tasks (Figure 5 in the Appendix presents the asso-
ciated predictive performance). Note that in addi-
tion to the LLM-based predictions, we present the
performance of a logistic regression with and without
missingness indicators as dashed lines, demonstrat-
ing the predictive value of missingness (Appendix C.1
presents further evidence). Appendix D echoes the
same conclusions on CUMC as evidence of the ro-
bustness of our findings on an external dataset.

Logistic regression shows the informativeness
of missingness. As a baseline, we present 3-fold
cross-validated performances of logistic regression
models on the same set of 5000 patients. These base-
lines capture the correlational (and potentially spuri-
ous) patterns between missingness and outcomes spe-
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cific to the observed dataset, resulting in strong pre-
dictive performance and well-calibrated uncertainty.
The informative nature of missingness is reflected in
the improved ECE and predictive performance com-
pared to the regression that ignores these patterns.

Impact of representing informative missing-
ness is inconsistent across LLMs. While the
logistic regression baseline demonstrates the predic-
tive value of missingness, LLMs present mixed con-
clusions. For instance, GPT-OSS 20B models show
enhanced performance under all interventions when
predicting Long LOS but a negative impact for Mor-
tality, suggesting that these models can leverage prior
knowledge about potential correlations between miss-
ingness and Long LOS. Importantly, we find that
the largest benefit is achieved when using instruc-
tion to account for missingness in uncertainty quan-
tification (Indicator + Inst.). By explicitly guid-
ing the LLM to ‘reason’ about feature missingness,
the final prediction conditioned on the generated re-
sponse exhibits improved calibration. On the con-
trary, Qwen 3 14Bhas lower calibration when in-
tegrating the missingness-aware instructions across
tasks. While the models perform similarly when ig-
noring missingness, the calibration error increases by
more than 50% for Qwen 3 14B. These results sug-
gest that the encoding and/or decoding of the rela-
tionship between missingness and outcomes differs in
these models.

4. Empirical and theoretical insights

Figure 2 and Figure 5 show how missingness results
in model and task-specific impact on uncertainty and
performance. We study how the models’ charac-
teristics interact with these different interventions
by regressing the gain compared to the base model
(Dropped) on LLMs size and missingness serializa-
tion. As external validation of the following results,
we present the same analysis on CUMC data in Ap-
pendix D.

4.1. Empirical regression

We regress the difference between the model with
dropped missingness and the one with missingness in-
terventions given the model’s use of missingness seri-
alization, prompt, and their interaction with the log-
arithm of model size, using ordinary least squares.
This regression provides insights on whether the dif-

ferent interventions impact performance and whether
model size influences this effect.

gain ~ prompt + serialization
+ prompt : log(size)

+ serialization : log(size)

Table 1 reports the impact of these different fac-
tors on the difference in ECE for each of the tasks
considered on MIMIC-IV. In this context, a positive
coefficient means that the intervention results in a
decrease in ECE, i.e., a better uncertainty quantifi-
cation compared to the model dropping missingness.
Similarly, Table 2 presents the regression coefficients
for the difference in AUROC; a positive coefficient
corresponds to an increase in predictive performance.

Mortality LOS Readmission
Prompt -0.56*% (0.20) -0.15 (0.23)  -0.35 (0.23)
Serialization ~ -0.04 (0.20)  0.14 (0.23)  -0.07 (0.23)
Prompt:log(size) 0.13 (0.20) 0.15 (0.23) 0.11 (0.23)
Serial.:log(size) 0.09 (0.23) 0.18 (0.26) 0.09 (0.26)
* p<0.05
Table 1: Impact of LLM characteristics on ECE for

MIMIC-IV. Both missingness interventions worsen ECE,
but using a larger model improves calibration under those

interventions.
Mortality LOS Readmission
Prompt 20.17 (0.24)  0.19 (0.20)  -0.50* (0.21)
Serialization  -0.10 (0.24)  0.13 (0.20)  -0.32 (0.21)
Prompt:log(size)  -0.05 (0.24) -0.39 (0.20) -0.27 (0.20)
Serial.log(size) ~ 0.05 (0.27)  0.21 (0.22)  -0.04 (0.23)
* p<0.05
Table 2: Impact of LLM characteristics on AUROC

for MIMIC-IV. Both missingness interventions decrease
AUROC but larger models benefit from serialization.

Missingness scaling law. Both regressions show
that the different missingness-related interventions
negatively impact both performance and calibration.
However, the larger the model, the greater the bene-
fit in both predictive performance and calibration of
these interventions. Although the effects are not sta-
tistically significant and differ for LOS, the pattern
suggests that smaller models cannot leverage the in-
formativeness of missingness, even when probed to
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do so, and larger models tend to benefit from these
interventions.

4.2. Theoretical insights

We propose a theoretical intuition of the previous em-
pirical findings by decomposing the prediction error.

Consider V, the vocabulary and S = |J,, V", the
space of all possible token sequences. Let X € S
be the serialization of the observed patient’s mea-
surements, and Y € {0,1}, the token for the binary
classification label. Let M € S denote the serialized
missingness indicator, and I € S be the additional in-
struction in the prompt to reason about missingness.
We assume that the instruction [ is exogenous to the
underlying data-generating process, as formalized in
Assumption 4.1.

Assumption 4.1 (Prompt ignorability) The
missingness instructions do not carry information
about the patient’s outcome that is not present in
the measurements or missingness serialization, i.e.,
IT1LY|X M.

Let f be the pretrained LLM, and we denote f7(X)
as the LLM that takes X as input and uses a decod-
ing strategy m. We view I as an intervention that
influences the decoding, where intuitively the choice
of instruction steers the LLM to select the appropri-
ate decoding mechanism for handling the missingness
M. In what follows, we absorb the effect of I into the
decoding policy m and write f™ for the LLM together
with its instruction and decoding strategy. We fo-
cus on the Dropped and Indicator strategies, which
we express as approximations of the true underlying
conditional distributions.

fT(X) = p(Y | X)
fT(X, M) = p(Y | X, M)

(Dropped)

(Indicator)

For a set of input features U let Ly(f) :=
Ewy)~p[l(Y, f(U))] be the expected loss over the
test distribution P for the model f. We use Ey as
a shorthand for expectations taken with respect to
the joint distribution P(U), i.e. Ey = Eyop,. We
now provide a decomposition of the gap in expected
loss between the prompt with the missingness indi-
cators, and the one with serialization only. Although
the decomposition in Theorem 1 is model-agnostic,
the interpretation is LLM-specific: the bound parti-
tions performance degradation into an oracle term,
and (i) limits of the LLM’s prior and (ii) suboptimal
access to that knowledge via instruction.

Theorem 1 (Error decomposition)  For
predictor f™ induced by a decoding policy T,

Lxm(fT) = Lx(fT)
— ¢ + (Ex.r — Ex) [KL(p |l q) + CE(/7) - CE(q) .

any

Here Lx m(f7) and Lx (f™) denote the expected loss
under Px yr and Px, respectively, and €* is the dif-
ference between the Bayes optimal expected loss under
Px .y and Px. q denotes the best predictor achiev-
able zero-shot from the LLM’s knowledge, and p is
the distribution of Y conditioned on the correspond-
ing variables in the expectation term. KL(p| q) is
the Kullback—Leibler divergence between p and q, and
CE(-) denotes cross-entropy.

We defer the full proof to Appendix E, and here
we provide a sketch along with concrete definitions.
Firstly, for the Bayes classifier f*, the expected loss
is Lx m(f*) < Lx(f*) as conditioning on additional
information cannot increase error. We denote the as-
sociated difference ¢* = Lx m(f*) — Lx(f*) < 0.
Using these notations, we characterize the error gap
when using the missingness indicator vs. no missing-
ness indicator as follows,

Lxm(f) = Lx(f) =€+ (Lxm(f) = Lxam(f))
Approximation error with X, M

= (Lx(f) = Lx(f))

Approximation error with X

Therefore, adding missingness indicators may lead
to an increase in expected loss when the approxima-
tion error is larger with U as inputs. We further
decompose the approximation error into two compo-
nents. Note that p is the true distribution of Y given
U, and q is the best zero-shot match using the prior
encoded from pretraining data, i.e.,

¢ =minEy [KL(p || ¢')]

We can rewrite the model approximation error for
expected log loss as follows, consisting of two terms

Lu(fT) = Lu(f)
= Ey[KL(p || q)] +Eu[CE(f™) - CE(q)]

1. prior misalignment

2. prompt/decoding error

where CE(f) = Eyy [ — log f] is the cross-entropy
loss under p. Although the individual terms involving
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p and g are not directly estimable, the decomposition
clarifies three distinct failure modes we probe em-
pirically: (i) Bayes-level benefit of missingness (€*)
(ii) prior misalignment of the zero-shot LLM, and
(iii) additional error introduced by prompt/decoding.

Decoding error: the effect of instructions.
When the pretraining data is fixed, smaller models
may suffer from longer-context degradation or weaker
CoT reasoning as M is introduced, leading to the
second term becoming negative. We anticipate the
contribution of the second term to diminish as the
models become larger and decoding capabilities im-
prove, which is consistent with our empirical observa-
tion where, as model size increases, the explicit miss-
ingness serialization improves ECE.

Furthermore, despite the same achievable loss
across a given frozen LLM, we find empirically that
the additional instructions I compromise the decod-
ing ability for smaller LLMs, leading to larger de-
coding error. Finetuning these smaller LLMs using
approaches such as preference optimization (Rafailov
et al., 2023) may help steer their behavior so that
™) better aligns with the test distribution and re-
covers the achievable risk.

Prior misalignment: comparing encoded
knowledge across model families. The first
shift term is LLM family-specific and corresponds
to the world knowledge (or lack of necessary domain
knowledge) in the LLM’s specific pretraining. Given
that it is unlikely for each LLM to have been pre-
trained on the exact task with data from P, we can
also interpret this as a zero-shot baseline error of
a frozen LLM independent of steering and decoding
policy.

For example, the semantics of the missingness or
the relationship between the missingness and pa-
tient outcome, may have existed differently in pre-
training, compared to what is observed in the hospi-
tal’s test distribution P, leading to a generaliza-
tion gap. For example, when comparing a medically-
tuned model Med-Gemma or GPT to Mistral across
the same prompting and decoding policy, we find
that Mistral has higher overall ECE, suggesting larger
prior misalignment corresponding to the first term
and possible lack of required medical knowledge. This
may indicate that additional new knowledge may
need to be introduced to the LLM via finetuning.

5. Discussion

We demonstrate that general-purpose LLMs don’t
address the long-standing statistical challenge of
missingness despite zero-shot capabilities and ap-
parent agnosticism in representing missingness. To
improve their reliability, the impact of missingness
representations should be evaluated in tandem with
downstream performance. Particularly, our results
indicate that larger models benefit from prompt-
ing and serialization of missingness, as measured by
predictive performance and uncertainty calibration,
whereas smaller models can be negatively affected by
these interventions.

Echoing Nijman et al. (2022); Jeanselme et al.
(2022)’s criticism of the lack of reporting and in-
appropriate handling of missing data in machine
learning papers, this work emphasizes the impor-
tance of such practices for deploying LLMs. While
the paradigm made possible by these models fur-
ther disconnects training data quality, such as miss-
ingness patterns, from downstream performance, the
field needs to consider this data dimension. Criti-
cally, more data or model parameters can not ad-
dress missing-(not)-at-random patterns of observa-
tion (Rubin, 1976) that result in sampling biases.

A key assumption of learning from missing data
is that observation patterns remain constant at de-
ployment. This assumption is unlikely to hold as
practice evolves (Groenwold, 2020). While we focus
on tasks where downstream users are clinicians or
healthcare specialists, this work also has implications
for patient-facing LLMs. As the general public in-
creasingly relies on LLMs to seek health advice (Ayre
et al., 2025; Shahsavar et al., 2023; Kullgren et al.,
2025), the inconsistent impact of representing miss-
ing information impacts the downstream reliability
of predictions. For instance, a patient may prompt
an LLM with only a subset of the information in a
blood test that they do not understand. Ensuring
that LLMs handle missingness robustly to such shifts
induced by user behavior or practice changes is crit-
ical to ensure their safety.

Limitations. Our analysis presents evidence of the
impact of missingness on LLMs’ predictions. The ob-
servational nature of our analysis aims to reflect the
real-world setting in which these models are used and
evaluate their potential capacity to leverage contex-
tual information and external knowledge to address
not-at-random missingness patterns. However, this
approach limits the study of observational patterns,
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as one cannot enforce realistic missing-at-random or
missing-not-at-random data that would be captured
in model pretraining, thereby limiting the under-
standing of which types of missingness these models
may be robust to. Another limitation of our analysis
is the focus on zero-shot approaches. While further
fine-tuning may improve performance and mitigate
the impact of missing indicators, the proposed analy-
sis aims to capture the current use of LLMs as expe-
rienced by users of publicly available LLMs. Finally,
our regression is based on a limited number of LLMs,
which may hurt the generalizability of the results.
Our future work will validate these results across a
larger number of models.

Conclusion. The proposed analysis offers a crucial
insight: the design of LLM applications must pay
more attention to the importance of information the
user does not provide. Our results show that differ-
ent LLMs are disparately impacted by informative
missingness, with explicit indicators and prompting
strategies improving performance for larger models
but hurting smaller ones. In our future work, we will
explore how prompt tuning and completion, in which
users’ prompts are updated before inference, may im-
prove the quality of LLM prognoses.
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Appendix A. Prompt design
A.1. Instructions

Each prompt starts with an initial instruction (“You are a helpful assistant that can answer questions about
the patient’s electronic health record.”).

Further, we consider the addition of the following instruction: “In addition to the observed values, consider
the missingness of recorded measurements as potentially informative. Explicitly reason about why certain
measurements might be missing, and how their absence (not being measured) could affect your answer.”

This instruction is then followed by a task-specific query, as follows:

e LOS. “Will this admitted patient be hospitalized for longer than 7 days?”
e Mortality. “Will this admitted patient experience in-hospital mortality during this hospitalization?”
Finally, the prompt includes the formatting instruction for zero-shot prediction: “Provide the final prediction

as a percentage at the end of your response in the following format: [Final Prediction: prediction%]|””

A.2. Laboratory test serialization

Following the previous instruction, we include the patient’s laboratory test results through serialization. The
latter consists of listing all results in a textual format. Figure 3 shows the two serialization strategies applied
to the same patient. Dates and ages have been modified to preserve anonymity.

# Electronic Health Record (Observation Window: 30 days) # Electronic Health Record (Observation Window: 30 days)
## Prediction Time: 2013-03-02 ## Prediction Time: 2013-03-02
## Demographics ## Demographics
Patient age: 42 Patient age: 42
## Most Recent Measurements ## Most Recent Measurements
- Platelets: 267.0 (unit: K/uL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Platelets: 267.0 (unit: K/uL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Hemoglobin: 13.4 (unit: g/dL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Hemoglobin: 13.4 (unit: g/dL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Hematocrit: 42.2 (unit: %) measured at 2013-03-01 - Hematocrit: 42.2 (unit: %) measured at 2013-03-01
- Erythrocytes: 4.94 (unit: m/uL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Erythrocytes: 4.94 (unit: m/uL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Leukocytes: 6.3 (unit: K/uL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Leukocytes: 6.3 (unit: K/uL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Sodium: 139.0 (unit: mEq/L) measured at 2013-03-01 - Sodium: 139.0 (unit: mEq/L) measured at 2013-03-01
- Potassium: 3.9 (unit: mEq/L) measured at 2013-03-01 - Potassium: 3.9 (unit: mEq/L) measured at 2013-03-01
- Glucose: 263.0 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Glucose: 263.0 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Urea nitrogen: 14.0 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Urea nitrogen: 14.0 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Creatinine: 1.2 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Creatinine: 1.2 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Bicarbonate: 25.0 (unit: mEqg/L) measured at 2013-03-01 - Bicarbonate: 25.0 (unit: mEqg/L) measured at 2013-03-01
- Magnesium: 1.3 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Magnesium: 1.3 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Phosphate: 2.9 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01 - Phosphate: 2.9 (unit: mg/dL) measured at 2013-03-01
- Troponin T: 0.02 (unit: ng/mL) measured at 2013-03-01 - INR: Not measured during observation window
- Lactate: Not measured during observation window
- PaO2: Not measured during observation window
- PaCO2: Not measured during observation window
- Troponin T: 0.02 (unit: ng/mL) measured at 2013-03-01

Figure 3: Serialization example of a patient showing two strategies: (i) serialization with missing features
dropped, and (ii) serialization with explicit missingness
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A.3. Sample responses

We include an example response generated from the LM for the serialization above, accounting for missing
measurements in Figure 4. The LLM is prompted with instructions for formatting the output prediction,
such that the predicted probability is generated at the end. In this example, the model outputs similar
predictions (30 to 35%) by noticing elevated glucose but otherwise stable labs. The GPT-OSS 20B model
provides detailed reasons as to why certain measurements are missing.

The patient is a 42-year-old adult with a largely normal laboratory profile. Key observations:
| Lab | Value | Interpretation |

| **Glucose** | 263 mg/dL | Hyperglycemia, often seen in acute illness or stress; may indicate infection or metabolic stress. |
| **Troponin T**| 0.02 ng/mL | Slightly above the typical upper limit (~0.01 ng/mL); could reflect subclinical myocardial strain or a mild cardiac event.

|

| **Creatinine** | 1.2 mg/dL | Mildly elevated; may suggest some renal stress but not severe. |

| **Platelets, Hemoglobin, Hematocrit, etc.** | Within normal limits | No obvious bleeding or anemia. |

| **INR, Lactate, PaO,/PaCO,** | **Not measured** | The absence of these tests often indicates that the patient was not on anticoagulation, did not
have a suspected coagulopathy, and was not in a critical respiratory or metabolic state requiring arterial blood gas or lactate monitoring. This
pattern of missingness typically correlates with less severe illness and a shorter hospital course. |

**Missing-data reasoning**

- **INR**: If the patient were on warfarin or had a known coagulopathy, INR would be checked routinely. lts absence suggests no anticoagulation
therapy or bleeding risk.

- **Lactate**: Elevated lactate is a marker of tissue hypoperfusion or sepsis. Not measuring it implies the clinicians did not suspect severe sepsis or
shock.

- **Pa0,/PaCO,**: These are usually obtained when a patientis on supplemental oxygen, mechanical ventilation, or has suspected respiratory
failure. Their absence indicates the patient was likely breathing room air and not in respiratory distress.

**Risk assessment**

- The modest hyperglycemia and mild troponin elevation raise the possibility of a moderate-severity infection or cardiac stress, which can prolong
hospitalization.

- However, the overall stability of other labs and the pattern of missing tests point toward a relatively uncomplicated admission.

Balancing these factors, the probability that the patient will stay **longer than 7 days** is moderate but not high.

**Final Prediction: 30%**

Figure 4: Example generation for serialization with missingness with the GPT-OSS 20B model.

Appendix B. Expected calibration error

Let Y € {0,1} be the true label, and p € [0,1] be the model prediction of Y = 1. We define bins By, k €
1,...,K that partitions [0, 1]. The ECE is computed as follows:

K
ECE =Y Pr(p € By) [EIY | p € Bi] ~Elp | j € Byl (1)
k=1

Note that as the bin widths approach 0, the ECE estimates the expected absolute difference between predicted
probability and true conditional probability under the distribution of predicted probabilities E; “E[Y | P] —ﬁﬂ
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Appendix C. Additional MIMIC-IV results

C.1. Logistic regression baseline

To evidence the informativeness of the missingness patterns in our predictive task, we showed the improved
performance associated with the baseline that considers missingness indicators. In this section, we further
analyze the feature weights learned by this model. Each weight can be interpreted as a linear effect size
adjusted for other observed features. We find that missingness indicators are some of the most informative
features for both tasks, even after conditioning on observed covariate values.

Table 3: Top 10 feature importance (effect sizes) for each task.

Long LOS Mortality
Feature Effect size Feature Effect size
pO2 missing indicator -1.003 Erythrocytes missing indicator -2.441
Bicarbonate missing indicator 0.856 Bicarbonate missing indicator -1.933
Calcium missing indicator -0.515 Oxygen saturation missing indicator 1.051
Urea nitrogen missing indicator -0.506 Hematocrit missing indicator 0.940
pCO2 missing indicator -0.479 Phosphate missing indicator -0.776
Chloride missing indicator -0.462 Urea nitrogen 0.731
Hematocrit 0.454 Age 0.704
Oxygen saturation 0.402 Magnesium missing indicator -0.664
Hemoglobin -0.361 Race missing indicator 0.637
Hematocrit missing indicator 0.300 Leukocytes missing indicator 0.612
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C.2. Rejected samples

Table 4 summarizes the number of samples rejected under each intervention. The samples used for evaluation
are the ones shared across models for each task.

Model Prompt LOS Mortality Readmission
Qwen3-8B Dropped 0 1 0
Instruction 19 18 10
Indicator 1 12 0
Indicator + Inst. 0 1 0
Qwen3-14B Dropped 0 0 0
Instruction 6 27 7
Indicator 0 0 0
Indicator + Inst. 0 0 0
Qwen3-32B Dropped 0 1 0
Instruction 2 0 1
Indicator 0 0 0
Indicator + Inst. 0 0 0
GPT-085-20b Dropped 65 4 1
Instruction 40 34 66
Indicator 45 5 )
Indicator + Inst. 8 10 82
GPT-0SS-120b Dropped 7 10 4
Instruction 0 2 7
Indicator 6 3 2
Indicator + Inst. 0 3 4
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct Dropped 112 68 189
Instruction 613 494 764
Indicator 121 46 52
Indicator + Inst. 423 280 421
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct Dropped 0 1 0
Instruction 47 49 180
Indicator 0 0 0
Indicator + Inst. 4 6 137
Mistral-Small-3.1-24B-Instruct-2503 Dropped 0 3 1
Instruction 5 0 1
Indicator 4 1 12
Indicator + Inst. 0 0 0
Medgemma-27b-text-it Dropped 45 88 0
Instruction 29 14 27
Indicator 13 4 0
Indicator + Inst. 219 50 76

Table 4: Number of samples without properly formatted LLMs’ outputs in MIMIC-IV
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C.3. Discriminative performance

Table 5 presents the discriminative performance achieved by each LLM on the three tasks of interest in
MIMIC-IV.
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Figure 5: LLMs predictive performance with Indicator and with Dropped missingness on MIMIC-IV. The
dashed lines reflect the baseline performances using a logistic regression model.
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Appendix D. External validation of our findings

In Section 3.2, we present our findings on MIMIC-IV, and we propose the same experiment on CUMC,
featuring data from a large urban center. As such, we have the guarantee that the data has not been used
for training these LLMs. Figure 6 echoes the results from MIMIC-IV with performance improvement for
GPT-0SS 20B when considering explicit missingness indicators and prompts, but Qwen 3 14B suffers when
predicting mortality.

D.1. Rejected samples

Model Prompt LOS Mortality Readmission
Qwen3-8B Dropped 1 11 3
Instruction 7 12 14
Indicator 1 14 11
Indicator + Inst. 0 1 2
Qwen3-14B Dropped 26 0 0
Instruction 5 1 0
Indicator 21 0 0
Indicator + Inst. 0 0 0
Qwen3-32B Dropped 1 0 1
Instruction 2 0 1
Indicator 0 4 1
Indicator + Inst. 0 0 1
GPT-0S5-20b Dropped 20 15 18
Instruction 95 73 92
Indicator 21 92 7
Indicator + Inst. 74 80 107
GPT-0SS-120b Dropped 3 10 3
Instruction 3 4 0
Indicator 0 9 1
Indicator + Inst. 0 15 4
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct Dropped 279 177 32
Instruction 445 353 470
Indicator 209 98 49
Indicator + Inst. 1067 435 703
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct Dropped 0 2 1
Instruction 203 575 624
Indicator 0 1 1
Indicator + Inst. 3 220 620
Mistral-Small-3.1-24B-Instruct-2503 Dropped 1 7 0
Instruction 0 0 0
Indicator 1 7 0
Indicator + Inst. 0 0 0
Medgemma-27b-text-it Dropped 2 0 0
Instruction 67 21 61
Indicator 9 0 1
Indicator + Inst. 131 55 85

Table 5: Number of samples without properly formatted LLMs’ outputs in CUMC
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D.2. Calibration
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Figure 6: LLMs predictive performance with Indicator and with Dropped missingness on CUMC. The
dashed lines reflect the baseline performances using a logistic regression model.
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D.3. Discrimination

An interesting distinction with the MIMIC-IV results is the overall lower discriminative performance, po-
tentially suggesting data leakage or distributional shift with publicly available datasets.
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Figure 7: LLMs predictive performance with Indicator and with Dropped missingness on CUMC. The
dashed lines reflect the baseline performances using a logistic regression model.
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D.4. Regression

Tables 6 and 7 report the regression coefficients for the gains in ECE and AUROC in CUMC. These patterns
echo the findings from MIMIC-IV: the base interventions are associated with a decline in performance, but
larger models tend to offset this negative effect.

Mortality LOS Readmission

Prompt 0.57% (0.21)  0.08 (0.22)  -0.39 (0.22)

Serialization -0.07 (0.21) 0.33 (0.22) -0.06 (0.22)
Prompt:log(size) ~ 0.10 (0.20) 0.36 (0.22)  0.17 (0.22)
(0.23) (0.25) (0.25)

Serial.:log(size) 0.08 (0.23) 0.16 (0.25 0.12 (0.25
* p<0.05

Table 6: Impact of LLMs’ characteristics on ECE gain for mod-
els trained on CUMC.

Mortality LOS Readmission

Prompt -0.59%* (0.21) -0.31 (0.21)  -0.38 (0.23)
Serialization ~ -0.26 (0.21)  0.25 (0.21)  -0.29 (0.23)
Prompt:log(size) -0.04 (0.20) -0.12 (0.21)  0.08 (0.23)
Serial.:log(size) 0.08 (0.23) -0.08 (0.23)  0.00 (0.26)

#* p<0.01

Table 7: Impact of LLMs’ characteristics on AUROC gain for
models trained on CUMC.
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Appendix E. Proofs

We provide the proof for the decomposition in Theorem 1, repeated below.

Theorem 1 (Error decomposition) For any LLM-based predictor f™,
EX,M(]MF) — ﬁx(fﬂ) =€+ (EX,M — Ex) [KL(p || q) + CE(,]MT) — CE(q):|

Here Lx m(f7) and Lx(f™) denote the population log loss under Px pr and Px, respectively, and € is the
difference between the optimal expected loss under Px a and Px. q denotes the best predictor achievable
zero-shot from the LLM’s pretrained world/domain knowledge, KL(p || q) is the Kullback—Leibler divergence
between p and q, and CE(-) denotes cross-entropy.

Proof We begin by adding and subtracting the expected loss of the Bayes—optimal predictor f*, which
yields a telescoping decomposition of the risk difference:

Lxm(fT) = Lx(f")=Lxm(f") = Lxm(f*) = (Lx(f7) = Lx(f*)) + Lxm(f*) = Lx(f")
=Lxm(f") = Lxm(f*) = (Lx(f7) = Lx (7)) +€

Now we decompose each of the first two approximation error terms. Let p = p(Y | U), f™ = (Y | U)
and ¢ = q(Y | U). Suppose f* = p is the Bayes optimal approximator of p. Then we have the following

Ly(f™) = Lu(f7)

=Ey| —Eyy[log /™ — logp]}

=Ey EY‘U[logp—logf” + log q —logq]}

=Ey EY‘U[logg —log f™ + log q

=Ey |KL(p || q) +Eyju [ — log 7] +EY|U[10gQ]}

=Ey |KL(p || ¢) + CE(f™) — CE(q)_
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