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ABSTRACT 

The rapid growth of artificial intelligence (AI) in poultry farming has highlighted the challenge of 

efficiently labeling large, diverse datasets. Manual annotation is time-consuming and costly, 

making it impractical for modern systems that continuously generate data. This study addresses 

this challenge by exploring semi-supervised auto-labeling methods, integrating active learning and 

the prompt-then-detect paradigm to develop an efficient, label-scarce framework for auto-labeling 

of large poultry datasets (ALPD) annotation aimed at advancing AI-driven behavior and health 

monitoring. For this study, video data were collected from broilers and laying hens housed at the 

University of Arkansas and the University of Georgia. The collected videos were then converted 

into images, filtered, pre-processed, augmented, and labeled. Various machine learning models, 

including zero-shot models like Grounding DINO, YOLO-World, and CLIP, and supervised 

models like YOLO and Faster-RCNN, were utilized for broilers, hens, and behavior detection. The 

results showed that YOLOv8s-World and YOLOv9s performed better when compared 

performance metrics for broiler and hen detection under supervised learning, while among the 

semi-supervised model, YOLOv8s-ALPD achieved the highest precision (96.1%) and recall 

(99.0%) with an RMSE of 1.9. The hybrid YOLO-World model, incorporating the optimal 

YOLOv8s backbone, demonstrated the highest overall performance. It achieved a precision of 

99.2%, recall of 99.4%, and an F1 score of 98.7% for breed detection, alongside a precision of 

88.4%, recall of 83.1%, and an F1 score of 84.5% for individual behavior detection. Additionally, 
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semi-supervised models showed significant improvements in behavior detection, achieving up to 

31% improvement in precision and 16% in the F1-score. The semi-supervised models with 

minimal active learning reduced annotation time by over 80% compared to full manual labeling. 

Moreover, integrating zero-shot models with the best models enhanced detection and behavior 

identification. In conclusion, integrating semi-supervised auto-labeling and zero-shot models 

significantly improves detection accuracy. It reduces manual annotation efforts, offering a 

promising solution to optimize AI-driven systems in poultry farming, advancing precision 

livestock management, and promoting more sustainable practices. 
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1. Introduction 

In recent years, the livestock and poultry sectors have faced significant challenges due to rising 
labor costs and persistent labor shortages, particularly during peak seasons. In 2024, labor 
expenses, including both cash and noncash employee compensation, are projected to increase by 
$3.0 billion (6.1%), reaching $52.0 billion compared to 2023 (USDA, 2024). Additionally, 
livestock and poultry purchases are expected to rise by $4.4 billion (10.2%), totaling $47.4 billion. 
These trends are expected to persist, emphasizing the urgent need for advanced technologies like 
artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML) to enhance automation, decision-making, 
and efficiency in agricultural systems (Shaikh et al., 2022). These AI-driven systems rely heavily 
on high-quality labeled datasets, which are the foundation for training robust models. Available 
models are often limited to basic detection, segmentation, classifications, and auto-labeling like 
"chicken" or “birds.” However, it cannot distinguish between breeds, their behaviors, or physical 
conditions. Poultry data varies significantly in breed, behavior, appearance, and rearing conditions. 
This diversity makes accurate and timely annotation crucial for quality control, behavior and 
welfare analysis, health monitoring, and process optimization.  
 
Deep learning has significantly advanced automatic object detection, yet the need for large, high-
quality, labeled datasets often constrains its practical application. Current approaches, particularly 
those based on supervised training, rely heavily on these datasets, posing a major challenge for 
widespread implementation. Supervised methods are inherently data-intensive and depend heavily 
on the availability of large, high-quality labeled datasets (Cao, 2024). Even with expert 
annotations, label noise or errors due to annotator variation are inevitable. Fully supervised 
labeling is effective but demands extensive manual annotation of large datasets, making it both 
time-consuming and expensive (Sapkota et al., 2024). This approach is often impractical in the 
poultry sector, where data is continuously generated in vast quantities, and tasks such as detecting 
subtle quality variations in poultry products require expert knowledge, adding to the complexity. 
Previous research on supervised learning models for object detection, which rely on paired images 
and labels, often faces limitations based on the volume and quality of annotated data (Wang et al., 
2022). While large and diverse datasets enhance a model's pattern recognition and generalization 
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to new images (Alzubaidi et al., 2023), creating such datasets is labor-intensive, potentially 
hindering the adoption of deep learning methods. To overcome this, semi-supervised learning, 
unsupervised domain adaptation, and noisy label learning have emerged as key methods to handle 
imperfect datasets. However, each type of model has its own limitations such as inefficiencies in 
filtering noisy labels and inadequate handling of limited data (Chen et al., 2022). Semi-supervised 
deep learning and transformer architecture were developed for an automatic labeling method that 
generates bounding box annotations for images with multiple objects leveraging both labeled and 
unlabeled data (Fig. 1), thereby reducing the need for extensive manual labeling (Wang et al., 
2022). These semi-supervised methods can guide the labeling process, improving accuracy with 
active learning while reducing the annotation burden (Adsule et al., 2024). Active learning 
complements the  process by identifying the most informative samples from human intervention, 
ensuring that labeling efforts focus on data points that maximize the model's learning potential 
(Qazi et al., 2024). This hybrid approach of machine labeling augmented by human corrections 
addresses the limitations of manual annotation, saving time and resources. It also ensures data 
quality and reliability. By improving the efficiency of data labeling, these techniques enhance the 
performance of AI-driven systems for behavior monitoring and health assessment in poultry.  
 

 
Fig. 1. Example of the semi-supervised learning model. 
 
On the other hand, unsupervised learning models are required to solve labeling problems, which 
operate without labeled data. These models can automatically label all the images as they are 
trained in a large dataset but lack training in the specific domain, such as classifying all poultry 
species and their behaviors. In addition, it often struggles to achieve the accuracy required for 
critical applications due to the inherent noise and variability in agricultural data (Usama et al., 
2019). Automatically generated labels are often considered "noisy" due to their lower annotation 
quality than manual labeling (Culman et al., 2023). To address this issue, a study pre-trained an 
object detection model using these noisy labels and fine-tuned the model with a limited amount of 
manually labeled data (Ahn et al., 2023; Culman et al., 2023). Recent advancements have 
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demonstrated that combining noisy labels with a limited amount of manually labeled data can 
significantly enhance detection precision, with gains of up to 37.0% compared to models trained 
solely on limited labeled data (Culman et al., 2023).  Precision gains were also observed on unseen 
images, ranging from 17.6% to 38.5%, depending on the camera setup. These findings underscore 
the effectiveness of automatic labeling in scenarios with insufficient training data, where manual 
labeling is constrained by resources or time.  
 
Current research in auto-labeling within agriculture has primarily explored methods like self-
training and active learning, with promising results in domains such as image classification and 
segmentation (Li et al., 2023). Despite the progress, the application of these methods in the poultry 
industry remains underexplored, presenting a significant opportunity for innovation. Self-training, 
for instance, uses confidence thresholds to include only high-confidence pseudo-labeled samples 
in the retraining process, which minimizes errors and enhances model reliability (Wang et al., 
2021). This research also adopts an active-learning approach, augmented by human intervention 
to relabel incorrect or ambiguous images, thereby combining the strengths of automated and 
manual annotation. Moreover, this study integrates a zero-shot, text-based detection framework 
with the trained model to further improve accuracy and facilitate targeted image retrieval. This 
novel combination allows producers to locate specific behaviors or conditions through simple text 
inputs, providing an intuitive and efficient solution for monitoring and managing poultry datasets. 
These advancements highlight the potential of semi-supervised learning methods to address the 
challenges of data annotation in agriculture, paving the way for more scalable and precise AI 
applications.  
 
This study explored label-efficient learning methods within deep learning and their poultry 
applications, highlighting their significance in overcoming data annotation challenges in poultry 
farming. The objectives of this study were to (a) test and compare different zero-shot, supervised, 
and semi-supervised auto-labeling models, (b) develop and evaluate a semi-supervised auto-
labeling method tailored to the unique challenges of the poultry industry, particularly in the context 
of large, diverse datasets, (c) investigate the effectiveness of combining best model with zero-shot 
detector to improve detection and auto-labeling of broilers, layers, and their behavioral datasets, 
and (d) text-based detection and auto labeling model implementation. By achieving these 
objectives, this research aims to significantly advance the development of robust training datasets, 
enabling producers to effortlessly detect and monitor various normal and abnormal behaviors in 
poultry through intuitive text-based inputs. This study not only addresses the pressing challenges 
of data annotation in agriculture but also contributes to advancing AI-driven solutions, fostering 
greater efficiency, scalability, and precision in the poultry industry. 
 
 
2. Materials and methods 

The Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) reviewed and approved this study 
involving broilers under protocol #23009 at the University of Arkansas. Additionally, a related 
laying hen study was approved by the IACUC under protocol AUP# A2020 08-014-A2 at the 
University of Georgia. 
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2.1. Housing and management 
2.1.1. Broilers 

The study was conducted in broiler houses designed with specific configurations and management 
practices. Each house comprised 12 pens measuring 3.66m (12ft) x 2.44m (8ft), with individual 
programmable environmentally controlled research chambers utilized to maintain precise 
environmental conditions; average daily temperatures and relative humidity levels were monitored 
within these chambers and placed as per Cobb 500 broiler management guidelines. The 
experimental design included raising Cobb 500 male broilers, with a stocking density of 1.92ft² 
per bird, and each pen housing 50 broilers aged from day 0 to 42. This study was conducted from 
February 1, 2023, to March 15, 2023. No treatments were applied during the study period, and the 
broilers received only commercial starter, grower, and finisher diets without additional enzymes 
or medications. For monitoring, cameras were strategically installed at a height of 2m (6.5ft), with 
angles perpendicular to the ground, ensuring comprehensive coverage of feeding stations and 
water sources within each pen. The camera setup utilized a LOREX 4K 32ch 8TB Wired NVR 
System (Model # N883A38B, Lorex Corporation, Markham, ON, Canada) with dual 8TB internal 
hard drives for recording, capturing footage at a frame rate of 30 Frame Per Second (FPS) and a 
resolution of 1920 x 1080. 

 

2.1.2. Laying hens 

The experiment was conducted in four identical research houses, each housing 200 Hy-Line W-36 
hens. Birds were raised from day 1 to day 630 (90 weeks) in rooms measuring 7.3 m × 6.1 m × 3 
m, equipped with perches, litter flooring, feeders, drinkers, lights, and nest boxes. Pine shavings 
were used as bedding, and a Chore-Tronics Model 8 controller (Chore-Time Equipment, Milford, 
IN) controlled environmental conditions such as temperature, humidity, light, and ventilation. 
Behavior was recorded using six night-vision network cameras (PRO-1080MSB, Swann 
Communications USA Inc., Santa Fe Springs, LA) mounted 3 meters above the litter floor and two 
cameras 0.5 meters above the ground, capturing footage 24 hours videos a day. Videos were stored 
in .avi format at a resolution of 1920 × 1080 pixels and 15 frames per second, using a digital video 
recorder (DVR-4580, Swann Communications USA Inc., Santa Fe Springs, LA) for data storage, 
covering the period from 25 to 50 weeks of age. The previously published paper explained the 
details of housing and management (Bist et al., 2023c; Yang et al., 2023a). 

 

2.2. Image labeling and data pre-processing 

The images collected from broiler and laying hen experimental rooms were first preprocessed and 
filtered to ensure they met the requirements for training a machine learning model. The dataset 
was then divided into training (60%), validation (20%), and testing (20%) subsets. To enhance 
model performance and generalization, various augmentation techniques, including geometric 
transformations (such as rotations, flipping, and scaling), were applied following the previous 
paper (Bist et al., 2024). These augmentations simulate real-world variations, improve model 
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robustness, prevent overfitting, and enhance performance on unseen data. The final dataset 
distributions after augmentation are summarized in Tables 1, Table 2, and Table 3. These tables 
present the labeled training and validation datasets along with the unlabeled test datasets. Besides 
unlabeled test datasets, this study also has other unlabeled image categories, often referred to as 
pseudo-label images, which were later assigned pseudo-labels using the best-performing model 
from training. Table 1 was used to evaluate model performance and compare confidence scores. 
Additionally, Table 2 highlights the varying quantities of images used to determine the minimum 
required for optimal results. Similarly, the Supervised I-640 dataset was used for model 
comparisons on behavioral data. 

Table 1. Datasets distribution for broilers and laying hens used in this experiment to compare 
different models’ performance. 

 
Subsets 

Broilers Laying hens 

Train Val Test Pseudo-
label 
Images 

Total Train Val Test Pseudo-
labels 
Images 

Total 

Images 120 40 40 1500 1700 120 40 40 1500 1700 

Instances 5437 1830 1853 70,251 79,371 3981 1356 1634 48,428 55,399 

 

Table 2. Different number of datasets used to compare model auto-labeling performance. 

Images Subsets Broilers Laying hens 

Train Val Test Total Train Val Test Total 

I50 Images 15 5 5 25 15 5 5 25 
Instances 701 232 231 1,164 643 342 265 1,250 

I100 Images 30 10 10 50 30 10 10 50 
Instances 1422 399 461 2,282 1193 605 439 2,237 

I200 Images 60 20 20 100 60 20 20 100 
Instances 2824 864 927 4,615 2293 1022 813 4,128 

I400 Images 120 40 40 200 120 40 40 200 
Instances 5437 1803 1853 9,120 3981 1356 1634 6,971 

Where I50, I100, I200, and I400 are the image quantity 50, 100, 200, and 400, respectively. 

 

Table 3: Distribution of hen behavior datasets used in this study. 

 
 

Supervised I-200 Model Supervised I-640 Model Pseudo-label 
images (semi-
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Behavio
rs 

Train Val Test Train Val Test supervised 
model) 

Im
age
s 

Insta
nces 

Imag
es 

Insta
nces 

Ima
ges 

Insta
nces 

Imag
es 

Inst
anc
es 

Imag
es 

Insta
nces 

Im
age
s 

Instan
ces 

Imag
es 

Instan
ces 

Feeding  
 
 
 
 
120 

361  
 
 
 
 
40 

131  
 
 
 
 
40 

120  
 
 
 
 
384 

128
5 

 
 
 
 
 
128 

472  
 
 
 
 
12
8 

443  
 
 
 
 
2,500 

7,494 

Foraging 801 266 223 303
5 

1003 973 13,795 

Drinking 403 124 83 148
9 

504 428 10,293 

Dustbath
ing 

66 30 30 196 47 62 728 

Preening 121 42 20 443 116 160 2,995 

Perching 454 181 224 185
2 

573 951 15,062 

Wing-
Flipping 

28 12 7 63 22 23 75 

Mortality 11 3 4 27 7 8 25 

Pecking 24 9 5 98 55 37 389 

Mislayin
g 

35 8 12 62 32 19 154 

Piling 16 5 11 36 18 13 49 

Total 120 2320 40 811 40 739 384 8,58
6 

128 2,849 12
8 

3,117 2,500 51,059 

Where the Supervised I-200 and I-640 models are run on 200 and 640 images with labeled train 
and val images; pseudo-labels were generated from pseudo-label images using the “best.pt” model 
from Supervised I-200 to make a semi-supervised model. 

For this study, we also focused on the behavioral data of laying hens due to the wide range of 
complex behaviors they exhibit. However, previous research has focused on detecting a limited 
number of behaviors, such as piling (Bist et al., 2023a), mislaying (Bist et al., 2023c), mortality 
(Bist et al., 2023b), perching (Paneru et al., 2024a), and dustbathing (Paneru et al., 2024b), but 
none have addressed the detection of all these behaviors simultaneously. In this study, we identified 
and categorized 11 distinct behaviors, as outlined in Table 3. These behaviors are predominantly 
observed in cage-free housing systems, providing a rich dataset for analysis. This study aims to 
improve behavior detection by leveraging a continuously growing pool of pseudo-labeled images, 
thereby refining model training and enhancing robustness. The ethogram of hen behaviors is 
mentioned in Table 4 (Appleby, 2004, 1984; Appleby et al., 1988, 2004; Yang et al., 2023b). 

Table 4. Ethogram of Common Behaviors Based on Posture and Body Orientation 

Behaviors Posture and body orientation 
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Foraging Scratching the ground with feet and pecking at surfaces, indicating curiosity or 
exploratory behavior. 

Drinking Drinking water by tilting head upward, possibly indicating relief or relaxation. 
Feeding Pecking at food with the beak, occasionally lifting head to swallow, may reflect 

excitement or heightened activity levels. 
Perching Standing or sitting on a perch, gripping it with feet, indicating rest or sleep. 
Preening Standing or sitting with feathers fluffed, using the beak to clean and align 

feathers, occasionally stretching wings or shaking feathers. 
Pecking Repetitive pecking at the feathers of other birds, leading to the removal and 

sometimes ingestion of those feathers. This behavior can result in feather loss, 
skin damage, and increased stress within the flock. 

Dustbathing Lying on the ground, digging with legs, flapping wings to spread dust or dirt on 
the body, and rolling or wriggling in the dust, indicating relaxation or 
enjoyment. 

Piling Birds clustering tightly together, often in a corner or confined space, indicating 
stress, fear, or overcrowding. 

Mortality Lack of movement, unnatural body position, rigidity, isolation from the flock, 
and absence of breathing motion. 

Mislaying Tense posture, crouching, neck and tail stretching, circling or pecking before 
laying, with signs of stress like panting. FELB is often seen in tight groups, 
near corners, walls, or over eggs laid on floor. 

Wing-
Flipping 

Flapping or rapidly moving wings, often as a sign of excitement, 
communication, or maintaining balance. 

 

This study utilized diverse training, validation, and testing image datasets, as summarized in Table 
1-3. Beyond conventional model training and validation, it also incorporated a text-prompt-based 
model to enable targeted breed (hen, broiler) and behavior monitoring within image and video 
datasets. This innovative approach allows producers to query specific behaviors by entering 
relevant prompts. For example, when investigating mislaying behavior, producers can input the 
term “mislaying”, the system will automatically detect and highlight instances of this behavior, 
along with its frequency and location. This functionality provides a comprehensive visualization, 
helping producers identify potential environmental or management factors contributing to such 
behaviors. By leveraging these insights, producers can implement targeted interventions to reduce 
abnormal behaviors, ultimately enhancing the welfare and productivity of laying hens in cage-free 
systems. This study demonstrates the potential of integrating advanced behavioral analysis with 
machine learning models to facilitate data-driven decision-making in poultry management. 

For labeling, we utilized tools including MakeSense.ai and CVAT to annotate the training, 
validation, and initially unlabeled datasets. Trained specialists in manual labeling were hired and 
cross-checked their labeled datasets by the author before training the models with the help of given 
tools. The labeled datasets were then exported in YOLO text and Pascal VOC formats to ensure 
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compatibility with different machine learning frameworks. These labeled datasets were 
subsequently used to train various machine-learning models. The performance of the trained 
models was evaluated using validation and test datasets to determine their effectiveness. The best-
performing model was then employed to automatically label the remaining unlabeled images, 
generating pseudo-labeled data.  

The following experimental setup in Table 5 was used for model training and evaluation, designed 
to ensure optimal performance and efficient training. This setup included high-performance 
hardware, software, and training configuration. The system utilized an NVIDIA A100 GPU with 
CUDA acceleration, Python-based tools, and key machine-learning libraries to facilitate the 
training and evaluation of the models provided by the Arkansas High-Performance Computing 
Center located at the University of Arkansas.  

Table 5. Experimental setup utilized for model evaluation. 

Configuration Parameters 
Operating system Linux-Based System 
Accelerated environment NVIDIA CUDA 
GPU A100, 64 Cores, 40 GB VRAM 
VRAM 40 GB 
Computer CPU Intel® Core™ Ultra 7 155H 3.80GHz 
Computer RAM 32 GB 
Software tool Jupyter Notebook 
Python Python 3.11.5 
Libraries Tensorflow-2.18.0, Torch 2.5.1+cu124, Torch-vision 0.20.1+cu124, 

CUDA version 12.4, NumPy 2.1.3 
Training setup Batch size of 16, learning rate of 0.001, 300 epochs 

 

2.3. Model description 
In this study, we utilized various machine learning models for auto-labeling to efficiently generate 
labeled data for model training. The models employed for this purpose span different categories, 
including zero-shot, supervised, and semi-supervised models, each with distinct methodologies 
and capabilities. 
 
2.3.1. Zero-shot models for auto-labeling 
2.3.1.1. Grounding DINO (GDINO) 
Grounding DINO is a state-of-the-art zero-shot object detection model developed by IDEA-
Research (Liu et al., 2025), designed to detect arbitrary objects or behaviors based on human input, 
such as category names or referring expressions. Built on the DINO model, a transformer-based 
architecture known for its success in image classification and object detection, Grounding DINO 
incorporates a grounding module. This addition enables the model to establish a relationship 
between language and visual content by learning to associate words in text descriptions with 
specific regions in images. As a result, Grounding DINO can detect objects in unseen images 
without prior knowledge of those objects, offering high versatility for a range of real-world 
applications, including agriculture. 
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Key components of Grounding DINO include the image and text backbones, which extract features 
from input images and corresponding text descriptions, respectively (Liu et al., 2025). The feature 
enhancer fuses these modalities, allowing for cross-modality information exchange, while the 
language-guided query selection initializes queries using language inputs. Finally, the cross-
modality decoder predicts bounding boxes based on the fused features and queries, enabling the 
model to localize and identify objects accurately. The model’s ability to generalize to new objects 
without requiring additional training data makes it an efficient and adaptive solution for zero-shot 
detection. In this configuration, we fine-tune the initial GDINO model on a small, labeled dataset 
to improve its precision and recall for poultry behavior detection. Fine-tuning enhances the model's 
ability to predict more accurate labels when applied to unlabeled images. Non-maximum 
suppression is applied to remove duplicate detections. This technique calculates the overlap 
between detected objects using the Intersection over Union (IoU) metric. If the overlap exceeds a 
specified threshold, the detections are considered redundant. These duplicates are eliminated 
starting with the detection with the lowest confidence score. The threshold value ranges from 0 to 
1, with smaller values making non-maximum suppression more selective in removing overlapping 
detections.  
 
2.3.1.2. YOLO-World 
YOLO-World is an advanced extension of the YOLO framework, designed by AI Lab to address 
the limitations of traditional object detection models that rely on predefined categories (Cheng et 
al., 2024). By incorporating vision-language modeling and pre-training on large-scale datasets, 
YOLO-World enables open-vocabulary detection, allowing it to identify a diverse range of objects 
in a zero-shot manner without requiring task-specific annotations. The model features a Re-
parameterizable Vision-Language Path Aggregation Network (RepVL-PAN), which facilitates 
effective interaction between visual and linguistic information and utilizes a region-text contrastive 
loss to enhance alignment between image and text data. YOLO-World has demonstrated superior 
performance on challenging benchmarks, such as the LVIS dataset, achieving 35.4 Average 
Precision (AP) with 52.0 Frames Per Second (FPS) on a V100 GPU, surpassing several state-of-
the-art methods in both accuracy and speed. Its ability to generalize to unseen categories is further 
proven through its fine-tuned performance on downstream tasks like object detection and open-
vocabulary instance segmentation. The integration of transfer learning and pre-trained weights 
allows YOLO-World to analyze visual data for tasks without relying on annotated data, and its 
architecture, which supports user-defined vocabulary prompts, makes it adaptable to various 
detection tasks. This versatility ensures rapid and accurate results across diverse applications, 
including poultry behavior analysis in agriculture. 
 
2.3.1.3. CLIP 
CLIP (Contrastive Language-Image Pre-Training) is an advanced neural network developed by 
OpenAI, designed to bridge the gap between visual and textual information (OpenAI, 2024). 
Trained on a diverse dataset of image-text pairs, CLIP predicts a given image's most relevant 
textual description through natural language instructions, demonstrating zero-shot learning 
capabilities similar to models like GPT-2 and GPT-3. Remarkably, CLIP achieves comparable 
performance to ResNet50 on the ImageNet "zero-shot" benchmark without relying on the 1.28 
million labeled examples from the original dataset (OpenAI, 2024). This achievement highlights 
its ability to address critical challenges in computer vision, such as dependency on large, labeled 
datasets and generalization to novel tasks. By aligning visual and textual modalities, CLIP has 
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proven highly versatile for applications requiring a deep understanding of image-text relationships, 
including image captioning, visual question answering, and object detection. 

 
This study employed CLIP to align image regions with textual descriptions using cosine similarity 
between image and text embeddings (Wolff et al., 2023). For a batch of N image-text pairs, the 
model calculates similarity scores for all possible combinations, identifying correct pairings by 
maximizing the similarity between matched embeddings and minimizing it for mismatched pairs. 
Through joint training of image and text encoders, CLIP creates a shared embedding space that 
facilitates accurate mapping of textual labels to image regions. This capability is particularly 
valuable in dynamic and diverse agricultural environments, where it enhances tasks, such as 
behavior detection, annotation, and interpretation. By leveraging CLIP’s matrix-based 
representation, the study effectively improved the understanding and integration of visual and 
textual data, advancing applications in precision agriculture and beyond (Wolff et al., 2023). 
 
2.3.2. Supervised models for auto-labeling 
2.3.2.1. YOLO models 
For this research, we utilized multiple versions of the YOLO (You Only Look Once) detector 
series by Ultralytics, including YOLOv8s, YOLOv9s, YOLOv10s, YOLO11s, YOLOv8s-
Worldv2, and RT-DETR (Ultralytics, 2024). These models were selected for their efficiency and 
performance in object detection tasks focusing on their suitability for auto-labeling and detection 
in poultry-related applications. YOLOv8s and other small variants were chosen for their speed and 
lower resource consumption than larger models, making them ideal for real-time processing and 
handling large datasets with reduced computational overhead. While larger models provide higher 
accuracy, the smaller YOLO models balance speed and performance, enabling rapid detection and 
labeling without requiring extensive hardware resources. YOLOv8s-Worldv2, a more advanced 
version, was specifically leveraged for its open-vocabulary detection capabilities, allowing greater 
flexibility in identifying a wide range of objects without predefined labels. This combination of 
models provides a versatile, scalable solution for efficient and accurate auto-labeling in the context 
of poultry behavior detection. Once trained, they are deployed to auto-label additional unlabeled 
images, creating pseudo-labeled data that can be used for further training iterations. 
 
2.3.2.2. Faster-RCNN 
Faster-RCNN, a region-based convolutional neural network (CNN), was utilized for object 
detection in this study and analyzed using open-source GitHub repository (Ren et al., 2017; Yang 
et al., 2017). The model generates candidate regions within an image and subsequently classifies 
them into predefined categories. Initially, Faster-RCNN undergoes supervised training on a labeled 
dataset, allowing it to learn to detect various objects or behaviors. Once trained, the model can be 
applied to unlabeled images for auto-labeling tasks, particularly for identifying and classifying 
poultry behaviors. The ResNet backbone was employed for the feature extraction and image 
classification tasks due to its deep residual network architecture. ResNet's use of skip connections 
aids in effectively training deeper models, which is especially beneficial for accurately recognizing 
complex behaviors in poultry. After the model is trained on labeled datasets, it can generate 
pseudo-labels for various poultry behaviors, enabling efficient and scalable auto-labeling in real-
world applications. In this research, Faster-RCNN with a ResNet backbone was selected for its 
robustness in object detection tasks and its ability to generate high-quality pseudo-labels for 
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behavior recognition in poultry. This approach detects various behaviors without requiring 
extensive manual annotation, making it an effective tool for large-scale data labeling tasks. 
 
2.3.3. Semi-supervised models for auto-labeling 
2.3.3.1. YOLO-ALPD 
The YOLO models, including YOLOv8s, YOLOv9s, YOLOv10s, YOLOv11s, YOLOv8s-
Worldv2 and RT-DETR, were initially trained on small, labeled datasets to develop highly 
accurate baseline models. These trained models were then employed to ALPD that were previously 
unlabeled. The ALPD approach integrates supervised learning with semi-supervised techniques to 
enhance model performance in data-scarce scenarios. Specifically, the models were first fine-tuned 
on the small labeled datasets to optimize detection accuracy. Subsequently, these models were 
applied to unlabeled datasets to generate pseudo-labels, which were iteratively incorporated back 
into the training process. During each iteration, the model's predictions on the unlabeled data were 
refined, creating a feedback loop that progressively improved its detection and labeling 
capabilities. This iterative auto-labeling strategy enabled the semi-supervised models to efficiently 
label large datasets while enhancing their performance, making them suitable for scalable and 
accurate detection tasks in poultry datasets. 
 
2.3.3.2. Faster-RCNN-ALPD 
The Faster-RCNN with ResNet backbone models were adapted to employ the ALPD technique 
within a semi-supervised learning framework. Initially, these models underwent supervised 
training on small labeled datasets to establish a reliable baseline for detection tasks. Following 
this, the models were utilized to generate pseudo-labels for unlabeled poultry behavior datasets. 
These pseudo-labels were iteratively refined and incorporated back into the training process, 
creating a feedback loop that progressively enhanced model accuracy and generalization. In the 
case of Faster-RCNN, the model leveraged its region-based detection framework, while ResNet 
utilized its robust feature extraction capabilities to identify and label poultry datasets effectively. 
The ALPD approach facilitated large-scale data augmentation and reduced the dependency on 
extensive manual annotation, allowing the models to adapt to diverse datasets and improve their 
performance across successive iterations. This semi-supervised learning paradigm ensured 
continuous improvement, making these models highly effective for large-scale poultry dataset 
analysis. 
 
2.3.4. Final model architecture 
The models employed for auto-labeling played a pivotal role in generating large-scale labeled 
datasets essential for training and enhancing machine learning models designed for poultry breed 
and behavior detection. This study utilized a combination of zero-shot learning, supervised 
learning, and semi-supervised learning with active learning techniques to develop a robust 
detection system with improved accuracy, while significantly reducing the reliance on manual 
labeling. Active learning helps the model selectively query the most informative data points for 
labeling to improve performance efficiently (Adsule et al., 2024). The approach facilitated scalable 
solutions for monitoring poultry breeds and behaviors, addressing key challenges in poultry 
management. To further enhance prediction capabilities, the best-performing model (best.pt) was 
integrated with zero-shot learning frameworks, incorporating text-based prompts to improve 
prediction accuracy and adaptability. This integration allowed the system to manage novel 
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scenarios effectively and produce more detailed and comprehensive outputs, as illustrated in Fig. 
2. 

 

Fig. 2. Flowchart of the ALPD semi-supervised model integrated with a text-prompt auto-labeling 
and detection framework. Note: The initial phase employs a semi-supervised learning structure, 
which is subsequently combined with a fusion of semi-supervised learning and a zero-shot text-
based detection and auto-labeling approach. ALPD: Auto-Labeling Large Poultry Datasets; AI: 
Artificial Intelligence. 
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This study introduces a deep-learning framework called ALPD model, designed to address the 
challenges of semi-supervised learning, unsupervised domain adaptation, and noisy label learning 
in agricultural image detection. ALPD leverages models trained on limited annotated data (SSL) 
(50 labeled images for each breed and 200 labeled images for behaviors) or annotated source 
domain data to generate noisy labels for unlabeled datasets. A cross-model co-optimization 
approach is employed, where two networks are trained in parallel while exchanging information 
to filter and correct noisy labels through a cascaded process. This iterative refinement 
progressively improves label quality, offering a flexible and efficient solution for deep neural 
network models. ALPD model is particularly suited for large-scale, annotation-efficient tasks like 
automatic labeling in poultry datasets, addressing critical bottlenecks in data preparation for 
agricultural applications. To enhance annotation efficiency, the framework incorporates active 
learning, empowering labelers to focus on uncertain or critical data points that maximize model 
improvement. 

 

2.3.5. Active learning framework 

This study employs four active learning frameworks to enhance model performance while 
minimizing manual labeling efforts: confidence thresholding, uncertain sample selection and 
labeling, query by committee, and model retraining with performance evaluation. These 
frameworks work together to iteratively improve the detection model by prioritizing uncertain and 
high-impact samples for labeling and retraining. 

2.3.5.1. Confidence thresholding 

The Active Learning with Confidence Thresholding (ALCT) methodology aims to iteratively 
refine object detection performance. Initially, the model is trained on a small, labeled dataset to 
learn basic object representations. Once trained, the model makes predictions on the unlabeled 
data and assigns confidence scores to each detected object, reflecting the certainty of the 
predictions. A predefined confidence threshold is applied to these predictions, with any instances 
falling below the threshold flagged as uncertain (Wang et al., 2021). These uncertain samples are 
prioritized for relabeling again and send back to unlabeled images, ensuring the model focuses on 
the data points most likely to improve its performance. The new image samples are integrated into 
the training dataset, and the model is retrained. Over successive iterations, this process continually 
enhances the model’s ability to make accurate predictions, improving its robustness and scalability 
for agricultural monitoring tasks. 

 

2.3.5.2. Selection of uncertain samples and labeling 

In this framework, the model ranks the unlabeled samples based on their confidence scores. Lower 
confidence scores indicate higher uncertainty, and these samples are extracted for further labeling 
(Wang et al., 2021). A user-defined confidence threshold, typically set below 50%, determines 
which samples are considered uncertain. These uncertain samples are then manually or semi-
automatically labeled. In the semi-automated approach, the model generates initial labels, which 
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are later verified and corrected by human annotators. This reduces the time required for manual 
annotation while ensuring high-quality labeling. Once labeled, the samples are added to the 
training dataset, enhancing its diversity and quality and improving the model's performance in 
subsequent iterations. 

 

2.3.5.3. Query by committee 

The query-by-committee approach identifies instances where the model’s predictions conflict or 
exhibit significant uncertainty. In these cases, multiple models are used to generate different 
predictions, and the discrepancies between them guide human annotators to focus on clarifying 
these uncertainties. Resolving these conflicts enriches the dataset with critical, high-impact 
information, allowing the model to learn more effectively from ambiguous or complex examples. 

 

2.3.5.4. Model retraining and performance evaluation 

Following the incorporation of newly labeled samples, the model undergoes retraining to integrate 
the expanded dataset. This phase is essential for allowing the model to learn from the newly labeled 
data, enhancing its detection capabilities. During this process, the model adapts to the additional 
information, which helps refine its performance on previously unseen examples. Retraining 
involves fine-tuning the model on the updated dataset, optimizing the loss function, adjusting 
learning rates, and applying data augmentation techniques to improve generalization. After 
retraining, a separate validation dataset evaluates the model’s performance. Key metrics, such as 
mean Average Precision (mAP), precision, recall, and F1-score, are used to assess the model's 
accuracy and its ability to generalize to unseen data. These evaluation results guide the iterative 
learning process, ensuring that each cycle leads to measurable improvements in model 
performance and efficiency. 

 

2.4. Model evaluation metrics  

A range of commonly used evaluation metrics were employed to evaluate the models' performance 
for auto-labeling and pseudo-labeled data output (Cheng et al., 2024; Ultralytics, 2024). These 
metrics help assess the quality of the model's predictions, including its ability to detect behaviors 
and the accuracy of its auto-labeled outputs. The following metrics were applied: 

2.4.1. Precision 
Precision measures the proportion of correctly predicted positive instances out of all instances 
predicted as positive. It is crucial when false positives have a high cost. 

𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 	
𝑇𝑃

𝑇𝑃 + 𝐹𝑃																										(𝑖) 

Where, TP = True Positives and FP = False Positives 
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High precision ensures that the model accurately detects target behaviors, such as breeds or 
behaviors, without many false detections. 

 

2.4.2. Recall 
Recall, also known as sensitivity, measures the proportion of actual positive instances that were 
correctly identified by the model. It is especially useful when false negatives are costly. 

𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙 = 	
𝑇𝑃

𝑇𝑃 + 𝐹𝑁																				(𝑖𝑖) 

Where, FN = False Negatives 

A high recall ensures that most of the true behaviors, such as breeds or behaviors, are identified, 
even if it results in some false positives. 

 

2.4.3. Mean Average Precision 
The mean average precision is a commonly used metric in object detection, evaluating the model’s 
precision at a standard overlap threshold. 

𝑚𝐴𝑃 =	
1
𝑁	7𝐴𝑃𝑖

!

"#$

																								(𝑖𝑖𝑖) 

Where, AP𝒾 = Average Precision for class 𝒾 and N = Total number of classes 

A higher mAP indicates better overall performance in detecting breeds or behaviors with an 
acceptable level of localization. 

 

2.4.4. F1-Score 
The F1-score is the harmonic means of precision and recall, providing a single metric that balances 
both the ability to correctly identify positive instances and the ability to detect as many positives 
as possible. 

𝐹1 = 2	 ×	
𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛	 × 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙
𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙 																							(𝑖𝑣) 

The F1-score is particularly useful when there is an imbalance between classes (e.g., rare behaviors 
like mislaying). It provides a balanced measure of a model’s performance, ensuring that both false 
positives and false negatives are accounted for in the evaluation. 

 

2.4.5. Intersection over Union (IoU) 
IoU measures the overlap between the predicted bounding box and the ground truth bounding box. 
It is widely used to assess the localization accuracy in object detection tasks. 
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𝐼𝑜𝑈 = 	
𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎	𝑜𝑓	𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑙𝑎𝑝
𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎	𝑜𝑓	𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑜𝑛 																									(𝑣) 

A higher IoU indicates that the predicted bounding box closely matches the true position of the 
object (e.g., detected behavior). IoU is essential for understanding how well the model is localizing 
specific behaviors, such as mislaying or pecking. 

 

2.4.6. Mean Absolute Error (MAE) 
MAE measures the average absolute difference between the true and predicted values, providing 
a straightforward indication of prediction accuracy. 

𝑀𝐴𝐸 =	 $
!
∑ |𝑦" − 𝑦G"!
"#$ |               (𝑣𝑖) 

 

where 𝑦" is the true value and 𝑦G" 	is the predicted value. N refers to the total number of samples or 
data points in the evaluated dataset.  
MAE measures the average magnitude of errors without considering their direction. Lower MAE 
values indicating better model performance. 
 
2.4.7. Mean Squared Error (MSE) 
MSE calculates the average squared difference between the true and predicted values, heavily 
penalizing larger errors. 

𝑀𝑆𝐸 = 	 $
!
∑ (𝑦" − 𝑦G"!
"#$ )2                			(𝑣𝑖𝑖) 

MSE penalizes larger errors more heavily, making it sensitive to outliers. A lower MSE value 
signifies a model that makes fewer and smaller errors in its predictions. 
 
2.4.8. Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) 
RMSE is the square root of the MSE, offering a measure of prediction error in the same units as 
the data. Smaller RMSE values indicate better predictive accuracy. 

𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸 = 	√𝑀𝑆𝐸               									(𝑣𝑖𝑖𝑖) 

 

2.4.9. False Negative Rate (FNR) 
FNR represents the proportion of actual positive instances that were incorrectly classified as 
negative, indicating the model's failure to detect positives. 

𝐹𝑁𝑅 = 	 %!
%!&'(

                    			(𝑖𝑥) 

where FN is the number of false negatives.  

FNR quantifies the proportion of actual positives incorrectly identified as negatives. 
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3. Results and discussions 

3.1. Data distribution 

Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 present the distribution of instance labels across different datasets used for model 
training. However, while the images allocated for broilers and hens maintain the same quantity, 
the instances within each image vary. Fig. 3a shows the distribution of labels across the training 
datasets for broilers and hens, demonstrating a balanced representation of the various categories, 
ensuring the model encounters diverse instances during training. Fig. 3b displays the distribution 
of labels in the pseudo-label training datasets, where the model generates additional labels based 
on its predictions. While this expands the dataset, slight imbalances in certain categories can be 
observed due to the challenges in automatically labeling some instances. Similarly, Fig. 4a 
illustrates the label distribution in the training datasets for individual behaviors, maintaining a 
comprehensive representation of behaviors, although some categories may be slightly 
overrepresented or underrepresented. Fig. 4b shows the distribution of pseudo-label datasets for 
individual behaviors, indicating the model's ability to generate plausible labels for less frequent 
behaviors, though minor inaccuracies and noise in the predictions are present. Overall, these 
distributions highlight the strengths of our approach in combining real and pseudo-labeled 
instances to create a robust training dataset. 

 

Fig. 3. Distribution of instances labels across a) Training datasets for broilers and hens, and b) 
Pseudo-label Datasets. 
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Fig. 4. Distribution of instances labels across a) Training datasets for individual behaviors and b) 
Pseudo-label datasets. 

 

3.2. Supervised and semi-supervised model comparison 

The performance metrics of supervised and semi-supervised models for broiler and hen detection 
reveal notable distinctions in their accuracy, precision, recall, and mAP scores across different 
models (Table 6 and Fig. 5). Among the supervised models, YOLOv8s demonstrated higher 
performance for broiler detection with a precision of 97.3%, recall of 98.7%, and mAP_0.50 of 
99.3%. This was closely followed by YOLOv9s, which achieved similarly high mAP_0.50 of 
99.3% for broilers but with slightly better precision and recall values of 98.1% and 98.6%, 
respectively. Similarly, YOLOv9s for hen detection achieved the best performance with a recall of 
91.0% and mAP_0.50 of 96.3%, outperforming YOLOv8s with a recall of 88.1% and mAP_0.50 
of 96.1%. The YOLOv8s-World model, with an overall mAP_0.50 of 97.5%, also performed well 
across both species, demonstrating the model's adaptability to various conditions. However, it was 
outperformed by YOLOv9s in terms of precision and recall for broilers. The RT-DETR-l model, 
which represents a different architecture, displayed impressive performance for broiler detection 
(precision of 98.7%, recall of 98.2%) and hens’ detection with recall at 93.4% and mAP_0.50 of 
97.1%. In comparison, Faster-RCNN Restnet50 showed significantly lower performance across 
all categories, with an overall recall of just 66.8% and mAP_0.50 of 94.0%. These results highlight 
the superior capabilities of the YOLO family and RT-DETR-based models in real-time object 
detection tasks for poultry, outperforming Faster-RCNN in terms of both precision and recall. 
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Fig. 5. Performance comparison of various models for broiler and hen detection with a) precision, 
b) recall, c) mAP_0.50, d) mAP_0.50-0.95, and e) F1-score. mAP is mean average precision; 
YOLO stands for You Only Look Once; ALPD stands for Auto-labeling of large poultry datasets; 
RT-DETR stands for Real-Time DEtector Transformer. 
 
Table 6. Validation performance metrics of supervised and semi-supervised models for broiler and 
hen detection across various models. 

Categories Models Class Precision Recall mAP_0.50 mAP_0.50-
0.95 

F1-
score 

 
 
 
 
 

YOLOv8s  
Broiler 97.3 98.7 99.3 72.2 98.0 
Hen 94.3 88.1 96.1 68.5 91.1 
Overall 95.8 93.4 97.7 70.4 94.6 

YOLOv8s-
World  

Broiler 96.6 98.3 99.2 72.5 97.4 
Hen 95.4 89.4 95.9 67.9 92.3 
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Supervised  

Overall 96.0 93.9 97.5 70.2 94.9 

YOLOv9s  
Broiler 98.1 98.6 99.3 72.9 98.3 
Hen 94.9 91.0 96.3 69.0 92.9 
Overall 96.5 94.8 97.8 71.0 95.6 

YOLOv10s  
Broiler 94.3 97.6 98.8 71.3 95.9 
Hen 92.8 88.8 95.2 67.1 90.8 
Overall 93.6 93.2 97.0 69.2 93.4 

YOLOv11s  
Broiler 94.2 98.6 99.0 72.5 96.3 
Hen 94.1 88.4 95.9 67.9 91.2 
Overall 94.1 93.5 97.5 70.2 93.8 

RT-DETR-l  
Broiler 98.7 98.2 99.1 72.1 98.4 
Hen 95.0 93.4 97.1 66.7 94.2 
Overall 96.7 95.8 98.1 69.4 96.2 

Faster-
RCNN 

Restnet50 

Broiler 63.9 70.7 98.2 63.9 67.1 
Hen 55.5 62.8 89.8 55.5 58.9 
Overall 59.7 66.8 94.0 59.7 63.1 

Semi-
supervised  

YOLOv8s-
ALPD  

Broiler 97.2 96.9 98.8 70.2 97.0 
Hen 95.5 86.3 93.7 64.9 90.7 
Overall 96.4 91.6 96.3 67.5 93.9 

YOLOv8s-
World-
ALPD 

Broiler 97.8 97.1 98.5 71.8 97.4 
Hen 93.5 91.2 95.2 67.5 92.3 
Overall 95.7 94.2 96.8 69.6 94.9 

YOLOv9s-
ALPD 

Broiler 96.7 97.5 98.5 73.1 97.1 
Hen 95.1 87.3 92.9 68.0 91.0 
Overall 95.9 92.4 95.7 70.6 94.1 

YOLOv10s-
ALPD 

Broiler 95.6 97.2 98.7 70.9 96.4 
Hen 93.0 85.5 93.4 64.1 89.1 
Overall 94.3 91.3 96.0 67.5 92.8 

YOLOv11s-
ALPD 

Broiler 97.2 97.3 98.4 72.4 97.2 
Hen 92.4 89.7 93.6 66.5 91.0 
Overall 94.8 93.5 96.0 69.5 94.1 

RT-DETR-l  
Broiler 95.3 96.6 94.8 72.3 95.9 
Hen 93.8 87.8 92.2 67.2 90.7 
Overall 94.6 92.2 93.5 69.8 93.4 

Where mAP is mean average precision; YOLO stands for You Only Look Once, ALPD stands for Auto-
labeling of large poultry datasets, RT-DETR stands for Real-Time DEtector Transformer; Supervised 
models are trained on 400 images of each broiler and hen; Semi-supervised models are trained on 50 images 
of each broiler and hen. 
 

The semi-supervised models, particularly those incorporating ALPD, also showed promising 
results. YOLOv8s-ALPD achieved an overall mAP_0.50 of 96.3%, with broiler precision and 
recall at 97.2% and 96.9%, respectively. YOLOv9s-ALPD further improved upon this with an 
overall mAP_0.50 of 95.7%, maintaining competitive performance for broiler detection while 
outperforming YOLOv8s-ALPD for hen detection with a recall of 87.3% and mAP_0.50 of 92.9%. 
These findings are consistent with recent studies, where integrating semi-supervised learning 
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approaches has enhanced model robustness, particularly in cases with limited labeled data (Kim et 
al., 2022; Shen et al., 2024). The ALPD variants, such as YOLO-World-ALPD, also maintained 
high detection capabilities, with broiler performance like their supervised counterparts. Notably, 
semi-supervised models exhibited a trade-off in performance, with slight reductions in overall 
precision but gains in flexibility when data availability is limited. This aligns with previous 
research by Zhang et al. (2022) and Liu et al. (2022), who observed that while supervised models 
tend to perform better in accuracy, semi-supervised learning offers the advantage of improving 
model performance in real-world applications with minimal labeled data. 

 

The training dataset outputs depicted in Fig. 6 reveal notable distinctions in loss performance 
across models (box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss). Box loss measures bounding box accuracy, cls 
loss evaluates classification correctness, and dfl loss refines box localization precision (Paneru et 
al., 2024b). YOLOv8s variants, particularly YOLOv8s-World-ALPD, exhibit lower training losses 
than other models, signifying efficient optimization and effective handling of training data. Studies 
have shown that reducing training or validation losses are correlated with higher detection 
accuracy in deep-learning models (Li et al., 2024; Munir et al., 2023). RT-DETR achieves 
exceptionally low training losses, particularly in box_loss, reflecting its strong performance during 
training and potential for robust predictions. In contrast, Faster R-CNN consistently achieves the 
lowest training box_loss and cls_loss among all models; however, its performance does not 
translate effectively to validation datasets, indicating a possible overfitting issue. This happens 
when the model learns the training data too well, including noise and outliers, which reduces its 
ability to generalize to new, unseen data (Jabbar and Khan, 2015). In addition, the Faster R-CNN 
model found struggling with small or unusually shaped objects, heavily occluded items, and 
cluttered scenes (Boesch, 2024). Models like YOLOv10s and YOLOv11s display higher training 
losses, suggesting suboptimal convergence or limitations in architecture refinement during 
training. Including ALPD markedly improves training efficiency across YOLO models, reducing 
losses and indicating enhanced label quality and dataset scalability. These results underline the 
superior training performance of YOLOv8s variants and RT-DETR, while highlighting the 
limitations of Faster R-CNN despite its low training losses. This suggests the need for more 
effective regularization or validation strategies to prevent overfitting in its application. 
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Fig. 6. Performance comparison of different models for broiler and hen detection across a) Train 
box loss, b) Validation box loss, c) Train class loss, d) Validation class loss, e) Train dfl loss, and 
f) Validation dfl loss. YOLO is You Only Look Once; ALPD is Auto-labeling of large poultry 
datasets; RT-DETR is Real-Time DEtector TRansformer; Val is validation; cls is class; dfl is 
distribution focal loss. 
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Although models often exhibit high accuracy on training and validation datasets, their performance 
on test datasets can sometimes be less consistent, demonstrating a gap between training success 
and real-world applicability (Xu and Goodacre, 2018). This highlights the necessity of evaluating 
predicted outcomes on test data, as it provides insight into the model's ability to generalize beyond 
the data it was trained on. Such evaluations are critical for detecting issues like overfitting and 
ensuring the model’s robustness in diverse, unseen scenarios (Jabbar and Khan, 2015). 
Consequently, thorough testing and performance assessment on test data are essential for 
validating a model’s true predictive power and reliability. Therefore, the predicted performance of 
various models for detecting broilers and hens was evaluated across three training paradigms: zero-
shot, supervised, and semi-supervised learning (Table 7). Zero-shot models like GDINO and 
YOLOWorld showed limited success distinguishing between broilers and hens. While GDINO 
achieved moderate performance for broilers (MAE of 0.9 and F1 score of 79.0%), but it struggled 
to detect hens accurately, with a false-negative rate (FNR) of 100.0% and undefined precision and 
recall. During our analysis, we observed the presence of outliers and noise in the detected 
instances, which were mitigated using a normal distribution filter constrained within Mean ± 2 
Standard Deviations. Additionally, overlapping bounding boxes, which can lead to ambiguity in 
object localization, were corrected by adjusting the non-maximum suppression value. This 
optimization ensured that the final detections were distinct and representative of true object 
boundaries. This approach effectively filtered out erroneous detections and enhanced the clarity of 
the resulting images, ensuring higher-quality inputs for downstream tasks. These results highlight 
Grounding DINO’s strong detection capabilities, particularly when combined with statistical 
filtering techniques, and suggest its potential for broad applications in tasks requiring reliable and 
adaptive detection mechanisms. Similarly, YOLOWorld and GDINO exhibited high FNRs for 
hens, highlighting their limitations in multi-class detection. Notably, CLIP performed overall better 
with a precision of 76.5%, recall of 64.1%, and an F1 score of 69.7%. However, the zero-shot 
models lacked sufficient generalizability for differentiating between broilers and hens, primarily 
due to fine-tuning and lack of training on similar labeled datasets.   
 
Table 7. Predicted performance metrics of zero-shot, supervised, and semi-supervised models for 
broiler and hen detection across various models. 

Categories Models Class MAE MSE RMSE Precision 
(%) 

Recall 
(%) 

F1 Score  
(%) 

FNR 
(%) 

 
Zero-shot* 

GDINO 
Broiler 0.9 213.0 14.6 94.7 68.0 79.0 32.0 
Hen 1.2 368.0 19.2 0.0 0.0 Undefined 100.0 
Overall 1.1 290.5 16.9 47.4 34.0 79.0 66.0 

YOLOWorld 
Broiler 22.8 700.0 26.5 50.1 50.2 50.2 49.8 
Hen 17.0 742.0 27.2 0.0 0.0 Undefined 100.0 
Overall 19.9 721.0 26.9 25.1 25.1 50.2 74.9 

CLIP 
Broiler 1.1 163.0 12.8 36.5 24.9 29.7 75.1 
Hen 1.0 281.0 16.7 100.0 96.7 98.0 3.3 
Overall 1.1 222.0 14.8 68.3 60.8 63.9 39.2 

 
 YOLOv8s Broiler 0.4 0.8 0.9 98.9 99.5 99.2 0.5 

Hen 0.9 3.2 1.8 95.2 99.9 97.5 0.1 



25 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Supervised 

Overall 0.7 2.0 1.4 97.1 99.7 98.4 0.3 

YOLOv8s-
World 

Broiler 0.3 0.4 0.6 99.2 99.5 99.4 0.5 
Hen 0.6 1.9 1.4 97.1 99.2 98.1 0.8 
Overall 0.5 1.2 1.0 98.2 99.4 98.8 0.6 

YOLOv9s 
Broiler 0.4 0.6 0.8 99.1 99.4 99.2 0.6 
Hen 0.5 1.6 1.3 97.3 99.9 98.6 0.1 
Overall 0.5 1.1 1.1 98.2 99.7 98.9 0.3 

YOLOv10s 
Broiler 0.9 2.7 1.7 96.8 99.5 98.1 0.5 
Hen 1.1 3.7 1.9 95.4 98.5 96.9 1.5 
Overall 1.0 3.2 1.8 96.1 99.0 97.5 1.0 

YOLOv11s 
Broiler 0.4 0.9 1.0 98.6 99.6 99.1 0.4 
Hen 1.0 6.1 2.5 94.7 99.7 97.2 0.3 
Overall 0.7 3.5 1.8 96.7 99.7 98.2 0.3 

RT-DETR-l 
Broiler 0.5 1.9 1.4 96.4 98.3 99.1 1.7 
Hen 1.0 2.9 1.7 95.2 98.1 97.4 1.9 
Overall 0.6 2.4 1.6 95.8 98.2 98.3 1.8 

Faster-
RCNN 

Broiler 1.1 4.7 2.2 90.0 96.5 93.1 3.5 
Hen 2.4 7.5 2.7 87.8 93.8 90.7 6.2 
Overall 1.8 6.1 2.5 88.9 95.2 91.9 4.8 

Semi-
supervised 

YOLOv8s-
ALPD 

Broiler 1.0 3.4 1.8 96.7 99.2 97.9 0.8 
Hen 1.0 3.6 1.9 95.6 98.9 97.2 1.1 
Overall 1.0 3.5 1.9 96.2 99.1 97.6 0.9 

YOLO-
World-
ALPD 

Broiler 0.9 2.8 1.7 96.5 99.7 98.1 0.3 
Hen 1.8 11.7 3.4 90.8 99.9 95.1 0.1 
Overall 1.4 7.3 2.6 93.7 99.8 96.6 0.2 

YOLOv9s-
ALPD 

Broiler 0.8 2.6 1.6 97.1 99.6 98.3 0.4 
Hen 1.3 6.8 2.6 93.4 99.3 96.3 0.7 
Overall 1.1 4.7 2.1 95.3 99.5 97.3 0.5 

YOLOv10s-
ALPD 

Broiler 1.0 3.5 1.9 96.3 99.3 97.8 0.7 
Hen 1.2 4.4 2.1 93.9 99.3 96.5 0.7 
Overall 1.1 4.0 2.0 95.1 99.3 97.2 0.7 

YOLOv11s-
ALPD 

Broiler 0.9 3.5 1.9 96.4 99.7 98.0 0.3 
Hen 2.1 14.3 3.8 89.1 99.8 94.2 0.2 
Overall 1.5 8.9 2.9 92.8 99.8 96.1 0.2 

*Model performance is higher when just detecting one class, either as “broiler, chicken, or bird,” but when 
it comes to detecting between two classes, “broiler” and “hen,” neither of the models can detect hen; instead, 
it is mislabeled as “broiler” or “chicken.” Supervised models are trained on 400 images of each broiler and 
hen;  Semi-supervised models are trained on 50 images of each broiler and hen; YOLO is You Only Look 
Once; CLIP is Contrastive Language–Image Pretraining; GDINO is Ground DINO; ALPD is Auto-labeling 
of large poultry datasets; MAE is the mean absolute error; MSE is the mean squared error; RMSE is the 
root mean squared error; FNR is the false negative rate. 

  

 

Semi-supervised models demonstrated remarkable performance despite being trained on a 
significantly smaller dataset of just 50 labeled images (30 for training, 10 for validation, and 10 
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for testing), as shown in Fig. 7. For instance, YOLOv8s-ALPD achieved an overall F1 score of 
97.6% and a low FNR of 0.9%, closely matching the results of fully supervised models trained on 
400 labeled images (240 train, 80 val, 80 test). The semi-supervised YOLOv9s-ALPD and YOLO-
World-ALPD models also maintained competitive accuracy, achieving F1 scores of 97.3% and 
96.6%, respectively. In contrast, supervised models like YOLOv8s and YOLOv8s-World achieved 
slightly higher F1 scores (98.3% and 98.7%) but required substantially more labeled data. These 
results underscore the efficiency of semi-supervised approaches, which achieved near-supervised 
performance while reducing the dependency on large labeled datasets. This makes semi-supervised 
learning particularly valuable when data labeling is costly or time-consuming.  
 

 
Fig. 7. Detection results of broiler (right) and hen (left) using different models.  
 
 
3.3. Hybrid AI detection model performance evaluation using text-based embeddings 
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Table 8 presents the performance metrics of various hybrid detection models for broilers and hens. 
Among the models, YOLO + CLIP and YOLOWorld + CLIP demonstrated competitive results, 
showcasing their ability to combine strong feature extraction with detection. The YOLOWorld + 
CLIP hybrid achieved an overall F1 score of 97.6%, with a precision of 99.1% and recall of 96.1%. 
This model exhibited superior performance for broilers, with a mean absolute error (MAE) of 0.3 
and a root mean squared error (RMSE) of 0.6, highlighting its robustness in identifying broilers 
with minimal false negatives (FNR of 0.7). However, the model’s performance declined slightly 
for hens, evidenced by a higher FNR of 7.2 and an RMSE of 2.6, suggesting room for improvement 
in hen detection. Comparatively, YOLO-World with the YOLOv8 backbone outperformed other 
hybrids' overall detection accuracy, achieving an F1 score of 98.7%, with a balanced precision 
(98.2%) and recall (99.4%). This model demonstrated excellent detection of both broilers and hens 
(Fig. 8), with notably low MAE (0.3 for broilers and 0.6 for hens), underscoring its robustness and 
consistency.   

Table 8. Predicted performance metrics comparison of hybrid detection models. 

Hybrid detection 
Model 

Class MAE MSE RMSE Precision Recall F1 
Score 

FNR 

YOLO + CLIP Broiler 0.8 2.5 1.6 97.2 99.5 98.3 0.6 
Hen 1.4 5.9 2.4 97.6 94.3 96.0 5.7 
Overall 1.1 4.2 2.0 97.4 96.9 97.2 3.2 

YOLOWorld 
+CLIP 

Broiler 0.3 0.4 0.6 99.3 99.3 99.3 0.7 
Hen 1.4 6.6 2.6 98.9 92.9 95.8 7.2 
Overall 0.9 3.5 1.6 99.1 96.1 97.6 4.0 

YOLO-World + 
YOLOv8 

Broiler 0.3 0.4 0.6 99.2 99.5 99.4 0.5 
Hen 0.6 1.9 1.4 97.1 99.2 98.1 0.8 
Overall 0.5 1.2 1.09 98.2 99.4 98.8 0.7 

YOLO + GDINO Broiler 11.4 366.0 19.1 99.7 50.2 66.8 49.8 
Hen 5.6 104.0 10.2 99.9 67.1 80.3 32.9 
Overall 8.5 235.0 14.7 99.8 58.7 73.6 41.4 

Where YOLO is You Only Look Once; CLIP is Contrastive Language–Image Pretraining; GDINO is 
Ground DINO; MAE is the mean absolute error; MSE is the mean squared error; RMSE is the root mean 
squared error; FNR is the false negative rate. 
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Fig. 8. Detected results for broilers and hens using hybrid models a) YOLO + CLIP, b) 
YOLOWorld + CLIP, c) YOLO-Worldv2 + YOLOv8 backbone, and d) YOLO + GDINO. The left 
side shows detected broilers, while the right side shows detected hens. YOLO is You Only Look 
Once; CLIP is Contrastive Language–Image Pretraining; GDINO is Ground DINO. 

Similarly, the YOLO + GDINO hybrid, combining a zero-shot model with a supervised detection 
model, showed unique performance trends. While the overall F1 score (73.5%) and recall (58.7%) 
were lower compared to other hybrids, this model exhibited high precision (99.8%), particularly 
excelling in broiler detection (precision of 99.7%). These results highlight the potential of zero-
shot models when integrated with supervised architectures, as they may enhance certain 
performance aspects like precision while compensating for deficiencies in recall. However, the 
YOLO + GDINO model struggled with higher error metrics, such as MAE (8.5) and RMSE (14.7), 
which indicate reduced generalization across classes. These findings suggest that while zero-shot 
models alone may not be optimal, their strategic integration with robust supervised and semi-
supervised models can unlock new avenues for performance enhancement in hybrid systems. 

 

3.4. Different amounts of image labeling  

Table 9 and Fig. 9 illustrate the performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across varying 
image quantities (I50, I100, I200, and I400). The results reveal a clear trend in the enhancement 
of model performance with the increase in the number of training images. For broiler detection, 
all key metrics, including precision, recall, F1-score, mAP_0.50, and mAP_0.50-0.95, consistently 
improved as the dataset size increased. At I50, the precision was 94.0%, and recall was 96.6%, 
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progressively increasing to 98.1% and 98.6%, respectively, with 400 images. The mAP_0.50 also 
showed a steady rise from 97.8% at I50 to 99.3% at I400, with the F1-score following a similar 
trajectory from 95.3% to 98.3%. This trend indicates that increasing the dataset size enhances the 
model’s ability to detect broilers more accurately and consistently, improving generalization and 
reducing overfitting. These results are consistent with the theory that larger training datasets enable 
the model to capture more diverse variations in the target object, thereby improving detection 
performance (Djolonga et al., 2021).  

Table 9. Validation performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across various image 
quantities. 

Name Class Precision Recall mAP_0.50 mAP_0.50-0.95 F1-score 
 
I50 

Broiler 94.0 96.6 97.8 69.6 95.3 
Hen 93.7 82.1 92.9 54.2 87.5 
Overall 93.8 89.3 95.4 61.9 91.5 

 
I100 

Broiler 92.3 96.5 97.9 71.6 94.4 
Hen 95.9 75.0 94.7 61.9 84.2 
Overall 94.1 85.8 96.3 66.7 89.8 

 
I200 

Broiler 95.2 97.1 98.8 72.6 96.1 
Hen 94.8 85.3 95.2 66.6 89.8 
Overall 95.0 91.2 97.0 69.6 93.1 

 
I400 

Broiler 98.1 98.6 99.3 72.9 98.3 
Hen 94.9 91.0 96.3 69.0 92.9 
Overall 96.5 94.8 97.8 71.0 95.6 

where mAP is the mean average precision; I50, I100, I200, and I400 are the quantities 50, 100, 
200, and 400 images, respectively.  
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Fig. 9. Performance comparison of different image quantities for broiler and hen detection with a) 
precision, b) recall, c) mAP_0.50, d) mAP_0.50-0.95, and e) F1-score. mAP is the mean average 
precision; I50, I100, I200, and I400 are the quantities 50, 100, 200, and 400 images, respectively. 

 

In contrast, while showing improvements across all metrics, hen detection did not exhibit as 
substantial gains as broiler detection with the increasing dataset size. At I50, precision was 93.7%, 
and recall was 82.1%, which gradually improved to 94.9% and 91.0% at I400. The mAP_0.50 
metric also showed a similar improvement, rising from 92.9% with I50 to 96.3% with I400, while 
the F1-score increased from 87.5% to 92.9%. These findings suggest that although expanding the 
dataset improves hen detection performance, the model’s ability to capture the unique 
characteristics of hens was somewhat limited compared to broilers. Nonetheless, the consistent 
upward trend across all metrics confirms that more training data, even if less influential than for 
broiler detection, contributes positively to the model's accuracy and robustness. Overall, the data 
demonstrates that increasing the number of images for training significantly enhances the 
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performance of detection models, particularly for broilers, and although the improvements for hens 
were relatively less pronounced. This still reflects the benefits of incorporating more diverse data 
into the training process. However, large datasets may not always be beneficial; proper 
regularization and handling of noisy examples or outliers are crucial (Zhu et al., 2012). 

 

The performance comparison of the I50, I100, I200, and I400 datasets demonstrates that increasing 
the number of labeled images significantly enhances model performance, particularly in training 
(Fig. 10). I400, which uses the most labeled images, consistently shows the lowest training 
box_loss and classification loss, outperforming the other models. While I400 exhibits the highest 
training dfl_loss, this trade-off is acceptable, given the improvements in classification accuracy. In 
validation performance, I400 maintains competitive results with a box_loss and a classification 
loss, reflecting a strong ability to generalize despite the increased complexity of the dataset. This 
suggests that incorporating more labeled images improves training accuracy and enhances the 
model's ability to handle diverse data. It leads to better overall performance. Therefore, I400 
demonstrates the benefits of using larger labeled datasets, resulting in improved model accuracy 
and robustness. 
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Fig. 10. Performance comparison of varying image quantity for broiler and hen detection across 
a) Train box loss, b) Validation box loss, c) Train class loss, d) Validation class loss, e) Train dfl 
loss, and f) Validation dfl loss. mAP is the mean average precision; Val is validation; cls is class; 
dfl is distribution focal loss; I50, I100, I200, and I400 are the quantities 50, 100, 200, and 400 
images, respectively.  

 

Similarly, the confusion matrices in Fig. 11 demonstrate the detection performance of models 
trained on datasets with increasing image quantities: I50, I100, I200, and I400. The results reveal 
an improvement in detection accuracy as the dataset size increases. Higher true positive detection 
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generally leads to better accuracy in a model. This is because accuracy measures the proportion of 
correct predictions (both true positives and true negatives) out of all predictions made (Bist et al., 
2023c). For I50, the broiler detection confidence score accuracy is 98.0%, with minor 
misclassifications into other categories. However, the hen detection is less robust, with an accuracy 
of 84.0% and considerable misclassification as the background. As the dataset grows to I100 and 
I200, the detection performance for hens improves to 83.0% and 88.0%, respectively, with reduced 
misclassification. The I400 dataset yields the best performance, with broiler and hen detection 
accuracies of 99.0% and 93.0%, respectively, and minimal misclassification. These findings 
underscore the importance of larger datasets in enhancing detection accuracy, particularly for 
challenging classes such as hens, while also reducing false positives in the background class.  

 

Fig. 11. Confusion matrices for hen and broiler detection using models trained on datasets with 
varying image quantities: a) I50, b) I100, c) I200, and d) I400. mAP is the mean average precision; 
I50, I100, I200, and I400 are the quantities 50, 100, 200, and 400 images, respectively. 
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Table 10 presents the prediction performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across various 
image quantities. The results show a consistent improvement in model performance as the number 
of training images increases, particularly for broiler detection. At I50, the broiler detection model 
achieved a mean absolute error (MAE) of 0.9 and a root mean square error (RMSE) of 1.6, with a 
precision of 97.0%, recall of 99.3%, and an F1 score of 98.2%. As the dataset size increased, the 
MAE decreased to 0.4 and RMSE to 0.8 at I400, while precision and recall increased to 99.1% and 
99.4%, respectively, with an F1 score of 99.2%. These results highlight the positive impact of 
larger datasets on broiler detection, with significant reductions in error and increase in precision 
and recall. The FNR also slightly increased to higher image quantities for broiler, particularly at 
I400. This indicates some trade-off between sensitivity and false negatives, but the model’s overall 
performance improved substantially. 

Table 10. Prediction performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across various image 
quantities. 

Quantity Class MAE MSE RMSE Precision Recall F1 
Score 

FNR 
(%) 

 
 
I50 

Broiler 0.9 2.6 1.6 97.0 99.3 98.2 0.7 
Hen 1.8 10.9 3.3 90.7 99.7 95.0 0.3 
Overall 1.4 6.8 2.5 93.9 99.5 96.6 0.5 

 
 
I100 

Broiler 0.9 3.5 1.9 96.5 99.4 98.0 0.4 
Hen 1.0 4.0 2.0 94.6 99.7 97.1 0.3 
Overall 1.0 3.8 2.0 95.6 99.6 97.6 0.4 

 
 
I200 

Broiler 0.4 0.9 1.0 98.6 99.5 99.1 0.6 
Hen 0.9 2.8 1.7 95.5 99.4 97.4 0.6 
Overall 0.7 1.9 1.4 97.1 99.5 98.3 0.6 

 
 
I400 

Broiler 0.4 0.6 0.8 99.1 99.4 99.2 0.6 
Hen 0.5 1.6 1.3 97.3 99.9 98.6 0.2 
Overall 0.5 1.1 1.1 98.2 99.7 98.9 0.4 

where mAP is the mean average precision; MAE is the mean absolute error; MSE is the mean square error, 
RMSE is the root mean square error; FNR is the False negative rate; I50, I100, I200, and I400 are the 
quantities 50, 100, 200, and 400 images, respectively. 

 

For hen detection, while the trend of improved performance with increasing image quantity was 
observed, the gains were less pronounced compared to broiler detection in predicted images (Fig. 
12), the same as validation datasets. At I50, hen detection had a higher MAE of 1.8 and RMSE of 
3.3, with a precision of 90.7% and recall of 99.7%. As the dataset size grew to I100 and I200, the 
MAE and RMSE decreased, with precision and recall improving, though the precision for hen 
detection at I200 remained somewhat lower compared to broiler detection. At I400, the MAE 
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dropped to 0.5 and RMSE to 1.3, with precision reaching 97.3% and recall at 99.9%. The F1 score 
for hen detection also improved from 95.0% at I50 to 98.6% at I400, reflecting better model 
generalization. The false negative rate (FNR) was generally lower for hen detection, particularly 
at I400, where it decreased to 0.2%. These results demonstrate that while the model's performance 
for hen detection improved with more images, the relative improvements were less significant than 
for broilers. It can be possibly due to the more complex and varied characteristics of hens that were 
harder to capture with the dataset. Nevertheless, the overall findings indicate that increasing the 
image quantity enhances detection accuracy and robustness for both broilers and hens. 

 

Fig. 12. Detected images of broilers and hens at different image quantities a) I50, b) I100, c) I200, 
and d) I400. The left side shows detected broilers, while the right side shows detected hens. I50, 
I100, I200, and I400 are the quantities 50, 100, 200, and 400 images, respectively. 

 

3.5. Comparison based on different confidence levels 

Table 11 and Fig. 13 present the performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across various 
confidence score thresholds. The results highlight the impact of confidence score levels on 
detection performance. At a 12.5% confidence level, broiler detection achieved a precision of 
98.2%, recall of 97.8%, and an F1 score of 98.0%, while hen detection had a precision of 91.9%, 
recall of 92.8%, and an F1 score of 92.3%. The overall performance for both classes was strong, 
with the model achieving a precision of 95.0% and an F1 score of 95.1%. As the confidence 
threshold increased to 25%, 50%, and 75%, precision and recall for broiler detection showed slight 
improvements, with the highest performance at the 75% confidence level. Specifically, at 75%, 
broiler detection reached a precision of 98.7%, recall of 95.7%, and an F1 score of 97.2%, while 
hen detection reached a precision of 95.8%, recall of 88.3%, and an F1 score of 91.9%. Therefore, 
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a higher confidence threshold leverages consistency regularization between strongly augmented 
views of an image using confidence-weighted pseudo-labels and demonstrates significant 
performance improvements over existing methods (Kim et al., 2022). However, this study 
observed the highest recall (94.5%), mAP_0.50 (97.8%), and F1-score (95.6%) at a 50% 
confidence interval. Higher confidence over 50% sometimes might miss true positive detections, 
reducing overall performance. 

Table 11. Validation performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across various confidence 
scores. 

Confidence 
level 

Class Precision Recall mAP_ 
0.50 

mAP_ 
0.50-0.95 

F1-
score 

Conf12.5 Broiler 98.2 97.8 99.1 73.2 98.0 
Hen 91.9 92.8 96.4 70.5 92.3 
all 95.0 95.3 97.8 71.8 95.1 

Conf25 Broiler 98.7 97.6 99.1 73.6 98.1 
Hen 93.7 91.2 96.4 71.2 92.4 
all 96.2 94.4 97.8 72.4 95.3 

Conf50 Broiler 98.4 97.7 99.1 74.0 98.1 
Hen 94.9 91.3 96.5 72.1 93.1 
all 96.7 94.5 97.8 73.0 95.6 

Conf75 Broiler 98.7 95.7 98.8 74.9 97.2 
Hen 95.8 88.3 95.7 73.4 91.9 
all 97.2 92.0 97.3 74.2 94.5 

Where, mAP- mean average precision; Conf12.5, Conf25, Conf50, and Conf75 are the confidence interval 
of 12.5%, 25%, 50%, and 75%, respectively. 
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Fig. 13. Performance comparison of different confidence scores for broiler and hen detection with 
a) precision, b) recall, c) mAP_0.50, d) mAP_0.50-0.95, and e) F1-score. Where, mAP- means 
average precision; Conf12.5, Conf25, Conf50, and Conf75 are the confidence interval of 12.5%, 
25%, 50%, and 75%, respectively. 

 

Similarly, the overall results demonstrate that as the confidence threshold increased, there was a 
corresponding decrease in recall for hens. This suggests that higher thresholds may filter out more 
detections but also reduce the number of false positives. For broiler detection, however, higher 
confidence levels (especially at 50% and 75%) led to a more balanced improvement in precision 
and recall, with F1 scores improving from 98.0% at 12.5% to 97.2% at 75%. Despite these 
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improvements, hen detection remained more challenging, with the highest F1 score of 93.1% 
observed at the 50% confidence threshold. This suggests that a mid-range confidence threshold 
(50%) may provide the best balance for hen detection, whereas broiler detection benefits from 
higher confidence levels, particularly at 75%. Overall, these findings suggest that confidence 
thresholds play a crucial role in optimizing detection performance. Lower thresholds are better for 
recall, but higher thresholds provide more precise results especially for broiler detection. 

 

Moreover, the results from the training and validation datasets across different confidence intervals 
demonstrate how varying confidence thresholds affect model performance (Fig. 14). Training loss 
decreases as the confidence interval increases. Conf75 shows the lowest values for box_loss, 
cls_loss, and dfl_loss, indicating better optimization. Compared with Conf50, which shows 
slightly higher training losses (box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss), Conf75 appears to be more 
efficient regarding training performance. However, Conf75 in the validation phase exhibits slightly 
higher val_box_loss and val_cls_loss than Conf50. It suggests that a higher confidence threshold 
improves training efficiency, however it may lead to a marginal decrease in generalization ability. 
This suggests that increasing the confidence interval enhances training performance. It should be 
balanced against validation accuracy to ensure robust model performance across both phases. 
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Fig. 14. Performance comparison based on varying confidence levels for broiler and hen detection 
across a) Train box loss, b) Validation box loss, c) Train class loss, d) Validation class loss, e) Train 
dfl loss, and f) Validation dfl loss. Where, mAP- mean average precision; Conf12.5, Conf25, 
Conf50, and Conf75 are the confidence interval of 12.5%, 25%, 50%, and 75%, respectively; Val 
is validation; cls is class; dfl is distribution focal loss. 

 
Similarly, the confusion matrices in Fig. 15 illustrate the impact of varying confidence thresholds 
on the detection performance of broilers, hens, and backgrounds. At the lowest threshold 
(Conf12.5), the model achieves high detection counts for broilers and hens but with considerable 
misclassifications of hens into the background and false positives for the background. As the 
threshold increases to Conf25 and Conf50, the detection accuracy for hens improves, and 
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background misclassifications decrease. However, broiler and hen detection accuracy at the 
highest threshold (Conf75) dropped significantly with broiler misclassification rising to 122 and 
background false positives increasing to 206. This analysis highlights a trade-off between 
confidence thresholds and detection performance. Higher thresholds reduce false positives but may 
compromise the overall detection accuracy for hens and broilers. Adjusting the confidence 
threshold optimally is critical to balancing precision and recall for effective detection in practical 
applications. 
 

 

Fig. 15. Confusion matrices for hen and broiler detection across different confidence thresholds: 
a) Conf12.5, b) Conf25, c) Conf50, and d) Conf75. mAP- mean average precision; Conf12.5, 
Conf25, Conf50, and Conf75 are the confidence interval of 12.5%, 25%, 50%, and 75%, 
respectively. 
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Additionally, prediction results must be evaluated to determine the actual detection accuracy (Fig. 
16). Table 12 presents the prediction performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across 
different confidence levels. The model demonstrates high recall for broilers and hens at lower 
confidence levels (12.5% and 25%), with broiler detection achieving near-perfect recall at 99.7% 
and then detection achieving 100.0% recall at both levels. However, precision for hen detection 
remains lower compared to broilers, especially at 12.5%, where it drops significantly. As the 
confidence level increases, particularly at 50%, the model improves precision for both classes, 
with broiler detection achieving the highest precision and F1 score. Incorporating confidence 
thresholds ensures that only high-confidence pseudo-labeled samples are included in the retraining 
process, reducing errors and improving model reliability (Wang et al., 2021). However, recall for 
broilers and hens at 50% shows a slight decrease compared to the lower thresholds, indicating a 
trade-off between recall and precision. The F1 score for broilers and hens peaks at this threshold, 
with the model effectively balancing both metrics. 
 
Table 12. Prediction performance metrics for broiler and hen detection across various confidence 
levels. 

Confidence 
level 

Class MAE MSE RMSE Precision 
(%) 

Recall 
(%) 

F1 Score 
(%) 

FNR 
(%) 

 
Conf12.5 

Broiler 1.4 7.4 2.7 94.6 99.7 97.1 0.3 
Hen 3.1 28.6 5.4 84.5 100.0 91.6 0.0 
Overall 2.3 18.0 4.1 89.6 99.9 94.4 0.2 

 
Conf25 

Broiler 0.9 3.1 1.8 96.4 99.7 98.0 0.3 
Hen 2.1 14.9 3.9 89.1 100.0 94.2 0.0 
Overall 1.5 9.0 2.9 92.8 99.9 96.1 0.2 

 
Conf50 

Broiler 0.6 1.2 1.1 98.5 99.1 98.8 0.9 
Hen 0.9 2.8 1.7 95.7 99.1 97.4 0.9 
Overall 0.8 2.0 1.4 97.1 99.1 98.1 0.9 

 
Conf75 

Broiler 1.4 6.7 2.6 99.9 94.1 96.9 5.9 
Hen 1.8 12.5 3.5 99.6 89.6 94.3 10.4 
Overall 1.6 9.6 3.1 99.8 91.9 95.6 8.2 

Where, MAE is the mean absolute error; MSE is the mean square error, RMSE is the root mean square 
error; FNR is the False negative rate; Conf12.5, Conf25, Conf50, and Conf75 are the confidence interval 
of 12.5%, 25%, 50%, and 75%, respectively. 
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Fig. 16. Detected images of broilers and hens at different confidence levels: a) Conf12.5, b) 
Conf25, c) Conf50, and d) Conf75. The left side shows detected broilers, while the right side shows 
detected hens. Conf12.5, Conf25, Conf50, and Conf75 are the confidence intervals of 12.5%, 25%, 
50%, and 75%, respectively.  

 

High confidence intervals enable an uncertainty-aware pseudo-label assignment strategy, 
eliminating the need for manually designed thresholds and reducing noisy labels (Wang et al., 
2021). At the highest confidence level (75%), precision further improves for both broilers and 
hens, reaching near-perfect values. However, this comes at the cost of a significant drop in recall, 
especially for hens, which falls to around 90%. The overall performance at this level reflects this 
imbalance, with an increase in precision but a reduction in recall, leading to a slight decrease in 
the F1 score. Moreover, as the confidence levels rise, the false negative rate (FNR) also goes up. 
This means that although the model becomes more certain about its predictions, it tends to overlook 
some hens and broilers. Thus, the results highlight the challenge of balancing precision and recall, 
with higher confidence thresholds favoring precision at the expense of recall. It ultimately affects 
the F1 score and the model’s ability to avoid false negatives.  
 
3.6. Performance comparison of manual and conf50 methods 

This study utilizes active learning to correct or label unlabeled or mislabeled images. Specifically, 
we compared two active learning approaches, the confidence threshold at 50% (conf50) and 
manual annotation with minimal human intervention, to determine which method yields better 
results. The confidence threshold was selected based on the comparison above, with conf50 
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yielding better detection accuracy. Table 13 and Fig. 17 compare broiler and hen detection 
performance metrics using the conf50 method and minimal manual correction. While the minimal 
manual correction method consistently demonstrated superior performance across all metrics, the 
conf50 approach still showcased notable strengths, particularly its ability to achieve high precision 
and recall. For broilers, the conf50 method achieved a precision of 98.4%, recall of 97.7%, and an 
F1-score of 98.1%, indicating robust detection performance with automated thresholding. 
Similarly, for hens, the conf50 approach attained a commendable F1-score of 93.1% and a 
precision of 94.9%, highlighting its reliability in scenarios where minimal manual correction is 
infeasible.   

Table 13. Validation performance metrics of manual and conf50 methods for broiler and hen 
detection across various models. 

Correction 
Method 

Class Precision Recall mAP_0.50 mAP_0.50-
0.95 

F1-score 

Conf50  Broiler 98.4 97.7 99.1 74.0 98.1 
Hen 94.9 91.3 96.5 72.1 93.1 
all 96.7 94.5 97.8 73.0 95.6 

Manual Broiler 99.6 99.1 99.4 80.8 99.4 
Hen 98.6 97.4 99.4 88.9 98.0 
all 99.1 98.3 99.4 84.9 98.7 

Where mAP is the mean average precision, and Conf50 is the confidence interval of 50%. Manual and 
Conf50 are trained on 400 images of each broiler and hen. 
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Fig. 17. Performance comparison of manual and conf50 methods for broiler and hen detection 
with a) precision, b) recall, c) mAP_0.50, d) mAP_0.50-0.95, and e) F1-score. conf50 – confidence 
level at 50% or more. mAP is mean average precision; Conf50 is confidence interval of 50%. 
Manual and Conf50 are trained on 400 images of each broiler and hen. 

 

However, the manual correction method outperformed conf50 in refining detection accuracy, 
particularly in complex scenarios. It achieved a precision of 99.6%, a recall of 99.1%, an F1-score 
of 99.4% for broilers, and a mAP_0.50-0.95 of 80.8%, compared to conf50's 74.0%. For hens, the 
manual method also excelled with precision and an F1-score, alongside a notably higher 
mAP_0.50-0.95 versus conf50. Overall, the manual method yielded a combined F1-score of 98.7% 
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and mAP_0.50-0.95 of 84.9%, significantly surpassing the conf50 values of 95.6% and 73.0%, 
respectively. Hence, minimal manual correction will be the best approach when resources are 
available. With this minimal effort, the model's robustness in accurately detecting can be improved. 

 

The results presented on Fig. 18 demonstrate the detection performance of the model for broilers, 
hens, and backgrounds under two evaluation approaches: conf50 and manual labeling. Under the 
conf50 threshold, the model successfully detected 1799 broilers and 1275 hens, but some false 
detections were noted, with 48 broilers and 107 hens incorrectly detected as background. 
Additionally, 31 broilers and 81 hens were misclassified under background predictions. When 
evaluated with manual labeling, the model exhibited enhanced detection accuracy, with 1820 
broilers and 1342 hens detected correctly and only 15 broilers and 38 hens incorrectly labeled as 
background. The manual labeling approach also significantly reduced background detection errors, 
with only 10 broilers and 14 hens mislabeled as background. These results indicate that manual 
labeling provides a more accurate reflection of the model’s detection capability while highlighting 
the need for further improvements in reducing false detections in background areas. 

 

Fig. 18. Confusion matrix for hen and broiler detection: a) conf50 threshold and b) manual 
labeling. Conf50 is a confidence interval of 50%. Manual and Conf50 are trained on 400 images 
of each broiler and hen. 

 

Similarly, based on the training and validation losses from Fig.19, comparing the Manual and 
Conf50 methods reveals distinct performance trends. Conf50 consistently outperforms Manual for 
training in terms of box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss, showing more efficient optimization with 
lower values across all metrics. However, the Manual demonstrates a significant advantage when 
examining the validation losses, especially in box_loss, where it achieves a lower value than 
Conf50. This trend is also observed in the validation cls_loss and dfl_loss, where the Manual 



46 
 

performs better. Despite Conf50's better training losses, its higher validation losses suggest that it 
may be overfitting the training data and struggling to generalize effectively to unseen data, like the 
behavior seen with Faster R-CNN in other comparisons. These results highlight the importance of 
balancing training and validation performance, as a model's superior training losses do not always 
translate to better generalization on validation and test datasets. 

 

Fig. 19. Performance comparison of manual and conf50 methods for broiler and hen detection 
across a) Train box loss, b) Validation box loss, c) Train class loss, d) Validation class loss, e) Train 
dfl loss, and f) Validation dfl loss. Conf50 is a confidence interval of 50%; Val is validation; cls is 
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class; dfl is distribution focal loss. Manual and Conf50 are trained on 400 images of each broiler 
and hen. 

 

In addition, the test performance metrics for broiler and hen detection using the confidence 
threshold at 50% and manual correction methods, as shown in Table 14, highlight the clear 
superiority of the manual method in terms of accuracy. For broiler detection, the manual method 
significantly outperformed conf50, with an MAE of 0.3, MSE of 0.3, and RMSE of 0.6, all of 
which were notably lower than the corresponding values for conf50 (MAE = 0.6, MSE = 1.2, 
RMSE = 1.1). Additionally, the manual correction method achieved higher precision, recall, and 
F1-score than conf50 with a precision of 98.5%, recall of 99.1%, and F1-score of 98.8%. The FNR 
was also lower for the manual method (0.4%) compared to conf50 (0.9%), further emphasizing the 
improved accuracy and fewer missed detections with the manual correction. Unlike traditional 
methods that rely on manually defined thresholds, this strategy ensures a more accurate and 
efficient labeling process by automatically prioritizing high-confidence predictions.  

Table 14. Prediction performance metrics of manual and conf50 methods for broiler and hen 
detection across various models. 

Correction 
Method 

Class MAE MSE RMSE Precision Recall F1 
Score 

FNR(%) 

Conf50 Broiler 0.6 1.2 1.1 98.5 99.1 98.8 0.9 
Hen 0.9 2.8 1.7 95.7 99.1 97.4 0.9 
Overall 0.8 2.0 1.4 97.1 99.1 98.1 0.9 

 
Manual 

Broiler 0.3 0.3 0.6 99.3 99.6 99.4 0.4 
Hen 0.6 2.1 1.4 96.6 99.8 98.2 0.2 
Overall 0.5 1.2 1.0 98.0 99.7 98.8 0.3 

Where MAE is the mean absolute error; MSE is the mean squared error; RMSE is the root mean squared 
error; FNR is the false negative rate; and Conf50 is the confidence threshold at 50%; Manual and Conf50 
are trained on 400 images of each broiler and hen. 

 

While the manual method consistently performed better, the Conf50 method still demonstrated 
competitive results for hen detection (Fig. 20), with precision of 95.7%, recall of 99.1%, and F1-
score of 97.4%. The manual method again outperformed with precision, recall, and an F1-score, 
alongside a lower FNR of 0.2% compared to conf50's 0.9%. Despite these differences, the 
prediction results for the test datasets were quite similar. This suggests that a 50% confidence 
threshold could still improve accuracy, especially when manual labeling resources aren't available. 
Moreover, leveraging high confidence intervals allows for a dynamic pseudo-label assignment 
approach that adapts to uncertainty, effectively minimizing the inclusion of noisy labels (Wang et 
al., 2021). The conf50 method offers a reasonable alternative when speed and efficiency are 
prioritized, making it suitable for real-time applications with limited computational resources. 
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However, if we have to choose the best method for model robustness, minimal manual annotation 
is the best approach. 

 

Fig. 20. Detected images of broilers and hens at a) Conf50 and b) Manual labeling methods. The 
left side shows detected broilers, while the right side shows detected hens. 

 

3.7. Behaviors detection and auto-labeling 
3.7.1. Behavior comparison with different models 

Table 15 and Fig. 21 comprehensively compare validation performance metrics for behavior 
detection across various models. The evaluation metrics encompass precision, recall, mAP_0.50, 
mAP_0.50-0.95, and F1-score across behaviors such as feeding, foraging, drinking, dustbathing, 
preening, perching, wing-flipping, mortality, pecking, mislaying, and piling. Among the YOLO 
models, YOLOv8s demonstrated higher precision in behaviors like pecking (92.0%) and mislaying 
(96.5%), although it performed poorly for wing-flipping (49.3%) and preening (56.9%). YOLOv9s 
slightly outperformed YOLOv8s' overall precision, particularly in pecking (93.5%) and mislaying 
(100.0%). In addition, it showed the highest recall in feeding, drinking, wing-flipping, mortality, 
pecking, and piling. Overall, precision, recall, mAP_0.05, and mAP_0.50-095 were the highest 
compared to other models. YOLOv10s showed notable success in dustbathing (F1-score of 
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94.9%), wing-flipping (precision of 56.0%), and piling (recall of 100.0%) but had challenges with 
other behaviors. YOLO11s performed well in behaviors like foraging, drinking, preening, and 
perching, though it struggled with wing-flipping, pecking, and mislaying. YOLO-World exhibited 
high precision for feeding and perching but had a low recall for behaviors like pecking. However, 
the performance metrics for feeding were highest compared to other models. RT-DETR showed 
moderate precision in several behaviors, including foraging (76.8%) and piling (100.0%), but had 
lower recall for behaviors such as foraging (54.5%) and pecking (52.5%). Lastly, Faster-RCNN 
displayed the weakest performance across all behaviors. 

Table 15. Validation performance metrics results comparison for behavior detection across various 
models. 

Models Metrics Feeding Foraging Drinking Dustbathing Preening Perching Wing-
Flipping 

Mortality Pecking Mislaying Piling Overall 

 
 
 
YOLOv8s 

Precision 82.1 74.8 83.8 92.1 56.9 82.9 49.3 77.4 92.0 96.5 91.9 80.0 

Recall 85.9 64.7 91.6 93.5 58.8 90.3 58.8 34.7 37.7 91.3 100.0 73.4 

mAP_0.50 88.0 71.3 86.3 95.4 55.3 88.5 61.1 64.0 53.2 93.1 99.5 77.8 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

49.5 40.8 47.4 51.6 33.8 44.0 33.2 30.1 31.8 63.1 61.7 44.3 

F1-score 84.0 69.4 87.5 92.8 57.8 86.4 53.6 47.9 53.5 93.8 95.8 76.6 

 
 
 
YOLOv9s 

Precision 83.0 75.7 82.1 85.3 59.4 82.6 56.1 100.0 93.5 90.5 84.4 81.1 

Recall 87.9 64.2 92.8 95.2 64.7 90.0 64.7 67.1 47.2 82.6 100.0 77.9 

mAP_0.50 87.0 73.3 88.0 93.0 60.6 87.9 59.9 91.2 60.5 84.2 98.1 80.4 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

47.8 41.0 47.9 48.9 35.8 44.9 36.3 51.5 34.0 54.8 67.1 46.4 

F1-score 85.4 69.5 87.1 90.0 61.9 86.1 60.1 80.3 62.7 86.4 91.5 79.5 

 
 
 
YOLOv10s 

Precision 82.4 76.7 84.7 94.7 64.2 84.3 56.0 54.7 92.0 82.3 91.1 78.5 

Recall 85.3 63.5 88.5 95.2 53.7 87.2 52.9 24.7 26.2 73.9 100.0 68.3 

mAP_0.50 87.6 72.6 89.5 96.9 56.2 88.0 51.7 56.7 46.6 88.1 98.8 75.7 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

47.9 41.9 49.6 52.0 34.0 43.5 28.5 25.7 28.3 62.5 69.9 44.0 

F1-score 83.8 69.5 86.6 94.9 58.5 85.7 54.4 34.0 40.8 77.9 95.3 73.0 

 
 
 
YOLO11s 

Precision 82.4 75.4 86.1 95.9 66.1 85.9 39.5 100.0 78.7 72.3 87.5 79.1 

Recall 85.6 64.1 91.3 87.1 59.6 89.6 49.9 52.6 52.5 78.3 100.0 73.7 

mAP_0.50 88.2 77.0 92.0 96.0 67.0 89.5 45.9 71.5 53.9 81.8 98.8 78.3 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

47.8 43.8 50.8 48.5 42.0 44.8 24.4 42.3 29.9 44.3 63.2 43.8 

F1-score 84.0 69.3 88.6 91.3 62.7 87.7 44.1 68.9 63.0 75.2 93.3 76.3 

 
 
 
YOLO-
World 

Precision 87.3 70.8 83.2 91.8 59.2 86.3 35.8 85.9 88.8 93.1 95.1 79.7 

Recall 83.3 69.4 91.6 93.5 59.6 87.9 58.8 61.1 36.1 78.3 90.9 73.7 

mAP_0.50 90.8 76.9 90.5 95.9 57.3 87.6 50.6 77.6 50.6 81.2 97.1 77.8 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

49.7 43.1 49.3 49.5 35.0 43.6 25.3 39.9 26.4 51.3 63.0 43.3 

F1-score 85.3 70.1 87.2 92.6 59.4 87.1 44.5 71.4 51.3 85.1 93.0 76.6 

 
 
 
RT-DETR 

Precision 83.3 76.8 82.3 77.3 49.8 81.2 54.8 61.9 67.3 76.6 100.0 73.7 

Recall 86.6 54.5 90.3 96.8 67.2 87.7 64.7 60.0 52.5 91.3 67.2 74.4 

mAP_0.50 89.4 67.2 89.0 96.80 61.5 87.0 71.0 55.6 52.0 93.1 98.8 78.3 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

49.2 38.5 49.6 55.1 38.9 43.6 39.7 26.9 28.1 56.6 70.4 45.2 

F1-score 84.9 63.8 86.1 86.0 57.2 84.3 59.3 60.9 59.0 83.3 80.4 74.0 
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Where mAP is mean average precision; YOLO stands for You Only Look Once; RT-DETR is a Real-Time 
DEtection TRansformer; RCNN is the Region-based Convolutional Neural Network. 

 

 
 
 
Faster-
RCNN 

Precision 34.9 24.4 37.0 33.5 17.7 34.5 23.7 23.9 4.9 48.6 65.6 31.7 

Recall 47.6 42.9 50.5 46.0 40.2 45.8 30.0 29.0 10.3 52.6 70.0 42.3 

mAP_0.50 65.6 55.0 67.6 64.1 48.3 65.1 54.3 54.6 35.5 79.2 96.2 62.3 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

35.0 24.4 37.0 33.5 17.7 34.5 23.7 24.0 4.9 48.6 65.6 31.7 

F1-score 40.3 31.1 42.7 38.8 24.6 39.4 26.5 26.2 6.6 50.5 67.7 36.2 
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Fig. 21. Performance comparison of different models for behavior detection with a) precision, b) 
recall, c) mAP_0.50, d) mAP_0.50-0.95, and e) F1-score. mAP is mean average precision; YOLO 
stands for You Only Look Once; RT-DETR is a Real-Time DEtection TRansformer; RCNN is the 
Region-based Convolutional Neural Network.  
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When comparing these findings with previous research, YOLO-based models consistently 
demonstrate superior performance in behavior detection, particularly in poultry (Hao et al., 2022). 
For example, an improved Faster R-CNN achieved precision, recall, and F1-score of 90.1%, 
79.1%, and 84.3% for feeding behavior detection (Hao et al., 2022). However, our YOLOv9s 
model surpassed these metrics, reflecting advancements in YOLO’s architecture. While previous 
researchers used YOLO models and CNN models to detect individual behaviors, their focus on 
behaviors without ground truth comparison or classification limits the robustness of their findings 
(Bist et al., 2023c, 2023a; Hao et al., 2022; Paneru et al., 2024b, 2024a; Subedi et al., 2023). In 
contrast, this study emphasizes detecting and classifying multiple behaviors, providing more 
comprehensive and impactful results. Additionally, our findings align with prior observations 
about the difficulty of detecting less frequent or challenging behaviors, such as pecking, wing-
flipping, preening, and Piling, which often show lower recall rates, even with advanced YOLO 
models. This research advances the state of the art by addressing critical gaps like multi-behavior 
detection and classification accuracy, offering a more robust and reliable approach to precision 
livestock farming.  

 

Further, upon reviewing the performance metrics of the models, several trends emerge (Fig. 22). 
RT-DETR demonstrates superior training efficiency, notably low box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss, 
outperforming the other models in training and validation phases. In comparison, Faster-RCNN, 
while exhibiting extremely low training box_loss and cls_loss, shows a significant discrepancy in 
its validation performance, with higher box_loss and cls_loss, suggesting potential overfitting or 
lack of generalization to unseen data. YOLOv8s, YOLOv8s-World, and YOLOv9s, although 
showing slightly higher training losses, maintain a more consistent balance across both training 
and validation datasets, with YOLOv8s and YOLOv9s yielding the most favorable results. 
YOLOv10s and YOLO11s exhibit the highest training losses, especially in dfl_loss, which could 
indicate convergence issues or architectural limitations. These findings highlight RT-DETR's 
robustness, while the performance of Faster-RCNN and YOLO variants, despite promising 
training results, raises concerns about their generalization capabilities, emphasizing the importance 
of improving model adaptability and validation strategies. 
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Fig. 22. Performance comparison of different models for individual behavior detection across a) 
Train box loss, b) Validation box loss, c) Train class loss, d) Validation class loss, e) Train dfl loss, 
and f) Validation dfl loss. YOLO stands for You Only Look Once; RT-DETR is a Real-Time 
DEtection TRansformer; RCNN is the Region-based Convolutional Neural Network; Val is 
validation; cls is class; dfl is distribution focal loss. 

 

3.7.2. Behavior identification based on supervised and semi-supervised model 
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Table 16 presents the validation performance metrics for behavior detection using semi-supervised 
conf50 active learning and supervised models, evaluated on precision, recall, mAP_0.50, 
mAP_0.50-0.95, and F1-score. The semi-supervised model trained with 200 labeled images, 
achieved a precision of 82.6% and an overall F1-score of 79.5%, excelling in detecting behaviors 
such as dustbathing (89.8%), wing-flipping (82.5%), mislaying (100.0%), and piling (97.7%). 
However, its recall and mAP_0.50-0.95 were notably low for behaviors like foraging (44.7% and 
29.0%). In contrast, the supervised I-640 model outperformed in both precision and recall across 
most behaviors, achieving an overall F1-score of 79.5%. It exhibited a higher recall for perching 
(90.0%) and mortality (67.1%) and achieved superior mAP scores across most categories. While 
the supervised model demonstrated the advantages of a larger labeled dataset for improving 
performance across metrics, the semi-supervised model showed promising results, highlighting its 
potential for effective detection with fewer labeled images and trained on 2500 pseudo-labeled 
images (Fig. 23). 

Table 16. Validation performance metrics results comparison for behavior detection across 
supervised and semi-supervised models. 

Models Metrics Feeding Foraging Drinking Dustbathing Preening Perching Wing-
Flipping 

Mortality Pecking Mislaying Piling Overall 

 
 
 
Semi-
supervised 
I-200 

Precision 81.4 66.5 77.7 84.3 58.6 77.5 71.1 100.0 81.8 92.4 86.7 79.8 

Recall 79.4 47.1 84.7 96.7 64.3 86.2 66.7 57.8 55.6 100.0 100.0 76.2 

mAP_0.50 83.8 56.9 88.0 94.7 61.2 85.3 67.2 68.5 59.6 99.5 99.5 78.6 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

48.7 31.9 46.7 48.2 34.2 41.7 46.6 30.1 28.9 79.2 71.9 46.2 

F1-score 80.4 55.1 81.0 90.1 61.3 81.6 68.8 73.3 66.2 96.0 92.9 78.0 

 
 
 
 
Supervised 
I-6400 

Precision 83.0 75.7 82.1 85.3 59.4 82.6 56.1 100.0 93.5 90.5 84.4 81.1 

Recall 87.9 64.2 92.8 95.2 64.7 90.0 64.7 67.1 47.2 82.6 100.0 77.9 

mAP_0.50 87.0 73.3 88.0 93.0 60.6 87.9 59.9 91.2 60.5 84.2 98.1 80.4 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

47.8 41.0 47.9 48.9 35.8 44.9 36.3 51.5 34.0 54.8 67.1 46.4 

F1-score 85.4 69.5 87.1 90.0 61.9 86.1 60.1 80.3 62.7 86.4 91.5 79.5 

 
 
 
Semi-
supervised 

Precision 80.6 64.9 81.3 89.8 52.3 79.8 82.5 98.6 80.7 100.0 97.7 82.6 

Recall 80.2 44.7 84.2 96.7 66.7 84.0 66.7 66.7 55.6 98.9 100.0 76.7 

mAP_0.50 81.7 49.5 84.8 96.6 52.9 82.5 72.0 77.7 64.2 99.5 99.5 78.3 

mAP_0.50-
0.95 

47.9 29.0 48.5 47.0 28.7 40.4 49.5 33.4 33.6 80.2 63.7 45.6 

F1-score 80.5 53.0 82.7 93.3 58.7 81.8 73.9 79.6 65.9 99.5 98.9 79.5 

Where mAP is the mean average precision 
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Fig. 23. Performance comparison of different supervised and semi-supervised models for behavior 
detection with a) precision, b) recall, c) mAP_0.50, d) mAP_0.50-0.95, and e) F1-score. mAP is 
mean average precision. 

 

Comparing the semi-supervised models trained with 200 labeled images and 2500 pseudo-labeled 
images reveals a noticeable improvement as the dataset size increases. The semi-supervised model 
with 2500 pseudo-labeled images achieved higher precision and recall in most behaviors, with an 
overall F1-score of 79.5%. It nearly matches that of the supervised model. While the model trained 
on 2500 pseudo-labeled images performed better in terms of precision (dustbathing, wing-flipping, 
piling, and mislaying), the recall was still lower than in the supervised case, particularly foraging 
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(44.7%). The findings indicate that semi-supervised models, especially when using larger datasets, 
can nearly match the performance of supervised models. However, they still fall short in terms of 
recall and mAP_0.50-0.95, which are essential for accurately detecting behaviors in real-world 
scenarios. This comparison highlights how crucial labeled data is for training deep learning 
models. It also shows that semi-supervised learning methods can make significant progress when 
there's enough unlabeled data to work with. Therefore, a semi-supervised model with little human 
intervention is required. 

 

As shown in Fig. 24, the model’s performance reveals interesting trends in both training and 
validation losses. The semi-supervised model with Conf50 consistently shows the lowest training 
losses across all metrics: box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss. However, this model demonstrates the 
highest validation losses with box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss. This indicates that the semi-
supervised model benefits from using additional unlabeled data during training, but it faces 
challenges in generalizing unseen data (Jabbar and Khan, 2015). In contrast, the supervised I-200 
model, with training losses of box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss, exhibits lower validation losses 
compared to the semi-supervised model, with box_loss, cls_loss, and dfl_loss. The supervised I-
640 model shows the highest training losses (box_loss, cls_loss, dfl_loss), but it performs better 
than both the supervised I-200 and semi-supervised models in validation, with box_loss and 
cls_loss. This means that even though the supervised I-640 model has the highest training loss, it 
generalizes the best and performs better than the other models when it comes to validation. 
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Fig. 24. Performance comparison between supervised and semi-supervised models for behavior 
detection across a) Train box loss, b) Validation box loss, c) Train class loss, d) Validation class 
loss, e) Train dfl loss, and f) Validation dfl loss. Val is validation; cls is class; dfl is distribution 
focal loss. 

 

In addition, the results in Fig. 25 confusion matrices illustrate the performance of supervised and 
semi-supervised models for individual behavior detection of hens. The supervised I-640 method 
exhibited the highest overall accuracy, with significant improvements in detecting behaviors like 
feeding, foraging, and drinking compared to the supervised I-200 and semi-supervised methods. 
The supervised I-640 demonstrated the lowest identification of mislaying, pecking, and piling, 
though it showed moderate misclassifications in the background and less frequent behaviors. 
Conversely, the semi-supervised model performed comparably in detecting feeding, foraging, and 
drinking. However, it showed enhanced detection for piling, pecking, mislaying, perching, and 
dustbathing highlighting its potential to generalize with limited labeled data. The supervised I-200 
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model, while achieving decent detection accuracy, had difficulty distinguishing certain behaviors. 
This suggests that higher-resolution datasets or semi-supervised approaches might be needed to 
accurately identify these more subtle behaviors. Across all models, background noise consistently 
introduced classification challenges which underscore the need for refined preprocessing 
techniques or model architecture. These findings emphasize the effectiveness of high-resolution 
supervised models and the adaptability of semi-supervised methods for real-world applications. 

 

Fig. 25. Confusion matrices for individual behavior detection of hens using a) supervised I-200, 
b) supervised I-640, and c) semi-supervised model. 

 

The final evaluation compares predicted dataset performance metrics in Table 17 and Fig. 26. The 
supervised I-640 model achieved a strong performance with an overall F1 score of 84.2%, 
significantly improving over the supervised I-200 model, which had an overall F1 score of 77.5%. 
Notably, behaviors such as pecking, piling, and mortality exhibited excellent precision, with 
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mortality and wing-flipping showing perfect recall (100.0%). The semi-supervised model slightly 
decreased the overall F1 score compared to the supervised I-640 model but gave excellent 
predictions of detecting behaviors like drinking and pecking. However, it performed well on other 
behaviors, demonstrating the potential of semi-supervised models to perform comparably to 
supervised ones when sufficient unlabeled data is available.  

Table 17. Prediction performance metrics comparison for behavior detection across various 
supervised and semi-supervised models. 

Model Class MAE MSE RMSE Precision Recall F1 
Score 

FNR 
(%) 

 
 
 
 
Supervised 
I-200 

Feeding 0.8 1.7 1.3 82.2 92.5 87.1 7.5 
Foraging 2.2 10.7 3.3 85.3 72.7 78.5 27.3 
Drinking 1.2 7.4 2.7 63.6 98.8 77.4 1.2 
Dustbathing 0.3 1.0 1.0 87.5 70.0 77.8 30.0 
Preening 0.4 0.6 0.8 58.6 85.0 69.4 15.0 
Perching 1.1 4.9 2.2 95.1 85.7 90.1 14.3 
Wing-
Flipping 

0.1 0.1 0.2 100.0 71.4 83.3 28.6 

Mortality 0.1 0.1 0.2 75.0 75.0 75.0 25.0 
Pecking 0.1 0.1 0.4 50.0 40.0 44.4 60.0 
Mislaying 0.1 0.2 0.4 76.9 83.3 80.0 16.7 
Piling 0.1 0.1 0.3 100.0 81.8 90.0 18.2 
Overall 0.6 2.5 1.2 79.5 77.8 77.6 22.2 

 
 
 
 
Supervised 
I-640 

Feeding 0.7 1.3 1.1 84.9 93.3 88.9 6.7 
Foraging 2.0 7.7 2.8 82.7 81.6 82.2 18.4 
Drinking 0.9 4.6 2.2 70.4 97.6 81.8 2.4 
Dustbathing 0.3 0.7 0.8 95.0 63.3 76.0 36.7 
Preening 0.4 0.5 0.7 60.0 75.0 66.7 25.0 
Perching 1.1 3.5 1.9 92.1 88.8 90.5 11.2 
Wing-
Flipping 

0.0 0.0 0.2 87.5 100.0 93.3 0.0 

Mortality 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 
Pecking 0.1 0.1 0.2 100.0 60.0 75.0 40.0 
Mislaying 0.1 0.1 0.3 90.0 75.0 81.8 25.0 
Piling 0.1 0.1 0.2 100.0 81.8 90.0 18.2 
overall 0.5 1.7 1.0 87.5 83.3 84.2 16.7 

 
 
 
 
Semi-
supervised 

Feeding 0.9 2.4 1.5 79.9 92.5 85.7 7.5 
Foraging 2.3 10.5 3.2 83.0 74.4 78.5 25.6 
Drinking 1.4 8.0 2.8 60.6 100.0 75.5 0.0 
Dustbathing 0.4 1.3 1.1 80.8 70.0 75.0 30.0 
Preening 0.5 0.9 0.9 51.4 90.0 65.5 10.0 
Perching 1.3 4.5 2.1 89.2 88.4 88.8 11.6 
Wing-
Flipping 

0.1 0.1 0.2 100.0 71.4 83.3 28.6 

Mortality 0.1 0.1 0.3 60.0 75.0 66.7 25.0 
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Pecking 0.1 0.1 0.3 66.7 40.0 50.0 60.0 
Mislaying 0.1 0.2 0.4 78.6 91.7 84.6 8.3 
Piling 0.0 0.0 0.2 91.7 100.0 95.7 0.0 
Overall 0.7 2.6 1.2 76.5 81.2 77.2 18.8 

Where, MAE is the mean absolute error; MSE is the mean squared error, RMSE is the root mean squared 
error; FNR is the False negative rate. 

 

 

Fig. 26. Detected images of individual hen behaviors: a) Supervised I-200, b) Supervised I-640, 
and c) Semi-supervised model. 

 

These results are consistent with earlier findings that larger datasets with supervised settings have 
generally enhanced model performance. However, the semi-supervised models in this study still 
show promise because their performance improves significantly with the increase in unlabeled 
data. It indicates their potential for real-world applications where annotated data might be limited. 
In addition, a semi-supervised model with minimal human intervention is needed to improve 
detection accuracy compared to Conf50. Nonetheless, the variations in F1 scores for different 
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behaviors show how challenging it can be to detect some of them. To achieve better performance 
across all behaviors, further improvements like data augmentation or more advanced model 
architecture might be needed. 

 

3.7.3. Zero-shot hybrid fusion model 

Table 18 summarizes the prediction performance metrics of the optimal hybrid AI model 
(YOLOWorld with a YOLOv8 backbone) for poultry behavior detection. This model was selected 
for the study due to its superior performance among zero-shot integration models utilizing the 
best.pt configuration from the above discussion. The Hybrid AI model outperformed the 
supervised model in overall precision, recall, F1 score, and FNR (Table 17). When compared with 
the supervised I-200 model (precision: 79.5%, recall: 77.8%, F1 score: 77.5%), the Hybrid AI 
model achieved an overall precision of 88.4%, recall of 83.1%, and F1 score of 84.5%, which 
represents an 9.1% improvement in precision, a 6.7% improvement in recall, and a 7% increase in 
the F1 score. The FNR of the Hybrid AI model was significantly lower at 16.9%, compared to 
22.2% for the Supervised I-200 model, marking a 23.9% improvement. On a class-wise basis, the 
Hybrid AI model showed better performance in detecting behaviors such as drinking (91.1% F1 
score vs. 77.4%), preening (79.1% vs. 69.4%), and pecking (78.7% vs. 44.4%). Although the 
Hybrid AI model had slightly lower precision for certain behaviors, like dustbathing (85.5% vs. 
87.5%) and perching (93.3% vs. 95.1%), it excelled in recall and F1 scores for most behaviors, 
indicating a better balance between sensitivity and accuracy. In addition, the Hybrid AI model also 
shows slight improvement compared with the supervised I640 model. These results highlight the 
Hybrid AI model's superior ability to detect and classify behaviors effectively, especially when 
minimizing false negatives is critical. Using text prompts, users can define specific behaviors or 
objects to detect with a single-word input, simplifying the image annotation process and reducing 
manual labeling time. The text-based model significantly outperforms the supervised models 
(Table 17) across most performance metrics. 

 

Table 18. Prediction performance metrics comparison for behavior detection with the best hybrid 
AI model. 

Class MAE MSE RMSE Precision Recall F1 
Score 

FNR 

Feeding 0.7 1.4 1.2 88.5 90.5 89.5 9.5 
Foraging 2.1 11.3 3.4 79.1 95.8 86.7 4.2 
Drinking 0.6 1.7 1.3 86.9 95.8 91.1 4.2 
Dustbathing 0.2 0.5 0.7 85.5 75.8 80.3 24.2 
Preening 0.5 1.3 1.2 78.9 79.4 79.1 20.6 
Perching 1.0 3.6 1.9 93.3 92.7 93.0 7.3 
WingFlipping 0.1 0.2 0.4 60.0 91.3 72.4 8.7 
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Mortality 0.0 0.0 0.2 100.0 75.0 85.7 25.0 
Pecking 0.1 0.1 0.4 100.0 64.9 78.7 35.1 
Mislaying 0.0 0.1 0.2 100.0 68.4 81.3 31.6 
Piling 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 84.6 91.7 15.4 
Overall 0.5 1.8 1.0 88.4 83.1 84.5 16.9 

Where, MAE is the mean absolute error; MSE is the mean squared error, RMSE is the root mean square 
error; FNR is the False negative rate. 

 

3.8. Text-based model detection and labeling 

Table 19 presents the YOLOWorld model with YOLOv8s backbone (YOLOv8sWorld) integration 
for text-prompt detection and auto-labeling of images. Integrating text prompts with YOLOv8s-
World showed significant improvements in behavior detection and labeling accuracy, 
demonstrating the model’s potential to automate the image annotation process effectively. By 
allowing users to define detection criteria via simple text inputs, the model significantly reduces 
the time and effort traditionally required for manual labeling. This text-prompt functionality 
enhances the model's versatility and makes it an intuitive tool for researchers and practitioners 
working in fields where large datasets are common, particularly in agriculture and livestock 
management. Using natural language for object and behavior detection represents a meaningful 
advancement, simplifying the user interface and providing an easier, more scalable solution for 
image annotation tasks. Combined with the model's high detection accuracy, this capability makes 
it an invaluable tool for large-scale data processing, where manual labeling would otherwise be 
prohibitively time-consuming and resource intensive. 

Table 19. YOLOWorld with YOLOv8s backbone model integration for text-prompt detection and 
auto-labeling of images 

Model: YOLOWorld with YOLOv8s backbone model integration for text-prompt 
detection and Auto-Labeling 
# Image-based detection 
!pip install ultralytics 
import os 
from ultralytics import YOLO 
from PIL import Image, ImageDraw, ImageFont 
model = YOLO("yoloworld+v8backbone/weights/best.pt") 
standard_colors = [] 
behavior_class_colors = {} 
image_dir = "/images/" 
output_image_dir = "/Outputimages/" 
output_labels_dir = "/Outputlabels/" 
os.makedirs(output_image_dir, exist_ok=True) 
os.makedirs(output_labels_dir, exist_ok=True) 
font_path = "/ttf/Times_New_Roman.ttf" 
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font = ImageFont.truetype(font_path, 24) 
def filter_classes_by_prompt(prompt): 
    available_classes = [] 
    if isinstance(prompt, str): 
        prompt = [prompt] 
    return [cls for cls in available_classes if any(p.lower() in cls.lower() for p in prompt)] 
prompt = [" "] 
filtered_classes = filter_classes_by_prompt(prompt) 
results = model.predict(image_dir) 
for i, result in enumerate(results): 
    img_path = result.path 
    img_name = os.path.basename(img_path) 
    image = Image.open(img_path).convert("RGB") 
    draw = ImageDraw.Draw(image) 
    yolo_labels = [] 
    for box, cls, conf in zip(result.boxes.xyxy, result.boxes.cls, result.boxes.conf): 
        x1, y1, x2, y2 = box 
        class_id = int(cls) 
        confidence = conf.item() 
        class_name = model.names[class_id] 
        if class_name not in filtered_classes: 
            continue 
        class_color = behavior_class_colors.get(class_name, (255, 255, 255)) 
        draw.rectangle([x1, y1, x2, y2], outline=class_color, width=3) 
        text = f"{class_name}: {confidence:.2f}" 
        text_bbox = draw.textbbox((x1, y1), text, font=font) 
        text_width = text_bbox[2] - text_bbox[0] 
        text_height = text_bbox[3] - text_bbox[1] 
        text_x = x2 - text_width 
        text_y = y1 - text_height - 5 
        draw.text((text_x, text_y), text, fill=class_color, font=font) 
        x_center = (x1 + x2) / 2 / image.width 
        y_center = (y1 + y2) / 2 / image.height 
        width = (x2 - x1) / image.width 
        height = (y2 - y1) / image.height 
        yolo_labels.append(f"{class_id} {x_center} {y_center} {width} {height}") 
    output_image_path = os.path.join(output_image_dir, f"labeled_{img_name}") 
    image.save(output_image_path) 
    output_label_path = os.path.join(output_labels_dir, f"{os.path.splitext(img_name)[0]}.txt") 
    with open(output_label_path, 'w') as label_file: 
        for label in yolo_labels: 
            label_file.write(label + "\n") 
    print(f"{img_name} - Saved labeled image and YOLO labels.") 
print("Processing complete. All labeled images and YOLO labels have been saved.") 
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When compared to existing methods in the literature, the YOLOv8s-World model offers several 
advantages over traditional object detection systems (Cheng et al., 2024; Ultralytics, 2024). While 
deep learning-based models like YOLO have been widely recognized for their efficiency in object 
detection, integrating text-prompt capabilities marks a major leap forward in usability and 
functionality. Previous studies on text-based image recognition, such as CLIP (Contrastive 
Language-Image Pre-training), have explored the benefits of combining language and vision 
models, showing the potential for improved accuracy (OpenAI, 2024; Wolff et al., 2023). However, 
challenges such as ambiguous text prompts and the need for task-specific fine-tuning remain in 
many of these systems. In contrast, the YOLOv8s-World model simplifies this process by allowing 
a streamlined integration of text inputs with detection capabilities.  Thereby overcoming many of 
the hurdles typically faced by more complex language-vision models. The combination of high 
detection accuracy and the ability to respond to text prompts makes this integration highly effective 
for real-world applications. 

 

Beyond its utility in improving detection and labeling accuracy, the YOLOv8s-World model’s text-
prompt feature can provide specific advantages for farmers and producers working in the 
agricultural sector. One of the model's key strengths lies in its ability to detect specific behaviors 
of interest with just a single word input. This feature allows users to quickly identify behaviors 
tailored to their needs, such as feeding, drinking, or pecking. In addition to detecting individual 
behaviors, the model also enables producers to efficiently monitor problematic behaviors within 
video footage. For example, if a specific behavior emerges or deviates from the expected pattern, 
farmers can use the model to detect and analyze these cases in real-time, facilitating early 
intervention and targeted solutions (Fig. 27). This capability enhances not only the efficiency of 
behavior monitoring but also the ability to act proactively, identifying potential issues before they 
escalate. By automating behavior detection and offering real-time insights, this integration 
empowers producers to optimize their operations, improve animal welfare, and contribute to the 
sustainability and productivity of agricultural practices. 
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Fig. 27. YOLOv8s-World model integration for text-prompt detection and auto-labeling showing 
broilers, hens, and their behaviors. 

 

3.9. Human labeling, semi-supervised and unsupervised zero-shot auto labeling  

Labeling a dataset of 3,000 images containing 118,679 instances (approximately 50 instances per 
image) revealed significant differences in efficiency between human labeling and semi-supervised 
auto-labeling methods. Human annotation required 141.7 ± 12.3 seconds per image, totaling 118.1 
± 10.2 hours or nearly 5 days (4 days and 22 hours ± 10 hours 13 minutes) to complete the entire 
dataset. Assuming an uninterrupted 8-hour workday, excluding weekends, this process would 
require approximately 15 working days to complete. In contrast, semi-supervised auto-labeling 
alone processed all 3,000 images in only 2.4 ± 0.3 seconds, with an average of 0.0008 ± 0.0001 
seconds per image, completing the task in mere seconds overall. For refinement, human 
intervention guided by a Query by Committee strategy added 28.7 ± 19.6 seconds per image, or 
23.9 ± 16.4 hours in total. When accounting for an 8-hour workday, this hybrid method would 
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require approximately 3 working days, achieving significant time savings over manual labeling 
while maintaining label quality. 

Our results underscore the superiority of combining machine learning-driven labeling with 
targeted human input compared to previous work. As documented in earlier studies, fully manual 
methods are accurate but labor-intensive, requiring weeks, months, or years to annotate large 
datasets, making them impractical for rapid model development (Gudivada et al., 2017). On the 
other hand, unsupervised approaches, while faster, often compromise quality due to the lack of 
domain-specific corrections (Chen et al., 2021). Our semi-supervised approach bridges this gap by 
leveraging machine learning for rapid initial annotations and incorporating active learning methods 
(conf50 and minimal human expertise) for precise refinement. The hybrid method with minimal 
human intervention reduces annotation time by approximately 80% compared to manual labeling, 
completing the task in about 3 working days under the same conditions. This balance of speed, 
scalability, and accuracy establishes our method as an efficient and practical solution for annotating 
large-scale datasets in machine-learning workflows. A detailed performance evaluation of these 
labeling techniques, including their accuracy, precision, and other attributes, is clearly illustrated 
in Table 20, providing a comparative analysis of human, semi-supervised, and zero-shot auto-
labeling techniques (Bist et al., 2023c; Gudivada et al., 2017; Huang et al., 2014; Li et al., 2015; 
Nassar et al., 2021; Shorewala et al., 2021). 

Table 20. Comparison of human labeling, semi-supervised auto-labeling, and zero-
shot/unsupervised auto-labeling methods. 

Factor Human Labeling Semi-Supervised Auto-
Labeling 

Zero-shot or Unsupervised 
Auto-Labeling 

Accuracy & 
Precision 

High accuracy, but 
prone to human error 
and subjectivity. 

Depending on the initial 
model's performance, it 
may be less accurate due 
to noisy labels. 

Varies widely; can be 
inaccurate for complex tasks 
or rare classes. 

Consistency Varies between 
annotators; prone to 
subjective 
inconsistencies. 

Generally, it is more 
consistent, especially for 
large datasets, but can 
suffer from model bias. 

High consistency but can 
propagate errors if the initial 
clustering or segmentation is 
poor. 

Scalability Not scalable for large 
datasets; slow process. 

Scalable can label 
massive datasets 
efficiently once the model 
is trained. 

Highly scalable, as no 
manual intervention is 
needed for labeling. 

Cost-
Effectiveness 

High labor costs, 
especially for large 
datasets. 

Lower cost once the 
model is trained; initial 
setup may incur costs. 

Very low cost, as no manual 
labeling is needed, but may 
require extensive computing 
resources. 
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Label Quality & 
Reliability 

High-quality labels, 
particularly for 
complex tasks. 

Label quality varies based 
on the model’s 
confidence and initial 
training. 

Quality can be poor, 
especially if the model is not 
properly trained or the data 
is noisy. 

Adaptability to 
New Data 

Human annotators can 
easily adapt to new 
classes or data. 

It can adapt but may 
require retraining or fine-
tuning to handle new 
data. 

Limited adaptability to new 
classes may require 
clustering methods to handle 
new data. 

Handling 
Ambiguity & 
Uncertainty 

Humans can resolve 
ambiguity with 
contextual 
understanding. 

May struggle with 
ambiguity; confidence 
thresholds can help 
reduce uncertainty. 

Struggles with ambiguity, as 
unsupervised methods 
typically don't handle 
context well. 

Model 
Transferability 
& Improvement 

N/A (doesn't apply to 
human labeling). 

Model improves over 
time with more data, 
leading to better pseudo-
labels. 

It can improve over time but 
requires fine-tuning or 
additional supervision for 
accuracy. 

Ease of Use Straightforward but 
time-consuming and 
labor-intensive. 

Once set up, it is fast, 
efficient, and requires less 
manual input. 

Fully automated; minimal 
manual input but requires 
good initial setup and 
computing resources. 

Reliability for 
Large Datasets 

Prone to errors with 
large-scale data. 

Can reliably process large 
datasets with minimal 
human input. 

Very reliable for large 
datasets, as no human input 
is required. However, errors 
may go unnoticed. 

 

3.10. Limitations of this study 

Besides several challenges mentioned above, semi-supervised auto-labeling techniques in poultry 
datasets face further limitations that could impact their performance. One such limitation is the 
model’s sensitivity to noise in the data, which can significantly affect the performance of the 
semi-supervised auto-labeling system. It can lead to inaccurate predictions and lower-quality 
labels. These variations in the training set can degrade the model’s ability to generalize and 
correctly label new, unseen instances. To address this limitation, incorporating minimal manual 
annotation or exploring other ideas could be beneficial. Another critical limitation is the 
difficulty of incorporating domain-specific knowledge into the semi-supervised framework. 
Poultry datasets often contain subtle behavioral differences that may require expert interpretation 
to label correctly. The reliance on auto-labeling alone may not fully capture these nuances, 
potentially affecting the model’s accuracy and its ability to distinguish between similar 
behaviors. Therefore, using domain adaptation and advanced models for semi-supervised 
learning could be one of the best choices to address these limitations. 

Despite these challenges, semi-supervised auto-labeling remains an attractive option for large-
scale poultry behavior detection, especially when paired with high-quality labeled data. 
However, as a previous study indicates, semi-supervised methods are prone to propagate errors 
from the initial labeling phase, which can result in a cascading effect on downstream predictions 
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(Xu et al., 2023). Researchers demonstrated that while semi-supervised models can significantly 
reduce manual labeling efforts, they still require high-quality labeled data to perform optimally. 
In contrast, other studies on fully supervised learning methods have emphasized the importance 
of curated datasets for achieving robust model performance, but they are often limited by the 
time and labor needed to produce such datasets (Sapkota et al., 2024). Overall, these findings 
highlight the need for continued refinement of semi-supervised techniques to address issues of 
data quality, noise, and behavior variability in poultry datasets. 

 

3.11. Future direction 

As noted, the effectiveness of deep learning applications is heavily reliant on large, diverse datasets 
that accurately reflect real-world conditions. Current research has highlighted the challenges 
associated with semi-supervised ALPD, particularly regarding noise. Therefore, future research 
should focus on improving data collection methodologies to enhance the dataset's diversity and 
accuracy, which could involve utilizing advanced data augmentation techniques and more robust 
data preprocessing to mitigate issues of noise and imbalance. Furthermore, semi-supervised 
models would benefit from being integrated with active learning strategies, where the model can 
selectively query labels on uncertain or ambiguous instances. A critical area of exploration should 
also be incorporating domain-specific knowledge into these models. Expert-driven label 
refinement could help address subtle behavioral differences in poultry, thus improving the 
precision of the auto-labeling process. Additionally, incorporating multi-modal data, such as 
combining visual, acoustic, and environmental data, may lead to better detection and classification 
of poultry behaviors, particularly in variable conditions.  

Moreover, exploring their generalizability and scalability across different poultry breeds and 
farming conditions is crucial as semi-supervised learning techniques evolve. By focusing on more 
robust semi-supervised frameworks including domain adaptation that can adapt to changing 
environmental conditions, researchers could enhance the practical applicability of AI tools in 
poultry farming. This includes developing scalable systems that can handle large volumes of real-
time data for decision-making in precision livestock farming. Research efforts should also explore 
integrating such models into automated monitoring systems that can provide continuous feedback 
to farmers and help to enable faster response times to health and behavioral issues in poultry. This 
advancement could lead to more efficient and sustainable poultry management practices. In 
addition, it also contributes to the overall goal of improving animal welfare and productivity in the 
agricultural sector.  

 

4. Conclusions 

This research highlights the potential of semi-supervised learning techniques to improve poultry 
behavior detection, especially in large datasets where manual labeling is both time-consuming and 
resource intensive. Combining human annotation with pseudo-labeling significantly boosts the 
speed and accuracy of data labeling. This approach can be particularly beneficial for large-scale 
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operations looking to enhance their detection systems efficiently. Among the models tested, 
YOLOv8s-World and YOLOv9s performed exceptionally well under supervised learning 
conditions, with YOLOv8s-ALPD achieving the highest precision (96.1%) and recall (99.0%) 
among semi-supervised models. The CLIP zero-shot model showed promising results for breed 
detection, with a precision of 76.5% and recall of 64.1%. However, integrating zero-shot models 
with other models, such as YOLO-World with the YOLOv8s backbone, resulted in a text-prompt 
hybrid model for breed detection that delivered superior performance, with an RMSE of 1.0, 
precision of 99.2%, recall of 99.4%, and an F1 score of 98.7%. Similarly, there was a 6-31% 
improvement in precision and a 6-16% increase in F1 score for certain behaviors. In addition, the 
minimal manual annotation active learning approach improved semi-supervised model robustness 
in detecting broilers, hens, and their behaviors. If a minimal manual annotator is unavailable, then 
conf50 can be a good alternative. 

The fusion of semi-supervised learning and zero-shot models offers a powerful solution to the 
challenges of behavior detection in dynamic agricultural environments, where datasets are diverse 
and constantly changing. This hybrid approach, coupled with human-in-the-loop annotation 
systems, greatly reduces the dependency on large, labeled datasets while improving detection 
accuracy. Text-prompt models further enhance the precision of behavior detection, enabling real-
time identification of behaviors such as mislaying, pecking, piling, feeding patterns, or mortality. 
This system streamlines the training process and supports farmers and producers by providing 
actionable insights for timely intervention. By merging semi-supervised learning, zero-shot 
models, and human annotation, this research presents an efficient, scalable solution for poultry 
behavior monitoring, ultimately contributing to advancing precision livestock farming and more 
sustainable agricultural practices. 
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