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Retrieval augmentation, the practice of retrieving additional
data from large auxiliary pools, has emerged as an effective
technique for enhancing model performance in the low-data
regime, e.g. few-shot learning. Prior approaches have em-
ployed only nearest-neighbor based strategies for data selec-
tion, which retrieve auxiliary samples with high similarity
to instances in the target task. However, these approaches
are prone to selecting highly redundant samples, since they
fail to incorporate any notion of diversity. In our work,
we first demonstrate that data selection strategies used in
prior retrieval-augmented few-shot learning settings can be
generalized using a class of functions known as Combinato-
rial Mutual Information (CMI) measures. We then propose
COBRA (COmBinatorial Retrieval Augmentation), which
employs an alternative CMI measure that considers both
diversity and similarity to a target dataset. COBRA con-
sistently outperforms previous retrieval approaches across
image classification tasks and few-shot learning techniques
when used to retrieve samples from LAION-2B. COBRA in-
troduces negligible computational overhead to the cost of
retrieval while providing significant gains in downstream
model performance.

1. Introduction

With the emergence of web-scale data sources, retrieval has
become an immensely popular technique to improve model
performance. Retrieval augmented generation (RAG) has
achieved much success in natural language, where additional
data is retrieved from auxiliary sources to supplement model
knowledge and guide the output of large language models
(LLMs) at inference time [38, 51, 72, 82]. More recently,
retrieval has been leveraged to select additional weakly la-
beled training samples from external image-caption data
sources that are relevant to a target image classification task
[55, 91, 97]. This strategy enables practitioners to train
performant models on domains where labeled datasets are
scarce and small, without incurring any extra labeling costs.

*These authors contributed equally to this work.
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Figure 1. COBRA uses the target pool to select diverse and relevant
samples from a large web-scale auxiliary pool. The retrieved data
and the target data are then used to train a few-shot learner with a
CLIP backbone.

Web-scale datasets are highly heterogeneous and often
contain massive amounts of data that are irrelevant to a
specific downstream task [30, 77]. Therefore, it is natu-
ral for retrieval strategies to assess the relevance of each
sample from an auxiliary retrieval pool using some notion
of similarity to the target dataset. To this end, past work
typically considers nearest-neighbor based retrieval strate-
gies, which score each auxiliary sample from the retrieval
pool based on its similarity to a class of images in the tar-
get task, and retrieve the samples with the highest scores
[34, 55,91, 97, 104]. However, independently scoring the
auxiliary data in a sample-wise manner neglects notions of
diversity of the retrieved set and may induce redundancy. Di-
versity has been shown to be a key ingredient in data subset
selection for many different tasks [2, 7, 9, 78], but has not
been employed in the context of retrieval augmentation. In
this work, we seek to answer the following question: Can
we improve the effectiveness of retrieval augmentation by
using a diversity-aware data selection strategy?

We propose the use of a class of functions called Com-
binatorial Mutual Information (CMI) functions for retrieval.
CMI functions capture the similarity between sets [9, 35] and
have been employed in various contexts that require targeted
data subset selection [35, 47, 49]. We demonstrate that CMI
measures are inherently well-suited for retrieval augmenta-
tion by showing that the underlying objective used in nearest-



Target Images

il |10

Y ////

Stripes (DTD)

M‘Jﬁ@\& %ilwi \MIM

Figure 2. COBRA retrieves samples from LAION that are diverse and relevant to the target dataset. In contrast, Sim-Score retrieves redundant
samples and sometimes even exact duplicates (shown in red boxes). Additional visualizations are presented in Section 18.

neighbor based retrieval strategies are instances of this func-
tion class. To address the deficiencies of nearest-neighbor
based retrieval, we propose COmBinatorial Retrieval Aug-
mentation (COBRA) which uses an alternative CMI function
that retrieves a set of similar and diverse samples. Rather
than independently scoring each auxiliary sample, COBRA
evaluates sets and can model interactions between selected
samples. As shown in Figure 2, this property allows COBRA
to avoid retrieving semantically redundant images and select

a set of images that well represent all samples in the target

task. Crucially, the COBRA objective is submodular and

therefore can be efficiently optimized with a constant factor

approximation guarantee [62].

In our work, we evaluate COBRA as a retrieval aug-
mentation strategy within the few-shot setting for image
classification, where a target dataset has only a few labeled
images (shots) per class and the objective is to improve
model performance by retrieving samples from an auxil-
iary pool. Our experimental pipeline (shown in Figure 1)
involves: (1) utilizing a retrieval strategy to select weakly
labeled samples from the auxiliary image-caption dataset,
such as LAION-2B, to augment a small image classifica-
tion dataset and (2) using a few-shot learning strategy such
as [32, 103, 104, 106, 107] to adapt CLIP [70] with both
the labeled and retrieved samples. Our findings highlight
that COBRA consistently outperforms alternative previous
retrieval strategies across various downstream/target datasets
and few-shot learning methods, establishing the necessity of
diversity in the data selection strategy. Overall, we make the
following contributions:

* We propose the use of combinatorial mutual information
(CMI) functions in retrieval augmentation, and demon-
strate that most existing retrieval strategies are a particular
instance of CMI functions.

* We introduce COmBinatorial Retrieval Augmentation
(COBRA), an alternative CMI measure that considers sim-
ilarity as well as the previously overlooked notion of di-
versity.

* We demonstrate the efficacy of COBRA in the few-shot
setting and show that it consistently outperforms previous
retrieval techniques across target datasets and models.

2. Background

Retrieval Augmentation We first describe the problem
of retrieval augmentation for discriminative classification
where we are given a target dataset (D'*") and an auxiliary
dataset (D). D" consists of labeled samples and is much
smaller in scale compared to D**, which is generally a
pool of heterogeneous data that can come from any arbitrary
source and in general has a distinct label space from D',
For example, in vision applications where the target dataset
consists of images and corresponding labels, the auxiliary
dataset may consist of images with natural language descrip-
tions which may or may not be semantically relevant to
DY, Formally, D £ {(z;,y;) | z; € X ,y; € Y},
where we define &' as the domain of input (images) and
Y = {1,2,...,C} as the domain of labels. Let D** =
{zi | zi € Z}_, where we define Z as the domain of exam-
ples in auxiliary dataset, which are images with associated
metadata. Note that z; € D** are pairs but their labels need
not conform to ).

For notational simplicity, we jointly index D*" and D***
using V2 {1,2,... mm+1,m+2,... . m+n} = [m+
n], and define V®* £ {1,2,...,m} and V®* £ {m+1, m+
2,...,m + n}. For D**, given any A C V** we define
DY = {z;| j € A}. The goal of retrieval augmentation in
our setting is to find A C V%, such that a classifier trained
on D™ UDY™ is more performant than the one trained solely
on D", Lastly, given any matrix M € R™*™ and two
sets A C [n] and B C [n], M[A,B] & [mi,j]zjezé denotes

€

slicing matrix M’s rows and columns with A ajnd B.

Across different works on retrieval augmentation, includ-
ing classification [55, 91, 97], text generation [38, 51, 72,
82], and image generation [ 1] nearest-neighbor based re-
trieval stands out as being the most widely used strategy.
Nearest-neighbor based retrieval strategies assume a simi-
larity matrix W € R(m+m)x(m+7) where each w; ; is some
notion of similarity between examples indexed with ¢ and
7 and aim to retrieve samples based on the optimization
problem defined below.

Definition 2.1 (Nearest-Neighbor Based Retrieval).  Given
a matrix W € RUH0)X(m+0) yodeling the similarity be-



tween elements of D' and D™, k € N. Nearest-neighbor
based selection aims to choose a subset satisfying the follow-
ing optimization —

gAVT W)=Y Y wy (1)
jEAicVEr
A* = argmax g(A; V", W) 2)
Agval(«\/
|A|<k

Many different notions of similarity can be used to in-
stantiate W. In our experiments, we follow the work
of [55, 91, 97] and use CLIP encoders to featurize each
sample. As these models are multimodal, we can use image-
to-image similarity or text-to-image similarity to instantiate
‘W. In the below, we refer to nearest-neighbor based retrieval
instantiated with an image-to-image similarity matrix as Sim-
Score and nearest-neighbor based retrieval instantiated with
a text-to-image similarity matrix as CLIP-score.

Note that g(A) has no incentive to select diverse samples
(i.e., samples that are mutually dissimilar to each other), the
reason being that each j € A has a score ),y w;; inde-
pendent of any other j' € A, j' # j. Thus, A* may be highly
redundant and fail to capture the full information present
in the dataset. To incorporate diversity, we propose using
a class of functions called Combinatorial Mutual Informa-
tion (CMI) Functions that find similar and diverse samples
for retrieval augmentation. We first begin by providing a
primer on submodular functions and CMI measures. We then
demonstrate that g(A; V2™ V") defined above is a limited
special case of CMI (Lemma 2.2), demonstrating that CMI
is a natural choice for retrieval. We then give an alternate
instantiation of CMI that is better suited for our problem.
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Figure 3. 2D Example We consider a simple example where
|D™| = 64 and |D™*| = 25000. From D™, we retrieve a subset
of size 128 based on D™. COBRA (left) effectively covers the
target D™, on the other hand, Sim-Score (right) selects clumpy ex-
amples, as highlighted by the bounding boxes. Refer to Section 15
for more details.

Submodular Functions Submodular functions, defined
over a ground set V, must satisfy f(A U {v}) — f(A) >

f(BU{v})— f(B) forsubsets AC BC Vandv € V\B.
This diminishing returns property makes submodular func-
tions particularly effective in modeling concepts such as
coverage and diversity. Moreover, submodular functions
that are nonnegative (f(A) > 0,VA C V) and monotone
nondecreasing (f(A) < f(B),YA C B C V) can be ef-
ficiently maximized with a greedy algorithm (outlined in
Algorithm | in Appendix 13) with a constant factor approx-
imation guarantee of 1 — e~! [60, 62]. Due to their ability
to model desirable properties like diversity and ease of opti-
mization, submodular functions have become widely used in
summarization [53, 54, 61], feature selection [57], unlabeled
data selection [7, 8, 23, 95], and many other applications in
machine learning [9].

Combinatorial Mutual Information In information the-
ory, mutual information is used to quantify the informa-
tion that sets of random variables contain about one an-
other. Mathematically, given a set of random variables
{X1,...,X,} and a joint distribution p, entropy is defined
as H(X1,...,X,) = —Ex, . x,~pllogp(X1,..., X,)],
and is in fact a known submodular function [29]. The mu-
tual information between two sets of random variables in-
dexed by A and B can then be expressed as Iy (A; B) =
I(X4; Xp) = H(XA)+ H(Xp)— H(X aup) [22], where
H(X4) = H{X, | a € A}). Combinatorial mutual in-
formation (CMI) generalizes the information-theoretic no-
tion of mutual information and can be instantiated over
any submodular function f. Formally, CMI is defined as
I;(A;B) = f(A)+ f(B) — f(AUB) forany A, B C V.
Intuitively, CMI measures the similarity between sets A and
B based on some submodular information measure.

CMI has previously been applied in settings that mandate
some form of targeted data subset selection [9, 35, 36, 46—
48]. Within retrieval for augmentation, however, CMI has
never been applied in its full generality. That is, we find
that the nearest-neighbor based retrieval strategies (Def. 2.1)
used by [91, 97] and [55] are all just simple instances of
CMLI, instantiated with a graph cut function (a well known
submodular function applied and studied in [9, 40, 41, 44]).

Lemma 2.2 (Graph Cut Mutual Information (GCMI)). Let
G = (V,E) be a graph with edge weights defined with
symmetric W € R"Tm)X(m+n) - Eor any set A C V of
vertices, let f(A) = 3 ,c 4 X ev\ 4 Wij be the graph cut
function. Given any two sets A and B such that AN B = {),

If(A;B)ZQZZwij 3)

i€AjEB
Proof. Please refer to Section 11 for the proof. O

Corollary 2.3. (Sim-Score as GCMI) For B = V' and
similarity matrix W defined as per definition 2.1, any opti-



mization done over Equation (1) reduces to optimizing over
GCMI Equation (3).

Similarly, we can reduce the commonly used CLIP-score
retrieval strategy to an instantiation of GCML

Corollary 2.4. (CLIP-Score as GCMI) Let the similarity
matrix W be such that we use text-embeddings of D" (ob-
tained using templates [70]) and image representations of
D for generating the similarity between V' and V™
(i.e., W[V V@) Then, maximizing CLIP-score reduces
to maximizing over GCMI Equation (3) with B = V',

Remark 2.5. All the methods above only care about
W[V VA q submatrix of W sliced using V'™ and V™,

making the remaining entries of the matrix non-important.

The above lemma and corollaries motivates studying CMI
in its full generality as a natural framework for retrieval.

3. COmBinatorial Retrieval Augmentation

COBRA is a retrieval procedure that uses a submodular ob-
jective which is a combination of: (1) a Facility Location
function based combinatorial Mutual Information function
(FLMI) (2) a submodular function that encourages the re-
trieved set to be class balanced and (3) an optional function
to score the quality of each sample. We describe each of
them in detail below.

FLMI The facility location (FL) function is a well-known
submodular function and is effective at modeling diversity.
In Equation (4), every client ¢ € V must be represented
by a facility in A C V, which is chosen to be the element
j € A closest to i based on the similarity matrix W. In
contrast, FLMI (Def. 3.1) is the CMI function defined on FL
and captures both diversity and relevance. Intuitively, sam-
ples i € V which are not relevant to D" (max;jcyw w; ; ~
0) will not contribute to increasing Irz(A;V, W), since
min (max;ec 4 w;, j, MaXjeye W, ;) = MaxX;cyw w; ;. On
the other hand, samples that are relevant to D% are
likely to be such that min (max;e 4 w; j, max;cyw w; ;) =
max;e A W; ;, which is maximized by selecting diverse sam-
ples (similar to Equation (4)). Thus, maximizing FLMI
selects samples from D** that are semantically similar to
the target D" while being diverse within D***. This prop-
erty is useful since it ameliorates the redundancy issue with
sets that are selected by GCMI functions (Equation (3)), and
is also demonstrated in Figure 3. Since FLMI is submodular,
we can still use a greedy algorithm to maximize it with a
constant factor approximation guarantee [35, 49].

Definition 3.1 (FLMI). Given a matrix W = [w];; €
R, U {0} modeling the similarity between elements of

D" and D™, For any arbitrary subset A C V, a facility
location function f is defined as

FlA; V, W) Zmaxw” “)
LEV

Moreover, f is submodular in A. For any A C V™, FLMI
is defined as the CMI of the Facility Location function —

Irp(A; V, W) Zmln maxwu, max w; ), (5)

evlw
i€V

where V. = V'
submodular in A.

Vax - Moreover, Ipy,(A; V') is also

Soft Class Balancing Constraint Since we primarily con-
sider classification tasks, it is also desirable for the set of
retrieved samples from D" to be reasonably class-balanced.
While submodular functions may be maximized under hard
class balance constraints, forcing the FLMI function to select
a perfectly class-balanced set of samples can decrease per-
formance since different classes in D*"* will contain varying
amounts of information and different levels of noise. To
this end, we use an informal result from [10] and encourage
the retrieved sets to be class-balanced softly using another
submodular function, as shown in Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.2 (Soft Class Balancing). Let h : 'V — [C]
map any image (indexed using V) to the correspond-
ing (pseudo)label among C classes. For any subset
A C V, define the count for u-th class in set A as
mu(A) £ Y callh(a) = u] and normalized count
as pu(A) 2 my(A)/|Al.  Further denote p(A) =
(p1(A),p2(A), ..., pc(A)) the empirical probability based
on normalized counts. For any given probability distribution
p defined over C classes, and k € N, we have the following

- c
argminDg, (p || p(A)) = arg maXZpu log (m(A))
ACV ACV o
[Al=k [Al=k
(6)
In fact for p = (%, ceey é) that is, uniform distribu-

tion over each class label, maximizing Zle W

is equivalent to finding an A C 'V, |A| = k that is class
balanced.

Proof. Please refer to Section 11 for the proof. O

Quality Score (Optional) Auxiliary datasets such as
LAION-2B contain many low-quality and noisy images,
that could hamper performance if retrieved. To avoid this, a
simple quality function (g) such as CLIP-score or Sim-Score
could be employed alongside the existing optimization goals
to further enhance the quality and relevance of the resulting
summary. This leads us toward the final objective:



Definition 3.3 (COBRA Objective). Using the same
notations from definition 3.1 and lemma 3.2, and given
any A > 0 (soft-balancing weightage), 1 > 0 (an
optional weightage to control the quality of selected
points), ¢(A) = >, 4 q(a) (an optional quality func-
tion for selected points) COBRA optimizes for retriev-
ing semantically similar samples to D' from D"~
while maintaining a soft class balance, by solving the

following optimi {ltwn p(obl rrs

arg max e

min | max w; max w;
{Z (M tr TS u) ™

eV
c
3> o5 (1 ma(4) }

4. Experiments

In all our experiments, we employ the following procedure:

1. Collect Target Dataset: We collect a small target dataset
by sampling a standard image classification dataset uni-
formly at random, retaining 1-16 images per class.

2. Retrieval from LAION-2B: We collect a set of auxiliary
samples by doing the following.

* Initial text-based filtering: We follow the prefilter-

ing step proposed by [91] and use string matching to
discard images with captions that do not contain the
name of any class name in the target dataset. This stage
circumvents the need to compute features for the full
auxiliary pool while filtering out images that are un-
likely to contain any semantically relevant information.
We then use the class name contained in the caption as
the label for the image.
Retrieve: We use a retrieval strategy to select a fixed
budget of samples from the filtered pool that are rele-
vant to the target dataset. We retrieve approximately 16
images per class.

3. Apply Few-Shot Learning Techniques: We start with
a CLIP model with a ViT-B/16 backbone (unless other-
wise indicated), and use a few-shot learning strategy such
as [32, 103] to train on the target and retrieved samples.

Baseline Methods

We briefly describe the alternative retrieval strategies that
are compared against COBRA. All strategies that require
similarity computations use representations extracted with a
CLIP ViT-B/16 unless otherwise specified.

Sim-Score: For a given auxiliary sample, we compute the
cosine similarity to each target sample in the same class. The
sum of the similarities is used as a score, and the samples

with the highest scores are retrieved. This approach is the
most ubiquitous retrieval strategy and has been employed in
the context of VLM’s in [34, 91, 97].

CLIP-score: Using a prompt template from [70], we craft
a text prompt for each class in the target dataset. We then
measure the cosine similarity between the CLIP represen-
tation of the class prompt and the representation for each
auxiliary image. Auxiliary samples with the highest scores
per class are retrieved [34, 91].

Random: We select auxiliary samples uniformly at ran-
dom from each class. This is a naive strategy that is prone to
choosing noisy and irrelevant samples.

SDXL-Aug Leveraging text-to-image models to generate
additional training data has become a technique of recent
interest in vision [4, 34, 104]. We therefore craft a prompt
for each class in the target dataset, feed it to Stable Diffusion
XL [68], and create a large pool of 105 generated images
per class. We then use the CLIP-score to select the highest
quality samples (as done in [104]) and add them to the target
dataset for training. This was used as a retrieval strategy
in [104], albeit with a far weaker diffusion model.

No Retrieve: We also consider training only on the target
task, without retrieving any additional samples from the
auxiliary pool. This serves as a lower bound.

Other Implementation Details

COBRA requires computing a pairwise similarity matrix
(W) which does not need any constraint other than w; ; > 0.
Therefore, we opt to use sparse matrices instead of comput-
ing the full matrix and instantiate them by computing the
k nearest neighbors for each image using FAISS [43]. It
also helps to avoid saturation problems in the facility loca-
tion function, as highlighted in [7], and also significantly
accelerates this process. This process takes approximately
10 minutes on a single 80G NVIDIA A100 GPU even at
our experimental scale, and is only a one-time cost. Few-
shot training of CLIP models is also done on a single 80G
NVIDIA A100 GPU and takes approximately 1 hour for a
full training. We defer the discussion of hyperparameters to
Appendix 16 and 17.

4.1. Main Results

Performance across datasets In Figure 5, we evaluate
all retrieval strategies and consider several target tasks
consisting of subsets from Imagenet-1k [24], Imagenet-
V2 [73], Flowers102 [64], FGVC-Aircraft [58], DTD [18],
and Food101 [12]. Note that, Imagenet-V2 is only a test set,
so we report the performance of models trained on Imagenet-
1k. Generally, we find that COBRA outperforms alternative
retrieval strategies across tasks. On datasets with high in-
traclass diversity such as Imagenet, we find that retrieving
auxiliary samples with COBRA provides the highest relative
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Figure 4. Aggregated Ranking (|) Average ranking of each re-
trieval strategy (lower is better) across different levels of data
scarcity, six datasets, and three random seeds. In over 90 experimen-
tal settings, COBRA generally outperforms any baseline we test.

benefits. On Flowers102, we observe that there is no statisti-
cally significant difference between COBRA and Sim-Score.
We speculate that this is because both the test and train sets
for Flowers102 are very homogeneous, diminishing the util-
ity of diversity for retrieval in this setting (see Section 18.3).
However, COBRA and Sim-Score both outperform all other
baseline strategies we consider. This is further reflected by
our average ranking analysis from Fig.4, in which we find
the rank of each retrieval method for every shot setting and
average it across every dataset. Since this is a ranking metric,
a smaller number is desirable, again showing COBRA is a
strong candidate for this task. See Section 8 for additional
results on language tasks.

Performance across few-shot algorithms Since the
choice of retrieval algorithm is orthogonal to the choice
of few-shot learning strategy, we evaluate the efficacy of
COBRA in selecting additional training samples for a simple
linear model [70], Clip-Adapter [32], Tip-Adapter-F [103],
and CaFo [104] in Fig. 6. These techniques all add a few
learnable parameters on top of a pretrained CLIP image en-
coder and update them while keeping the CLIP encoders
frozen. The results demonstrate a consistent trend in the rel-
ative performance of retrieval strategies across the few-shot
learning techniques, with COBRA as the consistent winner.

Impact of synthetic training samples Interestingly, our
results in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 also demonstrate that retrieving
from an auxiliary pool using a proper retrieval strategy is far
more effective for training than using synthetically generated
images. Despite using the strongest available generative
model, we find that SDXL-Aug never outperforms the best
retrieval strategy for a given task (COBRA). We speculate
that this is due to (1) outputs produced by even the most
powerful generative models tend to contain highly unrealistic
artifacts [ 14] and (2) diffusion models tend to generate sets of
images with very low diversity [96]. A more comprehensive
study evaluating the effectiveness of using generated images
as training data is left for future work. See Section 18 for
qualitative examples.

4.2. Additional Baselines

In this section, we test several additional baselines that are
not commonly used for retrieval in the context of VLMs but
can be adapted for this purpose. We use these baselines to
retrieve additional data in the 16-shot Imagenet-1k setting to
train Tip-Adapter-F with a ViT-B/16 backbone. Results are
shown in Table 1.

Soft Class Balancing We also consider the effect of im-
posing a soft class balance constraint as opposed to strictly
enforcing it as done in past work [55, 91, 97]. As mentioned
in Section 3, the COBRA objective uses soft class balancing
by adding the submodular term, 23:1 M. For
a fair comparison, we also add this term to Sim-Score and
CLIP-Score in Table 1. Note that this creates a new submod-
ular objective that we maximize using the greedy algorithm.
In this study, we observe that even the baseline algorithms
benefit from the inclusion of a soft class balancing term,
demonstrating that it is not necessary to impose a hard class
balance constraint for retrieval. However, COBRA retains
its lead demonstrating the importance of the FLMI objective.

Other CMI Functions There are other instances of CMI
functions, other than FLMI, that can model diversity and
relevance. Here we study the CMI instantiated based on
the log determinant (i.e., a determinantal point process, or
DPP) function, which has also been used in previous works
to induce diversity [2, 16, 50, 76, 81, 93]. Given a positive
definite matrix W and two sets A and B such that ANB = (),
submodular function f(A) = log det W[A, A], log det-MI
is defined as [49].

I;+(A; B) = log (det (W[A, A]))
— log (det (W[A, A])) (8)
— W[A, B)|W|[B, B|"'W|[A, B|"

A positive definite constraint (W > 0) and its expen-
sive computation severely prohibit its utility in large scale
settings. To this end, using a special kernel (sum of outer
products) and Woodbury matrix identity we scale log det-MI
to the largest sizes ever used, to the best of our knowledge.
From Table 1, we observe that log det-MI severely underper-
forms COBRA (and other baselines), which can be attributed
to the relatively simple kernel, and the positive definite re-
striction on similarity matrix required by log det function,
unlike COBRA.

Maximum Marginal Relevance (MMR) MMR is a clas-
sical method [15] that can be used to select relevant and di-
verse samples, but has not been used in the context of VLMs.
MMR introduces a trade-off parameter A ;s g, which bal-
ances relevance and diversity (increasing Az s increases
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Figure 5. Results Across Target Datasets We compare various retrieval strategies over LAION-2B as D™ using Tip-Adapter-F [103] to
adapt CLIP to a small target dataset. We find that COBRA generally outperforms all other retrieval strategies, which is also reflected in
mean-rank analysis in Figure 4. Confidence intervals are based on standard errors computed over three trials.
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Figure 6. Imagenet Results with Different Few-shot Learning Algorithms After retrieving samples from LAION-2B for Imagenet,
we train either a Linear Probe, Clip-Adapter [32], Tip-Adapter-F [103], and CaFo [104] on top of a pretrained CLIP model. We find that
COBRA-based retrieval consistently outperforms alternative retrieval strategies. The confidence intervals are based on standard error and are

computed over three trials.

relevance). We report MMR’s performance in Table | for
different A\yspsr values and show that COBRA outperforms

all of them. We discuss more details of MMR in Section 14.

GPT-3 Class Descriptions One common method to en-
hance the diversity of retrieved samples is leveraging an
LLM to generate varied descriptions for a given class, as
demonstrated in [104]. These diverse descriptions can then
be used as prompts for evaluating with CLIP-Score (as done
in [89]) or to generate images, that is, SDXL-Aug. We com-
pare these two methods in Table | and show that COBRA
outperforms both baselines with prompt-based diversity. We
discuss these approaches in more detail in Section 14.

4.3. Ablations

Component Analysis We include a set of experiments on
assessing the importance on each component, by running
experiments on the 16-shot Imagenet case in Table 2. In
this set of experiments, we find that COBRA outperforms
all baselines in Table | even without all of the components.
We also provide more hyperparameter sensitivity analyses
in Section 16.

Backbone Ablation We only considered ViT-B/16 in our
main experiments, but we include additional results with
ViT-B/32 and ViT-L/14 backbones. Our results in Table 3
showcase that COBRA is robust to the choice of backbone.



Algorithm Imagenet Acc. (%)
Sim-Score 72.35 £ 0.01
Sim-Score w/ Soft Bal. 72.46 & 0.03
CLIP-Score 72.20 £ 0.09
CLIP-Score w/ Soft Bal. 72.22 +£0.04
log det-MI 71.28 £ 0.07
MMR (Aprvr = -25) 71.14 £0.04
MMR (Ayvamrr = .50) 72.41 £ 0.11
MMR (Av g = .75) 72.25 £0.03
CLIP-Score w/ GPT-3 72.27 £ 0.02
SDXL-Aug w/ GPT-3 72.33 £ 0.01
COBRA (Ours) 72.78 £+ 0.13

Table 1. Additional Baselines: Soft class-balancing boosts perfor-
mance when used with other retrieval algorithms, though COBRA
is still superior. We also observe that COBRA outperforms other
retrieval methods that consider diversity. The standard error is
computed over three trials.

FLMI Class-Balancing Quality Score ‘ Acce. (%)
v X X 72.56 + 0.03
v X v 72.60 £+ 0.02
X v v 72.46 £+ 0.03
v v X 72.78 + 0.13
v v v 72.52 £0.11

Table 2. Component Analysis: COBRA has three terms. In this
set of experiments, we examine the importance of each component
in the ablation study. See Section 16 for more analysis.

Algorithm Imagenet Acc. (%)
ViT-B/32 ViT-B/16 ViT-L/14
No-retrieve 67.26 £0.05 72.21 £0.01 77.98 +0.02
Sim-Score 67.50 £0.04 72.354+0.01 78.15 £0.07
CLIP-score 67.48 £0.04 7220 +£0.09 78.12 +0.04
COBRA (Ours) 67.76 0.06 72.78 +-0.13 78.48 & 0.01

Table 3. Choice of Backbone: COBRA provides improvement
over baseline algorithms even when the CLIP backbone is changed
for the retriever and the learner.

5. Related Work

Retrieval-Augmented Models Retrieval augmentation
has demonstrated impressive performance across a wide
range of natural language tasks, leveraging external non-
parametric knowledge to guide the output of large language
models [38, 51, 72, 82]. Notable applications include ques-
tion answering [37, 45, 94], dialog modeling [17, 67, 83],
and code generation [99, 108]. In the few-shot learning set-
ting studied in COBRA, we leverage the retrieved data to

acquire additional training data. Furthermore, these prior
works focus on similarity-based retrieval approaches, thus
failing to address the potential issue of redundancy among
the retrieved entities. More recently, retrieval augmentation
has been successfully applied to vision tasks [34, 55, 91, 97].
Retrieval approaches for VLMs frequently assume that the
auxiliary dataset consists of captioned images, and includes
some form of text-filtering where images with irrelevant
captions are discarded [34, 89, 91]. Other work also lever-
ages similarity-based approaches, where auxiliary samples
with high similarity to samples in the training set are re-
trieved [34, 55, 91, 97]. Unlike past work in retrieval for
VLM’s, we are the first, to the best of our knowledge, to con-
sider retrieval strategies beyond text-filtering and similarity-
based approaches.

Diversity in Information Retrieval While retrieval strate-
gies in the context of VLMs overlook the concept of diver-
sity, the broader field of information retrieval has explored
methods for balancing diversity with relevance. Classical
work in information retrieval demonstrates that diversity
can improve user experience, and propose techniques that
rank documents such that the top elements are not redun-
dant [15, 25, 88]. Some of these techniques can be adapted
to retrieval-augmented few-shot learning as well as we show
in Section 14. Recent information retrieval work also strives
to incorporate diversity by learning separate encoders that
are more amenable to diverse retrieval [98, 105], though
learning an entirely different encoder introduces significant
computational overhead. To the best of our knowledge, no
approach has explicitly used CMI functions for the task of
retrieval.

Other Related Work We include more discussion on re-
lated works in Section 9.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we present COBRA, a novel application
of Combinatorial Mutual Information (CMI) measures
for retrieval augmented few-shot learning. We not only
showed that the most popular existing methods such
as similarity-based retrieval algorithms are part of the
CMI framework but also demonstrated that alternative
instances of this family can retrieve diverse and relevant
samples. In our experiments, we demonstrate that COBRA
outperforms existing retrieval strategies across several
visual tasks and few-shot learning strategies. By demon-
strating the importance of diversity in retrieval, we hope
that future work in this field will move beyond simple
nearest-neighbor based retrieval strategies. Furthermore,
we only consider classification tasks in our experiments
but plan to explore diversity-aware retrieval schemes for
generative tasks (in standard RAG workflows) in future work.
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COBRA: COmBinatorial Retrieval Augmentation for Few-Shot Learning

Supplementary Material

7. Summary of Notations

We provide a list of notations in the paper in the Tab. 4.

Notation ‘ Meaning
D Auxiliary dataset
D Target dataset
ya D™ indices
yr D*" indices
X Domain of images
Yy Domain of labels
Z Domain of D™ elements
W Pairwise similarity matrix
W5 Element i, j of W
f Submodular function
Iy Submodular mutual information

Table 4. Summary of Notations.

8. Application to In-Context Learning

While our work primarily focuses on vision-related applications, COBRA is a versatile retrieval strategy that can be applied
across a wide range of settings. In this section, we explore its use within the framework of in-context learning (ICL) with
large language models (LLMs). ICL refers to the process by which an LLM leverages information presented in the input
prompt or context to perform tasks or make predictions without requiring additional training or parameter updates [13]. For
a given test query z, a prediction ¢ can be obtained by constructing a prompt that incorporates a set of labeled samples
{(x1,y1), -+, (Zn,Yn)}. However, due to the limited context window of LLMs, only a subset of labeled samples can be used
in the prompt. This subset selection problem can be interpreted as a retrieval task. Using the previously defined notation, the
labeled pool corresponds to V"%, while the query to be labeled is represented as V'™ where typically |V**'| = 1. The strategy
commonly employed to retrieve labeled samples for prompting is Sim-Score [13, 56, 59, 75, 86]. However, COBRA can easily
be used for this task as well to introduce diversity into the set of selected in-context exemplars.

We consider several text classification datasets includ-
ing MRPC [26], SST-2 [85], RTE [6], and TREC [52].
We first use Sentence-BERT [74] to create embeddings

Algorithm | MRPC | SST-2 | RTE | TREC

for the full dataset, which are then used to instantiate the Sim-Score ‘ 67.79 ‘ 90.25 ‘ 54.15 ‘ 86.80
similarity matrix. For each sample in the evaluation set, COBRA 68.62 | 90.71 | 56.68 | 87.90

we use the retrieval strategy of choice to select as many

samples as we can fit in the context window from the Table 5. ICL performance. We consider four classification tasks

and evaluate how effective various retrieval appoaches are at selecting
samples for prompting the GPT-J-6B model. Test accuracy (in %) is
reported for all settings. Since ICL takes place during test time and
we use a pretrained LLM, all numbers are deterministic so error bars
are not included.

training set. These samples are then used to construct a
prompt following the template and ordering schemes used
in [86]. Finally, we feed the prompt into the GPT-J-6B
model [92] and use the verbalizer from [86] to recover a
prediction. In this set of experiments, we find that CO-
BRA consistently outperforms Sim-Score as shown in Table 5. We include qualitative examples of the types of examples
COBRA retrieves in Section 18.2.

9. Additional Related Work

Few-shot Learning Few-shot learning techniques are designed to enhance the data efficiency of neural networks, enabling
them to generalize effectively from a limited amount of data. Older lines of research investigate using learned metrics to
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quantify the distances between images at test time and examplar images belonging to novel categories for classification
tasks [66, 84, 87, 90], while others have leveraged meta-learning based approaches to learn a set of initial weights that can
be quickly adapted towards novel downstream tasks [28, 39, 63, 71]. Upon the emergence of foundation models, few-shot
learning research for image classification has shifted towards leveraging the transferability of large-scale vision-language
models that have been trained on web-scale datasets such as CLIP [70] or ALIGN [42]. Modern techniques typically add
a limited number of learnable parameters, while keeping the main image and/or text encoders frozen when adapting to a
new task [32, 103, 104, 106, 107]. These recent few-shot learning methods are model-centric approaches towards improving
adaptation, while retrieval methods that focus on acquiring new data points to train on are data-centric methods, which are
complementary.

Active Learning Active learning methods seek to minimize the amount of data that needs to be labeled by selectively
querying the most informative data points from a pool of unlabeled samples. Such techniques typically employ model-
dependent measures of uncertainty [3, 5, 27, 31, 80], diversity [19, 33, 79], or some combination of both [1, 2, 65, 95, 100] for
the selection criteria. While most prior active learning works consider settings where the unlabeled and initial labeled pool
have the same distribution [19, 33, 79, 101], some recent work considers class-imbalanced active learning [20, 48, 100, 102]
where the unlabeled pool is class-imbalanced and may even include out-of-distribution samples. However, active learning
assumes that task-specific human annotations are provided for the selected set of samples. This is distinct from the retrieval
setting where human annotations are free-form captions that may not be specific to the downstream task.

Distinction from Neural Priming [91] Neural Priming is a recent approach that seeks to improve the zero-shot accuracy of
pretrained VLMs by retrieving from samples from LAION-2B. However, this approach differs from the setting we consider
in the following ways. [91] considers a transductive setting where the samples are retrieved based on the test data. This is
distinct from our work, where samples are retrieved based only on the available training dataset. Moreover, [91] only uses a
single retrieval strategy which is a combination of CLIP-score and Sim-Score. In contrast, our work seeks to comprehensively
evaluate existing retrieval strategies and demonstrate the superiority of COBRA.

Distinction from REACT [55] REACT [55] proposes an end-to-end scheme for improving the performance of VLMs.
REACT retrieves around 6-10 million based on either CLIP-Score or Sim-Score based on a classification task, and updates a
significant number of the original parameters by training contrastively on the retrieved image/caption pairs. REACT fixes the
retrieval strategy and focuses on which architectural and procedural design choices are important for improving zero-shot
performance. Unlike REACT, we explore different retrieval strategies while keeping the few-shot learning strategy fixed.
These two directions are complementary to one another, and REACT could benefit from a diversity-aware retrieval strategy
such as COBRA.

10. Limitations

A key limitation of COBRA is that it assumes that the auxiliary dataset has some samples that are relevant to the target
task. However, this assumption may not hold for highly novel tasks or specialized domains. Furthermore, diverse retrieval
may not offer significant improvements in performance if the train set and test set of the target are highly homogeneous
(see Section 18.3).

11. Background and Lemmas from the Main Paper

In this section, we re-write the lemmas from the main paper (Section 2 and Section 3 to be precise).
Lemma 11.1 (Graph Cut Mutual Information). Let G = (V, E) be a graph with edge weights defined with symmetric

W = [w];; € Ry U{0}. Foranyset A CV of vertices, let f(A) = }_,c 4 3" e\ 4 Wij be the graph cut function. Now
given any two sets A and B, such that, AN B = (), then,

If(A;B):QZZwij )

i€cAjeB
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Proof. We first expand the value of f(A) for given any A and B such that AN B = ()

i€AJEV\A
DI SUIED DD S o
i€AJEB i€A jEV\(AUB)
Similarly,
B)y=> > wy; (12)
i€B jeV\B
=D D wig ), Y wiy (13)
ieBjeA i€B jeV\(AUB)
and,
f(AUB) Z Z w; (14)
i€AUB jeV\(AUB)
=2 2 wgt), D wy (1)
i€A jeV\(AUB) i€B jeV\(AUB)
Therefore,
FAA) + f(B) = fLAUB) =) "> wij+ Y > wjs (16)
i€AjEB i€AjEB
=2>_ D wiy a7
icAjeB
=17(A;B) (18)
Where the last step is due to the symmetric nature of the matrix. O

Lemma 11.2 (Soft Class Balancing). Let h : V' — [C] map any image (indexed using V) to the corresponding (pseudo)label
among C classes. For any subset A C 'V, define the count for u-th class in set A as m,(A) £ Y, I[h(a) = u] and
normalized count as p,(A) = my(A)/|A|. Further denote p(A) = (p1(A),p2(A),...,pc(A)) the empirical probability
based on normalized counts. For any given probability distribution p defined over C classes, and k € N, we have the following

C
arg min Dy, (p || p(4)) = arg max Zpu log (m.,(A)) (19)
cv
[Al=k |A|_:k u=l1
In fact for (%, ceey %), that is, uniform distribution over each class label, maximizing 25:1 M is equivalent to

p =
findingan A CV,

A| = k that is class balanced.
Proof. The proof step follows from expanding the definition of KL-Divergence.
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Dy (p || B(A Zpul g( . ) (20)

= Zpu log pu — Zpu log p(A 1)
u=1
u(A)
pulog ( ) (22)
Z Al
c
= —H(p) +log|A] = > pulogmu(A) (23)
u=1
c
== (H(p) - log |A‘ + Zpu 1Og mu(A)> (24)
u=1
Therefore,
c
argmin Dy, (p || p(A)) = arg min — (H(p) —log|A|+ ) py,log mu(A)> (25)
ACV ACV u=1
|Al=k | A=k
c
= arg max (H(p) —log|A| + Zpu log mu(A)> (26)
AcV u=1
[Al=k
c
= arg max Z Py log (my, (A)) 27
ACV =
|Al=k
O

12. Complexity Analysis

For simplicity, let M (|[V*| according to the main paper) be the total number of training samples provided and N (|[V**¥|
according to the main paper) be the size of an auxiliary dataset. For our experiments, we use sparse matrices constructed using
FAISS with r nearest neighbors in each row, where r << M + N this makes our space complexity O(r(M + N)). For the
time complexity, assuming we select k samples, given the greedy procedure (further accelerated by the priority queue [60]),
itis O(Nk), which is of a similar order to Sim-Score. For the time complexity of constructing a similarity matrix, while a
brute force method will be O(rN?), using FAISS it can be brought down to O(r Npoly(log NV)) with the help of HNSW for
approximate nearest neighbor search. For empirical run time, it takes roughly 45 min to construct the similarity matrix in the
order of millions, which is not significant compared to the cost of obtaining the features for the full retrieval pool (necessary
for all retrieval strategies).

13. Submodular Maximization

In this section, we provide the pseudocode for maximizing submodular function. Since COBRA uses a monotone non-
decreasing and normalized (f() = 0) submodular function (a.k.a polymatroidal functions) for objective, we outline the
greedy algorithm in Algorithm 1 that offers 1 — e~! approximation to the true maximum under cardinality constraints [62].

14. Additional Baseline Details

In this section, we compare to other retrieval baselines. Below, we describe each additional approach. Note that, similar to the
main paper, every additional baseline is conducted on Imagenet-1K.
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Algorithm 1 Greedy Algorithm for Maximizing polymatroidal function under Cardinality Constraint

1: function NEMHAUSER-GREEDY(f, V, k)

2: Input: Submodular function f, ground set V, cardinality constraint k
3 Output: S that maximizes f under cardinality constraint

4 Initialize So < 0

5: t<0
6

7

8

9

while |S;| < k do
v < argmax,ev\s, f(v | St) > f(z | Se) = f(Sy U{v}) — f(St)
St+1 «~— S;u {U}
: t—t+1
10: end while
11: return Sj,
12: end function

Maximum Marginal Relevance (MMR) Maximal Marginal Relevance is a commonly used approach for information
retrieval [15] that balances diversity and relevance. This approach iteratively adds v € V** to A, until a cardinality limit is
attained, by solving the following optimization problem:

v L arg max )\I\IMR (sim1 (i7 Vtar)) — (1 — AM]\/IR) max Sim2 (i, j) (28)

i€ Vax\ A JEA

Intuitively, the first term encourages selecting elements that are similar to V' while the second term ensures that the new

samples are not too close to samples already in A. In the implementation we use for experiments, we use simy (7, V'*) =
max;cye w;; and simo (4, j) = wj;.

CLIP-Score w/ Diverse LLM Prompts It is possible to use LLM-generated prompts with CLIP-Score, as proposed in
Sus-X [89]. Specifically, we generate several prompts for each class using the templates generated by GPT-3 provided by [69],
retrieve a few samples with high similarity to each prompt, and aggregate all samples to create the final set of retrieval samples.
While this may improve the diversity of samples selected when compared to CLIP-Score with a single text prompt, this
approach still does not model interactions between the selected samples. Therefore, duplicates or near duplicates may still be
selected if there are text prompts that are similar to one another.

SDXL-Aug w/ Diverse LLM Prompts Similar to the previous section, we use LLM-generated prompts to sample synthetic
data from Stable Diffusion XL (SDXL). Specifically, we generate several prompts for each class using the templates generated
by GPT-3 provided by [69], and then use them to prompt SDXL. For the same reason as above, this does not guarantee
diversity since GPT-3 outputs may still be redundant.

Sample Efficiency We now study if retrieving more samples from the baselines, Sim-score and CLIP-score respectively can
outperform COBRA. Specifically, fixing the retrieval budget for COBRA to 16K, i.e., 16 images per class (IPC), and varying
the baseline retrieval budget to 32K, 64K, and 128K, i.e., 32, 64, and 128 IPC, respectively. As expected, retrieving more
samples does not mean it would not have redundancy, and even though baselines retrieve 8x more samples than COBRA, they
continue to underperform as shown in Figure 7.

15. Toy Example Setup

Here we describe the toy example setup from the main paper in greater detail. For D" we use 16 samples from each of 4
different Gaussian, making it 64 samples per class. For the D** we sample 25000 points from a mixture of Gaussian such that
the D is heavily imbalanced between its modes and reflects how auxiliary data may be quite skewed in real-world settings.
For similarity between any two points, ¢, and j, we use a simple ¢, distance-based kernel, that is, w; ; = exp (— lz; — z; ||%)
Using this we instantiate W described in the main paper, for both the COBRA as well as Sim-score. To provide class
information, we need to associate every sample in this D*'* with one of the 4 classes in D*". To do so, we fit a Linear SVM
[21] on 64 samples from D" and use its predicted labels on D** to associate each of its samples with one of the 4 labels.
Lastly, we do not use any optional quality function.
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Figure 7. Sample Efficiency We demonstrate that retrieving more samples does not necessarily improve the performance of Sim-Score and
CLIP-Score and that COBRA maintains its edge even when retrieving 8x fewer samples.

Feature 2

Figure 8. 2D Example We consider a simple example where |D*| = 64 and |D**| = 25000. From D™, we retrieve a subset of size 128
based on D*'. COBRA (left) effectively covers the target D™, on the other hand, Sim-Score (right) selects clumpy samples, as highlighted
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by the bounding boxes.

With the setup above, retrieval is performed to fetch 128 samples from D*™%, and is shown in Fig.8.

16. Implementation Details

For convenience, we again describe the auxiliary data collection procedure here.

16.1. Auxiliary Data creation

We follow the following procedure that gives us D*"* and associated class labels for each sample in D*"* when provided with

target data D'

1. Collect Target Dataset D'*": We collect a small target dataset by sampling a standard image classification dataset uniformly

at random, retaining 1-16 images per class.
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Table 6. Basic Hyperparameters used for learning algorithm

Dataset Name Final Value Tuning Range
Learning Rate 0.01 {0.001, 0.01, 0.02, 0.1}
Imagenet Epochs 20 {20, 30, 40}
Optimizer SGD {SGD, AdamW }
Learning Rate 0.001 {0.001, 0.01, 0.02, 0.1}
FGVC-Aircraft Epochs 30 {20, 30, 40}
Optimizer SGD {SGD, AdamW }
Learning Rate 0.01 {0.001, 0.01, 0.02, 0.1}
Flowers-102 Epochs 20 {20, 30, 40}
Optimizer AdamW {SGD, AdamW}
Learning Rate 0.1 {0.001, 0.01, 0.02, 0.1}
DTD Epochs 20 {20, 30, 40}
Optimizer SGD {SGD, AdamW }
Learning Rate 0.001 {0.001, 0.01, 0.02, 0.1}
Food101 Epochs 20 {20, 30, 40}
Optimizer AdamW {SGD, AdamW}

2. Collect Auxilary Dataset D*"*: We follow the prefiltering step proposed by [91] and use string matching to discard images
with captions that do not contain the name of any class name in the target dataset. This stage circumvents the need to
compute features for the full auxiliary pool while filtering out images that are unlikely to contain any semantically relevant
information. We then use the class name contained in the caption as the label for the image. We will refer to this
(pseudo)labels with y from now onwards.

16.2. Similarity Construction, COBRA and CLIP-Score

Both COBRA and Sim-score use a similarity matrix to model similarity between and among the samples in D*" and D***. To
this end, we model similarity between any two points, 7, j € V (recall that V = V"% U VX and indexing defined jointly over
DU and D*™), we use a simple dot product based similarity. Since the model we are fine-tuning is a pretrained CLIP model,
we use its vision encoder (call it hyigon) to provide a mapping of every ¢, 7 € V in some d-dimensional space. Therefore,

W = [uy,] is such that wy ; = L+ 25y,
this directly for Sim-score, such that Sim-score(i) = > jev Wi however, for COBRA we perform further sparsification.

We sparsify the W in two stages. First, we set w; ; = 0 such that y; # y; (that is, if 7 and j do not have the same
(pseudo)label). We then further sparsify the remaining matrix, by only retaining the top-k (hyperparameter) entries in each
row and setting the rest of them to be 0. This corresponds to finding the top-k nearest neighbors according to cosine distance.
Since COBRA can have an optional quality function g, we use this to be the Sim-score itself. That is for any : € V"™,
q(i) = > ey wi,j, and therefore forany A C V™, q(A) = 37,04 D ey Wi -

For CLIP-score, we use the text templates provided by [70] for every class in the target dataset. Then based on the
(pseudo)label for every sample in D**, we compute the CLIP-score for every sample i € V** as CLIP-score(i) =

0 }i}f‘ﬂi::"(“f)"l)‘jﬂLZL‘(IT(ZZ;),))))é T where T (y) is text template for any label y and text is text encoder for the CLIP model.

Note that adding 1 makes sure that w; ; > 0 for every pair. We use

16.3. Hyperparameters

‘We mention the basic learning hyperparameters in the table 6. We determine the hyperparameter configuration to use by running
a sweep while training on only the samples from the target dataset in the 16-shot setting. We then fix these hyperparameters
across all retrieval algorithms. We provide the COBRA-specific hyperparameters in - Table 7, Table 8, Table 9 and Table 11
for each dataset. Lastly, for ablation on different backbones, we keep 1 and A fixed to the original values, while only tuning
the k (neighbor) parameter, which we discuss in Table 12. Note that for reporting numbers we run three trials.
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Table 7. Hyperparameters used for COBRA in Imagenet-1K

Shots Name Value Tuning Range
k (neighbor) 5 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
1 A 1 Fixed to 1
o 0 Fixed to 0
k (neighbor) 512 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
2 A 1 Fixed to 1
u 0 Fixed to 0
k (neighbor) 32 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
4 A 1 Fixed to 1
I 0 Fixed to 0
k (neighbor) 512 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
8 A 1 Fixed to 1
I 0 Fixed to 0
k (neighbor) 512 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
16 A 1 Fixed to 1
m 0 Fixed to 0

Table 8. Hyperparameters used for COBRA in FGVC-Aircrafts

Shots Name Value Tuning Range
k (neighbor) 256 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
1 A 1 Fixed to 1
o 0 Fixed to 0
k (neighbor) 128 (5,8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
2 A 1 Fixed to 1
o 0 Fixed to O
k (neighbor) 128 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
4 A 1 Fixed to 1
m 0 Fixed to O
k (neighbor) 512 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
8 A Fixed to 1
m 0 Fixed to O
k (neighbor) 256 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
16 A 1 Fixed to 1
I 0 Fixed to 0

17. Sensitivity Analysis

The hyperparameter associated with COBRA is the sparsity of the similarity matrix, which is governed by the top-£ entries in
each row. To this end, for our first sensitivity analysis, we study the downstream accuracy for the 16-shot case with Imagenet as
D™ and CLIP-adapter (ViT-L/14 backbone) being the few-shot learning method. We vary k € {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512},
the range we perform tuning and report its accuracy in Figure 9a. We observe that the COBRA works well when k is neither
too small nor too large, which may be linked to the saturation of the submodular function, critical for its use. However, even in
the extreme ranges, it doesn’t underperform the baselines. We leave an in-depth investigation of saturation and its impact on
FLMI/COBRA as a future work.

As we outlined in the main paper, p that provides a quality score function is optional, and indeed for datasets such as
Imagenet that has a diverse set of images in the test set, a quality score is not needed. Moreover, on extreme ends p = 1 just
recovers Sim-score. Therefore, for the 16-shot case with Imagenet as D" and CLIP-adapter (ViT-B/16 backbone), we consider
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Table 9. Hyperparameters used for COBRA in Flowers-102.

Shots Name Value Tuning Range
k (neighbor) 128 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
1 A 1 Fixed to 1
I 0.2 {0.1,0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 128 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
2 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0.2 {0.1,0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 16 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
4 A 1 Fixed to 1
I 0.5 {0.1,0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 8 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
8 A 1 Fixed to 1
I 0.5 {0.1,0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 16 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
16 A 1 Fixed to 1
7 0.5 {0.1, 0.2, 0.5}

Table 10. Hyperparameters used for COBRA in DTD.

Shots Name Value Tuning Range
k (neighbor) 128 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
1 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0.5 {0.1,0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 64 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
2 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0.5 {0.1, 0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 64 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
4 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0.5 {0.1,0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 128 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
8 A 1 Fixed to 1
7 0.5 {0.1,0.2, 0.5}
k (neighbor) 16 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
16 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0.5 {0.1, 0.2, 0.5}

varying o € {0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1.0}, and study its performance in Fig. 9b.
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Table 11. Hyperparameters used for COBRA in Food101.

Shots Name Value Tuning Range
k (neighbor) 256 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
1 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0 {0,0.2,0.5}
k (neighbor) 512 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
2 A 1 Fixed to 1
o 0 {0,0.2,0.5}
k (neighbor) 32 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
4 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0 {0,0.2,0.5}
k (neighbor) 8 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
8 A 1 Fixed to 1
I 0.5 {0,0.2,0.5}
k (neighbor) 8 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
16 A 1 Fixed to 1
1 0.5 {0,0.2,0.5}

Table 12. Hyperparameters used for COBRA for backbone ablation. All the remaining ones are kept the same as ViT-B/16

Shots Backbone & (neighbors) Tuning Range
ViT-B/32 8 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
16 ViT-B/16 5 {5, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
ViT-L/14 16 {5, 8,16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512}

Table 13. Hyperparameters used for ICL Experiments

Dataset Name Value Tuning Range

k (neighbor) 256 {256 512 1024 2047}

MRPC L le-4 {0, 1e-4,0.1}
A 0.1 {0, 1e-2, 0.1}

k (neighbor) 2047 {256 512 1024 2047}
SST-2 1 0 {0, le-4, 0.1}
b\ 0 {0, 1e-2, 0.1}

k (neighbor) 512 {256 512 1024 2047}
RTE 1 0 {0, le-4, 0.1}
A le-2 {0, 1e-2, 0.1}

k (neighbor) 2047 {256 512 1024 2047}
TREC 1 0 {0, le-4, 0.1}
A 0 {0, 1e-2, 0.1}
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(b) Hyperparameter Sensitivity u: We see that increasing weigh-
tage on quality term (which is done using similarity) inter-
polates between COBRA without quality to Sim-score. For
Imagenet where there is diversity in both training and test sets,
having additional quality terms hampers the performance. How-
ever, for datasets such as Flowers-102, where there is a lack of
diversity intrinsically, having this quality term makes sure we
are not picking noisy samples (albeit optional).

Figure 9. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of COBRA for k (sparsity) and p (optional quality weightage).
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18. More Qualitative Results
18.1. Imagenet Results

hutterstock - 187991522

(e) SDXL Images (f) Random Images

Figure 10. Visual Comparison of Retrieval Methods for Vultures (Imagenet).
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(d) CLIP-Score Images (e) SDXL Images

Figure 11. Visual Comparison of Retrieval Methods for Hoop Skirt (Imagenet).

18.2. Text Example
See Figure 14 for a qualitative example of COBRA-based text retrieval.
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(d) CLIP-Score Images (e) SDXL Images (f) Random Images

Figure 12. Visual Comparison of Retrieval Methods for Warthog (Imagenet).
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Figure 13. Visual Comparison of Retrieval Methods for Wheaton Terrier (Imagenet).

What metal has the highest melting point? Label: Entity

. What's the second-lightest element? Label: Entity

. What four forms does gold occur in? Label: Entity

. What company makes impulse equipment? Label: Human
. How do you find oxidation numbers? Label: Description

. Name the highest mountain. Label: Location

A A WNU R O

. What's the second-lightest element? [abel: Entity

. What alloy do copper and tin form? Label: Entity

. What is the second hardest substance? Label: Entity

. What four forms does gold occur in? Label: Entity

. What are the most common elements in the crust? Label: Entity

Figure 14. ICL Qualitative Example An example of COBRA vs Sim-Score on the TREC dataset [52]
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18.3. Flowers102 Qualitative Discussion

When using Flowers102 as the target dataset, we do not observe any statistically significant difference between using Sim-Score
vs COBRA for retrieving samples from LAION-2B. We speculate that this is due the fact that there is very little difference in
distribution between the train set and test set. Qualitatively in Fig. 12c, COBRA retrieves a very diverse set of images that do
contain "Air Plant" in many different contexts and captures the naturally occurring variance in this semantic class. However
since the true train and test set for Flowers-102 are very similar, the utility of diverse retrieval diminishes.

(c) COBRA Images (d) Sim-Score Images

Figure 15. Visual Comparison of Retrieval Methods for Class Air Plant (Flowers-102). We observe there is very little difference in
the train and test distributions in Flowers-102. Therefore, the utility of diversity in retrieval is diminished so we do not see statistically
significant differences between COBRA and Sim-Score in terms of performance.

29



	Introduction
	Background
	COmBinatorial Retrieval Augmentation
	Experiments
	Main Results
	Additional Baselines
	Ablations

	Related Work
	Conclusion
	Summary of Notations
	Application to In-Context Learning
	Additional Related Work
	Limitations
	Background and Lemmas from the Main Paper
	Complexity Analysis
	Submodular Maximization
	Additional Baseline Details
	Toy Example Setup
	Implementation Details
	Auxiliary Data creation
	Similarity Construction, COBRA and CLIP-Score
	Hyperparameters

	Sensitivity Analysis
	More Qualitative Results
	Imagenet Results
	Text Example
	Flowers102 Qualitative Discussion


