
 

1 
 

Multi-Transfer Learning Techniques for Detecting Auditory Brainstem 

Response 

Fatih Özyurt1, Jafar Majidpour2, Tarik A. Rashid3, Amir Majidpour4, Canan Koç1 

1Department of Software Engineering, Faculty of Engineering, Firat University, Elazig, Turkey 

2Department of Computer Science, University of Raparin, Rania, Iraq.  

3Computer Science and Engineering Department, University of Kurdistan Hewlêr, Erbil, Iraq.  

4Audiology Department, School of Rehabilitation, Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran 

Abstract 

The assessment of the well-being of the peripheral auditory nerve system in individuals 

experiencing hearing impairment is conducted through auditory brainstem response (ABR) 

testing. Audiologists assess and document the results of the ABR test. They interpret the 

findings and assign labels to them using reference-based markers like peak latency, waveform 

morphology, amplitude, and other relevant factors.  Inaccurate assessment of ABR tests may 

lead to incorrect judgments regarding the integrity of the auditory nerve system; therefore, 

proper Hearing Loss (HL) diagnosis and analysis are essential. To identify and assess ABR 

automation while decreasing the possibility of human error, machine learning methods, notably 

deep learning, may be an appropriate option. To address these issues, this study proposed deep-

learning models using the transfer-learning (TL) approach to extract features from ABR testing 

and diagnose HL using support vector machines (SVM). Pre-trained convolutional neural 

network (CNN) architectures like AlexNet, DenseNet, GoogleNet, InceptionResNetV2, 

InceptionV3, MobileNetV2, NASNetMobile, ResNet18, ResNet50, ResNet101, ShuffleNet, 

and SqueezeNet are used to extract features from the collected ABR reported images dataset in 

the proposed model. It has been decided to use six measures accuracy, precision, recall, 

geometric mean (GM), standard deviation (SD), and area under the ROC curve to measure the 

effectiveness of the proposed model. According to experimental findings, the ShuffleNet and 

ResNet50 models' TL is effective for ABR to diagnose HL  using an SVM classifier, with a 

high accuracy rate of 95% when using the 5-fold cross-validation method. 

Keywords: ABR, DL, SVM, TL. 

1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 

Audiologists usually use behavioral auditory tests to evaluate auditory sensitivity, but these 

subjective methods aren’t suitable for all groups, especially for individuals without the ability 

to respond, like infants, adults with learning disorders, and those suspected of non-organic 

hearing loss [1-3]. Audiologists, to compensate for this limitation, use objective tests such as 

auditory brain stem response (ABR) [4, 5]. ABRs are short-latency potentials evoked from the 

brain stem in response to acoustic stimulus [6] and can be recorded in a duration of less than 

10-15 milliseconds (ms) after stimulus onset [2]. ABR is typically measured in an anechoic 

audiometric room using three surface electrodes on the scalp [5]. 
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After preparing a patient for the test and performing the ABR test, an expert and trained 

audiologist would analyze and interpret ABR waveforms using the latency, inter-peak latency, 

and amplitude of ABR peaks [7]. As interpreting the ABR results needs lots of Specialty and 

skills, less expert clinicians may misinterpret the results and misdiagnose [8]. Additionally, the 

presence of distorted ABR waveform morphology in some specific disorders such as Central 

Auditory Processing Disorders (CAPD) further raises the risk of misdiagnosis [2]. So, it needs 

to automate ABR analysis to assist audiologists in making correct judgments and reducing 

hearing loss diagnosis errors. 

In light of these findings, we propose a novel ABR detection methodology that uses ML and 

DL tools. The following is a list of the contributions made by the suggested approach. 

• Analysing the efficacy of TL as a foundational approach to the ABR problem. 

• Resolve the problem of deep learning networks' time consumption. 

 

1.2. Motivation 

Artificial intelligence (AI) refers to the use of computers to automate complex tasks generally 

performed by humans [8, 9]. Machine learning (ML) is a type of AI that is a powerful method 

of data analysis that is based on the concepts of learning and discovering data patterns rather 

than being programmed [10]. The use of ML in ABR is a rapidly developing field as an 

objective means to automate the analysis of the ABR waveforms and to achieve a better HL 

diagnosis, reduce clinical workload, and save more time for performing more ABR tests [6]. A 

machine learning technology called deep learning teaches computers to carry out tasks that 

people accomplish naturally. Deep learning allows a computer model to learn the information 

necessary to categorize data, such as photos, text, or audio. Deep learning models can 

occasionally perform more accurately than people. The models are trained using multi-layered 

neural network architectures and a sizable tagged dataset. Deep learning models are particularly 

good at identifying difficult-to-identify inputs and detecting ABRs because they may learn by 

focusing on their commonalities [11-13]. In the field of deep learning, [14] used 614 subjects 

with an average age between 18 and 90 years, 348 men and 266 females, using a long short-

term memory (LSTM) model rich to 92.91% accuracy. With a different strategy, [15] offered a 

technique based on spectral feature extraction that would speed up detection without 

compromising accuracy. The technique uses a built-in feature-frequency vector that is supplied 

to an artificial neural network (ANN), and it produces the highest-performing model with 

sensitivity, specificity, and accuracy values of 87%, 89%, and 88%, respectively. 

Since the peaks in the ABR have a very small amplitude, it is necessary to repeat the stimuli a 

large number of times [16]. The number of repetitions of stimuli in the test is usually 2000, 

which takes about 3 minutes to record [16, 17]. Considering that repeatability is necessary to 

determine the peaks and check the presence or absence of the peaks if the test is repeated twice 

at a certain intensity level, 6 minutes are required to record the waveform at that specific 

intensity [17]. All these estimates are provided when the audiologist performing the test is 

skilled enough to correctly determine and interpret the peaks, because if the audiologist is less 

experienced, more repetitions are needed to determine the peaks, and the possibility of 

misdiagnosis would also increase. Because of the reported facts, our main objective was to 
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develop a machine learning algorithm to improve the automatic classification of recorded 

auditory brainstem responses as normal or pathological. 

Some studies have used linear discriminant analysis (LDA) as an ABR classifier, but Sadeghian 

et al. [18] showed that the speech ABR of five English vowels can be classified with an 

impressive 83.33% accuracy using sustained response features and 38.33% accuracy using 

transient response features. LDA was used to characterize speech-evoked auditory brainstem 

responses (ABR) of three CV phones (/ba/, /da/, and /ga/) and three musical notes, as described 

in Losorelli et al.'s published work [19], which employed the same classifier. The authors 

reported accuracy scores ranging from 62.8% to 75%. 

Some of these technological methods for ABR analysis incorporated the use of feature 

extraction methods to retrieve pertinent data from ABR evaluations and machine learning (ML) 

to categorize the outcomes. Dobrowolski et al. propose a classification method for ABR using 

wavelet decomposition and a Support Vector Machine (SVM) network. The approach 

demonstrates promising results in accurately categorizing ABR signals (97%), with a sample 

size of 130 participants [17]. A frequency-following response (FFR) using Chinese lexical tones 

as stimuli was shown to have an accuracy range between 74% 88%, and 93% in studies [20] 

and [21] using a Hidden Markov Model (HMM) classifier with small samples. The researchers 

of [22] used support vector machine learning to develop a classifier for Mandarin tones (T1, 

high-level; T2, low-rising; and T4, high-falling) recorded in two different auditory conceptions. 

Between 60% and 77%, accuracy was within reach. Machine learning methods are usually used 

to categorize ABR tests. For example, [23] classifies ABR into three groups based on the 

consonant vowels/da/, /ba/, and /ga/. To extract time-frequency characteristics from wavelet 

packet coefficients, the local discriminant basis (LDB) approach was used. The feature spaces 

were then reduced using the random subset feature selection (RSFS) approach. Discriminant 

analysis (DA), naïve Bayes (NB), multiclass support vector machine (MSVM), and K-nearest 

neighbors (KNN) approaches are used for classification. MSVM attained a maximum accuracy 

of 97%. 

A significant amount of published research has utilized an ABR test dataset based on signal 

processing, although the latest study to be published [24] used an image rather than a signal, in 

keeping with our advised method. After preprocessing, which included scaling and cropping, 

they turned the PDF files from the archived reports into images. They then used Image 

Processing (IP) methods to segment each wave as a distinct wave image and transform all wave 

images into waves. The latency of the peaks for each wave was determined, and an audiologist 

may utilize this information to determine the condition. 

Other studies used other data sets and stimuli to test DL-based classifiers. [16] This is the first 

attempt to categorize paired ABR waveforms without human narration and with little data using 

a deep convolutional neural network. It effectively achieved 92.9% accuracy, 92.9% sensitivity, 

and 96.4 % specificity. 

1.3. Contributions 

The novelty of this study is to compare the efficiency of numerous ML and DL algorithms to 

that of some tested detection methods using simulated data for which the ABR ground truth is 
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known. Figure 1 shows the proposed framework in considerable detail. The following is a list 

of the contributions made using the suggested method: 

1. In the study with challenging data collected, two different classification classes were 

performed, normal and abnormal. 

2. Extensive research was conducted using AlexNet, DenseNet, Google Net, InceptionV2, 

InceptionV3, MobileNetV2, NASNetMobile, ResNet18, ResNet50, ResNet101, 

ShuffleNet, and SqueezeNet. 

3. High accuracy rates were obtained. 

4. With a small set of data, the TL was done instead of classical deep learning. 

5. Accelerating the system and decreasing human error during the ABR test diagnosis. 

The dataset used and the architectures in the classification study performed are described in 

section 2. Section 3 provides full experimental results. Finally, the result section is given in 

section 4. 
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Figure 1. Proposed structure, a) reports on raw datasets stored in PDF format; b) extracting the relevant section 

of reports, including ABR waves; c) all unnecessary components, such as assessed peaks and axes, were 

removed during the preprocessing stage; d) all processed ABR images are fed into a set of 12 pre-trained deep 

learning models, which then select the most informative feature for each image based on TL; e) a 

normal/abnormal diagnostic using a 10k-fold SVM classifier. 
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Material and Methodology 

1.4. Dataset 

The newborns varied in age from 1 month to 20 months (average age 4.34 months, standard 

deviation 4.01 months) (Out of the 187 image samples, 116 had normal hearing). The auditory 

evoked potential (AEP) was recorded as part of the neuropsychological battery utilizing 

Granson-Stadler (GSI) Audera brand equipment. We delivered a 100-second alternate click 

stimulation at 80 dB nHL and 27.71 clicks per second. The ER-3A (Etymotic Research) 

earphone inserts delivered stimuli to both the right and left ears. To record the ABR, three 

surface electrodes were used: one at the mid-forehead (Fz), one at the contest ear mastoid 

(ground), and one at the test ear mastoid as a reference. Each click reaction was averaged over 

500-2000 repetitions, with two sets of data for each threshold level. The frequency range of the 

filter is 30 to 1500 Hz, and the time frame is 15 ms. In the initial phase of the study, two 

Audiology experts conducted independent reviews and marked the ABR peaks on the resulting 

waveform. The neurological labels normal and abnormal were determined, and the V-wave was 

traced to the cut-off point. Subsequently, the data were carefully compared, and we identified 

cases that exhibited similar results. In the next stage, when the two experts had diverging 

opinions, a third expert was consulted to thoroughly evaluate their perspectives and provide a 

conclusive opinion. Some of the aberrant waveforms had delayed activity peaks, tiny 

amplitudes, poor morphology and/or replicability, or worsened responses as the rate of sonic 

stimulation increased. In Figure 2, a few examples of the dataset are shown. 
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1.5.  Deep Learning Techniques 

1.5.1. AlexNet Architecture 

It was first designed by Hinton and his student Alex Krizhevsky in 2012, the winner of the 

ImageNet dataset, which consists of approximately 14 million image data from a thousand 

different classes [25]. It was observed that it was quite superior to traditional machine learning 

classification algorithms with its initial accuracy rates. The basis of the success of AlexNet is 

the ReLU activation function. ReLU-based networks train faster than other networks. 

          

AlexNet consists of 8 layers in total with learnable parameters (Figure 3). The model has 5 

convolution layers with a combination of maximum pooling layers. After these convolutional 

layers, there are 3 fully connected layers. ReLU is used in all layers except the output layer. 

The activation function used in the output layer is Softmax. Dropout, on the other hand, is 

implemented in the first two fully connected layers. 

The most important problem of AlexNet architecture is that it has 60 million parameters and 

this causes overfitting. To prevent this, the recommended methods are data augmentation and 

dropout. 

Figure 1. Samples of the dataset: first row normal images; second row abnormal images 

Figure 3. AlexNet Architecture [26] 
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AlexNet is one of the most important models of CNN for image classification, and it is one of 

the key pros of having images entered directly into the classification. But AlexNet isn't enough 

compared to the models that came after him. 

1.5.2. DenseNet Architecture 

DenseNet, a joint work of Cornwell University, Tsinghua University, and Facebook AI 

Research, is referred to in the literature as Dense Convolutional Network. The DenseNet article, 

first published in 2017, received more than 2000 citations and received the best article award. 

DenseNet is seen as a logical extension of the ResNet architecture [27]. The difference between 

ResNet and DenseNet is that the outputs are concatenated. There are many different types such 

as DenseNet-121 [28], DenseNet-169, DenseNet-161 [29], and DenseNet-201 [30]. 

In DenseNet architecture, all terms are interconnected. Each layer receives input from all other 

previous layers. In addition, it also communicates its property maps from itself to the next layer. 

This makes the number of channels less. This architecture also has higher computation and 

memory efficiency. Bottleneck levels, called DenseNet-B, reduce the complexity and scale of 

the model. This is processed before the ReLU-1x1 CONV layer ReLU-3x3 layer. Figure 4 

illustrates the structural differences between ResNet and DenseNet.  

 

 

 

 

 

The DenseNet architecture has shown successful results even when the training data is 

insufficient [27]. This is because the classifier uses all of the complexity levels and thus tends 

to make clearer decision limits. 

1.5.3. GoogleNet Architecture 

GoogleNet architecture, which is mentioned in the literature as Parallel Concatenated Blocks, 

won the ImageNet competition held in 2014 [32]. This architecture has a complex structure 

consisting of Inception modules. Unlike other architectures, the depth and width of the network 

have been increased while the computational cost has been kept low. 

The architecture consists of a total of 22 layers. To optimize quality, architectural decisions are 

based on the Hebbian principle and the intuition of multi-scale machining. 

1.5.4. InceptionV3 Architecture 

The InceptionV3 architecture is a convolutional neural network model. As in classical 

architecture, it consists of many convolution and pooling layers. In the last layer, there is a fully 

connected neural network. This architecture, which is suggested in the article “Rethinking the 

Inception Architecture for Computer Vision”, has 2 more models called InceptionV1 and 

Figure 4. Difference between ResNet and DenseNet [31] 
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InceptionV2 [33]. In this architecture, there is Batch normalization and a fully connected layer 

as an auxiliary classifier. 

1.5.5. MobileNetV2 Architecture 

MobileNet is one of the TL-based algorithms. There are three different models. The 

MobileNetV3 architecture, built based on the MobileNetV1 and MobileNetV2 architecture, is 

also available in two different versions, called MobileNetV3 Small and MobileNetV3 Large. It 

receives help from search optimization algorithms that belong to NAS and NetAdapt networks. 

The ReLU uses the h-swish activation function instead of the activation function [34]. The 

Swish function is an activation function such as the ReLU. 

The MobileNet V2 architecture features linear bottleneck and inverted residual, which are used 

to extract attributes from high-size space without the loss of too much information. MobileNet 

V2 uses the bottleneck structure, a linear bottleneck layer, to reduce the input size. 

1.5.6. ShuffleNet Architecture 

Developed for mobile devices with very limited computing power, ShuffleNet is a CNN 

architecture that produces extremely successful results [35]. At the core of this architecture, 

accuracy is preserved. In addition, ShuffleNet uses pointwise group convolution and channel 

shuffle to reduce computational costs. Thus, feature map channels can encode more information 

and help reduce 1 x 1 convolution [36]. It achieves approximately 13 times more real speed 

than AlexNet, while at the same time providing similar accuracy. 

1.5.7. SqueezeNet Architecture 

The SqueezeNet architecture was presented in 2016 by Iandola et al., who worked as a 

researcher at DeepScale, University of California, Berkeley, and Stanford University in 2016 

[37]. This architecture aims to create a neural network with fewer parameters and the 

architecture provides AlexNet-level accuracy with 50 times fewer parameters [38]. The 

SqueezeNet architecture has more efficient distributed layers and thanks to these layers, the 

workload in the neural network is reduced. The advantage of this situation is that it works faster 

[38, 39]. 

1.5.8. ResNet Architecture 

ResNet was created as a result of a problem that researchers encountered when adding layers 

to the CNN architecture. As the layers are added to the CNN architecture, the performance 

increases up to a point, but decreases after a point. It is seen that gradient calculation is not 

performed in the ResNet model developed to solve this problem. Instead, a shortcut link is 

provided by arithmetically adding x to the f(x) function (Figure 5). 
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ResNet is a neural network architecture introduced by Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing 

Ren, and Jian Sun in the article "Deep Residual Learning for Image Recognition" in 2015. It 

uses a 34-layer flat network architecture with fewer filters and lower complexity than VGG 

networks. Read More The architecture is then converted into a residual network by adding jump 

links or residual blocks to this flat network. There are many variants such as ResNet18, 

ResNet50, and ResNet101 used in the work done in this article [41]. 

Resnet 50 is obtained by replacing every 2-layer block in a 34-layer network with a 3-layer 

bottleneck block. These three layers have dimensions of 1×1, 3×3, and 1×1 [42]. 

A 101-layer ResNet is created using more 3-layer blocks. Now, with the help of networks, 

corruption problems are prevented. This resulted in significant accuracy gains from increased 

depth. 

1.6. Evaluation Criteria 

We used a variety of observational error metrics to assess how well each category worked. One 

metric used to evaluate classification models is accuracy. In this instance, "accuracy" refers to 

our model's adequately predicted rate. Precision is defined technically as follows: 

𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦 =  
𝑇𝑃+𝑇𝑁

𝑇𝑁+𝑇𝑃+𝐹𝑁+𝐹𝑃
                                                                          (1) 

where TP = True Positives, TN = True Negatives, FP = False Positives, and FN = False 

Negatives. Test results that accurately indicate the absence of a condition or trait are designated 

as TN, whereas those that accurately indicate the presence of a condition or feature are 

designated as TP. A FP test result shows that a certain condition or attribute is present, and a 

FN test result indicates that a certain condition or attribute is absent. 

Precision and recall can be used to assess the utility of predictions. While recall measures the 

proportion of relevant items returned, precision measures the accuracy with which information 

is retrieved. Equations (2) and (3) define precision and recall (3). 

𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 =
𝑇𝑃

𝑇𝑃+𝐹𝑃
                                                                                        (2) 

𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙 =
𝑇𝑃

𝑇𝑃+𝐹𝑁
                                                                                              (3) 

              Figure 5. ResNet Architecture [40] 
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The F-score (or F1-score) is a model performance metric that assesses how well a model 

performs on a specific dataset. The F-score combines a model's accuracy and recall and is 

defined as the harmonic mean of these two metrics. The equation describes the F1-score (4). 

𝐹1 − 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =
2𝑇𝑃

2𝑇𝑃+𝐹𝑃+𝐹𝑁
                                                                               (4) 

The Geometric Mean (G-Mean) is a measure that measures the balance between classification 

performance in both more and fewer classes. The G-Mean is defined by the equation (5). 

G − Mean = √
𝑇𝑃 ∗ 𝑇𝑁

(𝑇𝑃 + 𝐹𝑁)(𝑇𝑁 ∗ 𝐹𝑃)
 (5) 

The standard deviation (Std) relates to how much of the data is close to the mean. When the 

standard deviation is small, the data is close to the mean. The small standard deviation values 

mean that the obtained results are close to each other. The formula characterizes the Std (6), 

where 𝑤 is the number of data points, 𝑥𝑖 is each data point's value, and �̅� is the mean of 𝑥𝑖 

𝑆𝑡𝑑 = √
∑ (𝑥𝑖 − �̅�)𝑤

𝑖=1

𝑤 − 1
 

 

(6) 

1.7. Transfer Learning  

While it is true that a large dataset is required for training CNNs to achieve the desired accuracy, 

there are situations in which the difficulties associated with setting up a large dataset might 

reduce the model's performance accuracy. Obtaining matching training and test data in the 

actual world is notoriously challenging. The concept of "transfer learning" was proposed to help 

with this problem. This method is the most well-known machine learning method. The 

background pattern utilized to address the issue is employed in TL. The process involves first 

training the basic network on a relevant data set for a particular task, after which the learned 

weights are transferred to the desired network. Pre-trained model selection, problem size, and 

similarity are the two primary components of the TL process. Based on the issue associated 

with the target problem, the pre-trained model is chosen. The likelihood of overfitting is 

considerable if the target dataset is smaller (i.e., fewer than 1000 images) and comparable to 

the source training dataset (e.g., a dataset about biometrics, a vehicle dataset, a dataset of 

handwritten characters, etc.). The chance of overfitting is also minimal if the target data set is 

bigger and more comparable to the source data set, in which case the pre-trained model merely 

has to be fine-tuned [43, 44]. 

Twelve different CNN architectures are utilized to compare and contrast the features extracted 

via TL and fine-tuning. These twelve CNN architectures use the ImageNet data set as training 

material and use TL. This allows the architecture to pick up the generic features from various 

data sets with no further training. The normal and abnormal ABR are classified by a support 

vector machine using a set of features extracted separately from each CNN architecture. 
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2. Result and Discussion 

In this piece, we use image data from ABR reports to propose a diagnostic model for the ABR 

test. As a result, the purpose of this study is to use the SVM classifier to compare the relative 

merits of feature extractions made by various deep learning techniques. To address this 

problem, we have developed the model shown in Figure 1. 

This section describes the preprocessing, training, and testing processes. The experimental 

findings from the suggested procedures are then presented and discussed.  

2.1. Preprocessing 

The ear patient's response was recorded on a sheet using an Audera device as waves at various 

decibel (dB) levels. The device uses separate wave colours for a patient's right and left ears, red 

for the right, and blue for the left. The device's output report for each patient is saved as a PDF 

document file for audiology diagnosis. We gathered all of the PDF documents in this study and 

converted them to JPEG image files. To prepare the left and right ear images for each report for 

each patient in the dataset, the crop function as shown in Figure 1 is employed. Each cropped 

image was kept at a resolution of 2350 x 1950 pixels (width x height). 

2.2. Training and testing phases 

To get optimal outcomes, we investigated twelve pre-trained, highly effective deep neural 

network techniques. An imbalanced dataset from both the right and left ears was utilized to 

develop and evaluate the model. The dataset had 187 image samples (116 normal samples and 

71 abnormal samples). Training and testing stages were implemented independently in two 

scenarios involving image feature extraction and diagnosing systems. All pre-trained models, 

including AlexNet, DenseNet, GoogleNet, InceptionV2, InceptionV3, MobileNetV2, 

NASNetMobile, ResNet18, ResNet50, ResNet101, ShuffleNet, and SqueezeNet, were utilized 

for feature extraction in the first scenarios. In the second scenario, the SVM classifier used all 

of the extracted features to diagnose normal and abnormal conditions. This research has used 

several different methods; however, the SVM classification produced the best results. Fivefold 

cross-validation (CV) was used throughout the whole paper to illustrate the effectiveness of our 

system. To achieve this, we trained and tested our system five times with different sets of data, 

utilizing 80% of the data for training and 20% for testing. We then determined the average of 

each fivefold CV. All classification outcomes are shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3. 

2.3. Results 

Experiments on the aforementioned dataset using the suggested models' SVM classifiers are 

summarized in Tables 1, 2, and 3. All achieved results are more than 90% system performance 

accuracy, demonstrating the excellent accuracy of all models. Throughout all experiments, the 

maximum accuracy and maximum GM success rate obtained is 95%. With the use of the 

ResNet50 and ShuffleNet models, this accuracy was attained. The ResNet50 model also 

achieved an average accuracy rate. 
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The lowest result in the work carried out was taken using the InceptionResNetV2 model. The 

max accuracy ratio obtained is 90%. The lowest mean accuracy ratio is 88%, also taken using 

the InceptionResNetV2 model. 

Table 1. Maximum results of the proposed ABR classification in experiments using the imbalance dataset for all 

pre-trained models  

Models 
Max Accuracy 

(%) 

Max GM 

(%) 

Max Precision 

(%) 

Max Recall 

(%) 

AlexNet 94 93 94 93 

DenseNet 94 93 94 93 

GoogleNet 91 89 93 90 

InceptionResNetV2 90 88 91 89 

InceptionV3 94 92 95 92 

MobileNetV2 94 93 95 94 

NASNetMobile 94 93 95 93 

ResNet18 94 93 95 93 

ResNet50 95 94 95 94 

ResNet101 93 91 93 91 

ShuffleNet 95 94 96 94 

SqueezeNet 93 91 93 92 

Table 2. Average results of the proposed ABR classification in experiments using the imbalance dataset for all 

pre-trained models  

Models Mean Accuracy 

(%) 

Mean GM 

(%) 

Mean Precision 

(%) 

Mean Recall 

(%) 

AlexNet 89 87 89 88 

DenseNet 91 91 92 91 

GoogleNet 90 87 91 87 

InceptionResNetV2 88 85 88 86 

InceptionV3 91 89 93 90 

MobileNetV2 93 92 93 92 

NASNetMobile 92 90 93 90 

ResNet18 92 91 92 91 

ResNet50 94 94 94 94 

ResNet101 90 88 90 88 

ShuffleNet 92 90 93 91 

SqueezeNet 91 90 91 90 

Table 3. Std results of the proposed ABR classification in experiments using the imbalance dataset for all pre-

trained models  

Models Std Accuracy Std GM Std Precision Std Recall 

AlexNet 0.0143 0.0167 0.016 0.016 

DenseNet 0.0094 0.0118 0.0093 0.0113 

GoogleNet 0.0079 0.0096 0.009 0.009 

InceptionResNetV2 0.0118 0.0146 0.0129 0.0136 

InceptionV3 0.008 0.0101 0.0089 0.0094 

MobileNetV2 0.0067 0.0073 0.0079 0.0071 

NASNetMobile 0.0104 0.0127 0.0113 0.012 

ResNet18 0.0108 0.0130 0.0113 0.0124 

ResNet50 0.0050 0.0054 0.0058 0.0053 

ResNet101 0.0109 0.0132 0.0116 0.0126 
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ShuffleNet 0.0113 0.0133 0.0124 0.0128 

SqueezeNet 0.0075 0.0084 0.0083 0.0082 

As it can be seen in Tables 1, 2, and 3, experimental studies on 12 pre-trained CNN architectures 

were carried out. In each experiment, 5-fold cross-validation was used, and accuracy, geometric 

mean, precision, and recall parameters were calculated. Maximum, minimum, mean, and 

standard deviation values of these parameters were obtained by running each classifier 100 

times. When the results obtained in the experimental studies are examined, it is seen that the 

accuracy of the ShuffleNet and ResNet50 architectures is at the highest rate, with 95% values. 

After these accuracy values, AlexNet, DenseNet, InceptionV3, MobileNetV2, NASNetMobile, 

and ResNet18 of the CNN architecture have the highest accuracy value of 94%. The standard 

deviation is less than 0.02% for the accuracy, geometric mean, precision, and recall values. The 

small standard deviation indicates that the results obtained with this classifier are close to each 

other. 

We compared our suggested model with several studies that have the closest attributes to our 

dataset, such as stimuli and procedures, as indicated in Table 4, as we do not have access to the 

other dataset since the majority of published research employed a private dataset. By 

concentrating on the imbalance and the vast quantity of data, we were able to raise the model's 

accuracy to 95%.  

Table 4. Comparison of our proposed model with the existing ABR classification frameworks 

Method 
Sample 

size 
Stimuli Classifier ABR feature 

Accuracy 

(%) 

Method proposed in 

[2] 
8 

1 kHz and 4 kHz 

tone pips with a 2-

cycle rise/fall time 

CNN 
Wave V of the 

transient response 
92.9 

Method proposed in 

[6] 
136 click Xgboost 

features in the time-

frequency 
92.0 

Method proposed in 

[17] 
130 click SVM 

Discrete Wavelet 

Transform  (DWT) 
97.0 

Method proposed in 

[45] 
83 click 

Pattern 

based 

ABR time domain 

series 
97.6 

proposed 187 click SVM ShuffleNet 95 

proposed 187 click SVM ResNet50 95 

Without using any training epochs, all presented models converge in their underlying structures 

during feature extraction. These architectures make it possible to use CNN models for the most 

accurate feature extraction from ABR images. The suggested models for diagnosis of normal 

hearing thresholds and abnormal hearing (hearing loss) based on SVM classifier provide a high 

AUC value (higher than 90%), according to the values of false positive rate and true positive 

rate of the ROC curve displayed in Figure 6. 

https://pywavelets.readthedocs.io/en/0.2.2/ref/dwt-discrete-wavelet-transform.html
https://pywavelets.readthedocs.io/en/0.2.2/ref/dwt-discrete-wavelet-transform.html
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Conclusion 

The goal of this research is to collect a challenging dataset that uses ABR-derived PDF 

documents and images rather than waveforms on one side and to compare the efficiency of 

various ML and DL algorithms to that of some tested detection methods using simulated data 

for which the ABR ground truth is known on the other. The study with this especially collected 

data was done using TL instead of classical deep learning. A total of 12 models have been used 

and the success rate has generally been over 90%.  

In the future, we'll work to address the scarcity of ABR data by utilizing GAN models that 

preserve the morphology and structure of ABR waves. 
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