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Abstract

Multimodal conversational generative AI has shown impressive capabilities
in various vision and language understanding through learning massive text-
image data. However, current conversational models still lack knowledge about
visual insects since they are often trained on the general knowledge of vision-
language data. Meanwhile, understanding insects is a fundamental problem in
precision agriculture, helping to promote sustainable development in agricul-
ture. Therefore, this paper proposes a novel multimodal conversational model,
Insect-LLaVA, to promote visual understanding in insect-domain knowledge.
In particular, we first introduce a new large-scale Multimodal Insect Dataset
with Visual Insect Instruction Data that enables the capability of learning
the multimodal foundation models. Our proposed dataset enables conversational
models to comprehend the visual and semantic features of the insects. Second,
we propose a new Insect-LLaVA model, a new general Large Language and
Vision Assistant in Visual Insect Understanding. Then, to enhance the capability
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of learning insect features, we develop an Insect Foundation Model by intro-
ducing a new micro-feature self-supervised learning with a Patch-wise Relevant
Attention mechanism to capture the subtle differences among insect images. We
also present Description Consistency loss to improve micro-feature learning via
text descriptions. The experimental results evaluated on our new Visual Insect
Question Answering benchmarks illustrate the effective performance of our
proposed approach in visual insect understanding and achieve State-of-the-Art
performance on standard benchmarks of insect-related tasks.

Keywords: Multimodal Insect Dataset, Visual Instruction Data, Foundation Model,
Conversational Generative Model, Insect LLaVA

1 Introduction

Foundation models have become a widespread research interest that aims to build
general-purpose assistants [1–3], also known as conversational generative models, e.g.,
LLaVA [4, 5], LLaVA-Med [6], etc. These models [4, 5, 7, 8] show strong capabilities
in visual understanding, such as classification, detection, segmentation, and caption-
ing. While large multimodal models present their robustness, large-scale multimodal

Chelicerata

Crustacea

Hexapoda

Myriapoda

Genus: Argiope
Description: They own black and
yellow patterning all around their
body, occasionally on their legs.
Their legs mainly being black,
with red or yellow patterning
closer to the body. Their
cephalothorax is covered with
short silver hairs. They own an
egg shape abdomen.

Family: Araneidae
Description: The Araneidae are
ecribellate, entelegyne, three-
clawed spiders, having eight eyes
in two rows. The lateral eyes are
usually adjacent and some
distance from the medians; the
four medians form a trapezoid.

Class: Arachnida
Description: One or two body
parts. Four pairs of legs (usually -
although immature ticks, for
example, can have three pairs of
legs). No antennae.

Order: Araneae
Description: Two body parts:
cephalothorax and abdomen.
Eight legs attached to
cephalothorax.

Species: Aurantia
Description: Stabilimentum (reinforced area) in web makes a
vertical zigzag band above and below the middle of the web.
Juveniles make a circular stabilimentum in the center of the web.

Yellow Garden Spider

Insect Taxonomies and DescriptionsImages Insect Instruction
<image> I see black and yellow patterns on the body. Does
this fit with the identification?

Yes, the black and yellow patterning is a characteristic
feature of Argiope aurantia. They display bold black and
yellow markings on their abdomen, which is egg-shaped.
Their legs are predominantly black but often have red or
yellow near the base, which fits the description of this
spider.

How many body parts can I see on this spider?

You can observe two distinct body parts. Like all spiders in
the order Araneae, this one has a cephalothorax (the head
and thorax fused together) and an abdomen. These two
parts are clearly visible, separated by a narrow waist called
the pedicel.

I notice there’s something shiny or silvery on the spider's
head. What is that?

What you're seeing is likely the short silver hairs that cover
the spider’s cephalothorax. These silver hairs are a
common feature in Argiope aurantia, helping to give the
spider a distinctive, somewhat metallic look in certain
lighting.

Can you describe the arrangement of the eyes?

In Argiope aurantia, like other spiders in the family
Araneidae, the spider has eight eyes arranged in two rows.
The lateral eyes are close together but are positioned some
distance away from the median eyes, which form a
trapezoidal pattern.

Subphylum: Chelicerata
Description: The body plan
consists of two tagmata, the
prosoma and the opisthosoma,
except that mites have lost a
visible division between these
sections. The chelicerae are the
only appendages that appear
before the mouth.

Fig. 1: Our Proposed Multimodal Dataset and Visual Insect Instruction
Data. The left figure illustrates the samples of the four Subphylums, including Che-
licerata, Crustacea, Hexapoda, and Myriapoda. The middle figure shows an example
of hierarchical descriptions of the Aurantia Species. The right figure illustrates the
corresponding insect instruction data.
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Table 1: Comparison with existing datasets related to insects. Our proposed dataset
has hierarchical labels with six main hierarchical levels, i.e., Subphylum, Class, Order,
Family, Genus, and Species, and large numbers of species and samples. Moreover,
the proposed dataset contains hierarchical descriptions for each insect and auxiliary
taxonomic level, and visual instruction data.

Dataset Venue Year Species
Hierarchical

Labels
Hierarchical

Levels
Insect

Description
Auxiliary
Taxonomic

Instruction
Data

Number of
Samples

Samanta et al. [14] IJCES 2012 8 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 609
Wang et al. [15] KBS 2012 221 ✓ 3 ✗ ✗ ✗ 225
Venugoban et al. [16] IJMLC 2014 20 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 200
Xie et al. [17] CEA 2015 24 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 1,440
Liu et al. [18] Sci. Rep. 2016 12 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 5,136
Xie et al. [19] CEA 2018 40 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 4,500
Deng et al. [20] BE 2018 10 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 563
Alfarisy et al. [21] ICMAI 2018 13 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 4,511
PestNet [22] IEEE Access 2019 16 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 88,670
IP102 [23] CVPR 2019 102 ✓ 3 ✗ ✗ ✗ 75,222
AgriPest [24] Sensors 2021 14 ✓ 2 ✗ ✗ ✗ 49,707
INSECT [25] NeurIPS 2021 1,213 ✗ 1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 21,212
iNat-2021 [26] CVPR 2021 2,752 ✓ 5 ✗ ✗ ✗ 723,816
Insect-1M (Ours) [27] CVPR 2024 34,212 ✓ 6 ✓ ✓ ✗ 1,017,036
Multimodal Insect (Ours) − 2024 34,212 ✓ 6 ✓ ✓ ✓ 1,017,036

datasets play an important role in allowing the models to learn the alignments between
different modalities. Besides the general-purpose foundation models, the large multi-
modal models for specific fields, e.g., biomedicine [6], social analysis [9], or agriculture
[10], remain a significant research topic because of their fine-grain understanding
requirements. While the foundation models have been introduced for several tasks,
e.g., biomedicine [6] and social analysis [9], there are limited studies in developing
foundation models for precision agriculture. In the development of agriculture, the
visual identification and understanding of insects play a significant role in establishing
healthy crop growth and high-quality production.

The success of these models relies on two key factors, including the emergence of
large-scale text-image data and the development of large pre-trained visual foundation
models and large language models. While the conversational generative models have
been well developed for general purposes [11–13], to the best of our knowledge, there
are limited studies on developing the generative models of visual insect understand-
ing. Therefore, in this paper, levering the success of our developed large-scale insect
dataset and the insect foundation model, we propose a new Large Language and
Vision Assistant in Visual Insect Understanding, i.e., Insect-LLaVA, model.
To develop our conversational generative model, i.e., Insect-LLaVA, we propose a
new large-scale Multimodal Insect Data with Visual Insect Instruction Data
(Figure 1). Table 1 compares our proposed Multimodal Insect data with prior insect
datasets. The success of our proposed Insect-LLaVA promises to empower entomology
research and help entomologists in various tasks related to insect understanding.

One key factor in the success of the large multimodal foundation model is the
vision encoder model, which extracts the meaningful feature representation of visual
information. Recent vision foundation models [7, 28–36] show reliable performance
on downstream tasks as they are designed to learn properties of images or videos
from large-scale datasets that can perform well on unseen data. These models show
their capability with self-supervised and multi-modal learning on large-scale datasets
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[35, 37–39]. However, the current insect datasets [14–21, 23, 40, 41] are insufficient
to establish the foundation model of insects due to their scale and diversity. Indeed,
the most recent work presents an insect recognition dataset containing over 75, 000
images of 102 species [23]. Although the dataset includes many species, compared to
the species of insects in the natural environment with over 5.5 million species [42, 43],
the current work needs to have the diversity of insects. Furthermore, to our knowledge,
the current insect dataset [23] does not provide the corresponding insect descriptions,
limiting the ability to learn the foundation models.

While the dataset plays a significant role in building an insect foundation model,
the learning technique shows its significant factor in the performance of the foundation
model. Most of the approaches in foundation model learning are learning the align-
ment between multiple modalities, i.e., vision and language, to model the distribution
of concepts [7, 35, 36]. Other learning approaches provide various pre-text tasks, i.e.,
self-supervised contrastive learning and distillation learning, for vision model learning
and show their scaling ability and generalization with downstream tasks [28, 29, 32–
34, 44]. However, most prior approaches to the foundation models learn to extract the
general information of natural images but lack specific knowledge. For example, self-
supervised learning methods (e.g., MAE [32]) focused on reconstructing masked image
regions but struggled to capture the micro-features essential for distinguishing insect
species. Jigsaw-based methods [45, 46] learn structural relationships but fail to empha-
size micro-features of insects. Similarly, Micron-BERT [47] highlights minor differences
by swapping image regions, yet key species-defining traits often remain unchanged, lim-
iting its ability to capture fine-grained distinctions. Joint vision-language pre-training
models (e.g., CLIP [7]) aligned image-text embeddings but rely on high-level seman-
tic annotations, which are insufficient for precise insect identification. These models
were trained on datasets dominated by common objects rather than specialized ento-
mological data, making them ineffective in capturing micro-level features of insects.
Furthermore, the lack of detailed textual insect descriptions in large-scale datasets fur-
ther limits their ability to guide fine-grained feature learning. Large vision-language
assistant models (e.g., LLaVA [4, 5]) integrate advanced multimodal reasoning but
primarily depend on language priors that often lack specialized insect knowledge or
misinterpret species-specific details. Their attention mechanisms tend to prioritize
global context over micro-features of features, leading to potential misidentification.
Therefore, capturing fine-grained discrimination (micro-features) between insect sam-
ples plays an important role in the insect foundation model because of the high
diversity of species. To develop a robust insect foundation model, the learning approach
is required to represent the micro-features of insects. Motivated by this intuition, we
introduce a novel pre-text task to improve the learning capacity of the model between
the micro features of the insect, as shown in Figure 2.
Contributions. To advance precision agriculture research, we introduce Insect-
LLaVA, a novel multimodal foundation model designed for comprehensive insect
understanding. At its core, we develop a new Insect Foundation Model that
captures fine-grained visual insect features and generalizes to various downstream
applications, such as insect detection, classification, vision-language understanding,
and visual question answering. To support this, we propose a large-scale dataset,
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Fig. 2: Our Patch-wise Relevant Attention. Given masked insect images and
separated image patches, our model can learn to distinguish patches with minor dif-
ferences via relevant scores computed between masked images and image patches.

Multimodal Insect , which includes Visual Insect Instruction Data to facilitate
learning in generative and multimodal models. Building on our preliminary work
[27], which introduced the Insect-1M dataset and achieved state-of-the-art results
in insect understanding, we significantly expand our dataset and model to enhance
multimodal capabilities. Our Multimodal Insect Dataset comprises one million
densely labeled insect images spanning the entire taxonomic hierarchy—from Class
and Order to Genus and Species—each paired with a detailed textual description.
Notably, Insect-1M is 13× larger than the previous IP102 dataset [23]. To improve
the vision encoder of Insect-LLaVA, we introduce a self-supervised contrastive
learning paradigm with a novel Patch-wise Relevant Attention mechanism to model
intricate insect features. Additionally, we propose a Description Consistency loss to
enhance learning from textual descriptions. To evaluate Insect-LLaVA, we introduce
a new Visual Insect Question Answering (Insect-VQA) benchmark, assessing
the model’s understanding of insect-related visual tasks. Through extensive exper-
iments on Insect Classification, Insect Detection, and Insect-VQA benchmarks, we
demonstrate the superior performance of our approach compared to prior methods.

2 Related Work

This section will first review the current available public insect datasets. Then, we
present the current approaches to developing foundation models and large-vision
assistant models.

2.1 Insect Datasets

Previous studies have presented insect datasets on a small scale for recognition tasks.
[16] introduced a dataset containing 20 species, with 10 samples per species. Later,
[17] presented a dataset with 1, 440 samples from 24 species. More recently, larger
datasets suitable for deep learning have been developed. [19] created a dataset of 4, 500
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images spanning 40 species for insect classification, and [18] introduced a dataset with
over 5,000 samples focused on insect recognition and localization. PestNet [22], and
AgriPest [24] were specifically developed for small pest detection tasks. Additionally,
[23] introduced IP102, a large-scale dataset containing over 75, 000 insect samples from
102 species for classification and detection tasks. Meanwhile, [26] presented a dataset
with more than 723, 000 samples representing 2, 752 species from the Arthropoda
phylum. Although prior efforts promoted the development of vision and machine intel-
ligence in precision agriculture, no dataset has a large volume of samples and diverse
species for insect-related foundation model training. Therefore, this work introduces
a novel dataset that not only contains a large number of samples, i.e. 1M images, but
also has hierarchical labels from the high to the low taxonomy level, including class,
order, family, genus, and species. Table 1 compares our proposed dataset with the prior
ones. In comparison with prior datasets, the number of images in our proposed Insect-
1M dataset is 13× higher than the prior IP102 dataset, and the number of species is
335× higher than IP102 [23]. To preserve the rights of datasets and authors of images,
instead of publishing images, we only provide labels and links to download images.

2.2 Self-supervised Pre-training

Self-supervised pre-training has gained significant research interest as a strategy for
solving various visual recognition tasks, i.e., classification, localization, segmenta-
tion, video recognition, tracking, and many other tasks [32, 46–56]. SimCLR [30]
learned visual representations through a contrastive learning framework applying var-
ious image augmentations. MoCo [28] presented momentum updating to improve the
encoder learning for image representations using contrastive learning. This framework
was later refined to enhance the performance of SimCLR without needing a large
batch size [29]. The later method MoCo-V3 [44] further improved by removing the
memory queue, ensuring training stability for greater batch sizes. DINO [33] intro-
duced a self-supervised learning method based on knowledge distillation, which was
later extended to DINO-V2 [34], providing improved stability when scaling the size
of models and data. BEiT [57] presented a masked image modeling task where dis-
crete visual tokens from the original image were used as prediction targets. MAE [32]
and SimMIM [31] used a decoder to directly reconstruct pixel values in masked image
regions. Jigsaw-ViT [45] proposed a pre-training task for transformer models by find-
ing spatial positions from shuffled image patches. This approach was also applied to
temporal data to enhance video modeling robustness [46]. Micron-BERT [47] explored
subtle changes in facial videos by learning to detect minor differences in images where
regions had been swapped between frames.

2.3 Joint Vision-Language Pre-training

Recent advantages of joint vision-language pre-training models have been introduced.
CLIP [7] and ALIGN [35] demonstrated that dual-encoder models trained on image-
text pairs with contrastive objectives can learn strong representations for cross-modal
alignment and zero-shot image recognition tasks. LiT [58] and BASIC [59] introduced
zero-shot transfer learning techniques by training the text model to learn from the
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pre-trained image model through contrastive losses on large-scale datasets. SimVLM
[60], OFA [61], and BLIP [62] employed an encoder-decoder architecture trained with
language generative losses, achieving high performance on vision-language bench-
marks. CoCa [36] combined contrastive learning with generative image captioning to
improve global representation learning and fine-grained image-text alignment. Subse-
quent research [63] utilized sigmoid loss to calculate image-text similarity, enabling
batch size scaling. LexLIP [64] mapped images into a lexicon space to facilitate sparse
image-text matching, while EQSIM [65] computed similarity via equivariant changes
between images and text.

2.4 Large Language-Vision Assistant Models

The development of large-scale data processing and large language models (LLMs) has
provided a new vehicle to solve complex problems, including multimodal data. Some
of them can be accounted including large vision-language models [4, 5], large video-
language models [66, 67], or large audio-language models [68, 69]. By incorporating the
power of LLMs, the large-scale multimodal models (LMMs) have revolutionized the
research of large-scale multimodal. In the design of LMMs, different input modalities,
i.e., images/videos and languages, are connected to LLMs via the project modules
[4]. Then, the alignment across modalities is performed via cross-attention [5], Q-
Formers [8], or MLP [4]. The training procedure of LMMs typically has two major
steps: pre-training and instruction-tuning. While the first stage learns the alignment
of features across modalities, the second stage enables reasoning about concepts in
multimodal inputs and tasks. Recently, Chen and Zhang [70] improved LMM learning
via multimodal federated learning. Other studies enhanced the performance of LMM
by introducing high-resolution, Fine-grained, and Pixel-level Vision approaches [71–
75]. However, these prior studies have not been specifically designed to address the
challenges of modeling micro-features of insects. Several benchmarks were introduced
to evaluate the LMM performance, e.g., MMMU [76], and MM-SpuBench [77].

3 The Proposed Multimodal Insect with Visual
Insect Instruction Data

To establish the multimodal foundation and conversational generative models in visual
insect understanding, the large-scale dataset of insects with diverse species is essential.
Therefore, we collect a new insect dataset with dense labels of a hierarchical taxon-
omy. In particular, our Insect-1M dataset contains 1 million insect images with dense
hierarchical labels with six main taxonomies, i.e., Subphylum, Class1, Order, Family,
Genus, and Species. Figure 3 illustrates the treemap of our Multimodal Insect data.
The samples are in the Phylum Arthropoda and can be divided into 4 Subphylums,
which are Chelicerata, Crustacea, Hexapoda, and Myriapoda as shown in Figure 1.
Compared to prior datasets, our Insect-1M has more hierarchical levels with large
numbers of species and samples as in Table 1.

1In this paper, we use the term “Class” as a biological taxonomic level.
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Arthropoda

Hexapoda Chelicerata

Crustacea
Myriapoda

Insecta
Collembola

Arachnida

Malacostraca
Diplopoda

Lepidoptera Coleoptera Hymenoptera Hemiptera

Diptera Orthoptera

Odonata

Neuroptera Trichoptera

Ephemeroptera Blattodea

Psocodea

Mantodea

Plecoptera

Araneae

Trombidiformes Sarcoptiformes

Mesostigmata Opiliones

Others

Geometridae Erebidae

Noctuidae Crambidae Tortricidae

Gelechiidae

Pyralidae

Sphingidae

Notodontidae

Nymphalidae

Gracillariidae

Hesperiidae

Saturniidae Tineidae Papilionidae

Depressariidae Lycaenidae Limacodidae Sesiidae

Cosmopterigidae

Lasiocampidae

Pterophoridae

Blastobasidae

Pieridae Nolidae Nepticulidae Drepanidae

Coleophoridae

Others

Autostichidae

Oecophoridae

Momphidae Cossidae

Elachistidae

Zygaenidae Tischeriidae Argyresthiidae Scythrididae

Heliozelidae

Thyrididae

Glyphipterigidae

Yponomeutidae

Apatelodidae Prodoxidae Riodinidae Plutellidae

Ypsolophidae

Hepialidae

Adelidae

Heliodinidae

Uraniidae Attevidae

Carabidae Chrysomelidae

Curculionidae Cerambycidae Scarabaeidae

Staphylinidae

Tenebrionidae

Elateridae

Buprestidae Coccinellidae Meloidae

Dytiscidae Cantharidae Hydrophilidae Nitidulidae Lampyridae

Histeridae

Ptinidae

Cleridae

Melyridae

Mordellidae

Dermestidae

Erotylidae

Lycidae

Anthicidae

Silphidae Brentidae Bostrichidae Scirtidae Lucanidae

Leiodidae

Latridiidae

Gyrinidae Haliplidae Heteroceridae Brachyceridae Corylophidae

Phengodidae

Monotomidae

Byrrhidae

Throscidae

Ptilodactylidae

Cucujidae Ptiliidae Passalidae Byturidae

Dryopidae Cupedidae Eucinetidae

Kateretidae

Pythidae

Formicidae Ichneumonidae Apidae

Vespidae

Crabronidae

Megachilidae

Halictidae Braconidae Tenthredinidae

Pompilidae

Sphecidae

Andrenidae

Cynipidae Mutillidae
Scoliidae

Chrysididae

Argidae

Colletidae

Encyrtidae
Diapriidae

Others Thynnidae Torymidae Eurytomidae

Pteromalidae

Diprionidae

Siricidae

Pamphiliidae

Tiphiidae Bethylidae Dryinidae Figitidae

Gasteruptiidae

Platygastridae

Perilampidae

Evaniidae

Mymaridae Leucospidae Aphelinidae Sapygidae

Xyelidae

Pergidae

Aulacidae

Cephidae

Cicadellidae Miridae

Pentatomidae

Membracidae

Reduviidae

Aphididae Coreidae Cicadidae Delphacidae

Rhyparochromidae

Cixiidae

Tingidae

Lygaeidae

Derbidae

Alydidae

Nabidae

Rhopalidae

Flatidae

Largidae

Acanaloniidae

Anthocoridae

Triozidae

Notonectidae Veliidae Saldidae Aleyrodidae

Caliscelidae

Issidae

Fulgoridae

Geocoridae Tropiduchidae Cercopidae Aphalaridae

Nepidae Blissidae

Cimicidae

Cymidae

Bombyliidae

Syrphidae

Asilidae

Tachinidae
Tephritidae Tabanidae Chironomidae

Others

Dolichopodidae

Limoniidae

Agromyzidae

Cecidomyiidae

Stratiomyidae

Rhagionidae

Chloropidae Anthomyiidae Ephydridae Sarcophagidae Empididae Hybotidae

Sepsidae

Bibionidae

Micropezidae

Simuliidae

Drosophilidae

Mydidae

Xylophagidae Chaoboridae Acroceridae Phoridae Psychodidae

Sciomyzidae Therevidae Polleniidae Keroplatidae Xylomyidae Sciaridae

Oestridae

Pyrgotidae

Anisopodidae Lonchaeidae Milichiidae Psilidae

Scatopsidae Pediciidae Fanniidae

Clusiidae

Acrididae Tettigoniidae

Gryllidae

Tetrigidae Rhaphidophoridae

Libellulidae
Coenagrionidae

Aeshnidae

Others

Calopterygidae

Lestidae

Myrmeleontidae Chrysopidae

Linyphiidae Salticidae

Araneidae Others Lycosidae

Theridiidae

Thomisidae

Gnaphosidae

Tetragnathidae

Agelenidae

Philodromidae Oxyopidae Anyphaenidae

Pholcidae Oonopidae Hahniidae

Mimetidae

Uloboridae

Scytodidae

Amaurobiidae

Filistatidae Cybaeidae

Sparassidae

Sicariidae

Nephilidae

Others

Eupodidae

Anystidae

Fig. 3: Treemap of the Multimodal Dataset. Nested boxes represent classes,
orders, and families. The size of the boxes represents the relative number of samples.

3.1 The Proposed Multimodal Insect Dataset

Data Collection Protocol.We utilize insect information containing insect data with
images and taxonomies collected by naturalists and entomologists. Figure 4 illustrates
our data collection pipeline. Each insect sample has a corresponding image and its
taxonomic label. From the taxonomic label, we crawl the identification description
of the corresponding taxonomy. Notice that the taxonomic labels are hierarchical.
The description is written from high-level descriptions, e.g., Subphylum and Class, to
low-level descriptions, e.g., Species. Figure 1 shows an example of an insect description.

Data Preprocessing. The raw data is stored in over 1 million HTML files with
predefined HTML structures. Then, we parse the data structures to collect the insect
images and their labels. More than 2 million raw images and their corresponding labels
have been collected. However, the raw data collected consists of a lot of noise, e.g.,
incorrect identification of insects, corrupted images, and non-insect images. Therefore,
to filter these outliers, our entomology experts must verify the images and their labels,
i.e., insect identification. Finally, our collected Multimodal Insect (Insect 1M) dataset
consists of 1, 017, 036 clean images with dense labels of 34, 212 different insect species.

Fig. 4: Our Data Collection Pipeline.
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3.2 Visual Insect Instruction Data

While several prior insect datasets have been proposed, there is still a lack of visual
instruction data. To address this problem, we further propose the Visual Insect
Instruction Data based on our Multimodal Insect (Insect 1M) dataset. Following
the standard instruction data of prior work [4], our insect instruction data consists of
two sets, i.e., the Pre-training Dataset and the Fine-tuning Dataset.

Visual Insect Feature Alignment Pre-training Dataset. For an insect
image I, we construct the pre-training dataset by sampling a question Xq,
which asks to describe the insect image. Then, the answer Xa will be cor-
responding to the insect description of insect image I. Formally, the single-
turn instruction data of the pre-training insect dataset can be formed as
Human:Xq, I<STOP>\n Assistant: Xa<STOP>\n. Then, question Xq are randomly
sampled from the following list.

• “Describe the following insect in detail”

• “Provide a detailed description of the given insect image”

• “Give an elaborate explanation of the insect you see”

• “Share a comprehensive rundown of the presented insect”

• “Offer a thorough analysis of the insect”

• “Explain the various aspects of the insect before you”

• “Clarify the contents of the displayed insect ge with great detail”

• “Characterize the insect using a well-detailed description”

• “Break down the elements of the insect in a detailed manner”

• “Walk through the important details of the insect”

• “Portray the insect with a rich, descriptive narrative”

• “Narrate the contents of the insect with precision”

• “Analyze the insect in a comprehensive and detailed manner”

• “Illustrate the insect through a descriptive explanation”

• “Examine the insect closely and share its details”

• “Write an exhaustive depiction of the given insect”

Insect Instruction Fine-tuning Dataset. To train the conversational generation
model of insects aligned with diverse instructions, we present an approach to generate
the insect multi-round conversations of insect images by prompting only language to
the large language model. Due to the high cost of the commercial language model
of GPT-4 [78], we choose to use the open-source LLaMA-3 [79] with a competitive
performance for the optimal cost while we are still able to generate good quality
instruction data. In particular, given an insect description, we design instructions in a
prompt that asks the language model to produce a multi-turn conversation (question
and answer) in a tone as if the language model could see the insect image. Figure
1 illustrates the example of our insect instruction data. The prompt to create the
instruction data can be formed as follows.
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messages = [ {"role":"system", "content": f“““You are an AI visual assistant
specialized in entomology topics, and you are seeing a single insect image. What you
see are provided with sentences, describing the same image you are looking at. Answer
all questions as you are seeing the insect image. Design a conversation between you
and a person asking about this insect photo. The answers should be in a tone that a
visual AI assistant is seeing the insect image and answering the question. Ask diverse
questions and give corresponding answers. Include questions about the image’s visual
content, including the insect phylum, subphylum, class, order, superfamily, family,
subfamily, etc. Only include questions that have definite answers:
(1) one can see the content in the insect image that the question asks about and can
answer confidently;
(2) one can determine confidently from the insect image that it is not in the image.
Do not ask any questions that cannot be answered confidently.
Also include complex questions that are relevant to the content in the insect image,
for example, asking about background knowledge of the insects in the image, asking
to discuss insects in the image, etc. Again, do not ask about uncertain details. Pro-
vide detailed answers when answering complex questions. For example, give detailed
examples or reasoning steps to make the content more convincing and well-organized.
You can include multiple paragraphs if necessary.”””}
]
for sample in fewshot samples:

messages.append({"role":"user", "content":sample[‘context’]})
messages.append({"role":"assistant", "content":sample[‘response’]}
)

messages.append({"role":"user", "content":‘\n’.join(query)})

Instruction Data Filtering. Following the LLaVA protocol in data filtering, the
text-based filtering approach has been applied to remove invalid or noisy answers,
i.e., (1) The responses are incomplete, (2) LLaMA does not provide answers, (3) The
responses include words that suggest the answer is not based on the insect image.
Finally, we manually validate the responses of 15% samples of the dataset to ensure
the quality of the visual insect instruction data.

Fig. 5: The Distribution of Classes in Multimodal Insect Dataset (Left) and the
Distribution of Insecta Orders (Right).
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Fig. 6: Examples of Visual Instruction Data in our Multimodal Insect Dataset.

3.3 Data Statistic

Our proposed Multimodal Insect Dataset comprises a total of 1, 017, 036 images,
each paired with instruction-response pairs, covering a diverse range of insect-related
queries. These insect images span 34,212 different species, ensuring extensive taxo-
nomic coverage. Each sample is systematically categorized into six main hierarchical
taxonomy levels, specifically Subphylum, Class, Order, Family, Genus, and Species,
allowing for precise classification and retrieval of taxonomic information. Figure 5
shows the sample distributions of the Subphylums and their Classes. The instruction-
response pairs are structured into multiple categories, addressing distinct aspects of
insect-related inquiries. Figure 6 illustrates an example of our visual insect instruction
data. The instruction categories in our proposed data include:

• Insect Identification consists of queries related to recognizing and distinguishing
different insect species.

• Appearance includes questions about visual characteristics such as size, color, and
wing patterns.
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Sample Distribution: Insect-1M

Fig. 7: Sample distribution of the Classes (top) and the 40 most popular Orders
(bottom) in the Insect-1M dataset.

• Insect Characteristics cover biological traits like behavior, lifecycle, feeding
habits, and ecological roles.

• Geographic Localization provides insights into the natural habitat and geograph-
ical distribution of insect species.

• Reasoning involves answering complex queries that require logical deductions
based on insect features.

• Descriptive Queries. cover general information, background, and unique facts
about insects.

The response length varies significantly depending on the complexity of the query,
ranging from 4 to 341 words. On average, a single response contains 48 words, ensuring
concise yet informative answers. Additionally, the number of instruction turns per
interaction varies, ranging between 2 and 25 turns, with an average of 5 turns per
instruction set. This dynamic range allows for both simple, direct responses and multi-
turn, in-depth discussions, making the dataset versatile for training models that handle
both basic and complex queries effectively. By incorporating a vast number of species,
structured taxonomy, diverse instruction categories, and varied response lengths, our
dataset is designed to enhance the understanding and recognition of insects. Figure 7
illustrates the sample distributions of Classes and Orders in the proposed dataset.
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Fig. 8: The Large Language and Vision Assistant Framework for Insect Understanding
(Insect-LLaVA).

4 The Proposed Large Language and Vision
Assistant in Visual Insect Understanding

In this section, we first introduce our proposed Large Language and Vision Assistant in
Visual Insect Understanding (Insect-LLaVA), followed by presenting the current limi-
tations of foundation model training. Then, we will present our approach to developing
a robust Insect Foundation Model for visual insect understanding tasks.

4.1 The Proposed Insect-LLaVA

The conversational generative model relies on the power of both a pre-trained vision
encoder and LLM. Inspired by LLaVA [4, 5], in our approach, we develop our Insect-
LLaVA (Figure 8) by adopting the design of LLaVA. In particular, our Insect-LLaVA
model consists of three major models, i.e., the vision encoder, the multi-layer percep-
tion connector (also known as the projection), and the large language model. For the
LLM, we adopt the Vicuna model [80] as similar to LLaVA [4, 5]. Meanwhile, the
transformer-based vision encoder can produce meaningful features for insect under-
standing. Since the visual features of insects and language tokens lie on different
feature spaces, the visual features will undergo a multi-layer perception connector to
align with the textual features.

Formally, given the insect image I and a multi-turn conversation data(
X1

q,X
1
a,X

2
q,X

2
a, ...,X

M
q ,XM

a

)
where M is the number of turns, following the stan-

dard protocol of [4, 5], we construct the instruction data Xm
instruct in the mth turn as

follows:

Xm
instruct =

{
Randomly Choose [X1

q, I] or [I,X
1
q] If m = 1

Xm
q If m > 1

(1)
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Then, learning the conversational generative model can be formed as an auto-regressive
training objective as follows:

θ∗ = argmax
θ

EXa,I,Xinstruct
log p(Xa|I,Xinstruct)

= argmax
θ

EXa,I,Xinstruct

L∑
i=1

log pθ(xi|I,Xinstruct<i,Xa<i)
(2)

where L is the sequence length of the answer Xa = [x1, x2, ..., xL], θ is the parameters
of the Insect-LLaVA model, and Xinstruct<i and Xa<i are the tokens of instructions
and answers in all turns before token xi. Similar to LLaVA [4, 5], the Insect-LLaVA
model follows two stages of the instruction-tuning procedure including pre-training
and fine-tuning.

• Visual Insect Feature Alignment Pre-training. To learn the alignment
between visual feature features and language descriptions, we construct the pre-
training dataset by considering each sample as single-turn instruction data. In
particular, for each insect sample, the question Xa will be randomly constructed, a
sentence asking to briefly describe the image. Then, the corresponding answer Xa

will be the insect description developed in our Insect-1M dataset. During the pre-
training phase, the weights of the multi-layer perception connector are updated,
while the weights of the vision encoder and the large language model are fixed.

• Visual Insect Instruction Fine-tuning. In the training phase, the entire Insect-
LLaVA model is learned from our proposed insect instruction data. Both the large
language model and the multi-layer perception connector are further updated.
Meanwhile, since the Insect Foundation encoder has been well learned to represent
the insect features, the weights of the vision encoder are frozen in this learning stage.

Limitations of Current Vision Encoder in Insect-LLaVA. The success of large
language and vision assistant models relies on the vision encoder, which produces a
meaningful feature representation of visual knowledge. While the prior approaches
[4, 5] adopt the CLIP model [7] for the vision encoder, this model remains inefficient
in the visual insect understanding context. Indeed, the CLIP model is learned on the
general knowledge dataset. Meanwhile, the vision encoder in Insect-LLAVA should be
capable of specific knowledge of insects so that it can contain features that represent
insect characteristics. It is essential to develop an Insect Foundation Model that
captures the insect features well and provides meaningful representations for visual
insect understanding purposes. Therefore, in the next section, we will present our
approach to developing an insect foundation model that can be used as a powerful
vision encoder in our Insect-LLaVA framework.

4.2 Insect Foundation Model

In this section, we first present the current limitations of foundation model learning
approaches in developing insect foundation models. Then, we present our proposed
learning approaches to develop a robust insect foundation model that can model the
micro features of insects.

14



4.2.1 Limitations of Prior Foundation Training Approaches

In visual insect understanding, the visual representation and discrimination of the
small and undistinguished features of the insects are the main challenges when building
foundation models. A popular self-supervised learning method MAE [32] focuses on
the context of an image individually while learning to reconstruct an image from
the masked image. This learning strategy is hard to represent the small details to
discriminate between insects. On the other hand, self-supervised learning methods
using Jigsaw solving [45, 81] correct the position of shuffled image patches to learn the
image structure. This strategy requires more processes to focus on the undistinguished
details of the image. Meanwhile, Micron-BERT [47] represents the minor differences in
images by swapping the regions between two images with similar contexts. However,
the minor differences in the insect image still maintain the key features representing
the insect, which makes the model fail to recognize the small features of the insects. To
overcome these limitations, we propose a novel approach that trains a model to extract
the minor features in insect images. Our method distinguishes these features from the
background by learning the micro differences between image patches. Figure 9 shows
a comparison of previous self-supervised techniques [32, 45, 47] with our method.

Figure 10 presents our insect foundation model. The model is built to capture
minor differences in insect features, including textures, limbs, and other parts, through
a novel self-supervised pre-text task. Additionally, the model is pre-trained to learn the
fine-grained alignment between insect descriptions in text and their visual information.
In detail, given an input image I, we divide I into non-overlapping patches P . Then,
a subset of patches Ps is sampled randomly from P , while the remaining patches are
placed into a pool of image patches Ppool. An image encoder is applied to extract Ps

Fig. 9: Comparisons of Different Self-supervised Foundation Model Train-
ing Methods. MAE [32] fails to reconstruct the details of the insect since it learns
general information about the image. Micron-BERT [47] hardly distinguishes the insect
and background. Jigsaw-ViT [45] cannot correct shuffled patches due to confusion
between the background and the object. Meanwhile, our approach can find separated
patches belonging to the insect by scoring each patch. Best viewed in color.
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Fig. 10: The Overview Framework of Our Proposed Approach to Insect Foundation
Model.

into latent vectors. For the corresponding insect description T , a text encoder is used to
extract relevant information. Then, a text decoder and a joint image-text contrastive
learning module are employed to map the description to the image. Finally, a novel
Patch-wise Relevant Attention module is introduced for self-supervised learning to
enhance the discrimination capability of the model.

4.2.2 Insect Foundation Model

Input Processing. Let P = {pis}
NP
i=1 be non-overlapping patches divided from the

input image I ∈ RH×W×3 where NP is the total number of patches and H and W
represent the height and width of the input image. The patches P are then randomly
sampled to create a subset of patches Ps ⊂ P , while the other patches are put into
a global pool of image patches Ppool. Note that Ppool includes patches from multiple
images in the training set.

Vision Encoder. Each patch pis ∈ Ps is projected into a latent vector xi
s ∈ Rd

where d is defined as the dimension of the latent vectors. A subset patches Ps can be
expressed as follows:

Xs = concat({xi
s}

NPs
i=1 ) ∈ RNPs×d, xi

s = αp(p
i
s) + ep(i) (3)

where αp represents the projection embedding, and ep denotes the position embedding.
Then, let an image encoder Eimage(Xs) consist of Le transformer blocks where each
block includes multi-head self-attention FMSA and multi-layer perceptron FMLP. The
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Fig. 11: Pool of Image Patches. Original images are split into image patches.
Then, these patches are randomly sampled and placed into a pool of patches for the
self-supervised pre-text task.

Insect Foundation Model can be formed as follows:

X′
l = Xl−1 + FMSA(Xl−1)

Xl = X′
l + FMLP(X

′
l)

X0 = Xs, 1 ≤ l ≤ Le

(4)

Then, the output latent vector Zs is computed from Xs as follows:

Zs = Eimage(Xs), Zs ∈ RNPs×d (5)

4.2.3 Insect Micro-feature Self-supervised Learning

Insect recognition depends on small features like texture, eyes, or limbs, which are
challenging to detect. To improve the robustness of the model to these tiny features
in insect images, we propose a novel self-supervised learning strategy that identifies
minor differences in the images to capture these features. Insects can be distinguished
by detecting and recognizing key features across their various parts. To strengthen
this capability, a pre-text task is introduced. In detail, after extracting global informa-
tion from a masked insect image, the model learns to identify the missing patches by
comparing image segments from different insect species. Through this learning mecha-
nism, the model effectively recognizes the key features of each insect and distinguishes
the small differences between species. As shown in Figure 11, given a subset of patches
Ps from the image I and a pool of image patches Ppool, we train the model to match
the patches pt ∈ Ppool to the belonging image I. A patch-wise relevance score (PRS)
is then computed between the latent vectors Zs of Ps and each patch p ∈ Ppool. The
score can be defined as fPRS(Zs, p) ∈ [0, 1]. The higher the score is, the more possibility
that p ∈ P .

Attention Pooling. To measure the relevance between latent vectors Zs of the image
I and the patch p ∈ Ppool, the latent vectors Zs need to be aggregated to capture the
overall information of I. Inspired by [36], we utilize attention pooling to compute the
global representation of I. Using a placeholder contextual token z′ct as the query Qct
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and the latent vectors Zs as the key KZ and value VZ , we calculate an attention map
between Qct and KZ . The attention map is then used to be combined with the value
VZ to compute a contextual token zct representing the global information of I. The
attention pooling illustrated as Figure 12 can be described as Eqn. (6).

Qct = Linear(z′ct) KZ = Linear(Zs) VZ = Linear(Zs)

zct = softmax

(
QctK

T
Z√

d

)
VZ

(6)

Patch-wise Relevant Attention. With zct as a contextual token extracted from
the information of I, we calculate the relevance between zct and p ∈ Ppool. We expand
the attention score function fPRS as described in Eqn. (7).

fPRS(Zs, p) = H(zct, zp) (7)

where zp = Eimage(αp(p)) is a latent vector representing the patch p and H is a
similarity function between two latent vectors. Based on Eqn. (7), we extent the score
function into a self-supervised loss function LPRS as follow:

LPRS = −y log(H(zct, zp))− (1− y) log(1−H(zct, zp)) (8)

where y = 1 if p ∈ P and y = 0 otherwise. In this work, the cosine similarity is applied
for the similarity function H.

4.2.4 Fine-grained Insect Image-Text Alignment

Each species has a unique definition and description that can be mapped to different
parts of the insect image. We use a text decoder to generate species descriptions
based on the insect images. Additionally, to capture the overall characteristics of each
species, we apply contrastive learning between the global features of the insect images
and their descriptions. This enables the model to learn specific details from the insect
images through the corresponding descriptions.

Formally, an insect description is tokenized into T = {ti}NT
i=1 while NT represents

the number of tokens of the description. Each token ti ∈ T is then embedded as a
latent vector wi ∈ Rd. The description can be represented as:

W = concat({wi}NT
i=1) ∈ RNT×d, wi = αw + ew(i) (9)

where αw and ew are the projection embedding and position embedding.
Similar to the image encoder, the text encoder Etext(W) consists of L′

e trans-
former blocks, each containing multi-head self-attention and multi-layer perceptron.
The output latent vector Z′ of the description is computed as

W′ = Etext(W), Z′ ∈ RNT×d (10)

Then, we utilize the latent vector Zs from the insect image andW′ from the description
text for image-text contrastive learning and multi-modal image description decoding.
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Fig. 12:Attention Pooling Module. The contextual token zct represents the global
information of the image I.

Image-text Contrastive Learning. Inspired by the previous language model
approaches [82–85], a contextual token wct representing the semantic information of
the description is added to the beginning ofW, as shown in Eqn. (9). The two encoders
Eimage and Etext are then jointly optimized via contrastive learning as follow:

Lcon =
−1

N

N∑
i=1

[
log

exp(zTi wi)∑N
j=1 exp(z

T
i wj)

+ log
exp(wT

i zi)∑N
j=1 exp(w

T
i zj)

]
(11)

where zi and wi are the contextual token of the i-th insect image and description,
respectively.

Multi-modal Image Description Decoding. While image-text contrastive learn-
ing extracts the global semantic information between the image and description, the
multi-modal image description decoding focuses on the fine-grained details by pre-
dicting the tokenized texts of T in an autoregressive manner, as described in Eqn.
(12).

Ldesc = −
NT∑
t=1

logDmulti(wt|W0:t−1,Zs) (12)

where Dmulti is an autoregressive multi-modal text decoder.

5 Experiments

In this section, we first present our implementation and evaluation benchmarks used
in our experiments. Then, we present the experimental results of our proposed Insect-
LLaVA and Insect Foundation Model by comparing our results with prior state-of-the-
art models. Finally, our ablative experiments will analyze the effectiveness of different
aspects of our proposed approach.
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Fig. 13: The Examples of Our Visual Insect Question Answering Benchmark.

5.1 Evaluation Benchmarks and Implementation

Visual Insect Question Answering Benchmark. To efficiently evaluate the
LLaVA model, we develop the two sets of Visual Insect Question Answering bench-
marks based on the IP-102 dataset and our Multimodal Insect dataset. For the first
set, inspired by the Science-VQA [86] benchmark, we adopt the insect images and
ground truths in the testing set of the IP-102 dataset to develop the multiple-choice
questions. For each insect image, the question will be “What is the species name of
the insect shown?” four choices will be given, with only one being the answer. In
this benchmark, the performance of the model is evaluated using accuracy calculated
based on the predictions of conversational generative models. Figure 13 illustrates
examples of our visual insect question-answering benchmark. For the second set, we
sample 10,000 images from our Multimodal Insect dataset. Then, we develop a set of
multi-choice questions similar to the first set based on our ground truths.
IP102 Classification Benchmark. The IP102 dataset [23] contains 102 insect
species and includes 45,095 training samples, 7,508 validation samples, and 22,619
testing samples. Each species image might depict a single insect, multiple insects, or
even a diseased crop caused by the species. Insects are presented in various life stages
for each class, including egg, larva, pupa, and adult. The classification performance is
evaluated using Top 1 accuracy (Acc@1) and Top 5 accuracy (Acc@5).

Table 2: Accuracy (%) on Visual Insect Question Answering Benchmark based
on IP102.

Method Vision Encoder Language Model Training Dataset Accuracy

LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 7B LLaVA V1.5 38.14
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 13B LLaVA V1.5 40.20

LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 7B Multimodal Insect 42.09
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 13B Multimodal Insect 45.10

Insect-LLAVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 7B Multimodal Insect 46.08
Insect-LLAVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 13B Multimodal Insect 48.53

20



Table 3: Accuracy (%) on Visual Insect Question Answering Benchmark based
on Multimodal Insect.

Method Vision Encoder Language Model Training Dataset Accuracy
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 7B LLaVA v1.5 41.8
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 13B LLaVA v1.5 42.6
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 7B Multimodal Insect 54.4
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 13B Multimodal Insect 56.5
Insect-LLaVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 7B Multimodal Insect 55.7
Insect-LLaVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 13B Multimodal Insect 57.2

iNat-2021 Insect Classification Benchmark. This data is a subset of iNat-2021
[26] which includes 723K images of 2752 different species. Similar to the IP102 Clas-
sification benchmark, we adopt the metrics of Top 1 accuracy (Acc@1) and Top 5
accuracy (Acc@5) to evaluate our proposed approach.

IP102 Detection Benchmark. The IP102 detection data [23] provides 15,178 train-
ing images and 3,798 testing images representing 102 different species. Following
the COCO benchmark [87], the insect detection performance is assessed by Aver-
age Precision (AP) and Average Precision at IoU thresholds of 0.5 (AP.50) and 0.75
(AP.75).
Fine-Grained Zero-Shot Learning on INSECT Benchmark. The INSECT
Benchmark [25] includes 21, 212 samples with 1, 213 classes. These classes are split
into 1,080 seen classes and 121 unseen classes for evaluation. In addition, the dataset
utilizes DNA sequences as auxiliary information. Following [25], the accuracy metric
is applied for the seen and unseen classes. Moreover, the harmonic mean between the
accuracies is utilized for comparison.

Implementation Details. In our experiments, our Insect-LLaVA model utilizes the
Vicuna 7B and Vicuna 13B for our language model. We adopt the learning hyper-
parameter of LLaVA v1.5 [5] for our pre-training and fine-tuning phases. For the vision
encoder, our Insect Foundation model uses ViT-Base (ViT-B/16) [88] as the backbone
model. The images are resized and randomly cropped to a resolution of 224 × 224.
Each image is then split into 16× 16 patches, resulting in NP = 196 patches. A patch
sampling ratio of 50% is applied, with the remaining patches placed into the pool of
image patches. Each patch is projected into a latent space of d = 768 dimensions.
The text encoder and multi-modal text decoder are based on the pre-trained BERT
model [82]. The model is implemented using PyTorch [89] and trained on 16 × A100
GPUs. The initial learning rate is set to 1.5× 10−4, following the cosine learning rate
scheduler [90]. The model optimization uses AdamW [91] for 200 epochs, with a batch
size of 64 per GPU.

5.2 Visual Insect Question Answering

Visual Insect Question Answering. We evaluate the performance of our Insect-
LLaVA model using our developed Visual Insect Question Answering (Insect VQA)
benchmarks using different language models, i.e., Vicuna 7B and Vicuna 13B. We
compare our approach with LLaVA v1.5 [5] trained on the LLaVA v1.5 instruction
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data and our insect instruction data. Table 2 illustrates our results on the Insect
VQA benchmark developed based on IP102. By using our insect instruction data,
the performance of the LLaVA model is further improved since our data provide
better and more detailed knowledge of visual insect understanding compared to the
general knowledge of the LLaVA v1.5 instruction data. Meanwhile, if we adopt the
Insect Foundation model as the vision encoder, the performance of Insect-LLaVA
models is significantly improved since the Insect Foundation model trained on Insect-
1M offers better visual feature representations of insects and well captures micro-
features of insects. Similarly, as shown in Table 3, our proposed approach and dataset

USER: What is the species name of the insect shown?
LLaVA v1.5: The species name of the insect shown is a fly.

USER: Can you detail the insect species and its characteristics?
LLaVA v1.5: The insect in the image is a fly, which is a type of insect belonging
to the order Diptera. Flies are characterized by their two wings, one pair of
wings, and a single pair of antennae. They have a distinctive and often
irritating buzzing sound, which they produce by rapidly vibrating their wings.
Flies are found in a wide range of habitats, including forests, grasslands, and
wetlands. They are also commonly found in human-populated areas, such as
homes, restaurants, and garbage dumps. […]

USER: Can you briefly describe the insect in this image?
LLaVA v1.5: The insect in the image is a large brown and yellow grasshopper, 
which is perched on a leaf.

USER: What are the characteristics of the insect?
LLaVA v1.5: The insect is a large brown and yellow grasshopper, which is 
characterized by its long legs and antennae. Grasshoppers are known for their 
ability to jump and their distinctive appearance, which varies among species. 
This particular grasshopper is perched on a leaf, which may provide it with 
shade or a place to rest.

USER: What is the species name of the insect shown?
Insect-LLaVA: The species name of the insect is Philotarsus kwakiutl.

USER: Can you detail the insect species and its characteristics?
Insect-LLaVA : Philotarsus kwakiutl is a member of the family Loving Barklice
(Philotarsidae) within the order Psocodea, which includes barklice, booklice,
and parasitic lice. As an arthropod, it has a segmented body covered by a
tough exoskeleton made partially of chitin. The insect is also part of the
subphylum Hexapoda, meaning it possesses six legs. Like other insects,
Philotarsus kwakiutl has three distinct body parts: the head, thorax, and
abdomen. Its antennae likely consist of 13 or fewer segments, without
secondary annulations. The forewings typically feature a hardened
pterostigma, which aids in wing movement. Adult Philotarsus kwakiutl have
2- or 3-segmented tarsi at the ends of their legs. Its symmetrical body
structure and exoskeleton make it well-adapted for its habitat, often living on
tree bark where it feeds on lichen, algae, and fungal spores.

USER: Can you briefly describe the insect in this image?
Insect-LLaVA: The insect in this image belongs to the genus Melanoplus, a 
type of Spur-throated Grasshopper from the family Acrididae. It is a large, 
brown, and yellow insect with a well-defined body structure common to 
grasshoppers. Its legs, especially the hind ones, are adapted for jumping, and 
it possesses the characteristic spur between the bases of its front legs.

USER: What are the characteristics of the insect?
Insect-LLaVA : The insect is segmented into three main parts: head, thorax, 
and abdomen, typical of hexapods. It has three pairs of jointed legs, with the 
hind legs being significantly enlarged for jumping. The pronotum, which does 
not extend beyond the base of the wings, is smooth and rounded. The wings 
vary in size but are generally well-developed, though some species may have 
shorter or absent wings. The auditory organ (tympanum), if present, is located 
on the sides of the first abdominal segment. The insect also features an 
ovipositor that is short and stout, a common trait in this group of grasshoppers.

USER: What is the species name of the insect shown?
GPT-4o: This looks like a barklouse, a tiny bug often found on tree bark or
leaves. It has delicate wings, long antennae, and big eyes. While I can’t say the
exact species, it’s probably from a group called Psocidae.

USER: Can you detail the insect species and its characteristics?
GPT-4o: This little bug looks like a barklouse, which is part of a group called
Psocidae. These insects are really small, usually just a few millimeters long,
and they have soft bodies, long antennae, and big eyes. Their wings are thin
and see-through, often held like a little tent over their backs. Barklice are
harmless and actually helpful because they eat mold, algae, and tiny bits of
organic debris. […]

USER: Can you briefly describe the insect in this image?
GPT-4o: The insect in the photo looks like a grasshopper, which is a type of
insect commonly found in grassy areas and fields. Grasshoppers are known for
their strong back legs that allow them to jump long distances. T

USER: What are the characteristics of the insect?
GPT-4o : The insect is characterized by strong hind legs for jumping, short 
antennae, and a sturdy body. It has earthy colors like brown, yellow, and 
black, helping it blend into its environment. It eats plants, folds its wings along 
its back, and uses spiny legs for grip and protection.

Fig. 14: The Comparison of Conversation of Insect Understanding Between LLaVA
v1.5, GPT-4o, and [5] and Insect LLaVA. As shown in our results, our model can
produce more accurate information about the insects with better details and reasoning
of insect characteristics. Meanwhile, LLaVA v1.5 is only able to provide very general
information about the insects.
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Table 4: Classification results on IP102 Classification benchmark. Both pro-
posed models, pre-trained with and without the insect descriptions, outperform prior
methods by a large margin. ∗Since the vision encoder is used for the inference only.
We only compute the model size and FLOPS of the vision encoder.

Method
Model
Size

FLOPS Description
Pre-train

Data
Acc@1
(%)

Acc@5
(%)

ResNet [23] 26M 8.7G ✗ ImageNet1K 49.4 -
EfficientNet [41] 30M 9.9G ✗ ImageNet1K 60.7 -
DenseNet [92] 33M 11.5G ✗ ImageNet1K 61.9 -
GAEnsemble [93] - - ✗ ImageNet1K 67.1 -
WS-SAM [94] 26M 8.7G ✗ ImageNet1K 71.1 87.6
ViT [88] 87M 17.6G ✗ ImageNet1K 71.6 87.7
SINet [95] 26M 8.7G ✗ COD10K [95] 71.2 89.8
FEDER [96] 26M 8.7G ✗ COD10K [95] 72.5 90.8
MoCo [28] 87M 17.6G ✗ Insect-1M 70.6 88.4
DINO [33] 87M 17.6G ✗ Insect-1M 71.5 91.4
MAE [32] 87M 17.6G ✗ Insect-1M 72.0 91.5
Insect-Foundation 87M 17.6G ✗ Insect-1M 73.3 91.6
CoCa [36] 87M∗ 17.6G∗ ✓ Insect-1M 72.8 91.1
Insect-Foundation 87M∗ 17.6G∗ ✓ Insect-1M 75.8 92.1

also achieved state-of-the-art performance on the Insect VQA benchmark developed
based on our multimodal insect dataset.

Multimodal Chatbox. Figure 14 illustrates examples of the conversations produced
by our Insect-LLaVA model compared to the LLaVA model. As shown in our results,
while LLaVA v1.5 only provides a general knowledge of insects, our Insect-LLaVA
offers a better response with comprehensive knowledge of insects. The qualitative
experimental results in Figure 14 further confirm the effectiveness of our proposed
approach and insect instruction data in both the quality of insect knowledge and the
ability of insect modeling of the foundation model.

5.3 The Impact of Insect Foundation Model

To further illustrate the superior performance of our proposed Insect Foundation
model in our Insect-LLaVA, we conduct experiments to evaluate it and compare it with
prior methods on classification, detection, and zero-shot classification benchmarks.

IP102 Insect Classification Task. We fine-tune the linear layer of our pre-trained
model on the IP102 dataset [23] for the insect classification task. As presented in
Table 4, our model outperforms prior deep learning models [88, 97–100] pre-trained
on ImageNet [37] by a large margin. Compared to other methods [28, 32, 33, 36] pre-
trained on the proposed Insect-1M dataset, our model shows better performance with
accuracy scores of 73.3% without insect descriptions and 75.8% when using insect
descriptions. These results indicate that our proposed approach provides a better
visual representation of insect images than previous pre-training methods on the same
dataset. In addition, we compared our results with prior approaches tailored for cam-
ouflaged objects [94–96]. As shown in the results, our approach outperforms existing
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Fig. 15:Detection results on IP102 Detection benchmark.Our proposed model
outperforms prior detection methods, e.g., FRCNN [101], FPN [102], SSD300 [103],
RefineDet [104], YOLOv3 [105], with different backbones VGG-16 [99], ResNet-50
[100], DarkNet-53 [105], ViT [88], MoCo [28], DINO [33], MAE [32].

camouflaged methods. This demonstrates the capability of our model in effectively
capturing the micro-features of insects, offering superior performance compared to
prior methods.

iNat-2021 Insect Classification Task. To further illustrate the effectiveness of
our proposed approach, we further conduct experiments to evaluate our model on the
Insect subset of iNat-2021 [26] for the classification task on the full training dataset.
As shown in Table 5, compared to prior foundation model training methods, i.e., MAE
and CoCa, our proposed approach outperforms these methods by a large margin,
i.e., the accuracy of our Insect Foundation model has been increased from 87.52% to
89.23% without taxonomic descriptions and from 88.22% to 90.40% with descriptions.

IP102 Insect Detection Task. As presented in Figure 15, we train a Faster R-
CNN model [101] on the IP102 Detection dataset with the pre-trained ViT backbone
adapted for FPN [102]. Our model achieves state-of-the-art results, with an average
precision of 36.6% and AP.50 of 59.1%, surpassing the same backbone pre-trained on

Table 5: Classification results on iNat-2021 Insect Benchmark [26]. Both pro-
posed models, pre-trained with and without the insect descriptions, outperform prior
methods by a large margin.

Method
Model
Size

GFLOPS Description
Pre-train

Data
Acc@1
(%)

Acc@5
(%)

Vit-B/16 [88] 87M 17.6G ✗ ImageNet1K 87.00 96.21
MAE [32] 87M 17.6G ✗ Insect-1M 87.52 96.42
Insect-Foundation 87M 17.6G ✗ Insect-1M 89.23 96.88
CoCa [36] 87M 17.6G ✓ Insect-1M 88.22 96.70
Insect-Foundation 87M 17.6G ✓ Insect-1M 90.40 97.36
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Backbone Unseen Acc (%) Seen Acc (%) Harmonic Mean (%)
ResNet101 [100] 20.8 38.3 27.0
ViT-Base [88] 21.6 44.3 29.1
Ours 24.1 50.2 32.6

Table 7: Fine-Grained Zero-Shot Learning on INSECT Benchmark [25].
The proposed model outperforms prior visual backbones.

ImageNet [37], which had an AP of 32.8% and AP.50 of 54.7%. Compared to other self-
supervised methods [28, 32, 33], our model demonstrates higher precision, indicating
better focus on insect features than previous approaches.

Table 6: Zero-shot classification
results on IP102 Classification bench-
mark. The proposed model outperforms
prior vision-language pre-training meth-
ods.

Method
Model
Size

GFLOPS
Pre-train
Data

Acc@1 (%) Acc@5 (%)

CLIP [7] 87M 17.6G Insect-1M 41.1 65.2
LiT [58] 87M 17.6G Insect-1M 43.6 68.7
CoCa [36] 87M 17.6G Insect-1M 45.3 72.1
Ours 87M 17.6G Insect-1M 49.9 75.4

Zero-shot Insect Classification
Task. We evaluate the performance
of our model on the IP102 Classifi-
cation dataset [23] using a zero-shot
approach. For each species, a descrip-
tion is provided to the text encoder,
which extracts semantic information.
The image encoder then extracts global
features from each insect image and
compares them to the description fea-
tures to predict the species. Table 6
shows that our model achieves an accu-
racy of 49.9%, outperforming previous image-text pre-training methods [7, 36, 58].
This demonstrates a strong alignment between insect images and their descriptions.

Fine-Grained Zero-Shot Learning on INSECT Benchmark. To evaluate the
robustness of the proposed model, we conduct an experiment for a fine-grain zero-shot
learning problem with DNA sequences as side information [25]. As shown in Table 7,
our model improves the accuracies from 21.6% to 24.1% for the unseen classes and
from 44.3% to 50.2% for the seen classes.
Visualization Results. Figure 16 presents attention map visualizations of our model
compared to MAE [32] pre-trained on the proposed dataset. Since the textures of the
insects are hard to see in the background, MAE struggles to focus on the small details
of the insects. In contrast, our model can effectively detect the key features of the
insects.
Computational Analysis. As shown in Table 4, the proposed model has a com-
putational cost and model size similar to conventional Vision Transformers [88]. In
detail, the vision encoder of the Insect-Foundation model contains about 87M param-
eters with 17.6G floating-point operations per second. While our model maintains a
similar computation to the original Vision Transformer, our Insect Foundation Models
consistently achieve state-of-the-art performance across the network backbones and
benchmarks.
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Image MAE Ours

Fig. 16: Attention Visualization. Compared to MAE [32], our model is robust to
small details of insect images. The model can focus on the small textures of the insect,
even if the texture is hard to see. Best viewed in color.

5.4 Ablation Studies

We conducted ablation experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed model
and hyper-parameters on the IP102 Classification Benchmark, as presented in Table
8 and Table 9.

26



How does Patch Sampling Ratio Affect the Performance? The experimental
results in Table 8 illustrate the effectiveness of the patch sampling ratio to the model
performance. The evaluation shows that the sampling ratio of 50% is the best ratio
when the lower ratio of 25% prevents the model from having sufficient information for
pre-training. Meanwhile, higher ratios, i.e., 75% and 90%, weaken the learning ability
of the model.

Table 8: Effectiveness of Patch Sam-
pling Ratio. We evaluate the impact of
the sampling ratio on IP102 Classification
[23] with four sampling ratio, i.e. 25%, 50%,
75%, and 90%.

Sampling
Ratio

25% 50% 75% 90%

Acc@1 (%) 65.2 73.3 72.1 69.8
Acc@5 (%) 82.8 91.6 90.9 88.3

Do Network Backbones Improve
Performance? Table 9 examines
the impact of different Vision Trans-
former backbone sizes, including
ViT-small/16, ViT-base/16, and ViT-
large/16. Our results demonstrate that
more robust backbones lead to more
significant improvements. Specifically,
when increasing the Transformer back-
bone from small to base, the accuracy
rises significantly by 4.3%, while switching to a large backbone further enhances
accuracy by 1.1%.

Does Attention Pooling Improve Micro-feature Modeling?We assess the effect
of attention pooling on the visual representation of insect images. As shown in Table 9,
the Attention Pooling provides better representation than the standard classification

Table 9: Effectiveness of our method on the IP102 Classification. We eval-
uate approach with three different vision transformer backbones, i.e., ViT-small/16,
ViT-base/16, and ViT-large/16, without or with Attention Pooling (Attn Pool), and
three different losses, i.e. Patch-wise Relevant Loss (Lrel), Image-Text Contrastive Loss
(Lcon), and Description Loss (Ldesc).

Backbone
Model
Size

GFLOPS Lrel
Attn
Pool

Lcon Ldesc
Acc@1
(%)

Acc@5
(%)

ViT-small/16 22M 4.6G

✓ 68.9 88.8
✓ ✓ 69.5 89.7
✓ ✓ ✓ 70.7 89.9
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 71.5 87.7

ViT-base/16 87M 17.6G

✓ 72.4 91.0
✓ ✓ 73.3 91.6
✓ ✓ ✓ 74.2 91.9
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 75.8 92.1

ViT-large/16 304M 61.6G

✓ 73.8 90.9
✓ ✓ 74.6 91.6
✓ ✓ ✓ 75.9 91.4
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 76.9 92.7
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Table 10: Effectiveness of Multi-Turn Instruction Data on Visual Insect Ques-
tion Answering Benchmark.

Method Vision Encoder Language Model Training Dataset Accuracy
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 7B Single-Turn 40.29
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 7B Multi-Turn 42.09
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 13B Single-Turn 41.61
LLaVA CLIP Vicuna 13B Multi-Turn 45.10
Insect-LLaVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 7B Single Turn 43.63
Insect-LLaVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 7B Multi-Turn 46.08
Insect-LLaVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 13B Single Turn 45.57
Insect-LLaVA Insect-Foundation Vicuna 13B Multi-Turn 48.53

token computed through transformer layers. The top-1 accuracy for the three back-
bones, i.e., small, base, and large backbones, increases from 68.9% to 69.5%, 72.4% to
73.3%, and 73.8% to 74.6%, respectively.

Does Image-Text Contrastive Loss Matter? As shown in Table 9, the model can
extract the information of the insect images better when the model learns to match
with their descriptions. Specifically, the accuracy increases by 0.8%, 0.9%, and 1.3% for
the small, base, and large backbones, respectively, with the application of Image-Text
Contrastive Loss.

Does Description Loss Promote Performance? The complete configuration
results shown in Table 9 highlight the performance of our model using the Description
Loss. This loss function helps the model better align image information with descrip-
tive details, allowing it to capture fine-grained insect features more effectively. The
accuracy improves from 70.7% to 71.5%, 74.2% to 75.8%, and 75.9% to 76.9% for
ViT-small/16, ViT-base/16, and ViT-large/16, respectively.

Does Multi-Turn Visual Instruction Data Matter? We conducted an ablation
study to examine the impact of multi-turn instruction data on our model performance.
Specifically, we derived a single-turn dataset from our existing multi-turn instruction
data by isolating individual interactions. We then trained the model using this single-
turn dataset and compared its performance against the model trained on the original
multi-turn dataset. As shown in Table 10, incorporating multi-turn data leads to a
significant improvement in model performance. This enhancement can be attributed
to the model’s ability to better capture contextual dependencies and develop advanced
reasoning capabilities when exposed to multi-turn instructions. Meanwhile, using the
single-turn instruction data will result in lower performance since it lacks continuity
and depth in instruction-following.
Failure Cases Analysis. Figure 17 illustrates failure cases where the model cannot
focus on the subject. In extreme cases, e.g., blurring or low-light conditions, the model
struggles to accurately capture the important patterns and distinguishing features
of the insect samples. Blurring can obscure critical micro-features of insects, such as
wing venation, body segmentation, or fine textures, which are essential for species
differentiation. Low-light conditions further degrade the visibility of important details,
making it difficult for the model to extract meaningful visual features.
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6 Conclusions and Limitations

Conclusions. This paper has presented a new large-scale Multimodal Insect dataset
with Visual Insect Instruction Data aimed at developing large foundation models for
precision agriculture. Our proposed dataset contains a wide range of insect species
annotated with multi-level taxonomy labels. Importantly, our Multimodal Insect data
offers detailed descriptions and visual instruction data that enable the vision-language
training for large-scale multimodal foundation models. In addition to our proposed
data, we have introduced an Insect-LLaVA model, a new conversational generative
model for visual insect understanding. To enhance the capability of insect feature
modeling in Insect-LLaVA, we have proposed an Insect Foundation Model with the
Patch-wise Relevant Attention mechanism to better capture the micro features of
insects. Then, we presented a new Description of Consistency loss to further improve
our ability to model fine-grained features. The experimental results have shown that
our proposed Insect-LLaVA achieved State-of-the-Art performance on our proposed
Visual Insect Question Answering benchmarks. Our results have also illustrated the
importance of our Multimodal Insect dataset in developing vision methods for visual
insect understanding tasks.

Limitations. This study employed a specific network design and learning parameters
to validate our hypothesis. However, our approach has certain limitations, particu-
larly in the design of the Patch-wise Relevant Attention mechanism, which treats
background and foreground patches equally. This may hinder the ability to learn
the difference between insect features. Addressing this limitation will inspire future
research to refine the Insect Foundation Model and improve Micro-feature Model-
ing. In addition, due to the high cost of GPT-4 [78], our insect instruction data are

Image Attention Map

Fig. 17: Failure cases analysis under extreme conditions.
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generated via the open-source LLaMA-3 [79] for cost efficiency. While the quality of
conversation data generated by LLaMA-3 [79] is acceptable due to the competitive
performance on our evaluation, we believe that using the commercial language model
(e.g., GPT-4 [78]) could yield better quality and realistic conversations.

7 Data Availability Statement

The proposed datasets used in this study are available in the following public domain
resources:

• Insect-1M [27]: https://uark-cviu.github.io/projects/insect-foundation/

• Insect VQA: https://uark-cviu.github.io/projects/insect-foundation/

• IP102 [23]: https://github.com/xpwu95/IP102

• iNat-2021 [26]: https://github.com/visipedia/inat comp

The Insect-LLaVA models and Multimodal Insect Dataset with Visual Insect
Instruction Data proposed in this paper are available for academic research from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.
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