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Abstract

Measuring biodiversity is crucial for understanding
ecosystem health. While prior works have developed ma-
chine learning models for taxonomic classification of photo-
graphic images and DNA separately, in this work, we intro-
duce a multimodal approach combining both, using CLIP-
style contrastive learning to align images, DNA barcodes,
and textual data in a unified embedding space. This al-
lows for accurate classification of both known and unknown
insect species without task-specific fine-tuning, leveraging
contrastive learning for the first time to fuse DNA and im-
age data. Our method surpasses previous single-modality
approaches in accuracy by over 11% on zero-shot learning
tasks, showcasing its effectiveness in biodiversity studies.

1. Introduction
As environmental change and habitation loss accelerate,
monitoring biodiversity is crucial to understand and main-
tain the health of ecosystems. Taxonomic classification of
organisms at scale is especially important for understanding
regional biodiversity and studying species interactions.

Recently, computer vision techniques have been used to
classify species observed in images [17, 40, 58, 60] includ-
ing for ecological monitoring [11]. However, relying solely
on images for identifying and classifying organisms fails to
consider the rich evolutionary relationship between species
and may miss fine-grained species differences. To better
capture these distinctions, researchers have used DNA se-
quences for tasks such as genome understanding and taxo-
nomic classification [3, 8, 26, 42, 66]. In particular, DNA
barcodes [23], small sections of DNA from specific genes
such as the COI gene [38] in mitochondrial DNA, are useful
for species identification [3]. However, collecting DNA re-
quires specialized equipment and is more expensive and less

accessible than images. A desirable approach is to use ap-
proaches that leverage DNA information at training time but
only need images of new specimens at inference time [5].

Machine learning advances have made it possible to
combine information from different modalities. For in-
stance, CLIP [47] used contrastive learning to encode text
(e.g., “cat”) and images (e.g., a photo of a cat) into a com-
mon space for zero-shot classification. A recent model
BioCLIP [52] aligned images of organisms with common
names and taxonomic descriptions to classify plants, ani-
mals, and fungi. Most prior work only uses a subset of
modalities (image only [17, 58, 60], DNA only [3, 8, 26, 42,
66], text and image [52]) rather than combining information
from images, text, and DNA barcodes. They also often re-
quire a text description or complete taxonomic annotations,
which are expensive and time-consuming to obtain.

In this work, we propose BIOSCAN-CLIP which uses
contrastive learning to map biological images, textual taxo-
nomic labels, and DNA barcodes to the same latent space.
With this aligned space, we do not need comprehensive or
noise-free taxonomic annotations. We flexibly take either
images or DNA barcodes as input to predict the taxonomy.
Our embedding space also enables future research lever-
aging multiple modalities to examine commonalities and
differences between species. Aside from ecological bene-
fits, building such a foundation model for biodiversity pro-
vides a case study of broader challenges in identifying fine-
grained differences, both visually and textually. Visual dif-
ferences between species are often subtle, and the DNA and
taxonomic labels do not have much semantic overlap with
everyday natural language. Thus, tokens for DNA and text
from taxonomic labels are different from tokens typically
found in large language models trained on internet data. We
showcase the benefits of pretraining with all three modal-
ities through improved taxonomic classification accuracy
over prior works in both retrieval and zero-shot settings.
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2. Related Work
We review work on pretraining multimodal models on im-
ages, DNA, and text, including foundation models and mul-
timodal learning with fine-grained images and their appli-
cation in biological problems.

2.1. Fine-grained multimodal learning

Recent work on vision and language addresses the chal-
lenge of distinguishing between highly similar categories
[22, 51]. Radford et al. [47] showcased how natural lan-
guage supervision can significantly improve visual models.
Contrastive learning on over 400 million pairs of images
and text enabled matching multi-modal data and zero-shot
transfer across diverse tasks. Later work built on this ar-
chitecture to improve the embedding space [9, 16, 20, 27,
34, 62] or implement support for generation tasks [31–33].
Wei et al. [60] provide a comprehensive survey on deep
learning for fine-grained image analysis. Recent works
train domain-specific foundation models on large corpora
of image or natural language datasets, leveraging similar
architectures and training strategies [10, 21, 52]. Other ap-
proaches extend the multimodal architecture to more than
two modalities, including audio, video, or 3D representa-
tions [1, 2, 19, 39, 45, 49, 63]. We demonstrate the value of
applying similar strategies for pretraining foundation mod-
els to the problem of biodiversity monitoring.

2.2. Models for DNA and biological images

There is much work on machine learning for DNA data, es-
pecially in genome understanding [4, 29, 30, 35]. Recently,
there is increasing interest in developing foundation mod-
els of DNA sequences [3, 8, 13, 26, 43, 55, 66, 67]. Many
of these works leverage transformer architectures and self-
supervised learning techniques such as masked language
modeling [14] to pretrain models on large DNA datasets for
downstream genome analysis tasks such as promoter pre-
diction or metagenomics binning [3, 26, 66, 67]. Zhou et al.
[67] incorporate curriculum-based contrastive learning to
learn a “species-aware” embedding space for DNA. Other
work explored using DNA data for taxonomic classifica-
tion [3, 36, 42]. BERTax [42] pretrained a BERT [14] model
for hierarchical taxonomic classification. However, they fo-
cused on superkingdom, phylum, and genus classification,
which are coarser-grained categories and thus easier than
classifying species. BarcodeBERT [3] showed that mod-
els pretrained on DNA barcodes, rather than general DNA
datasets, can be particularly effective for taxonomic classi-
fication. Our work extends these models for encoding DNA
by learning a shared embedding space with images and text
as well, addressing issues with the cost of obtaining DNA
data in practice by allowing for cross-modal image queries.

There is also work on taxonomic classification based
on images of plant, bird, and insect species [7, 46, 58].

Methods for coarse supervision help learn fine-grained tax-
onomic categories, given the number and rarity of species
[48, 54, 56]. Contrastive learning has been used to bet-
ter differentiate between fine-grained species characteris-
tics [12, 61]. However, species differences are not necessar-
ily easily detectable by visual cues alone. To that end, we
leverage DNA data in addition to images to classify species,
while still preserving the benefits of the relative ease of ac-
quiring visual data of new organisms.

2.3. Multimodal models for biology

Prior works explored building pretrained models based on
only images or DNA, and largely relied on fine-tuning clas-
sifiers on a set of known species. This limits those ap-
proaches to a closed set of species, whereas we are con-
cerned with being able to identify unseen species, i.e. those
for which we have no examples in the modality of inter-
est. Furthermore, these works are limited to single modali-
ties. Recent works have begun building multimodal models
for biological applications [25, 37, 64], including several
works in taxonomic classification [5, 6, 44, 52]. Nguyen
et al. [44] introduced Insect-1M, a large-scale dataset with
images annotated with their taxonomic levels (from class to
species) and dense text descriptions. Their method applied
contrastive learning across text and image modalities with a
patch-based attention to build an “insect foundation” model.
BioCLIP [52] applied multimodal contrastive pretraining on
images and text descriptions to a larger scale, collecting
multiple datasets into the TreeOfLife-10M dataset. While
achieving impressive results, these models and datasets only
consider images and text, thus being more limited with new
species, in which taxonomic labels are not available for
alignment. They do not take advantage of the rich taxo-
nomic knowledge available in sources like the Barcode of
Life Datasystem (BOLD), that at the time of writing is ap-
proaching 15 M validated DNA barcodes, most of which
have associated expert-assigned taxonomic labels.

Badirli et al. [5] employed a Bayesian zero-shot learning
approach using DNA to model priors for species classifica-
tion by image. They relate unseen species to nearby seen
species in the DNA embedding space, given barcode data
for both, in order to construct Gaussian priors by which to
classify images. Badirli et al. [6] employ similar Bayesian
techniques and combine image and DNA embeddings in the
same space to predicting the genus for unseen species, as-
suming that genera are largely already discovered. While
this approach learns to project between embedding spaces
of different modalities, the alignment is not end-to-end op-
timized, limiting the amount of alignment which can be ob-
tained. We show that taking this BZSL approach and using
our aligned embedding space of image and DNA learned us-
ing a contrastive loss, we can have a more accurate model.
By incorporating text into our model during pretraining, we
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can also leverage taxonomic annotations more explicitly,
when available, without relying on their presence.

3. Method

To align representations of images, DNA barcodes, and tax-
onomy labels as text, we start with pretrained encoders for
each modality and then apply LoRA finetuning [24] with
a multimodal contrastive loss (see Figure 1). During in-
ference, we use our fine-tuned encoders to extract features
for a query image and match against a database of image
and DNA embeddings (keys) for which the taxonomic in-
formation is already known. To classify the query image,
we take the taxonomic information associated with the most
closely matched key. While we can also query against the
taxonomies themselves, the labels may be incomplete or un-
known. Thus, images and DNA barcodes comprise a more
robust and defining set of records against which to query.

3.1. Training

Contrastive learning. We base our approach on a con-
trastive learning scheme similar to CLIP [47], which uses
large-scale pretraining to learn joint embeddings of images
and text. In contrastive learning, embeddings for paired
samples are pulled together while non-paired samples are
pushed apart, thus aligning the semantic spaces for cross-
modal retrieval. Following prior work [49], we extend
CLIP [47] to three modalities by considering the modalities
in pairs with the NT-Xent loss [50] between two modali-
ties to align their representations. Let matrices X, D, and
T represent the batch of ℓ2-normalized embeddings of the
image, DNA, and text modalities. The i-th row of each cor-
responds to the same instance corresponding to a physical
specimen, thus rows Xi and Di are features from the same
sample, forming a positive pair. Features in different rows
Xi and Dj , i ̸= j, come from different samples and are
negative pairs. The contrastive loss for pair i is

L
(X−→D)
i = − log

exp
(
XT

i Di/τ
)∑n

k=1 exp
(
XT

i Dk/τ
) ,

L
(D−→X)
i = − log

exp
(
DT

i Xi/τ
)∑n

k=1 exp
(
DT

i Xk/τ
)

LXD =

n∑
i=1

(
L
(X−→D)
i + L

(D−→X)
i

)
where τ = 0.07 is a fixed temperature, based on the ini-
tial value used in [47]. We apply the loss symmetrically
to normalize over the possible paired embeddings for each
modality [49, 65]. We repeat this for each pair of modalities
and sum them to get the final loss, L = LXD+LDT+LXT .

Pretrained encoders. For each data-modality, we a pre-
trained model to initialize our encoders. Images: we use

a ViT-B network1 pretrained on ImageNet-21k and fine-
tuned on ImageNet-1k [15]. DNA barcodes: we use Bar-
codeBERT [3] with 5-mer tokenization, pretrained on about
893K DNA barcodes using masked language modelling.
The training data for BarcodeBERT is highly similar to the
DNA barcodes in the BIOSCAN-1M dataset making it ideal
for our study. Text: we use the pretrained BERT-small in-
troduced by Turc et al. [57] to encode taxonomic labels.

Low-rank adaptation. To efficiently fine-tune the pre-
trained transformer models, we apply Low-Rank Adapta-
tion (LoRA) [24], a method for fine-tuning large neural net-
work models that greatly reduces the number of trainable
parameters. For our LoRA implementation, we add an ad-
ditional low-rank residual layer to the query and key pro-
jectors of each attention module. The projectors thus take
the form WLoRA = W + Wi Wo, where W ∈ Ri×o repre-
sents the frozen parameters of the pretrained weights from
the projector, whilst Wi ∈ Ri×r and Wo ∈ Rr×o represent
the added low-rank weights. By choosing a rank r much
smaller than the input and output dimensions i and o, fewer
parameters need to be updated with LoRA than with the
original layer (i r + r o ≪ i o).

By using LoRA, we are able to train with less parameters
and less memory, allowing us to train with larger batch sizes
on limited resources. This is especially important for con-
trastive learning as increasing the batch size allows for more
positive and negative pairs when calculating the contrastive
loss, and thereby improves learning effectiveness. Exper-
imentally, LoRA reduces the number of trainable parame-
ters from 203M to 1.9M. With batch size 400, the model
requires just 71.5GB, allowing us to train on an A100 with
80GB, which would be infeasible without LoRA.

3.2. Inference

To use the model for predicting taxonomic labels, we calcu-
late the cosine similarity between the embedded input im-
age (query) and reference image or DNA embeddings (keys)
sampled from available species. We take the taxonomic la-
bel (order, family, genus, species) associated with the clos-
est key as the prediction. This method allows us to evaluate
our model in a zero-shot setting on species which were not
seen by the model during the LoRA fine-tuning, as it is not
constrained to predict within a fixed set of classes. The em-
bedding space also gives us the flexibility to use the repre-
sentation in other downstream models, such as a supervised
classifier or a Bayesian model similar to [5, 6].

4. Task and data
To evaluate our method, we perform taxonomic classifica-
tion given an input image. The input is a biological im-
age (query) along with a reference set of labelled DNA

1Loaded as vit base patch16 224 in the timm library.
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Order: Hymenoptera
Family: Formicidae  
Genus: Apterostigma
Species: Myrmica specioides
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encoder

a) Contrastive learning
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Order: Hymenoptera
Family: Formicidae  
Genus: Apterostigma
Species: Myrmica specioides

Image 
encoder

b) Nearest Neighbour Classification

Push together

Pull apart

Figure 1. Overview of BIOSCAN-CLIP. (a) Our model consists of three encoders for processing images, DNA barcodes, and text. During
training, we use a contrastive loss to align the image, DNA, and text embeddings. (b) At inference time, we embed a query image and
match it to a database of existing image and DNA embeddings (keys). We use cosine similarity to find the closest key embedding and use
its taxonomic label to classify the query image.

Unlabeled species 916 species

4878

36,279 records1,043,863 records

Training

Validation

7645

916 species 1771 species

6952

Test 

7123

916 species 1772 species

6448

seen

seen

BIOSCAN-1M

Level Classes

Order 16
Family 491
Genus 3441
Species 8355

1,088,135 records

6530 6878 6530

unseen

queries

seen unseen

same species

keys

Figure 2. Data partitioning. We split the BIOSCAN-1M data into
training, validation, and test partitions. The training set (used for
contrastive learning) has records without any species labels as well
as a set of seen species. The validation and test sets include seen
and unseen (not seen during training) species. These images are
further split into subpartitions of queries and keys for evaluation.

barcodes, other labelled biological images (key), or known
taxonomic labels encoded as text (as demonstrated in Ta-
ble 5). We match the input feature with the closest neigh-
bours in a database using aligned representations and assess
accuracy across taxonomic levels by averaging over sam-
ples and taxon classes. The predictions are evaluated at
each taxonomic level by averaging accuracy over samples
(micro) and taxon classes (macro). Unlike basic fine-tuning
with a fully connected layer, our approach identifies unseen
species using images or DNA without knowing all potential
species upfront. Instead, we use reference features for taxo-
nomic prediction or novel class identification. We split our
data so that some species are “unseen” during training, and
report prediction accuracy for both seen and unseen species
to study model generalization.

Dataset. We use the BIOSCAN-1M dataset [18], a cu-
rated collection of over one million insect data records.
Each record in the dataset includes a high-quality insect im-
age, expert-annotated taxonomic label, and a DNA barcode.
However, the dataset has incomplete taxonomic labels, with
fewer than 10% of records labelled at the species level.
This poses a challenge for conventional supervised meth-
ods, which would require species-level annotations, but our
method is able to flexibly leverage partial or missing taxo-

nomic information during contrastive learning. The dataset
also possesses a long-tailed class imbalance, typical of real-
world biological data, presenting a challenge for modelling.
Given the vast biodiversity of insects, with an estimated
80% undescribed [53], and the necessity to discern subtle
visual differences, this dataset offers a significant challenge
and opporutnity for our model.

Data partitioning. We split BIOSCAN-1M into train, val-
idation, and test sets to evaluate zero-shot classification
capabilities and model generalization to unseen species.
Records for well-represented species (at least 9 records) are
partitioned at an 80/20 ratio into seen and unseen, with seen
records allocated to each of the splits and unseen records
allocated to validation and test. All records without species
labels are used in contrastive pretraining, and any species
with 2–8 records are added evenly to the unseen splits in the
validation and test sets. Importantly, we ensure that any un-
seen species are mutually exclusive between the validation
and test sets and likewise do not overlap with seen species
for labeled records. Finally, among each of the seen and
unseen sub-splits within the validation and test sets, we al-
locate equal proportions of records as queries, to be used
as inputs during evaluation, and keys, to be used as our ref-
erence database. See Figure 2 for split statistics and Ap-
pendix A for further details.

Data preprocessing. During inference, we resized images
to 256 × 256 and applied a 224 × 224 center crop. For
the DNA input, following Arias et al. [3], we set a maxi-
mum length of 660 for each sequence and tokenized the in-
put into non-overlapping 5-mers. Finally, similar to Stevens
et al. [52], we concatenated the taxonomic levels of the in-
sects together as text input. As we did not have the common
names of each record, we used the order, family, genus, and
species, up to known labels. With this approach, we can
still provide the model with knowledge of the higher-level
taxonomy, even if some records do not have species-level
annotations.
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Queries (Image)

Plutella
xylostella

Keys (DNA)

Thrips
australis

Bradysia
praecox

Bemisia
tabaci

Ceraeochrysa
cubana

Figure 3. Example image query-key pairs. For five distinct query
images, we show the top-5 nearest specimens from the validation-
key dataset retrieved based on the cosine-similarity between the
image query and DNA keys. Surrounding boxes denote keys of
the same species (green) or same genus (yellow) as the query.

5. Experiments
We study the model’s ability to retrieve taxonomic labels
using images in the BIOSCAN-1M dataset [18] of species
that were either seen or unseen during contrastive learning.
We also experiment on the INSECT dataset [5] for Bayesian
zero-shot learning (BZSL) species classification. We report
the top-1 accuracy for the seen and unseen splits, as well as
their harmonic mean (H.M.). In the main paper, we focus
on evaluation on the validation set using image embeddings
as queries as images are the most readily available modality.
In the appendices, we provide full results on both the vali-
dation and test set (Appendix B.1), experiments that query
with DNA features (Appendix B.2), and visualization of the
aligned embedding space (Appendix B.3).

5.1. Retrieval by image query

We conducted experiments on BIOSCAN-1M [18] to study
whether taxonomic classification accuracy improves with
contrastive learning, particularly with the inclusion of DNA
barcodes as an additional modality. We compare trained
aligned embedding spaces with different combinations of
modalities: image (I), DNA (D), and text (T). Figure 3
shows retrieval examples using image queries and DNA
keys from our full model (aligning I+D+T), for which the
retrieval is successful if the DNA’s taxonomy matched the
image’s. These examples show similarity between query
and retrieved images across taxa, suggesting effective DNA
and image embedding alignment despite differences in in-
sect orientation and placement.

Implementation details. For our experiments, models
were trained on two 80GB A100 GPUs for 15 epochs with a
total batch size of 800, using the Adam optimizer [28] with
a learning rate of 0.001.

Table 1. Top-1 accuracy (%) on the validation set for different
combinations of aligned embeddings (image, DNA, text) during
contrastive training. We use images as queries and DNA as keys
during inference. When aligning embeddings with text, we use a
concatenation of the word representation of taxonomic levels. As
a baseline, we show the results prior to contrastive learning (no
alignment). We report the accuracy for seen and unseen species,
and the harmonic mean (H.M.) between these (bold: highest acc.).

Aligned embeddings Micro top-1 acc Macro top-1 acc

Taxon Img DNA Txt Seen Unseen H.M. Seen Unseen H.M.

Order ✗ ✗ ✗ 41.3 38.3 39.7 12.8 8.7 10.4
✓ ✓ ✗ 98.5 97.6 98.0 87.4 52.6 68.7
✓ ✓ ✓ 98.7 97.6 98.2 98.3 58.8 73.2

Family ✗ ✗ ✗ 3.3 4.8 3.9 1.1 0.7 0.9
✓ ✓ ✗ 80.4 74.0 77.1 50.4 28.3 36.2
✓ ✓ ✓ 84.6 79.0 81.7 56.3 35.2 43.3

Genus ✗ ✗ ✗ 0.9 3.1 1.4 0.1 0.1 0.1
✓ ✓ ✗ 52.2 37.0 43.3 24.7 7.9 12.0
✓ ✓ ✓ 58.5 43.5 49.9 30.1 11.7 16.9

Species ✗ ✗ ✗ 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
✓ ✓ ✗ 37.5 17.1 23.5 15.6 2.5 4.3
✓ ✓ ✓ 42.0 30.1 35.1 17.4 3.9 6.4

Taxonomic classification. In Table 1, we report the top-
1 accuracy on the BIOSCAN-1M validation set, averaged
over samples (micro) and over species (macro) for seen and
unseen species. Without any alignment, the cross-modal
retrieval performance from image to DNA is effectively
at chance accuracy, scoring extremely low for levels more
fine-grained than order. Contrastive learning improves per-
formance on all metrics, with the highest accuracy achieved
when training with all three modalities (I+D+T), demon-
strating the value of aligning to a shared embedding space.
The performance gain of incorporating text shows the util-
ity of embedding the available taxonomic labels. While this
approach does leverage taxonomic annotations, we do not
require them to be comprehensive.

Since we use DNA features as keys, we focus on experi-
ments which included the DNA encoder (see Appendix B.1
for more complete results). As expected, the performance
drops for more specific taxa (e.g. accuracy for order is much
higher than for species), due to both the increased number
of labelling options and the more fine-grained differences
between them. When we consider unseen species, there is a
drop in performance compared to seen species, suggesting
the model’s ability to generalize could be improved.

Micro-accuracy is also much higher than macro-
accuracy, due to the skew in per-class accuracy toward more
well-represented classes. These are easier to match cor-
rectly, as the seen species are observed more frequently dur-
ing training, and a higher fraction of the keys bear the cor-
rect DNA barcode to the corresponding query. This imbal-
ance reflects a broader issue in biodiversity science, where
oversampling is prevalent, leading to a considerable skew
or long-tail distribution in global databases. Figure 4 il-
lustrates this trend in which common species tend to have
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Table 2. Top-1 accuracy (%) on the validation set using images as queries and different key modalities for inference. We evaluate
BIOSCAN-CLIP trained on all three modalities. We consider image features, DNA features, and the average of the two as keys, highlighting
the best key method per taxon in bold.

Micro top-1 accuracy Macro top-1 accuracy

Seen Unseen Seen Unseen

Taxon Image DNA Avg Image DNA Avg Image DNA Avg Image DNA Avg

Order 99.3 98.7 99.3 99.2 97.6 98.7 98.0 97.2 98.3 84.9 58.8 76.7
Family 90.5 84.6 91.7 89.1 79.0 86.2 80.1 56.3 78.0 65.6 35.2 58.0
Genus 74.8 58.5 76.9 73.4 43.5 64.0 57.0 30.1 56.2 46.0 11.7 35.0
Species 60.4 42.0 63.7 62.5 30.1 50.4 40.4 17.4 40.9 30.4 3.9 20.3

Image key DNA key Average (Avg) of 
Image + DNA as key 

Figure 4. Average top-1 per-species accuracy, binned by count of species records in the key set, for different modalities as key. Left: using
images as the key, the accuracy for both seen and unseen species increases as the number of records for the species in the key set rises.
Middle: with DNA barcodes as the key, the accuracy of unseen species remains lower than seen species, even with the same number of
records in the key set. Right: using the averaged image and DNA feature as the key, the accuracy for unseen species is typically slightly
lower than that for seen species, even when the number of records in the key set is the same.

higher accuracy in all cases except unseen species, when
using DNA barcodes as keys. This is likely due to the com-
bined challenges of aligning modalities and generalizing to
unseen species, such that the model is less able to map them
appropriately in the embedding space.

Analysis of different keys. We use the aligned em-
bedding space to assess the effectiveness of various key
types—image alone, DNA alone, and their average—for
image-based querying. By comparing how accuracy
changes across modalities, we can better understand the
degree to which data from various modalities are aligned
within the latent space. We omit text as a key since we do
not assume that we will have comprehensive taxonomic an-
notations at finer levels. Table 2 shows that querying against
image keys almost always yields the highest 1-NN retrieval
accuracy compared to DNA or average feature keys. When
matching the image query features to DNA key features,
there is a significant drop in accuracy at all taxonomic lev-
els. This suggests that the model does not perfectly align the
features across modalities. In certain cases for seen species,
using the average of the image and DNA features increased
the accuracy compared to either alone.

Combining image-image and image-DNA queries for
improved ZSL. While using images as keys yields higher
accuracy than DNA, images of unseen species are typically

Table 3. Accuracy (%) of predicting whether an image query cor-
responds to a seen or unseen species, as a binary classification
problem (evaluated on the validation set). For the “DNA” strategy
with Nearest Neighbour (NN), we use the nearest DNA feature to
classify into seen or unseen. For the “IS+DU” strategy and NN, we
threshold the highest cosine similarity score against image keys.
For the supervised linear classifier (Linear), we threshold the con-
fidence score of the prediction over seen species. We report accu-
racy for seen and unseen species, and their harmonic mean (H.M).

Method Strategy Seen Unseen H.M.

NN (oracle) DNA 65.4 77.2 70.8

NN IS+DU 67.3 72.9 69.9
Linear IS+DU 49.3 87.5 63.1

not available in practice during deployment. This setting is
similar to the zero-shot learning (ZSL) setting considered
by Badirli et al. [5]. To tackle this setting, we consider a
strategy (denoted IS+DU) to utilize the image embeddings
for seen species, and DNA embeddings for unseen species.

We first frame the problem as an open-set recognition
task [59] by using a classifier to determine whether a given
image query corresponds to a seen species or an unseen
species. In the first method, we utilize a 1-nearest neigh-
bor (NN) classifier, and in the second, we use a supervised
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Figure 5. For cases where images of unseen species are not available, but we do have a set of DNA barcodes for unseen species, we can use
a combination of image and DNA as key sets. We adapt BIOSCAN-CLIP for using images as keys for seen species and DNA for unseen
species (i.e. the IS+DU strategy) to predict the species. Given an input image query q, we first classify it against seen species. The initial
classifier can use: (a) an 1-NN approach thresholding the cosine similarity score s = maxk fik ·fq; or (b) a supervised classifier predicting
over all seen species and thresholding the maximum softmax probability s = max yk by threshold t. If s < t, we subsequently query with
the image feature fq using 1-NN with the DNA keys flk of the unseen species and predict the unseen species of the closest DNA feature.
∗During supervised classifier training, we also fine-tune the image encoder, only for use in the supervised pipeline.

Table 4. Top-1 accuracy (%) on the validation set using the Im-
age+DNA+Text model with image query. We compare Nearest
Neighbour using only DNA keys (NN DNA), vs. our two strategies
to use Image key for seen and DNA key for Unseen, either NN or
a supervised linear classifier. We also compare against BZSL [5]
with our embeddings.

Micro top-1 acc Macro top-1 acc

Taxon Method Strategy Seen Unseen H.M. Seen Unseen H.M.

Order NN DNA 98.7 97.6 98.2 97.2 58.8 73.2
NN IS+DU 98.9 97.9 98.4 97.2 55.6 70.7
Linear IS+DU 98.3 96.4 97.4 96.5 51.8 67.4
BZSL IS+DU 98.7 97.1 97.9 98.3 52.7 68.6

Family NN DNA 84.6 79.0 81.7 56.3 35.2 43.3
NN IS+DU 87.8 78.8 83.0 65.5 33.8 44.6
Linear IS+DU 86.4 75.5 80.6 61.2 29.7 40.0
BZSL IS+DU 89.6 75.3 81.9 80.7 28.0 41.5

Genus NN DNA 58.5 43.5 49.9 30.1 11.7 16.8
NN IS+DU 66.7 45.2 53.8 44.8 13.0 20.2
Linear IS+DU 61.1 43.3 50.7 35.5 10.9 16.7
BZSL IS+DU 65.4 40.7 50.2 54.2 10.8 18.0

Species NN DNA 42.0 30.1 35.1 17.4 3.9 6.4
NN IS+DU 52.0 30.0 38.0 32.0 4.3 7.6
Linear IS+DU 45.8 30.4 36.6 22.8 4.4 7.4
BZSL IS+DU 45.2 10.6 17.1 37.9 5.3 9.2

classifier fine-tuned with the image encoder (see Figure 5).
For the NN classifier, we compute the cosine similarity of
the image query features with the image features of the
seen species. If the most similar image key has a similarity
higher than threshold t1, it is classified as the species of the
most similar key. Otherwise, we match the image query fea-
tures with the DNA key features for unseen species. In the
supervised fine-tuning approach, we add a linear classifier
after the image encoder and fine-tune the encoder and clas-
sifier to predict the species out of the set of seen species. If
the softmax probability exceeds t2, the image is classified
as seen. Otherwise, the algorithm proceeds to the 1-NN
strategy, using the DNA barcode features as keys. We tuned

t1 and t2 on the validation set using a uniform search over
1000 values between 0 and 1, maximizing the harmonic
mean of the accuracy for seen and unseen species.

We first compare the ability of different methods to clas-
sify seen versus unseen species in the binary case. This
allows us to tell whether we are effectively identifying
whether a sample belongs to a seen or unseen species, with-
out considering whether the species is correctly determined.
Table 3 shows that our nearest neighbor combined approach
(with the IS+DU strategy) performs best at identifying the
seen species while having comparable accuracy in predict-
ing unseen species. In these experiments, we use the I+D+T
model with images as the queries. We use as an oracle the
easier task of querying the seen and unseen DNA keys using
1-NN directly, without any initial classifiers.

Table 4 demonstrates the end-to-end performance of
each strategy on the species classification task, assuming as
before that we have access to DNA barcodes for the unseen
species. We likewise find again that the NN method with
the IS+DU strategy yielded the best accuracy in most taxa,
especially improving performance at the genus and species
level by several points. We also compare our simple ZSL
strategy against a more sophisticated method, BZSL (see
§5.3), at the species level. We find that BZSL with our em-
beddings is able to outperform our naive method on macro-
level but underperforms on micro-accuracy, likely due to the
large data skew of our dataset.

5.2. Comparison with BioCLIP

Next we compare our aligned embedding space with that
of BioCLIP [52] by adapting their zero-shot learning demo
script to perform species-level image classification. We use
their pretrained model on the BIOSCAN-1M validation set,
with image or text embeddings as keys. Keeping the experi-
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Table 5. Species-level Top-1 accuracy (%) of using BioCLIP and our BIOSCAN-CLIP (BS-CLIP) on the validation set, using image
embedding to match against different embeddings for retrieval (Image, DNA, and Text). We used the pretrained BioCLIP model, which
was trained on TREEOFLIFE-10M, which combines multiple existing high-quality datasets such as iNat21 and BIOSCAN-1M. As its
pretraining data includes BIOSCAN-1M and does not follow our splits, it may have also been trained on the unseen species.

Micro top-1 accuracy Macro top-1 accuracy

Alignment Seen Unseen H.M. Seen Unseen H.M.

Model Img DNA Txt Img DNA Txt Img DNA Txt Img DNA Txt Img DNA Txt Img DNA Txt Img DNA Txt

BioCLIP ✓ ✗ ✓ 37.7 – 4.5 48.1 – 4.1 42.2 – 4.3 21.1 – 4.5 15.6 – 3.5 17.9 – 3.9
BS-CLIP ✓ ✗ ✓ 53.0 – 40.3 57.6 – 1.9 55.2 – 3.7 32.7 – 17.6 24.2 – 1.8 27.8 – 3.2
BS-CLIP ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.4 42.0 50.1 62.5 30.1 2.1 61.4 35.1 4.1 40.4 17.4 22.4 30.4 3.9 2.2 34.7 6.4 3.9

mental setups almost identical, we compared BioCLIP with
BIOSCAN-CLIP in Table 5. For BioCLIP, we combined
the four concatenated taxonomic levels with their provided
openai templates as text input, while for BIOSCAN-
CLIP, we used the concatenated labels only.

When using images as keys, BIOSCAN-CLIP consis-
tently outperformed BioCLIP, even when BIOSCAN-CLIP
was trained only on images and text. Since BioCLIP was
trained on a much broader dataset, including but not limited
to BIOSCAN-1M, it may have performed worse on insects
as it was also trained on non-insect domains. BIOSCAN-
CLIP can also leverage DNA features during inference,
while BioCLIP is limited to image and text modalities.

When using text as keys, BIOSCAN-CLIP performed
better than BioCLIP on seen species but marginally worse
on unseen species. This is expected, as BIOSCAN-CLIP
was not trained on the unseen species names, which we also
would not know prior in practice. This illustrates that text
typically does not perform well as keys and reinforces the
benefit of using DNA in pretraining and inference.

5.3. Bayesian zero-shot learning

We also use our learned embeddings in Bayesian zero-
shot learning (BZSL) [5] to show the benefit of our
learned embeddings for species classification on the IN-
SECT dataset [5], which contains 21,212 pairs of insect
images and DNA barcodes from 1,213 species. We com-
pare different combinations of image and DNA encoders.
As baselines, we use a ResNet-101 image encoder, pre-
trained on ImageNet-1K (used in Badirli et al. [5]), and
the ViT-B [15] image encoder, pretrained on ImageNet-
21k and fine-tuned on ImageNet-1k. For DNA encoders,
we evaluate the baseline CNN from Badirli et al. [5];
DNABERT-2 [66], a BERT-based model trained on multi-
species DNA data; and BarcodeBERT [3], which was pre-
trained on arthropodic DNA barcode data.

Table 6 shows that using the baseline image encoder
with BIOSCAN-CLIP-D surpasses all baseline methods in
harmonic mean even without fine-tuning on the INSECT
dataset, performing particularly better on unseen species.
Furthermore, using BIOSCAN-CLIP-I improves perfor-
mance in all metrics over the baseline image encoder, with

Table 6. Macro accuracy (%) for species classification in a
Bayesian zero-shot learning task on the INSECT dataset. We com-
pare several DNA encoders [3, 5, 66] to our own (BS-CLIP-D).
We compare the baseline image encoder ResNet-101 used in [5]
against our image encoder before (ViT-B) and after (BS-CLIP-I)
pretraining on BIOSCAN-1M (BS-1M). We indicate the pretrain-
ing set for DNA (Pre-DNA) as the multi-species (M.S.) set from
[66], anthropods from [3], or BS-1M. We compare models both
with and without fine-tuning (FT) for each encoder.

Data sources Species-level acc (%)

DNA enc. Image enc. Pre-DNA FT-DNA FT-Img Seen Unseen H.M.

CNN encoder RN-101 – INSECT – 38.3 20.8 27.0
DNABERT-2 RN-101 M.S. – – 36.2 10.4 16.2
DNABERT-2 RN-101 M.S. INSECT – 30.8 8.6 13.4
BarcodeBERT RN-101 Arthro – – 38.4 16.5 23.1
BarcodeBERT RN-101 Arthro INSECT – 37.3 20.8 26.7
BarcodeBERT ViT-B Arthro INSECT – 42.4 23.5 30.2

BarcodeBERT BS-CLIP-I Arthro INSECT – 42.4 22.4 29.3
BarcodeBERT BS-CLIP-I Arthro INSECT INSECT 46.9 22.9 30.7
CNN encoder BS-CLIP-I – INSECT – 44.3 21.0 28.5
BarcodeBERT BS-CLIP-I Arthro INSECT INSECT 46.9 22.9 30.7
BS-CLIP-D RN-101 BS-1M – – 36.7 22.4 27.8
BS-CLIP-D BS-CLIP-I BS-1M – – 51.3 22.6 31.4
BS-CLIP-D RN-101 BS-1M INSECT – 36.4 27.8 31.5
BS-CLIP-D BS-CLIP-I BS-1M INSECT INSECT 56.2 28.8 38.1

the highest performance after fine-tuning of 56.2% seen
accuracy and 28.8% unseen accuracy. Thus, our model
demonstrates the benefits of learning a shared embedding
space relating image and DNA data, both in performance
and the flexibility of applying to downstream tasks.

6. Conclusion

We introduce BIOSCAN-CLIP, an approach for integrating
biological images with DNA barcodes and taxonomic labels
to enhance taxonomic classification by using contrastive
learning to align embeddings in a shared latent space. Due
to their low-cost and ease of acquisition, images are the
most practical modality for fostering inclusive participa-
tion in global biodiversity tracking efforts. We show the
BIOSCAN-CLIP embedding space can be applied to fine-
grained retrieval tasks for seen and unseen species, and
leveraged flexibly for downstream tasks such as zero-shot
learning. Underrepresented and unseen species pose the
greatest challenge for our model, presenting an opportunity
for future work.
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Appendices
We provide additional details on how we obtain our
data split (Appendix A) and additional experiments (Ap-
pendix B) comparing against baselines, evaluating on the
test set, and applying DNA features as queries for inference.

A. Additional data details

BIOSCAN-1M
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Figure 6. Data partitioning strategy. We first partition species
among the splits based on the presence of a species label and the
number of records per species, and then each species is designated
as seen or unseen. Records from each species are then partitioned
among train (blue), validation (orange), and test (green). For the
validation and test sets, some records are used as queries, and the
rest are used as keys for the reference database for retrieval.

We use a multi-stage process to establish our split of
BIOSCAN-1M [18] for our experiments (see Figure 6).
Firstly, we separate records with and without species la-
bels. Any record without a species label is allocated for
pretraining, as we cannot easily use them during evalua-
tion. Of the remaining records with labelled species, we
partition species based on their number of samples. Species
with at least 9 records are allocated 80/20 to seen and un-
seen, with unseen records split evenly between validation
and test. Species with 2 to 8 records are used only as un-
seen species, with a partition of 50/50 between validation
and test. This allows us to simulate real-world scenarios, in
which most of our unseen species are represented only by a
few records, ensuring a realistic distribution of species sets.
Species with only one record are excluded, as we need at
least one record each to act the query and the key, respec-
tively.
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Figure 7. Distribution of species among the seen, validation un-
seen, and test unseen splits. Since all of the train, validation, and
test seen splits share the same species, we represent them collec-
tively. The coloured blocks within each bar represent the numbers
of records available for that species, demonstrating that most of
the species in the unseen splits have few records.

Finally, we allocate the records within each species into
designated partitions. For the seen species, we subdivide the
records at a 70/10/10/10 ratio into train/val/test/key, where
the keys for the seen species are shared across all splits.
The unseen species for each of validation and test are split
evenly between queries and keys. The allocation of queries
and keys ensures that we have clearly designated samples
as inputs and target references for inference. We note that
some samples in our data may have the exact same barcode
even though the image may differ. Figure 7 shows the num-
ber of species in our dataset and the distribution of records
for each species. Note that we have a few species with a
many records, and many species with just a few records.

B. Additional Experiments
In this section, we include additional experimental results
and visualizations. We report additional results on query-
ing with images to compare against additional baselines
(Appendix B.1) and assess the model’s performance using
DNA as queries (Appendix B.2). We also visualize the
aligned embedding space (Appendix B.3) to demonstrate
the model’s capability in integrating and representing di-
verse biological data. Finally, we report performance over
a range of batch sizes (Appendix B.4).

B.1. Additional results for querying with images

Complete results on validation and test set. To comple-
ment Table 1 in our main paper and provide more com-
prehensive results, we have introduced Table 7 and Ta-
ble 8. These new tables show the Top-1 accuracy at vari-
ous taxonomic levels for BIOSCAN-CLIP, following con-
trastive pretraining with different combinations of modali-
ties. Specifically, they detail the performance when using
image features as queries and features from images, DNA
barcodes, and the average of image and DNA barcode fea-
tures as keys. Overall, we see that on both the test and val-
idation sets, using the complete model (with image, DNA,
and text aligned) gives the best overall results. We also note
that querying image-to-image embedding is the most effec-
tive on unseen species.
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Table 7. Top-1 accuracy (%) on the validation set for different combinations of aligned embeddings (image, DNA, text) during contrastive
training, using image embedding to match against different embeddings for retrieval (Image, DNA, average of Image and DNA). The best
results across trained models are shown in bold, and the best embedding key for the Image+DNA+Text model is indicated in blue.

Micro top-1 accuracy Macro top-1 accuracy

Alignment Seen Unseen H.M. Seen Unseen H.M.

Taxon Img DNA Txt Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg

Order ✗ ✗ ✗ 95.4 41.3 95.7 95.2 38.3 95.1 95.3 39.8 95.4 60.7 12.8 60.6 51.8 8.7 54.0 55.9 10.4 57.1
✓ ✗ ✓ 99.3 – – 99.1 – – 99.2 – – 98.2 – – 90.9 – – 94.4 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 99.2 98.5 99.3 99.0 97.6 98.6 99.1 98.0 99.0 98.0 87.4 88.5 78.7 52.6 71.7 87.3 65.7 79.2
✓ ✓ ✓ 99.3 98.7 99.3 99.2 97.6 98.7 99.3 98.2 99.0 98.0 97.2 98.3 84.9 58.8 76.7 91.0 73.2 86.2

Family ✗ ✗ ✗ 69.5 3.3 68.8 73.7 4.8 73.2 71.6 3.9 70.9 42.6 1.1 42.4 35.7 0.7 35.4 38.9 0.8 38.6
✓ ✗ ✓ 89.1 – – 88.7 – – 88.9 – – 74.9 – – 64.2 – – 69.2 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 87.9 80.4 89.1 87.9 74.0 74.0 87.9 77.1 86.0 73.7 50.4 74.9 62.4 28.3 48.9 67.6 36.2 59.2
✓ ✓ ✓ 90.5 84.6 91.7 89.1 79.0 86.2 89.8 81.7 88.9 80.1 56.3 78.0 65.6 35.2 58.0 72.2 43.3 66.5

Genus ✗ ✗ ✗ 45.1 0.9 44.7 52.7 3.1 52.6 48.6 1.5 48.3 24.6 0.1 24.3 19.7 0.1 20.0 21.9 0.1 22.0
✓ ✗ ✓ 69.7 – – 70.1 – – 69.9 – – 49.3 – – 40.3 – – 44.4 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 71.3 52.2 73.6 71.7 37.0 37.0 71.5 43.3 65.7 52.4 24.7 52.1 42.0 7.9 27.7 46.6 12.0 36.2
✓ ✓ ✓ 74.8 58.5 76.9 73.4 43.5 64.0 74.1 49.9 69.9 57.0 30.1 56.2 46.0 11.7 35.0 50.9 16.8 43.2

Species ✗ ✗ ✗ 29.6 0.0 29.4 41.1 2.0 41.1 34.3 0.0 34.3 14.1 0.0 14.1 10.5 0.0 10.6 12.1 0.0 12.1
✓ ✗ ✓ 53.0 – – 57.6 – – 55.2 – – 32.7 – – 24.2 – – 27.8 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 56.7 37.5 60.8 60.7 17.1 46.9 58.7 23.5 52.9 36.3 15.6 37.1 26.3 2.5 15.3 30.5 4.3 21.7
✓ ✓ ✓ 60.4 42.0 63.7 62.5 30.1 50.4 61.4 35.1 56.2 40.4 17.4 40.9 30.4 3.9 20.3 34.7 6.4 27.2

Table 8. Top-1 accuracy (%) on the test set for different combinations of aligned embeddings (image, DNA, text) during contrastive
training, using image embedding to match against different embeddings for retrieval (Image, DNA, average of Image and DNA). The best
results across trained models are shown in bold, and the best embedding key for the Image+DNA+Text model is indicated in blue. We
observe similar trends as for the validation set, with the Image+DNA+Text model performing the best and the best performance largely
achieved when using images as keys.

Micro top-1 accuracy Macro top-1 accuracy

Alignment Seen Unseen H.M. Seen Unseen H.M.

Taxon Img DNA Txt Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg

Order ✗ ✗ ✗ 95.0 55.0 94.6 95.6 48.2 95.2 95.3 51.4 94.9 72.0 10.0 71.3 71.2 8.0 63.0 71.6 8.9 66.9
✓ ✗ ✓ 99.3 – – 99.1 – – 99.2 – – 89.1 – – 90.5 – – 89.8 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 99.2 98.5 99.2 99.0 97.7 98.8 99.1 98.1 99.0 78.3 87.2 88.6 83.4 73.8 86.7 80.8 79.9 87.7
✓ ✓ ✓ 99.3 98.7 99.4 99.1 97.7 99.0 99.2 98.2 99.2 99.0 86.9 89.2 93.3 71.8 82.3 96.0 78.6 85.6

Family ✗ ✗ ✗ 68.5 1.3 67.0 71.7 1.0 70.2 70.0 1.1 68.5 45.8 0.6 44.1 36.3 0.4 35.4 40.5 0.5 39.3
✓ ✗ ✓ 89.6 – – 87.0 – – 88.3 – – 76.6 – – 60.9 – – 67.9 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 88.2 80.8 89.6 85.9 70.3 83.3 87.0 75.2 86.4 76.0 50.0 77.6 59.9 26.9 52.9 67.0 35.0 62.9
✓ ✓ ✓ 89.9 85.9 92.0 87.3 76.0 86.0 88.6 80.7 88.9 77.9 60.2 80.1 63.5 31.3 59.4 70.0 41.2 68.2

Genus ✗ ✗ ✗ 43.8 0.3 42.5 49.9 0.1 48.5 46.6 0.1 45.3 25.5 0.2 24.1 17.7 0.1 16.5 20.9 0.1 19.6
✓ ✗ ✓ 70.1 – – 66.6 – – 68.3 – – 50.6 – – 35.2 – – 41.5 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 72.9 53.0 75.1 68.1 37.3 60.1 70.4 43.8 66.8 53.8 25.0 55.8 38.9 8.7 31.5 45.1 13.0 40.3
✓ ✓ ✓ 74.4 58.7 77.5 70.1 40.3 64.0 72.2 47.8 70.1 56.0 30.7 60.9 41.7 9.0 36.5 47.8 13.9 45.6

Species ✗ ✗ ✗ 29.3 0.2 27.8 35.8 0.0 34.9 32.2 0.0 30.9 15.1 0.1 14.5 9.4 0 8.6 11.6 – 10.8
✓ ✗ ✓ 52.8 – – 51.1 – – 51.9 – – 32.3 – – 22.3 – – 26.4 – –
✓ ✓ ✗ 58.0 37.2 61.7 53.1 16.9 42.6 55.5 23.3 50.4 37.2 14.3 38.2 24.6 2.3 18.9 29.6 4.0 25.3
✓ ✓ ✓ 59.7 42.3 63.9 56.2 20.1 46.1 57.9 27.2 53.8 38.7 17.1 42.4 27.9 2.3 22.9 32.4 4.0 29.7

B.2. Querying using DNA features

While our main focus was in the practical scenario where
we have a new image query, we also report results here
for querying with DNA barcodes, when they are available.
We report results with DNA embedding as the query in Ta-
ble 9. We note that DNA-to-DNA queries give considerably
higher performance than querying with images. This is not
unexpected as DNA is more disguishing for species iden-
tication, and as we noted there may even be some DNA
barcodes that are identical across samples. However, it is

typically more expensive to obtain samples with DNA ver-
sus images. We show examples of the top-5 matched sam-
ples using DNA-to-DNA retrieval in Figure 8. Even when
querying and retrieving based on DNA, we observe pho-
tometric similarities between the corresponding insect im-
ages.

B.3. Embedding space visualization

To better understand the alignment of features in the em-
bedding space, we visualize a mapping of the image and
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Table 9. Top-1 accuracy (%) on the validation set for different combinations of aligned embeddings (image, DNA, text) during contrastive
training, using DNA embeddings as queries to match against different embeddings for retrieval (Image, DNA, and average of Image and
DNA). The best results across trained models are shown in bold and the best embedding key for the Image+DNA+Text model is indicated
in blue. Direct querying with DNA-to-DNA gives the best performance, but DNA may not always be available for a new sample.

Micro top-1 accuracy Macro top-1 accuracy

Alignment Seen Unseen H.M. Seen Unseen H.M.

Taxon Img DNA Txt Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg

Order ✗ ✗ ✗ 32.6 98.6 63.0 45.8 97.5 65.7 38.1 98.0 64.3 12.1 87.8 16.3 9.7 75.0 13.0 10.8 80.9 14.5
✓ ✓ ✗ 99.7 99.9 99.9 98.2 99.9 99.8 98.9 100.0 99.9 79.4 100.0 99.9 57.7 99.9 99.1 66.8 99.9 99.5
✓ ✓ ✓ 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.3 100.0 100.0 99.6 100.0 100.0 79.8 100.0 100.0 70.4 99.9 100.0 74.8 100.0 100.0

Family ✗ ✗ ✗ 7.1 94.6 10.7 13.6 92.1 12.6 9.3 93.4 11.6 1.0 82.5 1.6 0.7 69.4 1.1 0.8 75.4 1.3
✓ ✓ ✗ 86.6 97.8 96.1 80.4 95.6 90.3 83.3 96.7 93.1 53.9 90.4 80.1 32.8 81.3 60.5 40.76 85.6 68.9
✓ ✓ ✓ 91.2 99.5 99.1 83.8 98.2 96.1 87.4 98.8 97.6 62.0 96.6 94.6 39.0 90.8 79.7 47.9 93.6 86.5

Genus ✗ ✗ ✗ 1.0 91.6 4.7 0.5 87.2 0.7 0.6 89.3 1.2 0.2 78.9 0.4 0.1 64.3 0.2 0.2 70.8 0.3
✓ ✓ ✗ 61.0 92.2 84.5 43.9 85.3 70.0 51.1 88.6 76.6 25.9 79.3 59.2 8.5 63.9 33.2 12.8 70.8 42.5
✓ ✓ ✓ 66.5 96.6 93.2 46.1 91.7 81.7 54.5 94.1 87.1 30.5 89.2 80.5 11.9 78.2 56.9 17.1 83.4 66.7

Species ✗ ✗ ✗ 0.0 88.5 0.4 0.0 83.4 0.0 0.0 85.9 0.0 0.0 73.9 0.1 0.0 59.0 0.0 0.0 65.6 0.0
✓ ✓ ✗ 43.0 86.3 75.3 31.3 76.7 57.7 36.2 81.2 65.3 14.0 68.9 46.1 2.9 48.2 19.8 4.8 56.7 27.6
✓ ✓ ✓ 49.1 91.7 86.0 32.0 84.8 70.9 38.7 88.1 77.7 18.0 79.1 67.3 3.6 63.2 40.2 6.0 70.3 50.3

Queries (DNA)

Plutella
xylostella

Keys (DNA)

Thrips
australis

Bradysia
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Bemisia
tabaci

Ceraeochrysa
cubana

Figure 8. Example DNA query-key pairs. For five distinct DNA barcode queries, we show the top-5 nearest specimens from the
validation-key dataset retrieved based on the cosine-distance between the DNA feature query and DNA feature keys. Surrounding boxes
denote keys of the same species (dark green) or same genus (yellow) as the query specimen.

DNA embeddings in Figure 9. We use UMAP [41] with a
cosine similarity metric applied to the seen validation set to

map the embeddings down to 2D space, and we mark points
in the space based on their order classification. We observe
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Figure 9. Embedding visualization. We visualize the embedding space of the seen validation set generated using UMAP on the image,
DNA, and text embeddings, using a cosine similarity distance metric. Marker hue: order taxon. Marker lightness: data modality.

that, for some orders, there are numerous outlier clusters
spread out in the space. However, overall the orders demon-
strate some degree of clustering together, with image and
DNA features close to one another within their respective
clusters. Furthermore, we note the text embeddings tend to
lie within the Image or (more often) DNA clusters, suggest-
ing a good alignment between text and other modalities.

B.4. Batch size experiments

We conduct additional experiments and present in Table 10
the impact of using different batch sizes on classification
accuracy across various taxonomic levels. While the batch
size typically does not have a major impact on performance
when using supervised learning, the batch size has more im-
pact on contrastive learning training paradigms since the
number of negative pairs per iteration scales quadratically
with the batch size.

Our results indicate that as the batch size increases,
the classification accuracy improves. This improvement
in accuracy becomes more pronounced as the taxonomic
level decreases. Therefore, we believe that using larger

batch sizes can further enhance the classification accuracy
of BIOSCAN-CLIP, especially on more fine-grained taxo-
nomic levels.
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Table 10. Top-1 accuracy on the validation set with models that are contrastive pretrained with different batch sizes with image queries.
Training at larger batch sizes is helpful for improving accuracy at more fine-grained taxonomic levels such as genus and species.

Micro top-1 accuracy Macro top-1 accuracy

Batch
size

Alignment Seen Unseen H.M. Seen Unseen H.M.

Taxon Img DNA Txt Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg Img DNA Avg

Order 200 ✓ ✓ ✓ 99.3 98.8 99.4 99.1 97.9 98.9 99.2 98.4 99.2 88.1 87.9 98.6 79.5 55.5 78.6 83.5 68.0 87.5
400 ✓ ✓ ✓ 99.5 99.0 99.5 99.1 98.0 99.1 99.3 98.5 99.3 98.5 87.8 99.0 84.5 62.4 79.8 91.0 72.9 88.4
600 ✓ ✓ ✓ 99.4 98.5 99.5 99.3 97.8 99.1 99.4 98.1 99.3 98.6 76.3 98.2 87.9 52.5 87.6 92.9 62.2 92.6
800 ✓ ✓ ✓ 99.3 98.7 99.3 99.2 97.6 98.7 99.3 98.2 99.0 98.0 97.2 98.3 84.9 58.8 76.7 91.0 73.2 86.2

Family 200 ✓ ✓ ✓ 88.4 82.9 90.3 87.7 77.2 87.1 88.1 79.9 88.7 71.9 48.5 74.3 62.8 29.1 61.0 67.1 36.4 67.0
400 ✓ ✓ ✓ 89.5 83.4 91.1 88.4 79.2 87.5 89.0 81.2 89.3 75.2 51.6 77.3 63.9 34.7 61.2 69.1 41.5 68.3
600 ✓ ✓ ✓ 89.8 84.7 91.7 88.6 78.4 87.8 89.2 81.4 89.7 79.2 54.9 81.2 64.2 32.0 63.1 70.9 40.5 71.0
800 ✓ ✓ ✓ 90.5 84.6 91.7 89.1 79.0 86.2 89.8 81.7 88.9 80.1 56.3 78.0 65.6 35.2 58.0 72.2 43.3 66.5

Genus 200 ✓ ✓ ✓ 71.0 48.6 72.8 71.4 43.0 68.2 71.2 45.6 70.4 52.1 20.6 53.4 41.8 8.80 38.5 46.4 12.3 44.7
400 ✓ ✓ ✓ 72.8 54.5 75.3 72.6 40.7 68.2 72.7 46.6 71.6 54.4 25.3 56.3 43.9 10.7 40.3 48.6 15.1 47.0
600 ✓ ✓ ✓ 73.4 56.5 76.5 73.1 41.6 68.3 73.2 47.9 72.2 54.3 27.1 56.7 45.5 10.0 39.1 49.5 14.6 46.3
800 ✓ ✓ ✓ 74.8 58.5 76.9 73.4 43.5 64.0 74.1 49.9 69.9 57.0 30.1 56.2 46.0 11.7 35.0 50.9 16.8 43.2

Species 200 ✓ ✓ ✓ 55.3 33.5 58.3 60.4 17.0 53.9 57.7 22.6 56.0 36.4 10.3 36.9 27.1 2.80 22.4 31.0 4.3 27.9
400 ✓ ✓ ✓ 58.1 38.0 61.8 61.0 26.5 55.1 59.5 31.2 58.3 37.4 14.9 40.0 28.3 3.50 24.1 32.2 5.7 30.1
600 ✓ ✓ ✓ 58.8 39.7 62.5 61.9 27.1 54.3 60.3 32.2 58.1 38.1 15.2 39.6 29.3 3.20 23.8 33.1 5.3 29.7
800 ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.4 42.0 63.7 62.5 30.1 50.4 61.4 35.1 56.2 40.4 17.4 40.9 30.4 3.90 20.3 34.7 6.4 27.2
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