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Abstract

Humans often resolve visual uncertainty by comparing
an image with relevant examples, but ViTs lack the abil-
ity to identify which examples would improve their predic-
tions. We present Task-Aligned Context Selection (TACS), a
framework that learns to select paired examples which truly
improve task performance rather than those that merely ap-
pear similar. TACS jointly trains a selector network with the
task model through a hybrid optimization scheme combin-
ing gradient-based supervision and reinforcement learning,
making retrieval part of the learning objective. By aligning
selection with task rewards, TACS enables discriminative
models to discover which contextual examples genuinely
help. Across 18 datasets covering fine-grained recognition,
medical image classification, and medical image segmen-
tation, TACS consistently outperforms similarity-based re-
trieval, particularly in challenging or data-limited settings.

1. Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have evolved into multi-
modal generalists that excel across a broad range of tasks:
they can reason across modalities, concepts, and domains.
They can even improve their answers by grounding their
predictions through the retrieval of relevant external infor-
mation [23, 29, 51]. This ability has become a defining
feature of generalist intelligence, with recent works now
proposing methods to learn what to retrieve [3, 13]. Spe-
cialist models, however, currently lack mechanisms for in-
corporating retrieved information into their decisions apart
from a few multi-view or multi-instance methods that rely
on pre-defined or manually paired data [2, 16, 42]. Nev-
ertheless, architectures such as Vision Transformers (ViTs)
continue to dominate discriminative vision tasks like classi-
fication and segmentation [5, 43], especially in specialized
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Figure 1. Overview of Task-Aligned Context Selection (TACS).
Given a query image, TACS learns to select the most informative
example from a candidate pool to form a task-aligned input pair.
A selector network predicts which candidate provides the most
useful context for the downstream task network, (e.g. classifier or
segmentor) which operates on the selected pair. By learning to re-
trieve helpful rather than merely similar examples, TACS improves
decision accuracy and robustness, particularly in ambiguous cases.

domains such as medical analysis [38]. What remains unex-
plored is how a specialist model could learn to retrieve the
visual context that would help it perform better. This high-
lights a critical gap: we have taught our generalists to find
the information they need, but not our specialists. Bridging
this gap raises a fundamental question: can a specialized vi-
sion model learn which contextual examples most improve
its own performance?

Human specialists like radiologists use contextual infor-
mation to improve visual judgments. For example, when
distinguishing between benign and malignant findings, a ra-
diologist may look not only at similar prior cases but also
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at different ones to clarify diagnostic boundaries. Likewise,
a visual recognition system may benefit more from pairing
an input image with a complementary example, e.g., one
that reveals discriminative contrasts, than from retrieving
the nearest neighbor. This observation suggests that learn-
ing to select helpful examples, rather than merely similar
ones, could unlock a new form of contextual reasoning for
discriminative models.

However, existing vision systems have no mechanism
to determine which contextual information would actually
improve their predictions. The few methods that incorpo-
rate auxiliary inputs rely on fixed heuristics, e.g., visual
similarity, class membership, or spatial proximity, rather
than learning which examples are truly useful for the task.
The success of retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) in
language models [23, 29] has inspired a broader family
of retrieval-augmented learning (RAL) approaches [4, 11,
17, 30, 49, 51], where models retrieve external informa-
tion to improve reasoning and prediction in generalist sys-
tems. However, for specialized models in visual recognition
such as ViTs, retrieval remains a static preprocessing step:
lacking mechanisms to process dynamic external context,
they rely on pre-computed similarity metrics or embeddings
such as CLIP or DINO [31, 35, 50], implicitly assuming
that perceptual similarity equates to usefulness. This as-
sumption is debatable, as visual similarity alone does not
guarantee that an example will help a ViT make a better
decision.

We propose Task-Aligned Context Selection (TACS),
a framework that enables discriminative visual models to
learn what helps. TACS transforms context selection from
a static, pre-defined operation into a learnable, task-aligned
component of the visual pipeline. It comprises two jointly
optimized modules: a selector network, which learns to
identify contextual examples that are most informative, and
a downstream network, which performs the primary vision
task using both the input and the selected context (Fig. 1).
The selector is trained with a hybrid optimization scheme
that combines gradient-based learning via differentiable re-
laxation with reinforcement learning for discrete selection,
which allows it to receive feedback directly from the down-
stream objective and align selection with task performance.

TACS enables discriminative models such as ViTs to
learn which contextual information improves their predic-
tions, introducing task-aligned retrieval for vision-only ar-
chitectures. This is particularly valuable in data-limited do-
mains like medical imaging, where paired data and annota-
tions are scarce. Our contributions are as follows:

1. Task-aligned context selection for ViTs. We present
Task-Aligned Context Selection, a framework that en-
ables vision-only models to learn which auxiliary sam-
ples improve downstream performance.

2. A hybrid optimization strategy. We develop a hybrid

training approach that combines gradient-based learning
via differentiable relaxation with reinforcement learning
for discrete selection, allowing the selector network to
align its choices directly with downstream performance
signals (e.g. cross-entropy loss).

3. Comprehensive empirical validation. We evaluate
TACS on 18 datasets covering fine-grained natural im-
age classification, medical image classification, and seg-
mentation, demonstrating consistent improvements, es-
pecially in challenging or data-limited settings.

2. Related Work

Relevant prior work spans two main areas: retrieval-
augmented learning in computer vision and optimization
strategies for learnable sampling and discrete selection.

Retrieval-Augmented Learning in Vision
Retrieval-augmented learning enhances model performance
by conditioning predictions on external information re-
trieved from large corpora. It originated in natural language
processing through retrieval-augmented generation (RAG),
where language models retrieve and condition on relevant
text to solve knowledge-based tasks [3, 13, 15, 19, 23, 29,
44]. The idea has since expanded to multimodal reason-
ing [11, 17, 30, 49], integrating visual and textual evidence,
and to vision-only systems [4, 35, 50] that enhance recog-
nition or grounding by referencing retrieved images.

In these frameworks, retrieval is often treated as a latent
variable [23, 30], and models are trained to identify em-
beddings that best support a generation or reasoning objec-
tive. This approach has proven effective for large generalist
models that can dynamically condition on retrieved context.
In computer vision, retrieval-augmented methods have been
explored for long-tail recognition [35], domain generaliza-
tion [33, 34], and few-shot learning [34, 50]. REACT [33]
and SWAT [34] adapt vision-language models on retrieved
web data, showing that retrieval can improve transfer when
relevant examples are available. However, in both frame-
works, retrieval is static and similarity-driven: retrieved im-
ages are chosen from CLIP or VLM embeddings and used
only as additional training data. More broadly, retrieval in
discriminative vision models remains a static preprocessing
step, relying on pre-computed similarity metrics or frozen
embeddings (e.g., CLIP or DINO) [31, 35, 50], and implic-
itly assuming that perceptual similarity correlates with task
usefulness. Unlike generalist systems that flexibly incorpo-
rate arbitrary external context, discriminative architectures
such as ViTs are trained on fixed single-view inputs and
lack mechanisms to dynamically integrate retrieved exam-
ples. In contrast, TACS redefines retrieval as part of the in-
ference process itself, learning a per-instance, task-aligned
selection policy that optimizes for downstream performance
rather than resemblance.



Differentiable and Reinforcement-Based Selection

Retrieval inherently involves discrete choices, posing chal-
lenges for end-to-end optimization. To address this,
prior work has explored differentiable relaxations or
reinforcement-based training that let gradients shape re-
trieval policies. Differentiable approximations include at-
tention distillation [19], perplexity distillation [20], and at-
tentive fusion [17], which propagate task gradients through
retrieval weights. Complementary reinforcement-based
strategies explicitly optimize retrieval using task-dependent
rewards [3, 13, 30, 41]. SmartRAG [13] and RAG-
DDR [30] introduced differentiable data rewards to jointly
train retrieval and generation modules, while DRO [41]
treated retrieval as importance sampling over latent permu-
tations, using policy-based reinforcement learning to maxi-
mize expected task performance. These works show that re-
trieval quality improves when selection is shaped by down-
stream outcomes rather than static metrics.

However, existing differentiable and reinforcement-
based retrieval methods target generative or multimodal
tasks. They have not been applied to discriminative vi-
sual settings, where the value of retrieved context must be
measured by its contribution to predictive accuracy rather
than text fluency or coherence. Our approach extends
this principle to visual recognition: we introduce a hybrid
framework that combines gradient-based embedding learn-
ing with policy-gradient optimization using downstream
reward signals. This formulation enables task-aligned,
learnable context selection for discriminative architectures
such as ViTs, a capability not addressed by prior retrieval-
augmented methods.

3. Method

We propose TACS, a framework that enables discrimina-
tive vision models to learn which contextual examples most
improve their predictions. A Selector retrieves informative
samples from a candidate pool and is trained jointly with a
Downstream Task Network (e.g. classifier or segmentation),
making retrieval itself part of the learning objective.

Intuitively, the Selector learns a notion of helpfulness:
the expected gain in downstream task performance if a re-
trieved candidate is paired with the query. But retrieval is
inherently discrete, making end-to-end optimization diffi-
cult. We address this with a hybrid optimization strategy
combining two complementary signals: (1) a differentiable
sampling path that provides stable gradient flow and models
smooth utility relationships across candidates, and (2) a pol-
icy optimization path that refines selection through reward-
based feedback from the downstream task, trained jointly as
illustrated in Fig. 2.

3.1. Architecture

Given a query image z, € RZ*Wx¢ and a pool of N.
candidates {z7})°,, the Selector backbone encodes them
into 2, and 22 € R(:+DXD where I denotes the number of
spatial tokens and D is the feature size. Each candidate’s
utility score is computed as
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and converted into selection probabilities
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During inference, the selected context is
Tsel] = arg m?Xp(l’Z\xﬁ 3)

The Downstream Task Network f; predicts § =
fa(zg, xse1), and its gradients provide feedback to the Se-
lector through both optimization paths (Sec. 3.2). This
joint training encourages embeddings that reflect task util-
ity rather than visual similarity, transforming retrieval from
a static preprocessing step into a learnable component of a
discriminative pipeline.

3.2. Learning to Select via Hybrid Optimization

Training the Selector involves discrete retrieval choices,
which prevents direct gradient propagation. To make re-
trieval learnable, we employ a hybrid optimization strategy
that combines differentiable relaxation with policy-based
reinforcement. The differentiable path provides stable gra-
dient flow and shapes smooth utility relationships between
candidates, while the policy path reinforces discrete selec-
tion behaviors that truly improve downstream performance.

Differentiable sampling path. To enable end-to-end gra-
dient flow, we adopt the straight-through Gumbel-Softmax
estimator [21], a differentiable approximation to categori-
cal sampling. This allows the Selector to generate one-hot
selections during the forward pass while maintaining gradi-
ents during backpropagation. The Gumbel-Softmax distri-
bution provides a continuous relaxation of categorical dis-
tributions by adding Gumbel noise to logits:

gi = —log(—log(w;)), wu; ~U(0,1) 4
The soft sample is then computed using a temperature-
controlled softmax instead of Eq. (2):

exp ((sL+gi)/7)
> exp ((sﬁ + gj)/T)

p (welzq) = ®)
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Figure 2. Architecture and training flow of Task-Aligned Context Selection (TACS). (a) The Selector processes a query image x4 and
candidate pool z% and selects the most helpful sample. During training, the selection is optimized through two complementary optimization
paths (b). The differentiable Sampling path (blue) uses the straight through Gumbel-Softmax reparameterization on the utility scores s. to
implement a categorical selection of candidates, enabling end-to-end gradient flow via the task loss Lgraq. The policy path (red) samples
a discrete action based on s. and updates the Selector using policy gradients with a task-aligned reward r (o, a) derived from downstream
performance. Gradients and rewards jointly update shared Selector parameters. (c—d) Examples of downstream tasks: classification and
segmentation. The combined loss enables stable yet decisive task-aligned selection.

We apply straight through estimation on p (% |z,) for a cat-
egorical selection following [21], to maintain gradient sta-
bility and selection sharpness. The corresponding objective
for the downstream task is

£C€(fd(mqa'rsel)7y) b (6)

where L. is the task loss.

Lgrad =

Reward-based policy optimization path. While differ-
entiable sampling stabilizes training, it does not explic-
itly evaluate whether adding a retrieved image actually im-
proves the downstream prediction. Ideally, a good selection
should satisfy:

Ece(fd(xqv xc)a

indicating that the retrieved context yields a lower task loss
than using the query alone. To capture this relative im-
provement, we optimize the Selector as a policy that re-
ceives reward feedback from the downstream model. In
this path, the Selector acts as an agent with observations
o = {zg,2L,..., 2N}, actions a € {1,...,N.}, and a pol-
icy m(alo) = softmax(s(o)) parameterized by the utility

Y) < Lee(fa(zg:.0),y), (7)

scores. The reward measures the improvement in down-
stream performance:

L‘ce(fd(xqa @)7y) -

where positive rewards indicate that the retrieved image im-
proves task accuracy. Gradients are detached from the Task
model so that policy updates depend solely on reward sig-
nals. The policy objective is then defined as:

r(o,a) =

Ece(fd(xmx(cl)ay) ) (8)

Lopolicy = —EaNW(.|O)[log m(alo) A(o, a)], )

where A(o, a) denotes the advantage function, computed as
the standardized reward within each batch to reduce gradi-
ent variance and stabilize updates.

Joint objective. Both optimization paths share the Selec-
tor parameters and are trained jointly, ensuring that gradi-
ents and rewards influence a shared notion of task utility.
The full training loss combines both components:

Lracs = Lgrad + A Lpolicy, (10)

where A\ balances gradient-based and reward-based updates.



Table 1. Summary of datasets used in evaluation. The chosen
datasets span diverse visual domains and supervision levels to test
generalization and robustness.

Domain Task #Datasets Example Benchmarks
Natural ~ Fine-grained classification 11 CUB, Cars, SUN397, ...
Medical Classification 4 DDSM, ISIC, APTOS, ...
Medical Segmentation 3 ISIC-2017, Kvasir, DRIVE

4. Experiments

We evaluate Task-Aligned Context Selection (TACS) on a
diverse suite of visual recognition tasks to test three hy-
potheses: (1) TACS generalizes across tasks and domains,
including natural and medical imaging; (2) its gains arise
from learning task-aligned context selection; and (3) the
learned selection policy captures interpretable contextual
relationships that differ from conventional similarity-based
retrieval.

4.1. Datasets and Tasks

To assess generalization, we evaluate TACS across 18
datasets spanning natural and medical imaging. These
were chosen to represent complementary challenges: fine-
grained recognition tests subtle inter-class boundaries, med-
ical classification probes robustness under diagnostic ambi-
guity and data scarcity, and medical segmentation evaluates
structured reasoning under limited supervision (Tab. 1).

Fine-grained natural image classification. We use 11
benchmarks including Aircraft [37], Caltech-101 [12],
Caltech-256 [14], CIFAR-10 [27], CIFAR-100 [27], CUB
[47], DTD [8], Food-101 [6], Oxford Pets [39], Stanford
Cars [26], and SUN397 [48]. These datasets range from
5,000 to 110, 000 images and emphasize subtle appearance
variations and large intra-class diversity, an ideal setting to
evaluate whether learned contextual pairing enhances dis-
crimination.

Medical image classification. We include four datasets
from breast (DDSM [28]), skin (ISIC-2019 [9, 10, 46]),
colorectal cancer (Col. [25]) and retinal (APTOS2019 [24])
imaging. They feature small sample sizes and overlapping
visual signatures, where helpful contextual examples may
compensate for limited supervision.

Medical segmentation. We further experiment on ISIC-
2017 [9], Kvasir-SEG [22], and DRIVE [45] to examine
whether TACS can aid pixel-level predictions. These tasks
evaluate if task-aligned retrieval supports spatial reasoning
and fine boundary delineation.

Evaluation Metrics. Performance is reported using metrics
standard to each task: For fine-grained classification, we
follow the evaluation protocols adopted in [7], and report

top-1 accuracy or mean per-class accuracy for each dataset.
For medical classification tasks, we report quadratic Co-
hen’s Kappa for APTOS2019, accuracy for Colorectal,
ROC-AUC for DDSM, and Recall on ISIC 2019, following
[18]. For medical segmentation, we report Dice coefficient
and IoU.

4.2. Implementation Details

The Selector and Downstream Task Networks share a ViT-
S/16 backbone. All models are initialized with DINOv3
[43] pretrained weights and finetuned with AdamW opti-
mizer [36]. The implementation of the downstream multi-
input model varies depending on the task. For classifica-
tion, we simply concatenate the patch embeddings of the
main and the paired image before sending them to the trans-
former blocks and finetune the whole model; For segmenta-
tion, we freeze the pretrained backbone and append a gated
cross-attention block [1, 32] to each transformer block, to
enhance the main image features, and adopt a lightweight
DPT head [40] to obtain the final segmentation. We set
Gumbel-Softmax temperature 7 = 0.1 and hybrid weight
A = 0.5 by default. Training uses 100 epochs with cosine
annealing learning rate scheduling. Batch size is 64 for clas-
sification and 8 for segmentation. Images are resized to a
resolution of 256 x 256, and augmented with horizontal and
vertical flips and random resize crops during training. All
models are trained on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU. Each
dataset follows its standard split, and results are averaged
over three random seeds for robustness.

Candidate Pool Construction. For each dataset (except
for DRIVE due to small size), we sample 20% of the train-
ing images to form a fixed candidate pool used during train-
ing and evaluation. Query-associated images (e.g., from the
same patient) are excluded across all paring operations to
prevent data leakage.

4.3. Baselines

We design baselines to progressively isolate the effect of
task-aligned retrieval, ranging from no retrieval to fully
learned selection:

* No-Context: the model processes only the query image,
without any contextual input.

* Random Context Retrieval: a random candidate is
paired with each query, representing retrieval without
guidance.

* Frozen DINO Similarity Retrieval : retrieval based on
precomputed DINOv3 embeddings [50]; the retriever is
frozen and non-learnable.

* Feature-Averaged Context: soft aggregation of the top-
k retrieved features into a continuous contextual represen-
tation according to Eq. (2) (no reinforcement).



Table 2. Main results on fine-grained and medical image classification benchmarks. The best results are highlighted for each task.

Airer. Call01  Cal256 C10 C100 CUB DTD  Food Pets Cars SUN Avg. APTOS Col. DDSM ISIC Avg.

mAccT mAccT mAcctT  Acct  Acct  Acct  Acct  Acct mAcet  Acet  Acct -1 K1 AccT AUCT Rec? -1
No-Context 84.3 94.3 87.8 97.9 87.8 82.1 76.1 89.2 89.8 92.4 68.0 86.3 89.8 96.2 96.1 82.0 91.0
Random Context Ret. 82.8 94.2 86.3 97.6 87.6 82.1 74.6 89.3 90.0 92.3 69.0 86.0 89.8 96.8 96.3 83.5 91.6
Frozen DINO Similarity Ret. 85.1 94.7 87.3 97.8 88.4 81.4 75.4 89.9 90.3 93.0 69.2 86.6 90.4 97.0 96.1 84.5 92.0
Feature-Averaged Context. 85.3 94.3 874 97.8 88.6 82.6 76.3 90.5 90.7 93.2 66.7  86.7 90.2 97.5 96.6 84.2 921
TACS (Ours) 85.9 95.9 89.3 98.5 89.2 85.2 T 92.6 91.3 94.1 71.8 883 91.1 97.9 97.4 85.2 929

Table 3. Main results on medical segmentation benchmarks.

DRIVE ISIC 2017 Kvasir-SEG
Dicet IoUfT Dicet IoUT Dicet IoU7?T
No-Context 76.2 64.6 83.3 74.4 84.6 77.0
Random Context Ret. 76.7 64.9 83.7 76.3 85.6 79.9
Frozen DINO Similarity Ret. 71.5 64.8 84.4 76.0 86.3 80.0
Feature-Averaged Context 77.6 64.8 84.5 75.6 86.4 79.8
TACS (Ours) 78.1 65.4 85.0 76.5 87.1 81.1

4.4. Main Results

Tab. 2 summarizes results across fine-grained and medi-
cal classification datasets. Tab. 3 summarizes results on
segmentation datasets. TACS consistently outperforms all
baselines across domains and tasks, validating Hypothesis 1
that task-aligned context selection generalizes widely.

Fine-grained classification. Across 11 datasets, TACS im-
proves accuracy by an average of +1.7% over the frozen
retrieval baseline, with gains up to +2.6% on SUN397
and +3.8% on CUB-200. The largest improvements oc-
cur on SUN397 and CUB-200, datasets characterized by
high intra-class diversity and subtle inter-class boundaries.
Here, similarity-based retrieval often reinforces redundancy
by selecting near-duplicates (e.g., birds in similar poses or
scenes under identical lighting), whereas TACS learns to re-
trieve complementary examples that expose discriminative
contrasts such as different postures, lighting, or spatial lay-
outs, helping the model refine fine-grained decision bound-
aries.

Medical classification.  Across Medical classification
tasks, TACS consistently outperforms all baselines, achiev-
ing an average gain of 0.9% over DINO similarity retrieval.
The largest gain occurs on DDSM, where the learned selec-
tion policy provides +1.3% AUC improvement.

Medical segmentation. Across DRIVE, ISIC-2017, and
Kvasir-SEG, TACS consistently improves segmentation
quality over all baselines, achieving up to +1.1 IoU on
Kvasir-SEG. These gains reflect the model’s ability to re-
trieve contextually informative examples that empirically
benefit dense prediction tasks.

4.5. Ablation Studies

To test Hypothesis 2 (H2), that performance gains stem
from learned, task-aligned retrieval, we conduct ablation

experiments to isolate the effects of (a) contextual pairing
and (b) the hybrid optimization components.

Effect of contextual pairing. We compare TACS with
several control settings that share identical architectures but
differ in how contextual images are paired. Specifically, we
replace learned retrieval with (i) no context image. (ii) an
empty image, (iii) a duplicate of the query image, (iv) a
noisy version of the query image, and (v) a static similarity-
based retrieval using frozen DINOv3 embeddings (as in the
main results). Results appear in Tab. 4. Across both natural
and medical datasets, these alternatives produce smaller or
inconsistent gains, demonstrating that improvements do not
arise from simply concatenating more image tokens or from
model capacity alone. Instead, performance scales with the
informativeness of the retrieved image. Providing an empty
context image or duplicating the query image as the context
image has the same effect as not providing a context image
at all, a loss of approximately 2% performance. Fixed sim-
ilar image retrieval improves performance somewhat, but
significantly less than task-aligned context selection, where
examples are empirically proven more useful for the down-
stream task.

Effect of optimization components. To assess the role of
each optimization component, we ablate the differentiable
and policy-based objectives of TACS. We test four variants:
(a) a fixed retriever with frozen embeddings, (b) soft (dif-
ferentiable) selection only, (c) hard (policy-based) selection
only, and (d) the full dual-path model. Results in Tab. 5
show that while each path individually improves over static
retrieval, their combination yields the most stable and high-
est performance across datasets. The differentiable sam-
pling path provides smooth supervision during early train-
ing, while the policy optimization path refines discrete se-
lection decisions that maximize downstream reward. This
confirms H2: performance gains stem from the learned,
task-aligned selection process driven jointly by smooth gra-
dient supervision and discrete reward feedback.

4.6. Analysis and Interpretability

Finally, we investigate Hypothesis 3 (H3): that the learned
selection policy captures interpretable contextual relation-
ships distinct from conventional similarity retrieval.



Table 4. Ablations on methods for constructing context pairs. The context image is not provided, provided as a blank image, a duplicate of

the query image, or a noisy version of the query image.

Airer. Call01  Cal256 C10 C100 CUB DTD  Food Pets Cars SUN APTOS  Col. DDSM ISIC Avg.
Context Image mAccT mAccT mAccT AccT AccT Acct  AcetT Acet mAccT  AcctT  Acct K1 AcctT AUCT Rec?T -1
No context image 843 94.3 87.8 97.9 87.8 82.1 76.1 89.2 89.8 92.4 68.0 89.8 96.2 96.1 820 876
Blank Image 84.2 94.1 873 97.7 87.6 824 74.7 89.1 89.4 92.2 67.6 90.0 96.7 96.2 83.7 875
Duplicate Query 84.1 94.1 87.0 97.9 87.4 82.6 75.9 89.3 89.9 92.4 67.5 89.9 96.6 96.4 83.9 87.7
Noisy Query 84.4 94.4 872 97.6 88.1 82.6 75.6 89.3 89.6 92.5 67.8 89.8 96.8 96.5 84.2 87.8
Similar image (DINOv3) 85.1 94.7 87.3 97.8 88.4 81.4 754 89.9 90.3 93.0 69.2 90.4 97.0 96.1 84.5 88.0
TACS Context image 85.9 95.9 89.3 98.5 89.2 85.2 71.7 92.6 91.3 9.1 71.8 91.1 97.9 97.4 852 895

Table 5. Ablations on components of TACS.

Method Fine-Grained Med Cls.
Frozen DINO Similarity Ret. 86.6 92.0
Differentiable selection (no policy) 86.7 92.1
Policy-based selection (no Gumbal softmax) 87.2 924
Full dual optimization (TACS) 88.3 929
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Figure 3. Statistical analysis of selected context pairs. Compar-
ison of cross-class selection rates and mean LPIPS distances for
pairs chosen by different retrieval strategies. TACS consistently
selects a higher proportion of cross-class and perceptually diverse
(higher LPIPS) candidates than a fixed retriever, particularly on
complex datasets such as DTD and SUN397. This indicates that
the learned policy favors complementary rather than merely simi-
lar examples, enabling richer contextual reasoning.

Analysis of selection behavior. We analyze the distri-
bution of selected pairs across class boundaries and vi-
sual similarity. Fig. 3 compares the class-overlap rate and
LPIPS distance between the query and the retrieved exam-
ple for DINO similarity and TACS. While similarity-based
methods overwhelmingly select near-duplicates, TACS in-
creases cross-class selection rates by 40-70% and retrieves
examples with higher perceptual diversity. For instance,
on the APTOS retinal dataset, TACS often pairs mild and
severe diabetic retinopathy cases, enabling the model to
contrast lesion severity; on SUN397, it retrieves scenes
in contrasting environments to clarify fine-grained bound-
aries. These findings indicate that the learned policy cap-
tures task-relevant complementarity rather than redundancy.
LPIPS tells a similar story, where across all datasets re-
trieved images from TACS display less visual similarity to

the query image than those retrieved according to DINO
pretrained features.

Qualitative visualization. Fig. 4 illustrates qualitative
examples comparing similarity-based and task-aligned re-
trieval across medical and natural domains. A consistent
pattern emerges: the Selector and Task networks develop
distinct yet complementary attention behaviors. The Selec-
tor focuses on broad structural or contextual patterns such
as vessel topology in retinal scans, breast structure in mam-
mography, or geometric layout in scenes, while the Task
network refines its attention to fine-grained, discriminative
details within the query image. In medical datasets, the
retrieved examples often highlight diagnostically relevant
contrasts, such as a mass boundary or vascular abnormality
that helps the classifier localize pathology more precisely.
In fine-grained recognition, TACS retrieves semantically re-
lated but visually contrasting images that clarify decision
boundaries. For example, in SUN397, when the query de-
picts an aquarium, TACS retrieves a window fagcade—an
image that shares planar reflections and glass textures yet
exhibits the rigid framing and outdoor illumination absent
in the query. This counterfactual pairing allows the model to
reason contrastively, reinforcing its aquarium prediction by
recognizing what distinguishing features are missing. Sim-
ilar cases are observed on Caltech-101 and DTD as well.
Notably, TACS also selects similar samples when needed,
such as identifying the dollar object. Overall, these results
suggest that TACS learns to retrieve complementary, helpful
examples, enabling the system to reason through structural
analogy and contrast adaptively instead of mere similarity.

5. Discussion

H1: Generalization across tasks and domains. Across
18 datasets spanning natural and medical imaging, TACS
consistently improves performance over all baselines, val-
idating its generality. The strongest gains appear in do-
mains with high intra-class ambiguity and limited supervi-
sion, such as CUB-200, SUN397, and DDSM. These results
show that task-aligned retrieval is not domain-specific: the
same mechanism that helps a model distinguish sceneries
can also improve diagnostic precision in medical imaging.



Query Image TACS Classifier No-Context

Selected Image  TACS Selector

Query Image

TACS Classifier
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Figure 4. For each example, we show (1) the query image, (2) the TACS classifier’s attention on the query image (which also receives the
selected context image), (3) the no-context classifier’s attention on the same image, (4) the context image selected by the Selector, and (5)
the Selector’s attention on the selected image. TACS consistently focuses the classifier on more discriminative regions than the no-context
model. The Selector attends to broad global structures, often choosing complementary rather than visually similar images (e.g., retrieving
a piano to help disambiguate headphones), enabling the classifier to refine fine-grained decisions through contrasting contextual cues.

This demonstrates that learning what helps is a transferable
inductive bias that complements diverse tasks.

H2: Gains stem from learned retrieval. Ablation stud-
ies confirm that improvements arise from the task-aligned
selection process itself rather than from additional parame-
ters or data exposure. Both differentiable and policy-based
optimization paths contribute complementary strengths: the
former stabilizes early training by shaping continuous util-
ity relationships, while the latter sharpens discrete decision
boundaries through reward-based feedback. Together, these
components enable TACS to select examples that mean-
ingfully improve downstream accuracy—a capability static
similarity-based methods lack.

H3: Interpretable contextual reasoning. Visualizations
of selector and classifier attention (Fig. 4) reveal a learned
division of labor: the Selector emphasizes global structure
and contextual cues, while the Task model focuses on fine
discriminative regions. In several cases, TACS resolves am-
biguity by retrieving cross-class examples that clarify deci-
sion boundaries—for instance, retrieving a window image
when classifying an aquarium, helping the model recognize
the absence of window frames and confirm the aquarium la-
bel. This behavior suggests that TACS develops an implicit

understanding of how contextual contrasts enhance recog-
nition, offering a concrete form of interpretability grounded
in task benefit rather than visual similarity.

Broader implications. Task-aligned retrieval reframes
how discriminative models use contextual data. Rather than
treating retrieval as a preprocessing step, TACS integrates
it into the reasoning process itself, allowing the model to
dynamically identify which information improves its deci-
sions. This insight connects to broader topics such as data
curation, active learning, and visual reasoning, suggesting
that learning to select helpful examples may serve as a uni-
fying principle for adaptive visual intelligence.

Limitations and future work. Current limitations in-
clude the reliance on a fixed candidate pool and the use
of a single retrieved example per query. Applications to
video, detection, or multimodal decision-making represent
promising next steps.

6. Conclusion

We introduced TACS, a framework that enables discrimina-
tive vision models to learn what helps. By jointly optimiz-
ing a Selector and Task network through a hybrid differen-
tiable—policy objective, TACS transforms context retrieval



from a static similarity heuristic into a task-aligned infer-
ence module. Experiments across 18 datasets show con-
sistent gains, especially in high-ambiguity and data-limited
settings, and qualitative analyses reveal complementary re-
trieval strategies that differ from nearest-neighbor baselines.
This work opens a new direction for retrieval-augmented
vision: using selective external context as a learnable rea-
soning mechanism rather than a preprocessing step. Future
work includes scaling to larger pools and extending task-
aligned retrieval to broader vision reasoning pipelines.
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