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Abstract

Data valuation quantifies the value of training
data, and is used for data attribution (i.e., deter-
mining the contribution of training data towards
model predictions), and data selection; both of
which are important for curating high-quality
datasets to train large language models. In our
paper, we show that data valuation through in-
context probing (i.e., prompting a LLM) ap-
proximates influence functions for selecting
training data. We provide a theoretical sketch
on this connection based on transformer models
performing “implicit" gradient descent on its
in-context inputs. Our empirical findings show
that in-context probing and gradient-based in-
fluence frameworks are similar in how they
rank training data. Furthermore, fine-tuning
experiments on data selected by either method
reveal similar model performance1.

1 Introduction

Data valuation using in-context probing (ICP) –
prompting a LLM to determine the quality of a
training data sample – has become an important
avenue for curating high-quality training data (Ru-
bin et al., 2022; Nguyen and Wong, 2023; Wettig
et al., 2024). However, it is unclear why in-context
probing is effective at training data valuation since
there are multiple factors to consider for evaluating
the quality of training data: for instance, mixtures,
utility, and the quantity of data (Lee et al., 2022;
Xie et al., 2023; Goyal et al., 2024).

In our paper, we offer an explanation to this phe-
nomena by drawing connections between ICP and
influence functions (Koh and Liang, 2017). The-
oretically, we connect these two frameworks by
showing that they both approximate change in loss
on a test task; with ICP taking an “implicit" gradi-
ent descent step on a training sample (Von Oswald

1Code/data can be found at https://github.com/
cxcscmu/InContextDataValuation

et al., 2023; Dai et al., 2023). Empirically, we ob-
serve that in-context probing and gradient-based
data valuation methods correlate in their rankings
of training data for instruction-following tasks. Fur-
thermore, fine-tuning on smaller subsets of highly-
ranked data scored by either method resulted in
better model performance compared to fine-tuning
on larger amounts of data. Finally, fine-tuning on
data placed by either method in the same data rank
resulted in similar model performance in general.

Overall, our findings suggest that ICP may serve
as a proxy for influence function data valuation
under certain settings (i.e., data selection for fine-
tuning). While future work can explore different
settings, this direction has some useful implica-
tions. Data valuation through ICP is cost effective,
and can even be done through API calls. In con-
trast, gradient-based data valuation methods – such
as influence functions – require access to model
parameters, and are computationally expensive.

2 Related Work

Obtaining high-quality training data is important
for improving model learning and reducing train-
ing costs (Lee et al., 2022; Sorscher et al., 2023;
Ye et al., 2024; Albalak et al., 2024). One avenue
for training data valuation is influence functions
(Koh and Liang, 2017), which estimates the in-
fluence of a training sample on model predictions
upon adding/removing it from the train set. Despite
being computationally expensive in LLM settings
(Grosse et al., 2023), these methods are effective
for curating subsets of high-quality training data
(Pruthi et al., 2020; Park et al., 2023; Han et al.,
2023; Xia et al., 2024; Engstrom et al., 2024).

Simultaneously, recent works have also lever-
aged ICP for training data valuation (Rubin et al.,
2022; Nguyen and Wong, 2023; Iter et al., 2023;
Wettig et al., 2024). These methods involve measur-
ing the model output likelihoods of task given an
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in-context train sample, or prompting an LLM with
questions to identity high-quality training samples.

Since both influence function methods and ICP
methods may be used for data valuation, a key com-
ponent to connecting these ideas lies in a recent
body of work which suggest that in-context learn-
ing implicitly performs gradient descent by con-
structing meta-gradients (Von Oswald et al., 2023;
Dai et al., 2023). Other frameworks exist for under-
standing in-context learning mechanisms exist. For
instance, (Xie et al., 2021) states that in-context
learning arises from implicit Bayesian inference
due to latent concepts learned during pretraining,
and Olsson et al. (2022) attributes in-context learn-
ing to induction heads. In our work, focus our
attention on the first framework in order to draw
connections between ICP and influence functions.

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce and formalize frame-
works for data valuation through in-context probing
and influence functions.

3.1 In-Context Data Valuation

While multiple works have examined data selec-
tion using in-context learning abilities of LLMs
(Nguyen and Wong, 2023; Wettig et al., 2024; Chen
et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024a), the method we focus
on is the an one-shot ICP quality score introduced
in Li et al. (2024b), which was used to curate high-
quality instruction-tuning data. Given a dataset of
tasks D = {x1, ..., xn}, each task xi = [xqi ;x

a
i ] is

composed of a query, xqi , and an answer, xai . Let
θ be the parameters of the LLM used for scoring.
Then the zero-shot score of task xi is:

szs(xi; θ) =
1

L

L∑
j=1

log pθ(x
a
i,j |xq, xai,<j−1) (1)

where xai,j is the j token in xai and L is the length
of xai . Given a candidate instruction z = [zq; za],
we use the one-shot score to determine if including
z improves the model’s probability of the answer:

sos(xi, z; θ) =
1

L

L∑
j=1

log pθ(x
a
j |z, xq, xai,<j−1)

(2)
The quality score achieve through ICP reflects the
contribution of z for one-shot inference across all

tasks in D:

ICP(z,D) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

1[sos(xi, z; θ) > szs(xi; θ)]

(3)

3.2 Influence Functions

Influence functions (Koh and Liang, 2017) approxi-
mate changes in model predictions when adding/re-
moving samples from the training data. Given a
train sample z from training set T , its influence on
a test task x is:

Infl(z, x) = ∇L(θ, x)H−1∇L(θ, z) (4)

where H = 1
N

∑
zi∈T :i=1,...,N ∇2

θL(θ, zi) is the
Hessian (see Appendix A for full details). However,
computing H−1 expensive and unstable in non-
convex loss function settings, such as for large deep
learning models (Basu et al., 2021). A simpler
and more cost effective alternative is to drop the
Hessian and only keep the inner product:

InflIP(z, x) = ∇L(θ, x) · ∇L(θ, z) (5)

In particular, Yang et al. (2024) showed that despite
dropping the Hessian, InflIP exhibited good order-
consistency with Inf. Furthermore, InflIP can also
capture the change in loss on a test task x upon
training on z, as highlighted below:

Lemma 1. Suppose we have a LLM with param-
eters θt. At training iteration t, and we perform a
stochastic gradient descent with training sample z
such that θt+1 = θt − ηt∇L(θt, z). Then,

InflIP(z, x) = ∇L(θt, x) · ∇L(θt, z)

≈ 1

ηt

(
L(x, θt)− L(x, θt+1)

)
(6)

≈ L(x, θt)− L(x, θt+1) (7)

Equation 6 results from a first-order approximation,
and holds when ηt is small: for instance, in fine-
tuning settings (see Appendix C for details)2. If
we are interested in InflIP for comparisons (i.e.,
InflIP(z1, x) vs InflIP(z2, x)), then equation 7 holds
assuming that ηt is consistent across comparisons.

2See also Pruthi et al. (2020); Iter et al. (2023)

2



4 Theoretical Analysis

Given the preliminary notes in the previous section,
we show how ICP is an approximation of InflIP.
First, we draw a connection between gradient
descent and ICP.

Proposition 1. Given a LLM with parameters θt,
a stochastic gradient descent step is taken with
training sample z at iteration t such that: θt+1 =
θt − ηt∇L(θt, z). Then for a test point x we have:

sos(x; z, θt) ≈ szs(x; θt+1) (8)

In other words, one-shot inference for task x
using training sample z is similar to zero-shot
inference for task x after training step has been
taken on training sample z. This follows recent
works which suggest that the transformer attention
head implicitly perform a gradient descent update
(i.e, produce meta-gradients) on its in-context
inputs (Von Oswald et al., 2023; Dai et al., 2023;
Li et al., 2024b). See Appendix B for details.

Finally, given train sample z and a test sample x,
we connect ICP to InflIP by noting the following
for InflIP:

InflIP(z, x)

≈ L(x, θt)− L(x, θt+1) Lem. 1

= szs(x; θt+1)− szs(x; θt) Lem. 2 (appx. C)

≈ sos(x, z; θt)− szs(x; θt) Prop. 1

Applying an indicator function to signify the
difference in sos(x, z; θt)−szs(x; θt) gives the ICP
score: ICP(z, x) = 1[sos(xi, z; θ) > szs(xi; θ)].
Intuitively, the connection between ICP and InflIP
lies with L(x, θt)− L(x, θt+1). ICP approximates
this change in loss by assuming implicit gradient
descent, while InflIP estimates this via a first-order
approximation as previously mentioned.

5 Experiments

Given our theoretical connection, we conducted
experiments and compared ICP and InflIP as data
valuation methods for data selection. We used both
methods to rank a pool of candidate training data
samples. Following the setup in Li et al. (2024b),
we then finetuned a Pythia-1b (deduped) model
(Biderman et al., 2023) on different rankings of
data and evaluated its performance.

Datasets: We used the Alpaca dataset (Taori
et al., 2023), which contains 52K instruction
demonstrations as our fine-tune data. Furthermore,
we used the K-Means-100 dataset from Li et al.
(2024b) as an anchor task set used to compute the
influence of the demonstrations. The K-Means
dataset contains 100 instructions, optimized for
distinctiveness, from Alpaca dataset.

Data Selection: The ICP score for a training sam-
ple (i.e., an instruction demonstration) from the
Alpaca dataset was calculated for each test sample
in the anchor dataset, and averaged across all test
samples to get the final ICP score. The same was
also done to get the InflIP scores for all training
samples. Model likelihoods for ICP and gradients
for InflIP were obtained from Pythia-1b-deduped.

After obtaining ICP scores (reminder: ICP
∈ [0, 1]) for the Alpaca dataset, we created ICP
score bins of ≤ 0.5, > 0.5, > 0.8, > 0.85, > 0.9.
We used the number of samples in each score bin
as threshold cutoffs for InflIP. For example, if the
> 0.9 ICP score bin had k training samples, then
we also treated the top k samples from InflIP as the
same ranking category.

Training: We used the adam optimizer with a
learning rate of 2e − 7 and a batch size of 64 to
fine-tune Pythia-1b-deduped for 3 epochs. This
was done separately for ICP and InflIP) for each
score bin.

Evaluation: We use the Alpaca Eval dataset (Li
et al., 2023; Dubois et al., 2024b), which has 805
instruction demostrations (details in Appendix D).
The evaluation metric for the Alpaca Eval dataset
is winrate (Li et al., 2023), which is the expected
preference of a human (or LLM) annotator for a
model’s response compared to a baseline model’s
response. We followed the same setup as Li et al.
(2024b), and used GPT-4 Turbo as the annotator.
Our winrates were calculated by comparing our
fine-tuned models to Pythia-1b deduped.

6 Results and Discussion

We first compared the ranking of instructions
scored by ICP and InflIP on the Alpaca dataset.
As shown in Figure 1a, the rankings are well-
correlated (spearman=0.729, p<.05). Furthermore,
Table 1 shows that fine-tuning on instruction data
selected by ICP and InflIP resulted in similar model

3



(1a) Spearman corr. ICP and InflIF. (1b) Spearman corr. Infl and InflIP. (1c) ICP and InflIF ranking overlaps.

Figure 1: Correlation analysis between rankings on the instructions from the Alpaca dataset assigned by in-context
probing and influence function approximations: InflIF and Infl. Note: Infl was calculated with EK-FAC (Grosse
et al., 2023), as described in Section 6).

Table 1: Results (winrates) evaluated on the Alpaca Eval dataset after being finetuned on data selected by ICP and
InflIP. The highest winrate in each column is marked with ∗ for ICP and † for InflIP.

Score Bin Samples Method Helpful Base Koala Self Instruct Oasst Vicunna Overall

≤ 0.5 4186 ICP 47.65 58.17 59.2 55.61 61.25 56.51
InflIP 49.21 57.79 56.97 59.89 54.43 56.31

> 0.5 47816 ICP 57.03 71.61∗ 66.67∗ 56.99 61.53 64.75
InflIP 54.33 54.33 66.67† 54.33 61.25 58.88

> 0.8 20513 ICP 66.41∗ 69.07 62.15 67.57∗ 63.75 65.60∗

InflIP 53.9 70.39† 63.2 65.96† 67.5 64.17†

> 0.85 8012 ICP 63.57 67.94 63.2 63.98 67.09∗ 64.75
InflIP 61.42† 68.18 60.56 63.83 68.75† 63.75

> 0.9 792 ICP 46.51 56.49 52.77 55.38 56.96 53.51
InflIP 53.91 55.26 54.58 55.32 48.75 54.2

performance among different score ranking bins.
An exception can be observed in the Koala task
in Table 1, where fine-tuning on data selected by
ICP peaked the > 0.5 score bin compared to InflIP
which peaked at the > 0.8 score bin.

In addition, the overall performance for ICP and
InflIP both peaked at the > 0.8 score bin, which fol-
lowed the trend observed in Li et al. (2024b). Since
Figure 1c also shows high overlap between instruc-
tions selected by both methods in the > 0.8 score
bin (overlap = 71%), this suggests that ICP and
InflIP have high agreement on instruction quality
and valuation. Examples of top-ranked instructions
selected by ICP and InflIP are shown in Table 2,
and exhibit semantic similarities.

While our empirical results showed agreement
between InflIP for data valuation, a question can
be raised on whether ICP and InflIP both pick out
inherently “good" training samples independently,
or if they are actually connected through our
theoretical analysis. In order to answer this
question, we conducted experiments to empirically
verify the middle steps of our theoretical analysis,
which we describe in the following sections.

ICP vs. One-Step Fine-tuning: We first note
that the key assumption in our analysis was:
sos(x; z, θt) ≈ szs(x; θt+1), which serves an im-
portant middle step between ICP and InflIP. To
analyze this assumption empirically, we compared
the ICP scores against a one-step fine-tune setup.
In this setup, we took each instruction demonstra-
tion from the Alpaca Dataset and fine-tuned it for
a single small step (lr=2e-5) on Pythia 1b-deduped.
Each instruction demonstration was fine-tuned sep-
arately (i.e., no two instructions were fine-tuned
on the same model), and model likelihoods where
obtained for each example in the K-Means-100
dataset. Formally, for an instruction demonstration
z from the Alpaca Dataset, its one-step fine-tune
score is:

FT(z,D) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

1[szs(xi, θt+1) > szs(xi; θt)]

where θt+1 = θt − ηt∇L(θt, z) denotes the pa-
rameters of the one-step fine-tuned model, and D
denotes the K-Means-100 dataset for this setup.

We observed decent correlation (spear-
man=0.607, p<.05) and overlap between the ICP

4



(2a) Spearman corr. between ICP
and one-step finetune scores.

(2b) Spearman corr. between InflIP
and one-step finetune scores.

(2c) ICP and one-step finetune overlaps in
score ranking percentiles.

Figure 2: Correlation analysis between rankings on the instructions from the Alpaca dataset assigned by in-context
probing, InflIP, and one-step finetuning.

and one-step fine-tune score rankings as shown
in figures 2a and 2c, respectively, which supports
sos(x; z, θt) ≈ szs(x; θt+1) in our setup.

Previous works have also shown that ICP and
fine-tuning generate similar attention weights, and
pay attention to similar training tokens Dai et al.
(2023). However, these similarity scores have also
been observed in models without in-context ability,
(Deutch et al., 2024), and may be weakened when
considering order sensitivity (Shen et al., 2024).
Cases where the connection between ICP and
one-step fine-tuning are strengthen or weakened
can be left for future research.

One-Step Fine-tuning vs Influence: Given the
empirical connection between ICP and one-step
fine-tuning in the previous section, we also exam-
ined the empirical connection between one-step
fine-tuning and InflIP (i.e., InflIP ≈ szs(x; θt+1)−
szs(x; θt)) in order fully connect ICP to InflIP. We
compared one-step fine-tuning scores from the
previous section with the InflIP scores on the Al-
paca Dataset, and observed good correlation (spear-
man=0.772 p<.05) as shown in figure 2b. Given the
theoretical and empirical ties from ICP to one-step
fine-tuning to InflIP, our results suggests that ICP
may serve as a proxy for InflIP in this realm.

One observation from figures 2a and 2b to
note is that some one-step fine-tune scores are
top-heavy (i.e., closer to 1). There are a few
possible explanations for this. For instance,
performing a gradient descent step on a training
sample involves updating model parameters as
opposed to passing the training sample in-context.
Consequently, the learning rate, optimiza-
tion method, and model size are factors to take
into account when performing one-step fine-tuning.

Hessian vs. Hessian-free Influence: Finally, we
also compared data valuation ranking similarities

between InflIP and Infl. Following the same
procedure as Section 5, we used InflIP and Infl
to rank training samples in the Alpaca dataset
(Figure 1b), and observed strong correlation
(spearman=0.91, p<.05) between the rankings.
Note that for Infl, we use the EK-FAC (Grosse
et al., 2023) approximation for computing the
inverse-Hessian product. Our results support
previous works which suggested that dropping the
Hessian can make InflIP a suitable approximation
for Infl (Yang et al., 2024).

7 Conclusion

In this paper we provided both theoretical and em-
pirical connections between in-context probing and
influence functions. In turn, this offered a possible
explanation for why in-context probing is effective
for training data valuation. There are several lines
of work that can further explore this phenomena.
For instance, there may be stages of model train-
ing where the in-context probing is more beneficial
than using influence functions for data selection,
and vise versa. In addition, how these two data
selection methods compare when selecting groups
of training samples is another problem to consider.

8 Ethics and Limitations

First, we highlight limitations to our work. Our
experiments were only conducted on Pythia-1b
deduped. As model sizes change, the question of
whether one data selection method triumphs over
the other is an area for exploration. Furthermore,
we note that we our experiments are in the realm
of instruction-following tasks, and other types of
tasks (e.g., question-answering, summarization)
and training settings (e.g, pretraining) should be
explored. We also note our evaluation metric (win-
rate) for instruction-following rely on LLM annota-
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tion, and may be subject to LLM bias as mentioned
in Dubois et al. (2024a).

Since our work involves understanding data val-
uation in language models, we cannot foresee any
immediate potential risks. However, we note that
language models themselves can be susceptible to
biases. We hope that this work can lead to future
work in understanding the mechanisms of LLMs.
Further insight in that realm may be beneficial in
understanding model predictions, especially when
considering LLM safety, toxicity, and biases.
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Appendix

The appendix covers supporting information for our study. In Section A we provide a brief overview
of influence functions. In Section B we discuss a framework introduced by Dai et al. (2023) which
casts one-shot learning as implicit fine-tuning. In Section C we provide additional computations for the
theoretical sketch we introduced in the paper. Finally, in Section D we show examples on top instructions
selected by our different data valuation methods as noted in Section 5. We also provide a breakdown of
the on the Alpaca Eval Dataset (Li et al., 2023; Dubois et al., 2024b).

A Influence Functions

Given a dataset of training data T = {zi}Ni , assume that model parameters θ fit the empirical risk
minimization:

θ∗ = argmin
θ∈RD

1

N

N∑
i=1

L(zi, θ) (9)

Now suppose we up-weight training example zm by a small value ϵ. Then, the optimal solution to the
empirical risk minimization becomes:

θ∗(ϵ) = argmin
θ∈RD

1

N

N∑
i=1

L(zi, θ) + ϵL(zm, θ) (10)

Which is also called the response function. We wish to find the change in parameters ∆θ = θ∗(ϵ)− θ∗,
which can be done via a first-order Taylor approximation to the response function at ϵ = 0:

θ∗(ϵ)− θ∗ ≈ ϵ
dθ∗(ϵ)

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(11)

Moreover, using the Implicit Function theorem, we get the influence of zm on θ∗. ‹

Iθ∗(zm) =
dθ∗(ϵ)

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

= −H−1∇θL(zm, θ∗) (12)

where H = 1
N

∑N
i=1∇2

θL(θ∗, T ) is the Hessian. As mentioned in Grosse et al. (2023), since we often
want to ground influence on something more concrete (e.g., a task), we can used a measurement f(θ),
which results in:

Iθ∗(zm) = −∇θf(θ
∗)TH−1∇θL(zm, θ∗) (13)

For instance, if want measure how zm can increase a model’s likelihood probabilities on a test task
x = [xq;xa], the we set f(θ) = log p(xa|xq; θ) = −L(θ, x) and obtain:

If (zm) = L(θ, x)H−1∇θL(zm, θ∗) (14)

B One-Shot Learning as Implicit Fine-tuning

This section details the construction in Dai et al. (2023), which connects the transformer attention
head to an implicit update step on the in-context demonstration. First, let Xtrain, Xtest ∈ Rd

in be the
input representations of the train and test samples. Furthermore, we have the attention query vector
Q = WqX

T
test, the attention key vector K = Wk[Xtrain, Xtest], and the attention value vector V =

Wv[Xtrain, Xtest] where Wk,Wv,Wq ∈ Rdout×din . Then self-attention can be expressed as
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Attention(K,V,Q) = Wv[Xtrain, Xtest]Softmax

(
Wk[Xtrain, Xtest]

TQ√
din

)
≈ Wv[Xtrain, Xx]Wk[Xtrain, Xtest]

TQ

= WvXtest(WkXtest)
TQ+WvXtrain(WkXtrain)

TQ

= (WZSL +∆WICL)Q (15)

As seen above, the softmax is replaced with linear attention and the scaling factor
√
din is removed.

Furthermore, WZSL is the zero-shot “attention head" weights and ∆WICL is the in-context demonstration
update applied to WZSL.

C Proofs

Lemma 1. Suppose we have a LLM with parameters θt. At training iteration t, and we perform a
stochastic gradient descent with training sample z such that θt+1 = θt − ηt∇L(θt, z). Then,

InflIP(z, x) = ∇L(θt, z) · ∇L(θt, x)

≈ 1

ηt

(
L(x, θt)− L(x, θt+1)

)
(16)

Proof: This result above is discussed in Pruthi et al. (2020) and (Iter et al., 2023). First, we consider
the change in loss of x using a first-order approximation:

L(x, θt+1) = L(x, θt) +∇L(θt, x)(̇θt+1 − θt) +O(||θt+1 − θt||2) (17)

Then, the change of loss is

L(x, θt)− L(x, θt+1) = −∇L(θt, x)(̇θt+1 − θt) +O(||θt+1 − θt||2)
(18)

Next, suppose we take a stochastic gradient descent step on training sample z. Then, the model
parameters are updated as: θt+1 = θt − ηt∇L(θt, z). Thus, we have θt+1 − θt = −ηt∇L(θt, z). Then,
the above equation can be written as

L(x, θt)− L(x, θt+1) ≈ ηt∇L(θt, x) · ∇L(θt, z) (19)

Given that ηt is small (and thus ||θt+1 − θt||2 is small).

Lemma 2. Let L(x, θ) be the conditional cross-entropy loss for a task x = [xq;xa]. Then,

L(x, θ) = −szs(x, θt)

Proof:

L(x, θ) = − 1

L

L∑
j=1

log pθ(x
a
i,j |x

q
i , x

a
i,<j−1)

= −szs(x, θ)
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D Additional Tables and Figures

ICP InflIP

Instruction: Create an array containing the
first 10 prime numbers.

Response: Here is an array containing the first
10 prime numbers: [2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 13, 17,
19, 23, 29]

Instruction: Create an array containing the
first 10 prime numbers.

Response: Here is an array containing the first
10 prime numbers: [2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 13, 17,
19, 23, 29]

Instruction: Write an algorithm for printing all
prime numbers between 0 and 100.

Response: Here is an algorithm for printing all
prime numbers between 0 and 100: 1. Start
with a variable `n` at 2, since 2 is the
first prime number. 2. Create a loop that
will iterate until `n` is greater than 100.
3. At each iteration of the loop , check if `
n` is prime ...

Instruction: Given an array of integers and a
target number , find a triplet which adds up
to the target number. Input: Array: [2, 5,
3, 6, 9], Target: 12

Response: One possible solution is to sort the
array and then use two pointers to check for
possible triplets. Here is the step -by-step
process: 1. Sort the array in ascending

order. In this case , it will be [2, 3, 5, 6,
9]. 2. Initialize a pointer `i` to the

first element ...

Instruction: Generate a random string of 5
lowercase letters.

Response: Here is a randomly generated string of
5 lowercase letters: "kdjyr"

Instruction: Create an algorithm to sort a given
array of numbers. Input: [7, 1, 3, 5, 9]

Response: There are many algorithms to sort a
given array of numbers. Below is one such
algorithm using the Bubble Sort method: 1.
Begin by comparing the first two elements of
the array ...

Instruction: Generate a random password with 8
characters , consisting of lower and upper -
case letters and numbers.

Response: Here is a randomly generated password
with 8 characters , consisting of lower and
upper -case letters and numbers: "aB3dE6fG"

Instruction: Create an algorithm in pseudocode
that sorts an array of numbers using the
selection sort method. Input: Array: [3, 1,
4, 7, 8, 2]

Response: Here is a pseudocode that sorts an
array of numbers using the selection sort
method: Procedure selection_sort(Array: list
of sortable items) BEGIN Declare index_min ,
temporary ...

Instruction: Create an algorithm to find the
maximum value in an array of numbers. Input:
[3, 5, 7, 2]

Response: Here is an algorithm to find the
maximum value in an array of numbers: 1.
Initialize the first element of the array as
the maximum value. 2. Loop through the rest
of the array , comparing each element with

the current maximum value. 3. If the current
element is ...

Instruction: Create a PHP script to detect
whether a string contains a number.

Response: Here is one way to create a PHP script
to detect whether a string contains a

number: ``` <?php function containsNumber(
$str) { // check if the input string
contains any digits if (preg_match ('/\d/',
$str)) { return true; } else { return false;
} } // test ...

Table 2: The top-5 demonstrations selected by ICP and InflIP for the test task: Instruction: Create an array
containing the first 10 prime numbers.
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Subset Number of Examples

Helpful Base (Bai et al., 2022) 129
Koala (Geng et al., 2023) 156

Self-Instruct (Wang et al., 2023) 252
Oasst 188

Vicuna (Chiang et al., 2023) 80

Table 3: Breakdown of the subsets in the Alpaca Eval (Li et al., 2023; Dubois et al., 2024b) dataset.
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