arXiv:2405.18119v2 [cs.CV] 5 Jul 2024

Low-Resource Crop Classification from Multi-Spectral Time Series Using Lossless Compressors

Wei Cheng^{1[0000−0002−8190−5367] †}, Hongrui Ye^{1[0009−0006−0386−2732]†}, Xiao Wen^{1[0009−0008−9961−1376] †}, Jiachen Zhang^{1[0009−0003−5090−0824]†}, Jiping Xu^{2[0009−0002−6659−9485]}, and Feifan Zhang^{1[0009−0008−4850−7472]∗}

1College of Information and Electrical Engineering, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100083, China 2College of Science, China Agriculture University, Beijing 100083, China †These authors contributed equally *Corresponding author {weicheng, caucieeyhr, wenxiao, jiachen_zhang, jipingxu, feifanzhang}@cau.edu.cn

Abstract. Deep learning models have significantly improved the accuracy of crop classification using multispectral temporal data. However, they have complex structures with numerous parameters, requiring large amounts of data and costly training. In low-resource situations with fewer labeled samples or on low-computing devices, they perform poorly. Conversely, compressors are data-type agnostic, and non-parametric methods do not bring underlying assumptions. Inspired by this insight, we propose a non-training alternative to deep learning models, aiming to address these situations. Specifically, the symbolic representation module is proposed to convert the reflectivity into symbolic representations. The symbolic representations are then cross-transformed in both the channel and time dimensions to generate symbolic embeddings. Next, the Multi-scale Normalised Compression Distance (MNCD) is designed to measure the correlation between any two symbolic embeddings. Finally, based on the MNCDs, high quality crop classification can be achieved using only a k-nearest-neighbor classifier (kNN). The entire framework is ready-to-use and lightweight. Without any training, it outperforms, on average, 6 advanced deep learning models trained at scale on three benchmark datasets. It also outperforms more than half of these models in the few-shot setting with sparse crop labels.

Keywords: Non-training classification · Low-resource · Symbolic representation · Cross-transformation method · Lossless compressors · Nomalised compression distance

1 Introduction

Multi-spectral temporal classification of crops plays a crucial role in growth monitoring, pest forecasting, crop yield estimation, and other agricultural applications. This helps enhance the efficiency and quality of agricultural production [1].

However, multi-spectral temporal data typically appears as a high-dimensional feature space with numerous features. Redundant information can restrict data fitting and representation capabilities [10].

Deep learning can automatically extract features from high-dimensional data, providing extensive opportunities [12]. In the past decade, various neural network structures have been extensively researched, including networks based on multilayer perceptrons (MLP), convolutional neural networks (CNN), recurrent neural networks (RNN), and Transformer-based networks. Specifically, a method called Long-term Recurrent Convolutional Networks (LRCN) proposed by Donahue et al., which combines the strengths of CNN and RNN. By incorporating Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) units, it is capable of establishing long-term temporal dependencies [2]. Next, Jia et al. developed a spatiotemporal learning framework based on a dual-memory structure of LSTM. This framework further extends the performance of LSTM. It enables LSTM to establish temporal dependencies and spatial relationships between long-term and short-term events in time and space [6]. Furthermore, Xu et al. developed a deep learning method named DeepCropMapping (DCM) model. This model is based on the Long Short-Term Memory structure with an attention mechanism. The DCM model is trained on ARD time series data, allowing it to learn generalizable features during the training process [21]. Unfortunately, these models require significant computational resources and time, leading to challenges in processing long time series data. To address this challenge, Zhou and colleagues introduced the Informer model. It is based on transformer architecture and significantly improves the speed of long time series prediction [24]. Additionally, Nie et al. created the PatchTST model. The model significantly enhances the classification results of long-term prediction [13]. Meanwhile,Liu et al. introduced the iTransformer model, showcasing superior technical capabilities across various real-world datasets. The iTransformer model demonstrates high performance and strong generalization abilities,and it is highly effective for time series prediction [11]. Currently, in the field of multivariate time series prediction, deep learning models such as CNNs, RNNs, and Transformers have all achieved highly advanced performance. However, in recent research, Zhang et al. introduced the LightTS architecture, which is a method that does not require any convolution or attention mechanisms. This study is the first to demonstrate that an MLPbased structure can also be highly efficient and accurate in multivariate time series prediction [23].

Although these backbone networks and their variants have achieved satisfactory classification accuracy, there are still shortcomings in the following aspects: (1) Deep learning models exhibit high complexity. They require a significant investment of resources during the training process and have a massive number of model parameters [23]; (2) The cost of labeling for deep learning models is high. Obtaining the necessary data requires a significant investment in professional labor and resources. In the few-shot scenario with sparse labels, the performance of deep learning models is not satisfactory [21]. Compressors are data-type agnostic, and non-parametric methods do not bring underlying assumptions [7].

These features can effectively address the aforementioned problems. Inspired by this, the proposed Symbolic Representation Module is used to convert the reflectivity of all pixels into symbol representations. The symbolic representations are then cross-transformed in both the channel and temporal dimensions to generate symbolic embeddings. Next, the Multi-scale Normalised Compression Distance (MNCD) is designed to measure the correlation between any two symbolic embeddings. Finally, based on the MNCDs, classification is implemented using only a kNN. Our method revolves around simple lossless compressors. It offers advantages such as no trainable parameters and a lightweight structure, ensuring its wide practical application.

To sum up, contributions of this research are:

– We treat a pixel as ‘text’ and introduce compressor-based classification from text classification to multispectral temporal crop classification.

– A Symbolic Representation Module is proposed to convert the reflectivity of pixels into symbolic representations. Based on the symbolic representations, a method of cross-transformation in time and channel dimensions is then proposed to generate symbolic embeddings. The Multi-scale Normalised Compression Distance (MNCD) is then designed to measure the correlation between any two symbolic embeddings for subsequent classification.

– The entire framework is ready-to-use and lightweight. Without any training, it outperforms the average of 6 advanced deep learning models trained at scale on three benchmark datasets. It performs exceptionally well in few-shot scenarios, where the availability of labeled data is limited for effective neural network training.

2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Data Description

Following the previous study [16], we choose three benchmark datasets to evaluate the performance of all methods. The German dataset [15] covers a densely cultivated area of 102 × 42 km^2 north of Munich, Germany. It contains 17 different categories with 13 spectral bands. The T31TFM-1618 dataset [17] covers a densely cultivated S2 tile in France for the years 2016 to 2018 and includes 20 different categories with 13 bands. The PASTIS dataset [4] contains four different regions in France, covering over 4000 km^2 and including 18 crop categories with 33-61 acquisitions and 10 bands.

For each of the three datasets, we identify areas that are not heavily clouded 80% of the time and exclude those that are. We also exclude background categories and those with less than 5 samples. In addition, due to the different resolutions of the different bands in the T31TFM-1618 dataset, we uniformly interpolate all bands to a maximum resolution of 48×48 pixels. Following previous studies on temporal classification [19], 20% of the pixel points from each crop type are randomly selected for the training dataset in the main experiment, while the remaining pixels are assigned to the test dataset. This leaves 20k training

Fig. 1: These time series are discretized by using predetermined breakpoints B to map the reflectivity to symbols. In the example above, with l = 4, the time series of band 1 is mapped to cdcdcbc and the time series of band 2 is mapped to bababaa.

and 80k testing samples for the German dataset, 40k training and 170k testing samples for the T31TFM-1618 dataset, 15k training and 61k testing samples for the PASTIS dataset, covering 266,36 ha land totally. To ensure the reproducibility of these experiments, we use a random seed of 32. Table ?? shows the number of samples and the training scale for each category in the main experiment.

2.2 Design of Our Method

Symbolic Representation Module Lossless compressors are used in data storage and transmission scenarios. Their principle is to identify redundant information (such as repeated strings or symbols) in the data and replace it with a shorter representation, making them more suitable for data in symbolic form. Related research [10] has also demonstrated the effectiveness of converting time series into symbolic representations. Inspired by this, we propose a simple and general module for symbolic representation.

Specifically, we first define an alphabet α with up to 26 lowercase letters and 26 uppercase letters, where α_k represents the k^{th} element of the alphabet, such as α_1 = a, α_2 = b, ..., α_{27} = A. At the same time, the maximum and minimum values of the reflectivity in all pixels are obtained, namely max and min. Then, the reflectivity interval [max, min] is divided into l equal intervals to obtain breakpoints B, as shown below: B = [β_1, . . . , β_i, . . . , β_{l+1}], (1)

Fig. 2: An illustrative description of cross-transforming in the time and channel dimensions to obtain multi-scale NCD d_{pq} between pixels S_p and S_q after symbolic representation.

where l represents the length of the alphabet α, β_1 = min, β_{n+1} = max, and β_{i+1} − β_i =^{max−min}_l .

Once the breakpoints are determined, any reflectivity can be mapped to a symbolic representation. Given a pixel x ∈ R^{t×c} (where t is the length of the time, and c is the number of channels) in the original data, the symbolic representation value s_{ij} of any reflectivity x_{ij} can be obtained by the following mapping operation:

s_{ij} = α_k, if β_k ≤ x_{ij} < β_{k+1}. (2)

For example, all reflectivities greater than or equal to the first breakpoint β_1 and less than the second breakpoint β_2 are mapped to the symbol a; all reflectivities greater than or equal to the second breakpoint β_2 and less than the third breakpoint β_3 are mapped to the symbol b. The rest can be inferred by analogy. Figure 1 shows the details of this module. This mapping converts the reflectivity of all pixels into symbolic representations that are more suitable for compressors.

Compressor-Based Crop Classification Previous work combines band data at different time points for a single pixel to obtain information about the pixel [21]. Our method not only continues to use this time-series band combination, but also introduces a new dimension: combining data from the same pixel in different bands in chronological order. Then, by combining these two data sequences, we can more comprehensively describe the characteristics of a single pixel. Specifically, given a pixel after symbolic representation s ∈ R^{t×c} , the following modeling is given:

S = f(s) = concat ( s^1, . . . , s^c, s^{c+1}, . . . , s^{c+t} ) , (3)

where the function f(·) is the cross-transformation method of s. The function concat(·) denotes the concatenation operation of the symbolic representation. S stands for the symbolic embedding of s. For any s^i it holds that:

s^i = { [s_{1i}, s_{2i}, . . . , s_{ti}], if 1 ≤ i ≤ c [ s_{(i−c)1}, s_{(i−c)2}, . . . , s_{(i−c)c} ] , if c < i ≤ c + t. (4) The above cross-transformation can be easily achieved using methods such as numpy.reshape() and numpy.concatenate(), which are based on numerical computing libraries such as NumPy.

For any two pixels x_p and x_q, the regularity between them can be measured by the correlation between their corresponding symbolic embeddings, S_p and S_q. And the regularity between two symbolic embeddings can be measured by the Nomalised Compression Distance (NCD) [9] of lossless compressors. Lossless compressors optimise the representation of information by assigning shorter codes to more frequent symbols. The idea is that: (1) compressors are good at capturing regularities; (2) objects within the same category exhibit more regularities than those from different categories [7].

Quantifying this regularity as d_{pq} , its definition is as follows: where the function g(·) represents the operation of Multi-scale NCD (MNCD) for S_p and S_q , and d_{pq} represents the MNCD between S_p and S_q. The definition of NCD is as follows: NCD(m, n) = C(m||n) − min{C(m), C(n)} max{C(m), C(n)} (5)

d_{pq} = g(S_p, S_q) = 1 c + t c+t∑ k=1 NCD ( s^k_p , s^k_q ) , (6)

C(m) denotes the length of m after compression using a lossless compressor. C(m||n) refers to the compressed length of m and n after being concatenated. This method can compute the MNCD between any symbolic embedding in the training set and symbolic embedding in the test set, and then construct a MNCD matrix. Finally, kNN is used to classify each symbolic embedding in the test set.

It is worth noting that when using a kNN, if k > 1, there may be situations where the number of samples from several different categories is the same among the k closest samples. To break the tie, we suggest finding the training set sample with the smallest NCD from the test sample among these categories. Then, the category of this training set sample will be used as the predicted category for the test sample. The code for the entire method is presented as Algorithm 1.1.

Listing 1.1: Python Code for Compressor-Based Crop Mapping 1 import gzip 2 import numpy as np 3 4 for ( s1 , _ ) in test_set :

5 Cs1 = len ( gzip . compress ( s1 . encode () )) 6 distance_from_s1 = [] 7 for ( s2 , _ ) in train_set :

8 Cs2 = len ( gzip . compress ( s2 . encode () )) 9 s1s2 = ’’. join ([ s1 , s2 ]) 10 Cs1s2 = len ( gzip . compress ( s1s2 . encode () )) 11 ncd = ( Cs1s2 - min (Cs1 , Cs2 )) / max (Cs1 , Cs2 ) 12 distance_from_s1 . append ( ncd ) 13 sorted_idx = np . argsort ( np . array ( distance_from_s1 )) 14 top_k_labels = [ train_set [i ][ -1] for i in sorted_idx [: k ]] 15 16 # break ties 17 unique_labels , label_counts = np . unique ( top_k_labels , return_counts = True ) 18 most_common_labels = unique_labels [ label_counts == np . max ( label_counts )] 19 if len ( most_common_labels ) == 1:

20 s1_predicted_label = most_common_labels [0] 21 else :

22 indices = np . where ( np . isin ( top_k_labels ,

most_common_labels )) [0] 23 s1_predicted_label = top_k_labels [ indices [0]]

2.3 Implementations Details

The proposed framework uses gzip as the compressor. Under the premise of symbolic representation, the alphabet lengths l for the three datasets are all set to 22. The k value of kNN is set to 2. These parameters will be discussed in the subsequent Analyses section.

2.4 Baselines

Several representative deep learning models are selected for comparative experiments. They are mainly divided into four groups: MLP-based, RNN-based, CNNbased and Transformer-based. We select both classic baselines and state-of-the-art (SOTA) models. The MLP-based category includes MLP and DLinear [22]. The RNN-based category includes Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) [5] and DeepCropMapping (DCM) [21]. The CNN-based group includes TempCNN [20] and TimesNet [19]. The Transformer-based category includes Transformer [18] and Informer [24]. The parameters specific to these models are as follows and all models have converged in both the complete dataset and the few-shot settings:

For the MLP, we configure it with a single hidden layer of 128 neurons, a batch size of 32, and an initial learning rate of 0.001. We implement early stopping with a patience of 10 iterations and a validation fraction of 0.1, along with a maximum of 100 training epochs. The same configuration is used for the MLP in the few-shot setting.

For the DLinear, DCM, TimesNet and all Transformer-based models, we follow the optimal hyper-parameters recommended in the previous studies and corresponding repositories. Specifically, the batch size is set uniformly to 36, the dropout rate to 0.5, the number of epochs to 100 and the patience for early stopping is set to 10. In terms of model architecture, DLinear consists of three encoder layers and one decoder layer, each featuring a 256-dimensional feedforward network. DCM, an attention-based bidirectional LSTM model, includes 2 LSTM layers with a hidden size of 256. The Transformer model is supported by three encoder layers and one decoder layer, also emphasizing a 256-dimensional feed-forward network. Similarly, Informer includes three encoder layers and one decoder layer. The same configuration is used for these models in the few-shot setting.

For the LSTM and TempCNN models, we follow the optimal hyperparameters recommended in the paper by Rubwurm et al. [14] and its corresponding repository. Specifically, the bidirectional LSTM stacks 4 layers with 128 hidden units. The learning rate is set to 9.88 · 10^{−3} with a decay rate of 5.26 · 10^{−7}, and the number of epochs is 17. TempCNN uses a kernel size of 7 with 128 hidden units, a learning rate of 2.38 · 10^{−4}, a decay rate of 5.18 · 10^{−5} and 11 epochs. For the few-shot setting, the number of epochs for the three models has been increased to 200 and 100.

2.5 Evaluation Metric

We evaluate the classification performance of each model based on two commonlyused indices, i.e., overall accuracy (OA), Mean Intersection over Union (MIoU). Specifically, the OA is the percentage of all correctly predicted instances in the dataset. The MIoU is the average ratio of overlap to union for predicted and actual segments

3 Results

3.1 Comparison with Deep Learning Models

The quantitative classification results in terms of OA and mIoU are shown in Table 1 for three datasets. Overall, the classification performance of the proposed method is significant. In terms of OA, it outperforms 5, 8 and 5 deep learning models on three datasets respectively. In particular, it outperforms all MLP-based and RNN-based models, demonstrating excellent classification performance. On the German dataset, however, it is not only 2.14% lower on average than the CNN-based model, but also 1.30% lower than the Informer.

Low-Resource Crop Classification 9

The performance gap is similar on the PASTIS dataset. A possible reason for this is that both CNN-based and Transformer-based models are able to learn high-level representations over time [19], which is crucial for classification tasks. However, such a result is acceptable given that our method can compete with massively trained deep learning models without any training. This is not always the case on the T31TFM-1618 dataset. The classification performance of our method outperforms all deep learning models. Compared to the CNN-based models and Transformer-based models, it averages 1.34% and 0.51% higher on OA, demonstrating excellent performance.

Table 1: Classification results obtained with our method and baseline models. Red highlights the models that outperform our method.

model trainable parameter

German T31TFM-1618 PASTIS OA AA mIoU OA AA mIoU OA AA mIoU MLP MLP � 69.62 52.00 34.24 68.49 44.37 31.11 92.06 67.68 60.40 DLinear � 68.41 84.38 40.34 77.18 70.54 63.36 84.58 93.19 64.08 RNN LSTM � 97.41 96.41 91.59 90.99 81.33 75.69 97.37 96.08 92.03 DCM � 97.57 96.32 94.06 81.91 79.00 72.13 98.29 97.05 95.12 CNN TempCNN � 98.61 97.79 96.18 95.74 92.26 88.66 98.67 98.23 96.47 TimesNet � 98.75 98.19 96.56 96.68 95.40 92.87 99.08 97.26 97.03

Transformer

Transformer � 97.47 96.37 92.66 96.71 95.73 91.23 98.32 98.20 94.93 Informer � 98.91 98.40 96.82 96.54 95.68 91.10 98.92 98.38 96.81 Ours � 97.61 96.89 94.10 96.88 95.42 91.43 98.37 97.64 95.39

Fig. 3: Classification maps obtained from different models on a typical plot.

We also select a representative plot in Figure 3 with many boundaries and small fragmented fields, which thoroughly tests the classification capabilities of models. It is evident that the first four models easily make a lot of misjudgements, resulting in significant salt-and-pepper noise. In addition, the classification performance at the boundaries is rather coarse. In contrast, CNN-based models, Transformer-based models and our method show significant advantages. The boundaries are smoother and more refined, with almost no large-scale misclassifications. Considering that our method achieves classification performance comparable to deep learning models without requiring any training, it demonstrates significant advantages and practical value.

3.2 Few-Shot Learning

Fig. 4: Confusion matrix for 50-shot crop classification results on the T31TFM- 1618 dataset.

We also compare our method with deep learning models in the few-shot setting across three datasets. Following the method of Jiang et al. [8], we use n-shot labeled examples per category from the training dataset, where n sets to 50, 20, 10, 5. To ensure the robustness of our results, we run the experiment five times, using a different random seed to select the subset for each run. We then calculate the mean and 95% confidence intervals over the five trials. The five random seeds used are 2024, 21, 32, 400 and 47. The detailed results are listed in the Table 2.

Table 2: Results with a 95% confidence interval over five trials at different fewshot settings.

Models mIoU (%)

German T31TFM-1618 PASTIS

50-shot 20-shot 10-shot 5-shot 50-shot 20-shot 10-shot 5-shot 50-shot 20-shot 10-shot 5-shot

MLP 42.23±8.91 26.91±6.39 18.93±6.31 4.67±4.89 24.08±1.77 15.31±4.50 7.22±3.50 2.94±1.31 34.45±15.21 10.15±11.34 2.51±2.96 3.17±2.94

DLinear 27.25±1.14 39.45±0.52 27.55±20.64 9.24±3.06 16.92±0.60 9.57±0.62 5.59±2.03 4.41±1.81 47.39±3.78 49.23±23.63 21.57±5.29 23.97±27.15

LSTM 52.91±7.85 41.08±1.46 29.62±5.69 19.78±2.40 27.00±1.86 21.50±3.77 17.29±2.98 12.57±2.36 70.14±2.15 54.97±5.35 45.75±8.28 34.50±9.32

DCM 46.12±3.36 23.36±1.99 12.46±4.91 9.21±0.97 23.95±2.14 17.61±0.82 9.77±2.60 4.84±3.44 59.96±4.14 39.32±3.40 36.78±2.81 16.82±4.84

TempCNN 70.66±3.16 56.43±4.05 43.72±5.99 31.40±2.08 40.48±2.41 30.73±3.03 25.02±2.55 21.02±2.83 75.59±1.95 57.51±4.15 42.53±1.49 29.18±3.27

TimesNet 52.99±4.73 44.37±2.53 57.11±19.53 19.42±2.79 33.12±2.13 26.92±2.35 21.02±2.50 16.34±2.12 71.82±3.41 61.57±6.87 74.68±18.21 34.49±5.17

Transformer 54.14±7.82 39.34±3.09 23.83±2.59 16.69±1.58 29.52±1.18 24.22±2.31 19.51±1.67 14.13±2.04 74.34±3.49 58.70±4.47 41.10±4.72 28.74±3.93

Informer 54.03±2.08 39.68±4.10 24.40±3.10 17.60±0.76 30.51±1.06 24.77±2.45 19.24±1.28 12.87±1.80 72.40±3.37 57.80±3.25 42.70±4.59 28.33±2.65

Ours 50.25±2.83 39.47±2.34 33.78±3.77 28.52±2.19 32.26±0.68 25.36±1.87 20.37±1.09 16.98±1.08 62.63±2.21 49.31±2.88 41.13±2.06 33.93±3.57

As shown in Figure 4, the proposed method outperforms more than half of the deep learning models. Specifically, when n is set to 50, it significantly outperforms RNN-based and MLP-based models, while its performance is slightly lower than other SOTA models such as TimesNet and Informer. As n decreases to 20, it outperforms the Transformer by 0.13% in mIoU on the German dataset. However, it lags slightly behind other Transformer-based models. As n decreases further to 10, it widens its performance gap with RNN-based and MLP-based models, although it trails CNN-based models in mIoU by an average of 24.51% over the three datasets. This is consistent with the results of the Vision Transformer [3], which shows that the CNN-based models perform better in the fewshot setting. It is worth noting that when n falls to a minimum value of 5, our method outperforms almost all deep learning models on the three datasets. It is on average just under 3% lower than TempCNN or TimesNet. As the value of n gradually decreases, the advantage of our method becomes more pronounced. This may be because compressors are data type agnostic and non-parametric methods have no underlying assumptions [7].

4 Analyses

Due to the low compression speeds resulting from pure numerical mapping and the inherently low compression speeds of the bz2 compressor, we randomly sample 20% of the total dataset for all experiments in this section. Half of this subset is divided as the training set and the other half as the test set. To ensure the generalisability of the experiment, we repeat it five times, randomly selecting a different subset each time and then calculating the average of the five results. The five random seeds are 2024, 21, 32, 400, 47.

4.1 Different Alphabet Lengths

In the experiment, classification is performed by one group using pure numerical mapping, while the other group utilizes symbolic representation. The alphabet length starts at 2 and increases in increments of 5 up to 52 (including 26 lower case and 26 upper case letters). Figure 5 illustrates the effect of different mappings and different alphabet lengths on the classification results.

Fig. 5: Results on three datasets for different alphabet lengths.

Compared to the symbolic representation mapping, the purely numerical mapping results in a worse classification performance. The mIoU is approximately 46%, 80.71% and 26.34% lower on the three datasets respectively (excluding the case where the length of the alphabet l is equal to 2). One possible reason for this is that the compressor gzip, which is widely used in the text domain [8], is more adept at capturing patterns in symbolic representations. However, purely numerical information is not the same as character patterns.

Fig. 6: Results on three datasets for different compressors. ‘zstd’ denotes the zstandard compressor.

When symbolic representation mappings are used, mIoU initially shows an upward trend. A possible reason for this is that rich features are lost when the variety of letters is too small. When the alphabet length exceeds 7, mIoU fluctuates within a range of no more than 3%, indicating relatively stable performance overall. This also demonstrates the robustness of the proposed mapping method.

4.2 Different Compressors

The effect of different compressors on the classification results is shown in Figure 6. On all three datasets, the classification performance of gzip is significantly better than all other compressors, with an average mIoU of 91.52%. This is consistent with the results of related research [8]. In comparison, the bz2 ’s mIoUs are on average 0.95% lower. The passable performance is probably due to the high compression ratio [8]. It is worth noting that on the PASTIS dataset, the classification accuracy of zstandard is 25% lower than that of other compressors, possibly due to the loss of fine-grained detail and changes in statistical properties during the compression process, which affect the classifier’s performance.

5 Conclusions

In this research, we introduce a non-training alternative to deep learning models and bring compressor-based classification from text classification to multispectral temporal crop classification. A novel Symbolic Representation Module is proposed to convert the reflectivities of all pixels into symbolic representations. These symbolic representations are then cross-transformed in both the channel and time dimensions to generate symbolic embeddings. Finally, based on the Multi-scale NCDs we have designed, crop classification is implemented using only a kNN. The results show that even without training, the proposed method achieves results comparable to those of large-scale trained deep learning models. It outperforms 5, 8, 5 advanced deep learning models on three benchmark datasets. It also outperforms more than half of these models in the few-shot setting with sparse labels. This lightweight and generalisation advantage contributes to its use in real-world agricultural production.

Acknowledgements We acknowledge Eren Yeager and Mikasa Ackerman for advising on the design of the model. This work was supported by Mathematics Research Branch Institute of Beijing Association of Higher Education & Beijing Interdisciplinary Science Society.

References

1. Alzhanov, A., Nugumanova, A.: Crop classification using uav multispectral images with gray-level co-occurrence matrix features. Procedia Computer Science 231, 734–739 (2024) 2. Donahue, J., Anne Hendricks, L., Guadarrama, S., Rohrbach, M., Venugopalan, S., Saenko, K., Darrell, T.: Long-term recurrent convolutional networks for visual recognition and description. In: Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. pp. 2625–2634 (2015) 3. Dosovitskiy, A., Beyer, L., Kolesnikov, A., Weissenborn, D., Zhai, X., Unterthiner, T., Dehghani, M., Minderer, M., Heigold, G., Gelly, S., et al.: An image is worth 16x16 words: Transformers for image recognition at scale. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.11929 (2020) 4. Garnot, V.S.F., Landrieu, L.: Panoptic segmentation of satellite image time series with convolutional temporal attention networks. CoRR abs/2107.07933 (2021) 5. Hochreiter, S., Schmidhuber, J.: Long short-term memory. Neural Computation 9(8), 1735–1780 (1997), http://www7.informatik.tu-muenchen.de/~hochreit 6. Jia, X., Khandelwal, A., Nayak, G., Gerber, J., Carlson, K., West, P., Kumar, V.:

Incremental dual-memory lstm in land cover prediction. In: Proceedings of the 23rd ACM SIGKDD international conference on knowledge discovery and data mining. pp. 867–876 (2017) 7. Jiang, Z., Yang, M., Tsirlin, M., Tang, R., Dai, Y., Lin, J.: “low-resource” text classification: A parameter-free classification method with compressors. In: Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2023. pp. 6810–6828 (2023) 8. Jiang, Z., Yang, M.Y.R., Tsirlin, M., Tang, R., Dai, Y., Lin, J.: “Low-Resource” Text Classification: A Parameter-Free Classification Method with Compressors. In: Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2023. Association for Computational Linguistics (2023) 9. Li, M., Chen, X., Li, X., Ma, B., Vitányi, P.M.: The similarity metric. IEEE transactions on Information Theory 50(12), 3250–3264 (2004) 10. Lin, J., Keogh, E., Lonardi, S., Chiu, B.: Experiencing sax: a novel symbolic representation of time series. Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery 15(2), 107–144 (2007) 11. Liu, Y., Hu, T., Zhang, H., Wu, H., Wang, S., Ma, L., Long, M.: itransformer:

Inverted transformers are effective for time series forecasting. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.06625 (2023)

12. Mavaie, P., Holder, L., Skinner, M.K.: Hybrid deep learning approach to improve classification of low-volume high-dimensional data. BMC bioinformatics 24(1), 419 (2023) 13. Nie, Y., Nguyen, N.H., Sinthong, P., Kalagnanam, J.: A time series is worth 64 words: Long-term forecasting with transformers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.14730 (2022) 14. Rubwurm, M., Lefevre, S., Korner, M.: Breizhcrops: A satellite time series dataset for crop type identification. In: Proceedings of the International Conference on Machine Learning Time Series Workshop. vol. 3 (2019) 15. Rußwurm, M., Körner, M.: Multi-temporal land cover classification with sequential recurrent encoders. CoRR abs/1802.02080 (2018) 16. Tarasiou, M., Chavez, E., Zafeiriou, S.: Vits for sits: Vision transformers for satellite image time series. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. pp. 10418–10428 (2023) 17. Tarasiou, M., Güler, R.A., Zafeiriou, S.: Context-self contrastive pretraining for crop type semantic segmentation. IEEE Transactions on Geoscience and Remote Sensing 60, 1–17 (2022). https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.2022.3198187 18. Vaswani, A., Shazeer, N., Parmar, N., Uszkoreit, J., Jones, L., Gomez, A.N., Kaiser, L., Polosukhin, I.: Attention is all you need. arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.03762 (Aug 2017), https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.03762v7 19. Wu, H., Hu, T., Liu, Y., Zhou, H., Wang, J., Long, M.: Timesnet:

Temporal 2d-variation modeling for general time series analysis. In: International Conference on Learning Representations. ICLR, Virtual (2023), https://openreview.net/forum?id=YOUR_UNIQUE_ID 20. Wu, J., Cao, M., Cheung, J.C.K., Hamilton, W.L.: Temp: Temporal message passing for temporal knowledge graph completion. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.03526 (2020), https://github.com/JiapengWu/TeMP 21. Xu, J., Zhu, Y., Zhong, R., Lin, Z., Xu, J., Jiang, H., Huang, J., Li, H., Lin, T.: Deepcropmapping: A multi-temporal deep learning approach with improved spatial generalizability for dynamic corn and soybean mapping. Remote Sensing of Environment 247, 111946 (2020) 22. Zeng, A., Chen, M., Zhang, L., Xu, Q.: Are transformers effective for time series forecasting? In: Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence. vol. 37, pp. 11121–11128 (2023) 23. Zhang, T., Zhang, Y., Cao, W., Bian, J., Yi, X., Zheng, S., Li, J.: Less is more: Fast multivariate time series forecasting with light sampling-oriented mlp structures. arXiv preprint arXiv:2207.01186 (2022) 24. Zhou, H., Zhang, S., Peng, J., Zhang, S., Li, J., Xiong, H., Zhang, W.: Informer:

Beyond efficient transformer for long sequence time-series forecasting. In: Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence. vol. 35, pp. 11106–11115 (2021)