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Abstract

The emergence of in-context learning (ICL)
is potentially attributed to two major abilities:
task recognition (TR) for recognizing the task
from demonstrations and utilizing pre-trained
priors, and task learning (TL) for learning from
demonstrations. However, relationships be-
tween the two abilities and how such relation-
ships affect the emergence of ICL is unclear. In
this paper, we take the first step by examining
the pre-training dynamics of the emergence of
ICL. With carefully designed metrics, we find
that these two abilities are, in fact, competitive
during pre-training. Moreover, we observe a
strong negative correlation between the com-
petition and ICL performance. Further analy-
sis of common pre-training factors (i.e., model
size, dataset size, and data curriculum) demon-
strates possible ways to regulate the competi-
tion. Based on these insights, we propose a sim-
ple yet effective method to better integrate these
two abilities for ICL at inference time. Through
adaptive ensemble learning, the performance of
ICL can be significantly boosted, enabling two
small models to outperform a larger one with
more than twice the parameters. The code is
available at https://github.com/RUCAIBox/
Competitive-ICL.

1 Introduction

In-context learning (ICL) (Brown et al., 2020) rep-
resents a significant advancement in the capabili-
ties of large language models (LLMs). It allows
models to rapidly adapt to new tasks without up-
dating the parameters by adding only a few exam-
ples as demonstrations to the input. This capabil-
ity has profound applications on a wide range of
tasks (Dong et al., 2022; Lin et al., 2023).

To explore the underlying mechanism, existing
work (Pan et al., 2023; Wei et al., 2023) mainly fo-
cuses on how LLMs perform ICL during inference.
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Figure 1: The performance of MiniCPM-2B and Amber-
7B for ICL and its two abilities (i.e., task recognition and
task learning). The emergence of ICL encounters many
fluctuations, where the performance of task recognition
and task learning changes in the opposite direction.

Two main abilities are considered to play important
roles in ICL: task recognition (TR), which recog-
nizes the task from demonstrations and utilizes
pre-trained priors, and task learning (TL), which di-
rectly learns to solve the task from demonstrations.
Furthermore, recent research (Pan et al., 2023) has
found that TR is relatively easier to obtain and can
be observed in small models with only 350M pa-
rameters, while TL would often emerge in large
models with billions of parameters. Based on this,
Wei et al. (2023) further explore the relationships
between these two abilities and show that TR takes
the dominant in smaller LLMs while TL is more
emphasized in larger LLMs. However, how these
two abilities quantitatively affect the emergence of
ICL is under-explored.

In this work, we take the first step towards un-
raveling the mystery, i.e., relationships between the
two abilities and how such relationships affect the
emergence of ICL, by examining the pre-training
dynamics of LLMs. To achieve this goal, we first
propose to disentangle the two abilities by manip-
ulating the input-label settings (Pan et al., 2023),
so as to measure the performance of TR and TL
for each model checkpoint in the pre-training. As
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illustrated in Figure 1, we can observe that the
emergence of ICL encounters many fluctuations,
along with competition between its two abilities
(i.e., their performance actually changes in the op-
posite direction). To quantify such a competitive
relationship, we propose new measurements to re-
flect how one ability suppresses the other.

With the proposed metrics, we find that the
competitive relationship widely exists for existing
LLMs with various training settings. More impor-
tantly, it demonstrates a strong correlation with ICL.
First, during pre-training, the competition exhibits
a “stable–rise” pattern, typically reflecting fluctua-
tions and improvements in the performance of ICL.
Second, with respect to the entire pre-training pro-
cess, the average intensity of competition (defined
in Section 2) is negatively correlated with the final
ICL performance: the less competition, the bet-
ter the ICL performance. These findings suggest
that regulating the competition between the two
abilities of ICL could be crucial for its emergence.
We further investigate the influence of common
pre-training factors (i.e., model size, dataset size,
and data curriculum) on the competition. We find
that: (1) scaling model size can lead to the early
appearance of competition but effectively reduce
the average intensity of competition; (2) scaling
dataset size can postpone the competition; and (3)
specific data curricula can adjust the intensity of
competition for the enhancement or specialization
of LLMs.

Furthermore, we propose a simple yet effective
method to fuse the two abilities of ICL for better
performance at inference time. Specifically, we
first select two checkpoints from the pre-training
process with the best abilities of TR and TL, respec-
tively. Then, they are fused with adaptive ensem-
ble learning, where the contribution of each one
is adaptively determined by its performance. To
validate the effectiveness of our approach, we con-
duct experiments on extensive datasets and LLMs
with various training settings. Experimental results
show that this simple method can effectively boost
the performance of ICL and outperform several
competitive baselines, even if the total parameters
are less than half of a single larger LLM.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, this is the first

time that the competitive relationship between the
two abilities of ICL (i.e., TR and TL) and its emer-
gence has been investigated. By examining the
pre-training dynamics of ICL, we demonstrate a

strong negative correlation between the emergence
of ICL and the competition between TR and TL.
• We conduct a fine-grained analysis of common

pre-training factors (i.e., model size, dataset size,
and data curriculum) to understand their influence
on the competition between TR and TL.
• We propose a simple but effective method to

better integrate TR and TL for ICL at inference
time. Through adaptive ensemble learning, the
performance of ICL can be significantly boosted,
enabling two small models to outperform a larger
one with more than twice the parameters.

2 Background and Measurement

In this section, we introduce the background of TR
and TL and further propose new measurements to
quantify the competition between them.

2.1 Task Recognition and Task Learning

Typically, an LLM performs ICL by using input-
label pairs from the target task as demonstrations,
i.e., Dk = {(x1, y1), . . . , (xk, yk)}, to predict the
label for the test input. In existing literature (Pan
et al., 2023; Lin and Lee, 2024), it has been widely
recognized that ICL can be attributed to two major
underlying abilities, namely task recognition (TR)
and task learning (TL). Specifically, TR refers to
the ability of an LLM to recognize the target task
from demonstrations and only utilize its own knowl-
edge obtained from pre-training to solve the task,
while TL refers to the ability of an LLM to solve
the target task solely based on demonstrations.

To disentangle ICL into the two main abilities,
existing studies (Pan et al., 2023; Lin and Lee,
2024) are mainly developed based on an impor-
tant assumption: the mapping information between
input and label in demonstrations is more important
for TL. Following Pan et al. (2023), we consider
three settings to study the effect of TR and TL:
• Gold: It refers to the standard ICL setting,

where we use the correct input-label pairs. This
reflects both TR and TL abilities.
• Random: To evaluate TR ability, we randomly

sample labels from the label space of the target task
for each input in demonstrations.
• Abstract: To evaluate TL ability, we map the

original labels in demonstrations to semantically
unrelated ones (e.g., numbers, letters, or symbols).

With the above settings, we can conduct the cor-
responding empirical experiments by manipulating
the input-label relations (i.e., random and abstract



settings) to quantify the effect of TL and TR.

2.2 Competition Measurement
In this paper, an important hypothesis is that com-
petitive relationships exist between TR and TL dur-
ing pre-training. To investigate this, we assume that
the intermediate checkpoints of LLMs are available,
denoted as Mθ = {Mθ1 ,Mθ2 , · · · ,Mθt}. Specifi-
cally, we first calculate the performance change of
TR and TL during pre-training as follows:

∆TRi = Accrand
i+1 − Accrand

i , (1)

∆TLi = Accabs
i+1 − Accabs

i , (2)

where Accrand
i and Accabs

i denote the accuracy of
the intermediate checkpoint Mθi under the random
and abstract settings introduced in Section 2.

If the performance of TR and TL changes in op-
posite directions, it would indicate that competition
actually occurs, which can be represented as:

Ch
i = I(∆TRi ·∆TLi < 0)

· I(|∆TRi| > ϵ) · I(|∆TLi| > ϵ), (3)

where I(·) is the indicator function. Here, we con-
sider two additional indicator functions to reduce
the influence of inaccurate performance estimation.
ϵ is set to 0.01 in our experiment. Furthermore,
to measure the intensity of competition Cs

i , we
consider using the ratio between the performance
changes of TR and TL:

Cs
i = Ch

i ·
[
I(∆TRi < 0) ·

∣∣∣∣∆TRi

∆TLi

∣∣∣∣
+ I(∆TLi < 0) ·

∣∣∣∣∆TLi

∆TRi

∣∣∣∣ ] . (4)

Here, we assume that an increase in the perfor-
mance of one ability at the cost of a decrease in the
performance of the other ability indicates the inten-
sity of competition. A larger value of Cs

i suggests
more intense competition, as it implies a greater de-
crease in the performance of one ability for a given
increase in the performance of the other. Moreover,
to investigate the dynamics of competition during
pre-training, we calculate the cumulative intensity
score Ri as follows:

Ri =

∑i
j=1C

s
j∑N

j=1C
s
j

. (5)

This measure tracks the cumulative proportion of
the total competition intensity up to the i-th train-
ing step, providing insight into how competition
evolves over time.

3 Empirical Analysis

In this section, we present the empirical analysis of
the competition relationships between TR and TL
for ICL.

3.1 Experimental Setup

Tasks and Datasets. Following Pan et al. (2023),
we select 16 datasets across four types of tasks for
the experiment: sentiment analysis, topic/state clas-
sification, toxicity detection, and natural language
inference/paraphrase detection. Details about the
datasets are depicted in Appendix A. Due to com-
putational constraints, we sample 1000 examples
from each dataset for evaluation.

Models. Since our work focuses on the pre-training
dynamics of ICL, we select LLMs that have more
than 350M parameters and provide their inter-
mediate checkpoints: the Pythia suite (6 model
sizes ranging from 410M to 12B) (Biderman et al.,
2023), MiniCPM-2B (Hu et al., 2024), Baichuan2-
7B (Yang et al., 2023), Amber-7B (Liu et al., 2023),
CrystalCoder-7B (Liu et al., 2023), and OLMo-
7B (Groeneveld et al., 2024). Due to computational
constraints, we sample 16 checkpoints in addition
to the final one. They are evenly distributed in the
pre-training process. Experiments with other num-
bers of checkpoints yield similar results, which are
shown in Appendix B.1. To make the output as
deterministic as possible, we set temperature=0.

Other Details. We use 16 randomly sampled ex-
amples as demonstrations by default across the
paper following Min et al. (2022). The discussion
about the number of examples can be found in Ap-
pendix B.2. We use minimal templates to construct
demonstrations following Pan et al. (2023). Specif-
ically, we use a single newline character (i.e., \n)
to connect each input-label pair and three ones to
separate examples. We utilize symbols as labels in
the abstract setting. Other kinds of abstract labels
yield similar results as discussed in Appendix B.3.
The results are averaged across five random seeds.

3.2 Task Recognition and Task Learning Are
Competitive During Pre-Training

Figure 1 shows that the emergence of ICL meets
many fluctuations, along with competition between
its two abilities (i.e., TR and TL). In this section,
we delve into this competition and unveil its rela-
tionship with ICL.



Pythi
a-410

M
Pythi

a-1B
Pythi

a-1.4
B

Mini
CPM

-2B
OLM

o-7B
Amb

er-7B

Cryst
alCod

er-7B
Pythi

a-12B
0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

Figure 2: Average ratio of competition for LLMs.
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Figure 3: The performance of ICL and the evolution of
competition (Ri) during the pre-training of MiniCPM-
2B and Amber-7B.

The Existence of Competition. To confirm the
existence of competition between TR and TL, we
investigate the pre-training process of 8 LLMs with
various training settings. Specifically, we calcu-
late the average ratio of competitions according
to the indicator metric Ch

i defined in Eq. (3). As
illustrated in Figure 2, all the LLMs exhibit cer-
tain levels of competition during pre-training. For
some LLMs, even more than half the time there
exists competition. It suggests that the competition
between TR and TL is a widespread phenomenon
during pre-training.

The Dynamic of Competition. We further explore
the intensity of competition and its evolution during
pre-training. Specifically, we choose MiniCPM-2B
and Amber-7B, which are trained with over a tril-
lion tokens with different amounts of parameters.
We track the evolution of the intensity of compe-
tition using the metric Ri defined in Eq. (5). Re-
sults are shown in Figure 3. We can observe that
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Figure 4: ICL performance of the final checkpoint and
the average intensity of competition (C̄s) for LLMs.

the intensity of competition typically repeats the
“stable–rise” pattern, which usually corresponds
to the fluctuation and increase in the performance
of ICL. Such an interesting phenomenon inspires
us to further examine the relationship between the
competition and the performance of ICL.

The Relationship Between Competition and ICL.
We first examine the relationship between the com-
petition and the performance of ICL based on pre-
training dynamics. As shown in Figure 3, when
there exists competition, the performance of ICL
tends to increase (78% of the time for MiniCPM-
2B and 57% for Amber-7B). However, when there
is no competition, the performance of ICL shows
fluctuations, making the situation complicated. To
make it clear, we shift our perspective to the entire
pre-training process. Specifically, we examine the
relationship between the average intensity of com-
petition C̄s defined in Eq. (5) and the ICL perfor-
mance of the final checkpoint. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 4, with the increase of C̄s, the ICL performance
tends to drop, with the exception of MiniCPM-2B
and CrystalCoder-7B (they will be discussed in
Section 3.3). To further verify their correlation,
we calculate the Pearson correlation coefficient.
The result is -0.591, validating their negative cor-
relation. This finding has important implications
for optimizing pre-training processes and suggests
that managing the competition between TR and TL
could be crucial for enhancing ICL ability.
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3.3 How Do Factors of Pre-Training Influence
the Competition?

As discussed in Section 3.2, the competition be-
tween TR and TL during pre-training demonstrates
a strong correlation with the final ICL performance.
This motivates us to investigate the influence of pre-
training factors on the competition level. Specifi-
cally, we investigate several common factors, i.e.,
model size, dataset size, and data curriculum.

3.3.1 Effect of Model Size
We investigate the effect of model size on the com-
petition between TR and TL. Specifically, we use
the Pythia suite for experimentation since these
models share the same training setting in addition
to the number of parameters.

We first pay attention to the differences in the
evolution of competition. We can observe from Fig-
ure 5a that as the model size increases, the evolving
curve of competition keeps moving to the left. This
suggests that scaling up model size could make
the appearance of competition appear earlier. One
possible reason is that the learning ability of larger
LLMs is stronger, and they can possess TR and TL
more quickly, thus causing competition between
them to occur earlier.

Then, we focus on the changes in the average
competition intensity. As illustrated in Figure 5b,
the average competitive intensity sharply decreases
with the increase of model size, with the excep-
tion of Pythia-1B. This indicates that scaling up
the model size is helpful in reducing the overall
competition. This may be attributed to the fact
that LLMs with more parameters have a larger ca-
pacity, where TR and TL can be allocated with
more exclusive resources (e.g., neurons). As a re-
sult, although the competition becomes earlier in
larger LLMs, the average intensity of competition
becomes lower. Interestingly, we can observe that
overall, the average intensity of competition scales
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Figure 6: Competition evolving process (Ri) of LLMs
trained with different dataset sizes.

as a power-law with model size, which follows a
similar pattern with the training loss in the scaling
law of LLMs (Kaplan et al., 2020). We leave the
exploration of the relationship between the scaling
law of LLMs and the competition between TR and
TL as future work.

3.3.2 Scaling Dataset Size
In this part, we explore the impact of dataset size on
the competition between TR and TL. We conduct
experiments using models with roughly the same
number of parameters but trained with different
dataset sizes. Specifically, we make the compar-
ison among two sets of LLMs: (Pythia-2.8B and
MiniCPM-2B) and (Pythia-6.9B, Amber-7B, and
OLMo-7B).

Figure 6 illustrates the evolution of competition
during pre-training for these two sets of LLMs.
It can be observed that, for both sets of LLMs,
the evolving curve keeps moving to the right with
the increasing of dataset size. This suggests that
scaling up dataset size could postpone the com-
petition. The possible reason behind this is that,
when pre-trained on a small dataset, LLMs can
quickly memorize the knowledge contained in the
dataset. Thus, they can develop the TR ability for
performing ICL in an early stage. Meanwhile, the
TL ability can also be easily acquired, as it primar-
ily involves directly utilizing the information in
context, as discussed by Singh et al. (2024). As a
result, the competition between TR and TL occurs
in the early stage of pre-training. With the increase
in dataset size, the development of the TR ability
becomes slower since there is more knowledge re-
quired to memorize. Therefore, more competition
happens at a later time, which makes the evolving
curve shift to the right.

3.3.3 Scheduling Data Curriculum
In this part, we explore the influence of data cur-
riculum on the competition between TR and TL.
Here, we consider two representative strategies for
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scheduling data curriculum: (1) quality curriculum,
which makes arrangements for data of different
qualities, and (2) domain curriculum, which makes
arrangements for data from different domains.

We first pay attention to the influence of quality
curriculum on the competition. Specifically, we use
MiniCPM-2B for experimentation, which utilizes
coarse-quality unlabeled data in the first stage and
mixes high-quality labeled data in the second stage.
We compare its pre-training process with that of
Pythia-2.8B, which has a similar model size and
dataset size. As illustrated in Figure 7, the ICL
performance of MiniCPM-2B traps in fluctuations
in the latter half of the first stage while starting
to increase again in the second stage. Meanwhile,
the competition in MiniCPM-2B also becomes ac-
tive in the second stage, and its intensity rapidly
increases. In contrast, the ICL performance of
Pythia-2.8B keeps in fluctuation in the later stages
of pre-training, and the competition is relatively
less active. One possible reason for the success of
quality curriculum is that part of the knowledge
in high-quality labeled data is actually covered by
large-scale coarse-quality data, which may cause
competition between TR and TL to enhance their
learning for the high-quality data.

We then focus on the influence of domain cur-
riculum on the competition. Specifically, we use
CrystalCoder-7B for experimentation, which uti-
lizes general domain data (i.e., SlimPajama (Sobol-
eva et al., 2023)) in the first stage, mixes general
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and code domain data (i.e., SlimPajama and Star-
Coder (Li et al., 2023a)) in the second stage, and
mainly uses specific programming language data
(i.e., Python and web-related data sampled from
StarCoder) in the final stage. Similar to the qual-
ity curriculum, we compare its pre-training pro-
cess with that of Amber-7B, which has a similar
model size and dataset size. As shown in Fig-
ure 8, compared with Amber-7B, CrystalCoder-7B
demonstrates much less competition in the second
stage, along with a higher performance improve-
ment. The underlying reason may be the domain
difference between general text and code, which
brings additional knowledge for LLMs to develop
TR and postpone the competition between TR and
TL on shared knowledge. In the final stage of
CrystalCoder-7B, the competition becomes active
again. This could be attributed to data duplica-
tion since training data is sampled from StarCoder,
which has been utilized in the second stage. Dupli-
cated data can stimulate the competition between
TR and TL to strengthen their learning of specific
skills or knowledge (e.g., specific programming lan-
guages for CrystalCoder-7B), thus achieving better
model specialization.

4 From Competition to Collaboration at
Inference Time

As discussed in Section 3.2, the competitive re-
lations between TR and TL abilities would lead



to a decrease in ICL performance, and our idea
is to mitigate the competition effect and facilitate
their collaboration at inference time. In this section,
we first introduce the proposed adaptive ensemble
learning method and then show the experimental
results.

4.1 Method
Our previous analysis in Section 3.2 shows that
although ICL achieves the best performance at the
end of training under the gold setting (correct input-
label mapping), the corresponding dual abilities
usually do not achieve the best performance simul-
taneously. This observation suggests that it would
achieve better ICL performance if we could inte-
grate the best TR and TL capabilities in one model.
Based on this idea, we propose to fuse the corre-
sponding model checkpoints with ensemble learn-
ing. Specifically, we first select two checkpoints
with the best ability of TR and TL respectively,
and then integrate their probability distributions to
make the prediction:

argmax
y∈Y

[
wrPrrand

r (y|x) + wlPrabs
l (y|x)

]
, (6)

where Prrand
r (y|x) and Prabs

l (y|x) denote the proba-
bility for the TR and TL models to predict the label
y under the random and abstract settings respec-
tively, and wr and wl denote the weights for the
prediction of the TR and TL models respectively.

In addition, considering the contribution of dual
abilities to ICL is usually not equal (), we further
propose an adaptive ensemble learning method for
fusion. Specifically, we control the contribution of
each checkpoint by setting the weight according to
their performance, which is calculated as follows:

wr =
Accrand

r − b

(Accrand
r − b) + (Accabs

l − b)
, (7)

wl =
Accabs

l − b

(Accrand
r − b) + (Accabs

l − b)
, (8)

where Accrand
r is the performance of the model for

TR under the random setting, Accabs
l is the per-

formance of the model for TL under the abstract
setting, and b is the performance of random guess.

4.2 Experimental Setting
To comprehensively validate the effectiveness of
our method, we consider three different combina-
tions of TR and TL models for fusion: (1) the
same model (i.e., Pythia-1B), (2) two models with

Model # Params Acc.

Large models

Amber-7BICL 7B 50.08
Pythia-6.9BICL 6.9B 50.22
Pythia-12BICL 12B 51.74
OLMo-7BICL 7B 52.10
Baichuan2-7BICL 7B 52.77
CrystalCoder-7BICL 7B 55.66

Small models

Pythia-1BICL 1B 44.55
Pythia-2.8BICL 2.8B 45.38
MiniCPM-2BICL 2.7B 50.08

Fusion of small models

Pythia-1BTR+ Pythia-1BTL (fixed)
2B

56.16
Pythia-1BTR+ Pythia-1BTL (adaptive) 56.25

Pythia-1BTR+ Pythia-2.8BTL (fixed)

3.9B

56.62
Pythia-1BTR+ Pythia-2.8BTL (adaptive) 56.83
Pythia-1BTL+ Pythia-2.8BTR (fixed) 55.23
Pythia-1BTL+ Pythia-2.8BTR (adaptive) 55.39

Pythia-1BTR+ MiniCPM-2BTL (fixed)

3.8B

55.21
Pythia-1BTR+ MiniCPM-2BTL (adaptive) 55.31
Pythia-1BTL+ MiniCPM-2BTR (fixed) 54.31
Pythia-1BTL+ MiniCPM-2BTR (adaptive) 55.85

Table 1: Averaged accuracy across 16 datasets for dif-
ferent models and their fusion. We highlight the highest
numbers among fusion with the same model combina-
tion.

a similar training setting (i.e., Pythia-1B and Pythia-
2.8B), and (3) two models with different training
settings (i.e., Pythia-1B and MiniCPM-2B). Each
model is selected to play the roles of both TR and
TL, respectively. We select checkpoints with the
best performance for the required ability. Other
settings are the same as in Section 3.1.

We compare our method with three types of base-
lines: (1) the TR or TL model itself used for fusion,
(2) LLMs whose parameters are more than the sum
of TR and TL models, and (3) fusion using the
same weight (i.e., wr = wl) (“fixed” in Table 1).
All the baselines are tested in the gold setting.

4.3 Results

As presented in Table 1, our proposed method can
significantly boost performance compared to the
single TR or TL model. In addition, such an im-
provement is consistent across various model com-
binations, demonstrating that our method is widely
applicable. To our surprise, two small models to-
gether can even outperform larger models by using
this method, despite their total parameters being
less than half of the larger ones. It suggests that



Models TR Model TL Model Accuracy

TR: Pythia-1B
TL: Pythia-1B

Random Random 52.66
Best Random 53.52

Random Best 54.19
Best Best 56.25

TR: Pythia-1B
TL: Pythia-2.8B

Random Random 48.10
Best Random 50.76

Random Best 55.42
Best Best 56.83

TR: Pythia-2.8B
TL: Pythia-1B

Random Random 52.48
Best Random 53.89

Random Best 54.39
Best Best 55.39

TR: Pythia-1B
TL: MiniCPM-2B

Random Random 53.99
Best Random 54.79

Random Best 54.51
Best Best 55.31

TR: MiniCPM-2B
TL: Pythia-1B

Random Random 52.07
Best Random 53.61

Random Best 53.73
Best Best 55.85

Table 2: Ablation study for model fusion. Results are
averaged across 16 datasets. We highlight the highest
numbers among fusion with the same models for TR and
TL. “Random” means that the checkpoint is randomly
selected, while “Best” means that the checkpoint has
the best performance for TR/TL.

our method can effectively fuse the abilities of TR
and TL to achieve better ICL performance.

Furthermore, to verify the effectiveness of each
component in our method, we conduct the ablation
study. We consider substituting the best check-
points with random ones or setting the weights of
TR and TL to the same, respectively. As shown in
Table 1 and 2, removing any design would lead to
a decrease in performance. It demonstrates the ef-
fectiveness of all the components of our approach.
In addition, the selection of checkpoints with the
best sub-ability seems to be more important, which
yields a larger performance drop after being re-
moved. Checkpoints with the best sub-ability are
more diverse in their predictions, which is impor-
tant for successful fusion.

5 Related Work

Our work is closely related to the studies on the
mechanisms of ICL and model fusion.

The Mechanism of ICL. Existing work primar-
ily explores the mechanisms of ICL from the pre-
training and inference stages of LLMs. Some work
discusses how ICL emerges from pre-training by
conducting analysis on pre-training factors like
data (Chan et al., 2022; Reddy, 2023) and opti-

mization (Singh et al., 2024; Anand et al., 2024).
Other work (Pan et al., 2023; Min et al., 2022; Dai
et al., 2023) studies the operating mechanism of
ICL at inference time. Researchers empirically find
two main abilities in ICL: task recognition (TR) for
recognizing the task and utilizing pre-trained priors
of LLMs (Min et al., 2022) and task learning (TL)
for learning from demonstrations (Dai et al., 2023).
In this paper, we explore how TR and TL affect the
emergence of ICL. By examining the pre-training
dynamics of LLMs, we demonstrate a strong cor-
relation between the emergence of ICL and the
competition between TR and TL.

Model Fusion. Model fusion aims to enhance per-
formance by combining the strengths of multiple
models (Li et al., 2023b). One line of work aims
to reduce the difference among different models
from perspectives like mode connectivity (Nagara-
jan and Kolter, 2019) and alignment (Tatro et al.,
2020). Another line of work studies how to lever-
age the diversity among models through techniques
like weight average (Wang et al., 2019) and ensem-
ble learning (Sagi and Rokach, 2018). In this pa-
per, we propose adaptive ensemble learning to fuse
checkpoints proficient in TR and TL and achieve
better ICL performance.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented the first study of the
competitive relationship of TR and TL abilities,
and quantified their effect on the emergence of ICL.
With specially designed metrics, we found that the
competition between dual abilities widely exists
in existing LLMs, and the competition intensity
is negatively correlated with the ICL performance.
Then, we conducted a detailed analysis of several
pre-training factors (i.e., model size, dataset size,
and data curriculum) to demonstrate possible ways
to regulate the competition. Furthermore, we pro-
posed a simple yet effective method to better inte-
grate dual abilities at inference time. Through adap-
tive ensemble learning, the performance of ICL can
be significantly boosted, enabling two small mod-
els to outperform a larger one with more than twice
the parameters. Overall, our work provides new in-
sights and approaches to study and understand the
underlying mechanism of ICL, which is worth deep
exploration for improving the capacity of LLMs.



7 Limitations

Although our study provides valuable insights into
the dual abilities of ICL and its emergence, sev-
eral limitations should be noted. First, our research
focuses on classification tasks since they can be
easily adapted for the three evaluation settings of
ICL. Other types of tasks are left for future work.
Second, our investigation is confined to conven-
tional ICL paradigms and does not explore alter-
native paradigms such as chain-of-thought prompt-
ing (CoT). Third, due to computational constraints,
our study mainly considers LLMs with up to 12 bil-
lion parameters. Replicating our study with larger-
scale LLMs could provide further insights and vali-
date the robustness of our findings across different
model sizes.
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# Intermediate checkpoint 8 16 32

Pythia-6.9B 12.50 37.50 53.12

OLMo-7B 50.00 37.50 43.75

MiniCPM-2B 62.50 56.25 37.50

Table 3: Different numbers of intermediate checkpoints

A Tasks and Datasets

We conduct experiments on four types of tasks:
Sentiment Analysis, Topic/Stance Classification,
Toxicity Detection, and Natural Language In-
ference/Paraphrase Detection. For Sentiment
Analysis, we use datasets including SST-2 (Socher
et al., 2013), financial_phrasebank (Malo
et al., 2014), emotion (Saravia et al., 2018),
and poem_sentiment (Sheng and Uthus,
2020). For Topic/Stance Classification, we
utilize TREC (Voorhees and Tice, 2000),
tweet_eval_atheist, and tweet_eval_feminist (Mo-
hammad et al., 2018; Basile et al., 2019). For
Toxicity Detection, we include tweet_eval_hate,
ethos_race, ethos_gender, ethos_national_origin,
and ethos_religion (Mollas et al., 2020). For
Natural Language Inference/Paraphrase
Detection, we employ SICK (Marelli et al., 2014),
SNLI (Bowman et al., 2015), WNLI (Levesque
et al., 2012), and MRPC (Dolan and Brockett,
2005).

We follow Min et al. (2022) to select samples
from the training set as demonstrations. Addition-
ally, we randomly sample 300 examples as the
development set for validation in Section 4 and an-
other 1000 examples as the test set for evaluation
in all experiments from the development set.

B More Experiments

B.1 The Number of Intermediate Checkpoints

In the paper, we use 16 checkpoints in addition to
the final one. In this part, we conduct experiments
using different numbers of checkpoints (i.e., 8 and
32). We report the average competition ratio across
16 datasets and 5 random seeds. Table 3 shows that
the number of checkpoints does not affect the ex-
perimental results. They consistently demonstrate
that there is a competitive relationship between TR
and TL during the pre-training process.

# Examples 4 8 16

Pythia-6.9B 18.75 25.00 37.50

OLMo-7B 5.00 37.50 37.50

MiniCPM-2B 43.75 31.25 56.25

Table 4: Different numbers of examples in demonstra-
tion

Abstract
labels Symbols Numbers Letters

Pythia-6.9B 37.50 18.75 37.50

OLMo-7B 37.50 50.00 43.75

MiniCPM-2B 56.25 43.75 50.00

Table 5: Different types of abstract labels.

B.2 The Numbers of Examples in
Demonstration

In the paper, we use 16 randomly sampled exam-
ples as demonstrations. To explore the impact of
the number of examples, we report the average
competition ratio with other numbers (i.e., 4 and
8) of demonstrations. As presented in Table 4, it
can be observed that the number of examples does
not affect the competitive relationship during the
pre-training process.

B.3 The Type of Abstract Labels
In the paper, we utilize symbols in the abstract
setting. In this part, we follow (Pan et al., 2023)
to use other types of semantically unrelated labels
(i.e., numbers and letters). Table 5 shows the aver-
age competition ratio by using different labels. It
indicates that, regardless of the choice of semanti-
cally unrelated labels, the conclusions are consis-
tent with the abstract symbols.
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