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A B S T R A C T

Crop diseases and insect pests are major agricultural problems worldwide, because the severity and extent of
their occurrence causes significant crop losses. In addition, traditional crop pests recognition methods are
limited, ineffective, and time-consuming due to the manual selection of the useful feature sets. This paper in-
troduces a crop pest recognition method that accurately recognizes ten common species of crop pests by applying
several deep convolutional neural networks (CNNs). The main contributions of this paper are (1) a manually
collected and validated crop pest dataset is described and shared; (2) a fine-tuned GoogLeNet model is proposed
to deal with the complicated backgrounds presented by farmland scenes, with pest classification results better
than the original model; and (3) the fine-tuned GoogLeNet model obtains an improvement of 6.22% compared to
the state-of-the-art method. As a result, the proposed model has the potential to be applied in real-world ap-
plications and further motivate research on crop disease identification.

1. Introduction

Crop pests cause significant losses to crops in the world, whether in
developing or developed countries. According to recent research, nearly
half of the crop yield in the world is lost to pest infestations and crop
diseases (Gandhi et al., 2018). As a result, meticulous pest control is a
crucial task to reduce losses and improve crop yields. Once pests infect
a field, they must be identified in time, so farmers can provide timely
treatment and prevent the spread of pests. However, traditional pest
identification methods have many drawbacks. Firstly, most of the
commonly used methods are manual investigation, in which the experts
or farmers manually inspect the field daily, weekly, and monthly for
any sign of pests or diseases. Secondly, there are many types of insects
and the number of individuals that belongs to the same species is en-
ormous (Lim et al., 2018). Therefore, traditional pest identification
methods are time-consuming, error-prone, and tedious.

Previously, many automatic pest recognition systems based on dif-
ferent machine learning (ML) algorithms have been proposed (Nguyen
et al., 2019a; Nguyen et al., 2019b). For example, an approach that
adopted the k-means clustering algorithm to recognize pests was pro-
posed (Faithpraise et al., 2013). The detection was implemented by
manually extracting the features and using the relative filter to identify
different types of pests, which is time-consuming when the dataset is
huge. In another research, a method was put forward for the sugar beet
diseases recognition using Support Vector Machines (SVM) and spectral

vegetation (Rumpf et al., 2010). The precision result for the SVM multi-
class classification was about 86%. One year later, a framework that
used image processing and ML to classify five different plant leaf dis-
eases was proposed (Al-Hiary et al., 2011). Experimental results de-
monstrated that the proposed method successfully identified the target
diseases with accuracy ranging from 83% to 94%. Although traditional
ML algorithms were proved to perform well when the number of crop
pests species was small, they become inefficient when multiple features
need to be extracted manually.

Deep learning is a special kind of ML that uses multilevel neural
networks that allow computers to learn and extract deep abstract fea-
tures automatically. In recent years, several deep learning methods
have been applied to classify pests and achieved state-of-the-art results
in numerous pest detection applications. A deep learning-based pests
and diseases classification framework on the tomato leaves was im-
plemented (Shijie et al., 2017) and obtained an average classification
accuracy of 89%. However, this method can only be applied in simple
background pest classification, so it is impossible to be integrated into
practical applications. In another approach, Generative Adversarial
Networks (GAN) was applied to extend the dataset and the extended
dataset was fed into a pre-trained CNN model. This model achieved the
plant diseases classification accuracy of 92% (Gandhi et al., 2018).
Previously, data augmentation technique was also applied to extend the
dataset for classifying breast mass disease. After that, the data was
trained on GoogLeNet model and obtained a high accuracy of 93.4%
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(Lévy and Jain, 2016). A deep learning model was proposed to re-
cognize 13 kinds of diseases (Sladojevic et al., 2016). Manual image
preprocessing was adopted to highlight the target area, which was time-
consuming. Recently, a method using deep learning architecture for
fruit fly recognition was proposed and achieved an accuracy of 95.68%
(Leonardo et al., 2018). In another work, ten species of plant pests were
used to train the model and the classification accuracy was 93.84%
(Dawei et al., 2019). By analyzing previous work, deep learning
methods have been proved to improve the performance pests classifi-
cation significantly (Dang et al., 2018; Dang et al., 2019).

By showing the strengths and weaknesses of previous works, there is
an immediate demand to propose an intelligent expert system that can
efficiently and automatically identify crop pests images which have
background noise. Therefore, in this research, a deep learning-based
model that can automatically classify ten types of crop pests in natural
scenes is introduced. The following questions will be addressed in this
manuscript:

a. Which deep learning models are most suitable for the proposed
dataset?

b. Which data preprocessing methods improve the overall performance
of the model?

c. What is the comparison result with other work?

This paper is divided into six sections. The dataset collection process
is shown in Section 2. After that, five deep learning models and the
flowchart of the proposed system are explained in Section 3. Section 4
shows experimental results for the deep learning models on the pro-
posed dataset. Finally, the performance of the deep learning method is
discussed in Section 5, and conclusions and future work are described in
Section 6.

2. Dataset

2.1. Data preparation

In this paper, we selected 10 common species of crop pest, namely
Gryllotalpa, Leafhopper, locust, Oriental fruit fly, Pieris rapae Linnaeus,
Snail, Spodoptera litura, Stinkbug, Cydia pomonella, Weevil, as shown
in Fig. 1.

There are many studies which considered these crop pests as the
research subjects (Cheng et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2017; Leonardo et al.,
2018; Xiao et al., 2018; Dawei et al., 2019). Because these crop pests
can be found all over the world and their reproductive speed is very
fast. It is challenging to treat once they infect the field, and they can
cause enormous losses to crop yields. Therefore, these ten pests are
significant for research in order to detect them efficiently and imple-
ment timely control treatments.

The dataset collection was mainly done by downloading images

from popular search engines (Google, Baidu, Yahoo, and Bing) and
performing outdoor shooting using the Apple 7 Plus mobile phone. The
dataset contains a total of 5629 images; most of the images were
downloaded from the Bing search engine, and 650 images were crawled
from other websites. Overall, pest type contains more than 400 images,
and the snail class has the largest number of images (over 1000). In
general, the sizes of these pests are tiny, and it is difficult to find them
quickly in natural scenes with the naked eye. After the data collection
process, data augmentation method was implemented to generate more
images from the original dataset.

2.2. Data augmentation

Data augmentation is a common technique in deep learning to
create more data (Cui et al., 2015; Montserrat et al., 2017). Data aug-
mentation includes two main categories, which are offline augmenta-
tion and online augmentation. The offline augmentation operates on
the dataset directly, which can be applied to relatively small datasets.
The main methods are rotation, translation, flipping, and other corre-
sponding changes. For large datasets, online augmentation is a more
suitable approach. In this study, the offline augmentation method is
applied because the collected dataset is small. Data augmentation has
two main advantages. (1) CNN models achieve better generalization
ability, (2) The robustness of the model is improved by adding noise
data.

As shown in Fig. 2, the main data augmentation methods applied in
this study are 90 clockwise degree rotation, mirroring, noise addition,
and zooming. By using these image processing techniques, the number
of images datasets increased to nearly four times. The total number of
images was 5629 originally. After applying the data augmentation, the
number of images increased to 14,475.

The new dataset was then divided into a training set and testing set
with a 9:1 ratio, as shown in Table 1.

3. Methodology

The flowchart that describes the main processes of the pests clas-
sification framework is shown in Fig. 3. After the data collection pro-
cess, natural background images were preprocessed by two different
background removal methods. And then, more images were generated
by applying data augmentation techniques mentioned in Section 3.2.
Next, the images were fed into five deep learning models, and the most
suitable CNN model was selected.

3.1. Image preprocessing

In previous pest identification research, image segmentation algo-
rithms were applied to segment the target object from the complicated
background and to reduce the influence of complex background on the

Fig. 1. Sample images for ten common pest classes.
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overall accuracy (Boissard et al., 2008). The CNN models can be easily
affected by noises from natural images, so they miss or ignore crucial
features, which not only have a certain impact on the overall perfor-
mance, but also affect the speed of training. Therefore, data pre-
processing is an important technique to reduce these problems (Al-
Hiary et al., 2011). In this study, two preprocessing methods are im-
plemented to remove the complex background of the image.

3.1.1. Mixed image processing techniques
The first preprocessing technique deals with the images that have

considerable differences between the color of the pest and the back-
ground. The main techniques include thresholding, contour detection,
and watershed algorithm.

First of all, an adaptive threshold method is implemented to convert
the original image into a binary image. It automatically determines the
binary threshold of a pixel according to the distribution of adjacent
pixel blocks. After that, morphological operations, including dilation

Fig. 2. Example of data augmentation tech-
niques (a) Original image, (b) Mirror image,
(c) Rotate 90 degrees and crop, (d) Noise-
added image, and (e) Cropped image.

Table 1
Detailed report of the collected dataset before and after applying the aug-
mentation process. The number of train and test images for each class are also
shown.

Class Name Original After augmentation Train Test

1 Cydia pomonella 415 1165 1049 116
2 Gryllotalpa 505 1243 1119 124
3 Leafhopper 429 1582 1424 158
4 Locust 621 1412 1271 141
5 Oriental fruit fly 461 1545 1391 154
6 Pieris rapae Linnaeus 541 1746 1572 174
7 Snail 1074 1500 1350 150
8 Spodoptera litura 402 1212 1091 121
9 Stinkbug 679 1511 1360 151
10 Weevil 502 1559 1404 155

Total images 5629 14,475 13,031 1444

Fig. 3. Overall process of the proposed model from (1) data collection to (2) image processing, and (3) the training process.
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and erosion, are applied to remove part of the noise and connect parts
of the disconnected pixels of the pest body. A foreground and a back-
ground image are extracted after the morphological operations, and
then the watershed algorithm is used to localize the pest (Seal et al.,
2015). Finally, a contour detection method is applied to obtain the
contour of the target. The illustration of the mentioned procedures is
shown in Fig. 4.

3.1.2. GrabCut algorithm
The GrabCut algorithm is implemented to remove the background

when the foreground and background are similar (Boykov and Jolly,
2005). The foreground and the background of need to be determined
before applying the grabcut algorithm. After loading an image, the pest
is surrounded by a rectangular box, and everything outside the box is
considered as the background. Initially, the algorithm marks the
background according to the provided data, and a Gaussian mixture
model (GMM) is applied to simulate the foreground and background.
Based on the input, GMM model learns and creates new pixel dis-
tributions.

For the unspecified pixels in the rectangular box, which can be ei-
ther foreground or background. They are classified based on their re-
levance to the pixels of known classifications similar to the clustering
operation. Five Gaussian models are corresponding to foreground and
background. The equation for calculating the Gaussian mixture prob-
ability is:
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In Eq. (1), x is a BGR three-channel vector; K represents the number
of Gaussian components corresponding to each pixel (K = 5);
πirepresents the weight of each Gaussian component. Formulas (2) are
the concrete expression of gi, it refers to the probability model formula
of the i-th Gaussian model, which contains two parameters, mean value
(μb, μg, μr) and covariance matrix. So three parameters, which include
πi, mean value(μ), and covariance need to be initialized (Rother et al.,
2011).

After classifying the pixels, a pair of pixel distribution map is ex-
tracted in which the nodes are the pixels. In addition to the pixels as
nodes, there are two other nodes (source node and sink node). All
foreground pixels are linked to the source node, and all background
pixels are connected to the sink node. Then the minimum cut algorithm
is used to segment the newly obtained image (Boykov and Jolly, 2005).
The ideal image can not be obtained after a single GrabCut operation, as
shown in Fig. 5(b). According to the practical situation, the manual
markers are used to make the computer know which areas are needed,
so after many iterations, the desired image can be obtained, as shown in
Fig. 5(c).

3.2. CNN models

CNN model contains convolution layers, pooling layers and fully
connected layers. Image features can be extracted through

convolutional operations. Then, the pooling layers are applied to reduce
the volume of data processing and retain useful features. The fully
connected layer is responsible for reconstructing previously neglected
local features into a complete image through the weight matrix.

In this study, five different CNN models were investigated, including
VGGNet (VGG-16 and VGG-19), ResNet (ResNet50 and ResNet152) and
GoogleNet (Inception-V3). These networks have achieved state-of-the-
art performance in the ImageNet Large Scale Visual Recognition
Challenge (ILSVRC) (Simonyan and Zisserman, 2014; Szegedy et al.,
2016). Moreover, many studies have applied these popular deep
learning models on the pests detection (Cheng et al., 2017; Leonardo
et al., 2018). The following parts give a brief introduction for the five
CNN models.

3.2.1. VGG-16 and VGG-19
VGGNet ranked second in the ILSVRC Competition in 2014, and it

outperformed GoogLeNet in many transfer learning tasks. It consists of
three fully connected layers and five convolution layers. Compared with
the other deep learning networks, VGGNet has a concise structure, a
small pooling size, and a wider feature map, which makes the archi-
tecture deeper, wider, and at the same time decrease the computational
time. In this study, the two most famous models, VGG-16 and VGG-19,
were used, which contain 13 and 16 convolutional layers, respectively.
Fig. 6 demonstrates the differnces between the VGG-16 and VGG-19
models.

3.2.2. ResNet50 and ResNet152
ResNet won first place in the image classification task of the

ImageNet competition in 2015. Its main contribution is to solve the
degradation problem and the vanishing gradient problem of previous
models by introducing building block and Bottleneck structures (He
et al., 2016). The residual network uses a network structure that is eight
times larger than VGGNet, but it is simpler than VGGNet. In this study,
Resnet50 and ResNet152 were investigated, and they contain five
blocks of convolution layers with the input size of 224 × 224. Fig. 7
shows the structure of the two models, and the text box at the bottom
right corner explains that ResNet152 has 34 more building blocks in the
third and fourth convolution blocks than ResNet50. Moreover, each
block contains three convolution layers, so the ResNet152 model has
102 more convolution layers than the ResNet50 model.

3.2.3. GoogLeNet
GoogLeNet is a new structure of deep learning proposed in 2014. In

recent years, GoogLeNet has been proved to perform well in many
practical classification tasks. In this paper, Inception-V3 is used as the
implementation of GoogLeNet model. A significant improvement of
Inception-v3 is the factorization. The convolution of 7 × 7 is decom-
posed into two one-dimensional convolutions (1 × 7, 7 × 1), and the
convolution of 3 × 3 is decomposed into (1 × 3, 3 × 1) to increase the
network depth. Inception-V3 consists of 5 convolution layers, 3 incep-
tion modules in block1, 5 inception modules in block2, and 2 inception
modules in block3 (Szegedy et al., 2016). In the first five convolution
layers, the kernel size is 3 × 3, the first convolution layer has a stride
size of 2, and the other convolution layers have a stride size of 1. In
addition, the default input size of the data is 299 × 299.

Fig. 4. Input image and main process of watershed algorithm and the final result after applying the background removal algorithm.
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4. Experimental result

All experiments were implemented on a Linux machine pre-installed
with Ubuntu 14.04. It has four Titan X 12 GB GPUs, an Intel® Core i7-
5930K processor, and 64 GB of DDR4 RAM. Firstly, the feature ex-
traction process is explained in Section 4.1. After that, Section 4.2
shows how the CNN models are trained and tested on the proposed
dataset.

4.1. Features extraction

In this section, Keras and OpenCV were used to visualize middle

layer feature maps of the CNN model to show how the CNN model
extract the abstract features (Zeiler and Fergus, 2014). Fig. 8 explains
the details of the feature extraction process on several images.

The first column is the original crop pest image, while the second
column is the feature maps extracted by the first convolution layer
(there are many feature maps, only 9 of which are randomly selected).
Finally, the third column shows fused images of the feature maps. Some
background features marked with red circles are not necessary for the
feature extract, and they can affect the overall performance.

In order to prove the influence of complex background on the
classification performance, an experiment that uses different input data
is implemented. In this experiment, two pests with similar morphology
(Locust and Gryllotalpa) are selected as the classification subjects. 1000
complex background images and 1000 simple background images are
trained on the GoogleNet model. Table 2 shows the details of the input
data and the performance of the deep learning model. The experimental
results show that the classification accuracy on simple background
images is 5.9% higher than complex background images.

4.2. Comparison of the performance of five models

In this section, the classification performance of five deep learning
models is examined. These models were configured to use the same
optimizer (SGD), the classifier (softmax) and learning rate (0.0001),
and then 5-fold cross-validation method was implemented reduce the
over-fitting and under-fitting problems (Bergmeir et al., 2018). In the 5-
fold cross-validation approach, the training dataset is divided into five
subsets (each subset contains 2895 images). In each fold, one subset is
used as the testing set, and the remaining subsets are used as the
training sets.

Fig. 9 shows the classification results of the five models. Overall,
they achieve the accuracy of over 90%, and GoogLeNet obtains the
highest accuracy in every fold. At fold 3, GoogLeNet gets the highest
classification accuracy of 94.61%, whereas ResNet152 and VGG-19
achieve a slightly lower accuracy of 93.02% and 93.05%, respectively.
As a result, GoogLeNet is the most suitable model for the collected
dataset.

Table 3 shows the computational complexity of these models. Re-
sNet152 is the most complicated model, because it contains 58 million

Fig. 5. After applying a single GrabCut operation, the entire background is removed from the raw image(a). However, the pest legs are missing after the above
process in (b), so we use the mask of the pest to ensure its body is retained after the Grabcut process, (c) is the final image.

Fig. 6. Overall architecture of VGG model, which shows the difference between
VGG-16 (Left) and VGG-19 (Right).

Fig. 7. Overall architecture of ResNet model, which shows the difference between ResNet50 and ResNet152 at Block[3].
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parameters in total. Followed by ResNet50, which has 25 million
parameters. The most simple network is VGG-16, which has 15 million
parameters. The table also shows the training time of VGG-16, VGG-19,
ResNet50, ResNet152, and GoogleNet on the collected dataset. The
training time required for VGG-16, VGG-19, and ResNet50 are com-
paratively similar, among which VGG-16 takes about 17 min because it
has fewer layers and fewer parameters than other architectures. Re-
sNet152 and GoogLeNet require more computational time, which takes
about 92 min and 72 min, respectively.

4.3. Fine-tuning of GoogleNet model

Fine-tuning refers to the process of receiving weights directly from
others’ trained networks, and new dataset is used to train the model. In
this paper, the GoogleNet model was fined-tuned on the pre-trained
ImageNet model, because it helps the network converge faster (Yosinski
et al., 2014).

Some adjustments were also made on the model’s fully connected

Fig. 8. CNN feature visualization of Inception-V3
(First column: Input images; Second column:
Convolutional Features from the first Convolutional
layer; Third column: Fusion Feature Map from
Maxpooling layer); unimportant background in-
formation is marked with a red circle. (For inter-
pretation of the references to colour in this figure
legend, the reader is referred to the web version of
this article.)

Table 2
Information of the input data and the performance of the
deep learning model.

Input data
(Locust and Gryllotalpa)

Accuracy
(%)

Complex background 93
Simple background 98.9

92.642

92.237

93.05

92.86

92.26

91.65

91.89

91.12

91.54

91.74

93.4

93.12

94.61

94.39

93.29

91.53

90.96

91.62

91.94

91.44

92.18

92.77

93.02

92.69

92.9

1 2 3 4 5

FOLD

VGG-19

ResNet50

GoogLeNet

VGG-16

ResNet152

A
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ur
ac

y(
%

)

Fig. 9. Comparison in terms of accuracy for five CNN models through 5-fold cross-validation on the collected dataset. GoogLeNet has the best performance.

Table 3
Computational complexity of the five models.

Model Number of parameters Training time(s)

GoogleNet 23 million 4346
ResNet50 25 million 1239
ResNet152 58 million 5520
VGG-19 20 million 1089
VGG-16 15 million 1027
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layer and the optimizers because they have a significant impact on the
model performance. The collected dataset contains 10 kinds of insects,
so the output layer must be changed from 1000 (the pre-trained model)
to 10. Moreover, the first 17 layers of the pre-trained model were frozen
because these layers have been well trained on the ImageNet dataset.
Finally, the parameters of GoogLeNet model were modified to improve
the classification accuracy and reduce the computational complexity.
Fig. 10 shows the model performance on different sets of parameters,
the highest accuracy of 98% is achieved when the fully connected layer
size is 4096 and the optimizer is Adagrad (Hadgu et al., 2015) with the
optimal learning rate of 0.0001, which is 8% better than the Adam
optimizer with the learning rate of 0.001. The size of the fully con-
nected layer has a great impact on the training results because it con-
nects all the neuron and gives the final decision.

Fig. 11 shows that the fine-tuned GoogLeNet achieves higher ac-
curacy and more robust compare to the original model. As the epoch
increases, the accuracy of both models keeps increasing and then

stabilizes after the 15th epoch. The original model achieves an accuracy
of about 93%, whereas the fine-tuned model gets the accuracy of
98.91%.

4.4. Crop pest classification results

Table 4 shows the confusion matrix of the GoogLeNet model on the
testing set. The indexes of 10 types of pests are represented as follow: 1.
Cydia pomonella, 2. Gryllotalpa, 3. Leafhopper, 4. Locust, 5. Oriental
fruit fly, 6. Pieris rapae Linnaeus, 7. Snail, 8. Spodoptera litura, 9.
Stinkbug, 10. Weevil.

The result suggests that the model correctly recognizes ten species
with an average accuracy of 98.91%. The table shows that the error rate
of class 3 (leafhopper) is the highest at 2.84% because the model mis-
classified it as locus, oriental fruit fly, and snail. Those species have
similar shape and color with the background environment.
Furthermore, the model achieves 100% classification accuracy on three

93.42

95.91

96.47

93.21

95.36

96.1

90.45

94.6

96.24

93.6

94.11

94.7993.51

95.83

97.79

94.7

96.9

98.91

1024 2048 4096

SGD with momentum + learning rate(0.001) SGD with momentum + learning rate(0.0001)

Adam + learning rate(0.001) Adam + learning rate(0.0001)

Adagrad + learning rate(0.001) Adagrad + learning rate(0.0001)

Size of Fully Connected layer

A
cc

ur
ac

y(
%

)

Fig. 10. Comparison of model performance on different parameter sets, including optimizers, momentum and learning rate.

Fig. 11. Performance of the original GoogLeNet and the fine-tuned GoogLeNet.
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species of pests (Cydia pomonella, Gryllotalpa, Pieris rapae linnaeus),
while the other six species of pests have the accuracy between 98.26%
and 99.33%.

Fig. 12(a) shows the correct classification results for 6 randomly
selected images using the fine-tuned GoogLeNet model. Fig. 12(b) de-
monstrates two misclassified results, where the Oriental fruit fly is
mistakenly classified as snail because the color and shape of the wings
are different from the typical Oriental fruit fly. In addition, Stinkbug is
classified as Gryllotalpa because the pest shadow is recognized as part
of the pest. Furthermore, Fig. 12(c) and 12(d) show two special cases of
the pest classification, Fig. 12(c) has multiple pests and Fig. 12(d)

contains no pests. The experimental results show that when there are
more than one pests in the image, the model gives the corresponding
probability of each class by using the Top-K approach. On the other
hand, the model also provides a class names when there are no pests in
the image, but the probability for each class is low.

4.5. Comparison with other work

In this section, the fine-tuned model is compared with the state-of-
the-art CNN model proposed by (Xie et al., 2015; Cheng et al., 2017). In
that research, the authors used the dataset that contains 400 images in

Table 4
Confusion matrix for the crop pests classification with 10 classes.

Class 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Accuracy(%)

1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
3 0 0 101 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 97.16
4 0 0 1 113 0 0 0 0 1 0 98.26
5 0 0 0 0 117 0 0 1 0 0 98.34
6 0 0 0 0 0 136 0 0 0 0 100
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 118 2 0 0 99.33
8 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 101 0 0 99.02
9 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 126 0 98.43
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 132 98.51

Average accuracy 98.91

Fig. 12. Classification result for different cases, (a) six correctly classified images; (b) two misclassified images; (c) image that has multiple pests; (d) image without
pests.
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the training set and 150 images in the testing set. The model used in
(Cheng et al., 2017) was the fine-tuned ResNet101. The momentum
parameter was set to 0.9, and the basic learning rate was 0.0001. The
fine-tuned ResNet101 achieved a high accuracy of 98.67%.

In this paper, the fine-tuned GoogLeNet model is compared with the
fine-tuned ResNet101 model. The experimental result in Table 5 shows
that the fine-tuned GoogLeNet model performs better than the fine-
tuned ResNet101 in both accuracy and training time.

5. Discussion

Based on the experimental results, three questions proposed in the
introduction are answered in this section. The first question was about
the best model used in this research. In this research, five popular CNN
models (VGG-16, VGG-19, ResNet50, ResNet152 and GoogLeNet) were
used. Among them, GoogLeNet was selected as the target model be-
cause this model showed the highest performance. The second question
asked about which data preprocessing methods are used to improve the
overall performance of the model. As shown in Section 4.1, two back-
ground removal methods were applied before the training process.
After that, data augmentation was used to generate more training data.
As for the last question, the optimized model was compared to another
work, and the experiment results proved that the GoogLeNet model
achieved the classification accuracy of 6.22% higher than the Re-
sNet101 model. The experimental result proved that the GoogLeNet
model was effective and robust for the identification of crop pests, and
can significantly reduce processing times and labour costs if it is in-
tegrated into the practical applications. Although GoogLeNet achieves
better accuracy than other models, certain limitations can be seen, such
as it requires higher computing capacity and more training time.
Moreover, the complex architecture of Inception-V3 makes it difficult to
adjust the layer structure according to the dataset.

6. Conclusion

In this research, deep learning-based pests detection framework was
proposed to classify ten types of crop pests using a manually collected
dataset. A total of 5629 images was downloaded from different websites
and manually validated. In the data preparation phase, data augmen-
tation was used to expand the dataset. In addition, GrabCut and wa-
tershed algorithms were implemented to remove the complicated
background. In the training phase, VGG-16, VGG-19, ResNet50,
ResNet152, and GoogLeNet were investigated. The experimenta show
that the GoogLeNet model outperformed other models in terms of ac-
curacy, model complexity, and robustness. The fine-tuned model
achieved 5.91% higher accuracy than the original model.

In the future, more concentration should be put on the development
of crop pest identification systems on mobile devices, because mobile
devices are widely accessible to farmers. Besides RGB images, infrared
images can be employed to monitor the pests, and the infrared filter can
be easily equipped on the UAV.
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