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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) leveraging in-
context learning (ICL) have set new bench-
marks in few-shot learning across various tasks
without needing task-specific fine-tuning. How-
ever, extensive research has demonstrated that
the effectiveness of ICL is significantly influ-
enced by the selection and ordering of demon-
strations. Considering the critical role of
demonstration selection in ICL, we introduce
DemoShapley which is inspired by the Data
Shapley valuation theorem. This approach as-
sesses the influence of individual demonstra-
tion instances, distinguishing between those
that contribute positively and those that may
hinder performance. Our findings reveal that
DemoShapley not only enhances model perfor-
mance in terms of accuracy and fairness but
also generalizes queries from domains distinct
from those of the in-context demonstrations,
highlighting its versatility and effectiveness in
optimizing ICL demonstration selection. Last
but not least, DemoShapley demonstrates its
ability to aid in identifying noisy data within
the demonstration set.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) excel in adapting
to new tasks through in-context learning (ICL), us-
ing a few input-label pairs (demonstrations) with-
out requiring fine-tuning (Brown et al., 2020). This
method, contrasting from traditional fine-tuning,
enables LLMs to manage diverse tasks with less
complexity and resource use. ICL’s efficiency and
versatility have led to top performance in many
few-shot tasks (Rae et al., 2021; Smith et al., 2022;
Touvron et al., 2023; Chowdhery et al., 2023). Ad-
ditionally, its unified architecture simplifies deploy-
ment and maintenance, offering a cost-effective
alternative to conventional models (Mialon et al.,
2023).

In the domain of few-shot learning, in-context
learning (ICL) has shown significant promise but

also presents challenges; unexpected behaviors
have frequently been observed (Min et al., 2022).
Typically, ICL involves generating prompts by ran-
domly selecting a few examples from the training
dataset (Brown et al., 2020). Prior research indi-
cates that ICL’s inferential performance is highly
sensitive to the choice and order of demonstrations
in the prompt, as well as to slight variations in
prompt format (Lu et al., 2021; Rubin et al., 2021;
Garg et al., 2022; Li et al., 2023; Luo et al., 2023,
2024; Chen et al., 2022). Therefore, selecting high-
quality examples as demonstrations is crucial, as it
can enhance model predictions, while suboptimal
demonstrations may degrade performance (Min
et al., 2022).

To address these issues, we present the De-
moShapley, an approach inspired by the Data Shap-
ley method (Ghorbani and Zou, 2019), which itself
is derived from the Shapley value concept in co-
operative game theory (Shapley et al., 1953). The
Shapley value methodically assesses the average
marginal contribution of each participant in every
possible coalition, quantifying each player’s impact
on the final outcome. Data Shapley extends this
concept into machine learning, not only focusing
on the marginal contribution of data points to a
learning algorithm’s performance but also consider-
ing the sequence of data presentation. This aspect
is crucial in ICL, where the order of demonstra-
tions can significantly affect model performance.
Our DemoShapley algorithm refines this approach,
specifically addressing the challenges of demon-
stration selection in ICL.

The DemoShapley algorithm evaluates the con-
tributions of demonstrations by considering various
permutations, effectively marginalizing the influ-
ence of a demonstration’s position within a prompt.
This method provides a nuanced assessment of how
different data points impact ICL, identifying both
beneficial and detrimental demonstrations based
on their Shapley values. This strategic selection
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is crucial in ICL. An illustration of DemoShapley
algorithm is in Figure 1.

Empirical validation shows that DemoShapley
not only selects demonstrations that enhance model
performance but also improves LLM fairness and
model’s generalization capabilities, particularly in
out-of-distribution (OOD) tasks. This is impor-
tant for real-world applications, where models fre-
quently face data that vary from their training sets.
Additionally, DemoShapley can identify demon-
strations affected by label noise, preventing them
from negatively impacting model performance.

2 Related Work

Data Valuation Data valuation in machine learn-
ing is a field of research aimed at evaluating the
inherent worth of data within machine learning
frameworks. For a more comprehensive review
of data valuation, we refer the reader to this sur-
vey (Sim et al., 2022). Overall, there are three ma-
jor categories of data valuation strategies which are
leave-one-out (LOO), based on Cooperative Game
Theory (CGT), and based on desiderata. (Cook and
Weisberg, 1980) proposed LOO (Leave-One-Out)
based strategy evaluates the value of data point Dk

by measuring the alteration in the performance met-
ric of the resulting model (or dataset) when Dk is
excluded from the whole dataset. CGT-based meth-
ods are adapted from the game theory area. The two
most well-known methods are Shapley value (Shap-
ley et al., 1953) and Banzhaf index (Banzhaf III,
1964). Both methods depend on Dk marginal con-
tribution to every coalition of the whole dataset
where the coalition includes or excludes Dk. The
marginal contribution of Dk is defined as the value
change after adding Dk into a coalition without
Dk, where the difference can be negative or posi-
tive values. The desiderata-based strategies are sev-
eral Shapley variant methods which include Data
Shapley (Ghorbani and Zou, 2019), Distributional
Shapley (Ghorbani et al., 2020), and Beta Shapley
(Kwon and Zou, 2021). DVRL (Yoon et al., 2020)
used reinforcement learning to automatically learn
data values and improve learning during training.

ICL Demonstrations Selection Chang and Jia
(2022a) found that selectively choosing training
samples based on their impact on model accu-
racy stabilized In-Context Learning (ICL) out-
comes compared to random selection. Furthermore,
Nguyen and Wong (2023) developed a technique to
assess the impact of examples and select them ac-

cordingly, significantly improving performance on
SuperGLUE tasks. When choosing demonstrations
through retrieval, strategies typically prioritize sim-
ilarity and diversity. Similarity-based selection in-
volves choosing examples closely aligned with the
query, leveraging linguistic or structural similari-
ties. Liu et al. (2021) found that semantically closer
demonstrations are more effective for GPT-3 ICL
that utilize semantic representations from language
models trained on tasks like natural language infer-
ence, employing the kNN algorithm for retrieval.
Rubin et al. (2021) introduced a retrieval method
that leverages language model cues to find better
demonstrations compared to traditional retrievers.
In contrast, Cheng et al. (2023) develop a univer-
sal retriever for cross-domain tasks, eliminating
the need for task-specific retrievers by combining
multiple training datasets. Apart from similarity,
diversity in demonstrations is valued for avoiding
repetition, incorporating varied viewpoints, and en-
suring comprehensive coverage of test queries, as
emphasized by Levy et al. (2022). In some cases,
ICL benefits more from demonstrations of higher
complexity, defined by query length or reasoning
steps (Fu et al., 2022).

3 Demonstration Valuation for ICL

3.1 Preliminaries
As a method used in traditional machine learning
domains for the equitable valuation of data contri-
butions, Data Shapley assigns a quantitative value
to each data point within a training dataset, reveal-
ing its contribution to model performance. The
Data Shapley value ϕi for each data point is de-
fined to be an equitable evaluation that provides a
fair measure of a data point’s contribution to the
overall performance of a learning algorithm. Math-
ematically, the value ϕi for each data point i in a
dataset D with respect to a learning algorithm A
and performance metric V is given by:

ϕi = C
∑

S⊆D\{i}

(
n− 1

|S|

)−1

[V (S∪{i})−V (S)],

(1)
where n is the total number of data points in D,
S represents a subset of D excluding the i-th data
point, and V (S) denotes the performance score of
the predictor trained on subset S. The sum iterates
over all possible subsets S of D excluding i, and(
n−1
|S|

)
is the binomial coefficient representing the

number of ways to choose |S| elements from n− 1
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Figure 1: At the outset, we select a candidate demonstration set and the development dataset. Then, we define
hyperparameters K, D, C, N and the threshold µ . The process begins with zero-shot learning, progressively adding
examples in sequence with each iteration. For each prompt, the DemoShapley value of each example is updated.
The algorithm concludes after numerous iterations, ensuring every example in the candidate pools is evaluated.

elements. C is an arbitrary constant.
One key method to practically compute Data

Shapley values is the Truncated Monte Carlo Shap-
ley (TMC-Shapley) algorithm, which is an efficient
approximation technique. The TMC-Shapley algo-
rithm leverages a "performance tolerance" based on
the intrinsic noise in the performance metric V (S)
and truncates the calculation of marginal contribu-
tions when the performance score of a subset S is
within this tolerance of the performance score of
the full dataset V (D). This algorithm effectively
reduces computational overhead by avoiding the
full recalculation of the performance metric for sub-
sets S that are sufficiently close to the full dataset
performance, thus accelerating the approximation
of Data Shapley values.

3.2 Proposed DemoShapley Framework
To adapt the TMC-Shapley calculation for Demon-
stration Shapley values in the context of ICL with
LLMs, several key steps are outlined, taking into
account the unique characteristics of ICL. Unlike
traditional model training where all data points are
used, ICL involves selecting only a small set of
demonstrations as prompt. The steps for calculat-
ing Demonstration Shapley values are as follows:

1. Random Sample and Permutation: Begin
by randomly selecting K samples from the
candidate demonstration set. These samples
are then permuted randomly to form a se-
quence Π = {π1, π2, . . . , πK}, which will

be used to construct the prompt P with an or-
dered list of input-output pairs. For zero-shot
learning, the prompt contains only the task
instruction.

2. Performance Metric Calculation: For each
prompt P , compute the performance metric
V (P, f) for the LLM f . Initially, the zero-
shot performance V (∅, f), where the prompt
consists solely of the task instruction, needs
to be calculated.

3. Sequential Demonstration Addition:
Following the predetermined permutation
{πa, πb, . . .}, sequentially add demonstra-
tions to the preceding prompt P ′ and compute
the new performance V ′(P ′, f) each time a
demonstration is added. This is done using
the same development dataset for consistency.

4. Shapley Value Update: If the change in per-
formance v′ after adding a demonstration ex-
ceeds a certain threshold, update the Demon-
stration Shapley value ϕn for the newly added
demonstration πn using the equation:

ϕπtc [c] ←
tc − 1

tc
ϕπtc−1[c] +

1

tc

(
v
′
)
, (2)

where tc denotes the number of iterations for
the c-th demonstration, and v′ represents the
change in performance metric resulting from
adding the c-th demonstration.
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5. Repetition for Convergence: Repeat the en-
tire process N times, where N is a sufficiently
large number to ensure that each data point is
included in various permutations and orders
among other demonstrations. This repetition
helps in achieving a stable estimate of the
Demonstration Shapley values.

This adapted framework for calculating Demon-
stration Shapley values acknowledges the specific
requirements of ICL with LLMs, where the selec-
tion and ordering of demonstrations are critical.
The process aims to quantify the general value of
each demonstration in terms of its contribution to
the LLM’s performance on a given task, thereby
providing insights into the most effective demon-
strations for enhancing model understanding and
performance. We outline the general procedure
of our Demonstration Shapley algorithm using the
pseudo code in Algorithm 1 in the Appendix.

4 Experiments & Applications

In this section, we outline four experimental setups
aimed at assessing the effectiveness of DemoShap-
ley in predictive tasks, improving fairness, and its
detection ability to OOD and label noise scenarios.

4.1 Experimental Settings

LLMs: Our evaluation framework utilizes four
primary models: two GPT models, the propri-
etary LLM ChatGPT-3.5-Turbo (OpenAI, 2024),
the open-source LLM GPT-J-6B (Wang and Ko-
matsuzaki, 2021); and two non-GPT models,
Mistral-7B-v0.3 (Jiang et al., 2023) and Llama3-8B
(AI@Meta, 2024).
Datasets: The analysis includes diverse datasets
tailored for specific tasks: Toxi-text-3M, a vast
multilingual corpus for classifying texts as toxic or
non-toxic (FredZhang7, 2023); the Adult Dataset,
used to predict if an individual’s income ex-
ceeds $50,000 and employed in fairness assess-
ments (Becker and Kohavi, 1996); the Emo-
tion Dataset, which consists of English Twit-
ter messages annotated with six emotions for
emotion recognition tasks (Saravia et al., 2018);
BoolQ and BoolQ Contrast, where BoolQ involves
yes/no question-answering and BoolQ Contrast
tests model adaptability to data variations (Clark
et al., 2019; Gardner et al., 2020); and SST-2
alongside FinancialPhraseBank-v1.0, with SST-2
used for sentiment analysis from movie reviews

and FinancialPhraseBank-v1.0 serving as an Out-
Of-Distribution task with sentences from finan-
cial news (Socher et al., 2013; Malo et al., 2014).
Data preprocessing involves converting tabular data
which is Adult in our experiment into natural lan-
guage for processing by large language models,
and only focusing on the English subset of the
Toxi-text-3M dataset.
Baseline Methods: We compare DemoShapley
against four baseline methods for selecting demon-
strations: CondAcc (Chang and Jia, 2022b) and
Influence (Nguyen and Wong, 2023) represent the
state-of-the-art influence-based demonstration se-
lection strategies. Additionally, we incorporate
Leave-One-Out (LOO) and Random selection as
two other baselines, following the approach out-
lined in (Ghorbani and Zou, 2019). Note that we
opted not to include baselines focused on similarity
or perplexity measures. This decision is based on
findings from the Influence (Nguyen and Wong,
2023) baseline, which indicates that these factors
might be less effective in comparison.

• CondAcc uses the average performance to find
examples to improve and stabilize the perfor-
mance of ICL. The calculation of CondAcc score
of demonstrations xi on LLM f is given as
sca(i) = EZ∼DICL

[f(Z) | xi ∈ Z], where Z
denotes the prompt.

• Influence calculates the influence of each ex-
ample. The influence is the difference between
the average performance of prompts with and
without xi. The calculation is given as I (i) =
1
Ni

∑
Z:xi∈Z f (Z)− 1

M−Ni

∑
Z:xi /∈Z f (Z). Ni

and M denote the number of prompts with xi and
the total number of prompts respectively.

• LOO detailed by Cook (Cook, 1977), quantifies
the significance of an individual data point by
the resultant change in model performance upon
its removal. For ICL, we assess the performance
difference between a complete prompt and one
that excludes the example xi, to gauge the contri-
bution of each demonstration.

• Random selection involves choosing K exam-
ples randomly from the pool of candidate demon-
strations for inference in ICL.

4.2 The Prediction Efficacy of DemoShapley

We design two experiments to showcase the pre-
dictive performance of DemoShapley compared to
other baselines.

4



Add In-context Learning Examples based on
Demonstration Values. We initiate with a 0-shot
setting, applying two distinct strategies for choos-
ing demonstrations. The first strategy progressively
incorporates examples with the highest demonstra-
tion Shapley values from a 0-shot baseline, enhanc-
ing the prompt with valuable demonstrations. In
contrast, the second strategy also begins from a 0-
shot baseline but integrates examples with the low-
est demonstration values into the prompt, adding
new demonstrations that are theoretically less ben-
eficial or even detrimental.

Remove In-context Learning Examples based on
Demonstration Values. We start with 10 randomly
selected demonstrations. The first experiment in
this category uses all 10 demonstrations initially
and then removes the top five examples with the
highest demonstration Shapley values to gauge the
impact on prediction performance. Conversely, the
second experiment begins with the same set of 10
demonstrations but removes the five examples with
the lowest demonstration Shapley values, assessing
the effects from the bottom of the value scale.

Results We have the following observations
based on the results for GPT models in Figure 2 and
results for non-GPT architecture LLMs in Table 1.

Observation 1: Incorporating demonstrations
with high DemoShapley values proves advanta-
geous, whereas those of low value are detrimen-
tal. The first column of Figure 2 demonstrates
that adding high-value demonstrations consistently
improves performance more than other methods,
such as in cases where six high-value demonstra-
tions invariably yield better results. In contrast, the
second column and Table 1 show that integrating
low-value demonstrations leads to a performance
decline, a trend that is more pronounced using the
DemoShapley method. This suggests a strong cor-
relation between DemoShapley values and their
actual impact in an ICL setting. Both Llama3 and
Mistral models, along with other architectures, ex-
hibit these trends, indicating that the quality of data
significantly influences model performance across
different structures.

Observation 2: Eliminating demonstrations with
high DemoShapley values leads to reduced perfor-
mance, whereas removing those with low values
enhances model performance. The third column
of Figure 2 demonstrates that starting with a set
of 10 demonstrations and then removing the ones
with the highest DemoShapley values leads to a no-
table decrease in performance. The most significant

drop occurs after the top five positive DemoShapley
demonstrations are removed, marking the lowest
performance point for our method. Conversely,
the fourth column shows that removing demonstra-
tions with negative DemoShapley values leads to
a rapid improvement in performance. This pattern
highlights the effectiveness of excluding negatively
valued demonstrations from the ICL process.

4.3 DemoShapley for Algorithmic Fairness
In this experiment, we aim to answer whether ICL
exhibits different fairness performance when using
demonstrations selected by different methods.

We utilize the benchmark dataset, Adult, and
consider gender as a sensitive attribute for our in-
vestigation. After computing DemoShapley values,
we follow (Wang et al., 2023) and construct a test
dataset that maintains a fixed base rate parity (bpt)
0.0. The base rate parity of demonstrations (bpc)
varies among 0, 0.5, and 1. Base rate parity is a
measure indicating bias within the data distribu-
tion in relation to a particular sensitive attribute;
a higher value denotes significant bias, revealing
a lack of demographic balance within the dataset.
With bpt=0, we ensure that any observed bias in
predictions can be attributed to the prompts, as
per (Wang et al., 2023), allowing for a clearer as-
sessment of the prompts’ influence on model bias.
We conduct experiments with 16 and 32 shots to
examine how the performance varies with differ-
ent numbers of demonstrations. We use two com-
mon group fairness metrics, specifically the de-
mographic parity difference (Mdpd) (Dwork et al.,
2012) and equalized odds difference (Meod) (Hardt
et al., 2016). Mdpd measures the difference be-
tween the probability of positive predictions across
groups. Meod indicates the gap in predictions con-
ditioned on different values of the sensitive attribute
while also considering the ground truth label. The
detailed definitions of base rate parity, Mdpd, and
Meod are listed in the Appendix.

Results We have the following observations
based on results in Table 2.

Observation 1: In settings where both the con-
text and test datasets have a base rate parity of 0,
our approach achieves the highest accuracy with
minimal bias, as measured by Mdpd and Meod met-
rics in our predictions. As the base rate parity in
the context dataset increases, we observe a cor-
responding rise in fairness metrics, suggesting a
potential increase in disparity between the context
and test datasets. Despite this, the samples selected
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Figure 2: Performance improvements and comparative analysis of DemoShapley against baseline methods using
GPT-J-6B and ChatGPT-3.5-Turbo.

using our method also show an uptick in bias but
remain comparatively less biased than those chosen
by other benchmarks, all the while sustaining high
accuracy levels.

Observation 2: In our experiments, smaller-
sized models tend to perform better on fairness
metrics compared to their larger counterparts, even
though they might lag slightly in accuracy. Specif-
ically, under identical conditions (16-shots), the
GPT-J-6B model demonstrates superior capability
in reducing bias compared to ChatGPT-3.5 Turbo.
This observation highlights the potential effective-
ness of smaller-scale models in striking a balance
between addressing fairness issues and achieving
desirable accuracy in model performance.

4.4 DemoShapley for OOD Generalization

In this section, we assess the potential of higher
DemoShapley value samples to enhance model
generalization on OOD tasks without necessitating
finetuning. Our experimental framework focuses
on the effect of selecting demonstration examples
with significant DemoShapley values to bolster the
model’s generalization capabilities across datasets
originating from disparate distributions. We calcu-

late DemoShapley values for demonstrations that
are coherent with the task of the test set but de-
rived from various sources. Our investigation is
structured around two distinct scenarios: the first
scenario utilizes the BoolQ dataset as the source
and BoolQ Contrast as the corresponding OOD test
set. The second scenario examines the transferabil-
ity of sentiment analysis tasks from the sst-2 dataset
to the FinancialPhraseBank-v1.0 dataset, exploring
how well the model adapts to sentiment analysis
in a financial context, divergent from the original
movie review domain. In this task, we utilized the
GPT-J-6B LLM and opted not to use ChatGPT-3.5-
Turbo. This is because, for all compared methods,
we observed that varying permutations did not yield
significant prediction differences in ChatGPT-3.5-
Turbo, leading to small demonstration values. This
phenomenon might be attributed to the possibil-
ity that both datasets were part of the pre-training
material for ChatGPT-3.5-Turbo, affecting its sen-
sitivity to permutations in the demonstration set.
Our experimental results are presented in Table 3.

Observations: Our results reveal that the per-
formance achieved using our method consistently
outperforms the baselines on OOD tasks, main-
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Adding High Value Data
(Accuracy %)↑

Adding Low Value Data
(Accuracy %)↓

Methods DemoShapley CondAcc Influence LOO DemoShapley CondAcc Influence LOO

Llama3 on Toxi-Text-3M 86.7 85.0 84.3 80.3 21.0 27.7 33.0 40.7
Llama3 on Adult 79.7 74.5 74.7 73.7 47.5 58.7 52.0 57.6

Llama3 on Emotion 47.7 43.0 43.2 44.3 23.5 21.5 23.0 19.3
Mistral on Toxi-Text-3M 82.1 80.3 76.3 65.3 40.7 46.7 40.3 44.6

Mistral on Adult 73.5 74.7 71.3 67.1 49.7 51.2 52.2 57.0
Mistral on Emotion 44.3 43.0 44.5 40.2 15.0 14.2 25.0 16.1

Removing High Value Data
(Accuracy %)↓

Removing Low Value Data
(Accuracy %)↑

Llama3 on Toxi-Text-3M 53.0 52.7 53.2 54.8 82.3 76.7 77.4 74.6
Llama3 on Adult 64.5 67.5 69.5 68.6 72.3 72.0 71.5 74.5

Llama3 on Emotion 29.7 31.9 32.8 30.4 45.3 40.3 39.5 41.7
Mistral on Toxi-Text-3M 44.3 45.5 42.7 43.8 65.7 63.2 62.3 64.8

Mistral on Adult 60.5 61.8 60.5 63.5 72.3 70.3 73.0 66.5
Mistral on Emotion 24.3 29.8 26.4 29.0 38.6 37.7 37.0 39.1

Table 1: Results for Llama3 and Mistral models across different datasets with the same experiment settings in the
experiment section. We campared our method with other benchmarks that assigned a score to each datum. From the
result, DemoShapley ourperformed im most cases.

taining the same experimental conditions. This
disparity is particularly pronounced with the
FinancialPhraseBank-v1.0 dataset, underscoring
the effectiveness of our selection method. These
results affirm that the samples chosen through our
approach not only excel on test sets sharing the
training dataset’s distribution but also significantly
enhance the model’s comprehension of the nuanced
information contained within the prompts. Con-
sequently, this leads to improved generalization
capabilities of the model in ICL scenarios.

4.5 DemoShapley Robust to Label Noise

In this section, we delve into the effectiveness of
DemoShapley values in identifying instances of la-
bel noise within datasets. Given the prevalence of
manually annotated datasets through crowdsourc-
ing in practical applications, mislabeling remains a
significant challenge. Such inaccuracies can detri-
mentally impact a model’s predictive performance.
Drawing on the insights from previous research by
Ghorbani and Zou (2019), which highlighted the
utility of Data Shapley values in pinpointing mis-
labeled data, we anticipate that our DemoShapley
method will similarly aid in detecting erroneous
labels in demonstrations.

For this experiment, we select a random subset
of 100 examples from both datasets as our pool of
demonstration candidates. Within this set, we intro-
duce label noise by randomly altering the labels of
10% of the data, ensuring these changes represent
genuine mislabeling through manual verification.
We then compute the DemoShapley values across

both datasets and models. Upon obtaining these
values, we analyze the correlation between exam-
ples possessing the lowest DemoShapley values
and those identified with label noise, assessing the
method’s efficacy in recognizing mislabeled data.

Results Our results are shown in Table 4. We
have observations as below:

Obvervation 1: Our method excels in detecting
label-flipped samples in toxic classification tasks
on both ChatGPT-3.5-Turbo and GPT-J-6B models,
showing higher sensitivity than other approaches.
However, the performance of our method on the
Adult dataset is not as robust as in the toxic clas-
sification scenario, likely because label flipping in
toxic classification starkly contrasts with pretrained
semantics, unlike in the Adult dataset where flipped
labels diverge from the original distribution with-
out contradicting semantics. This trend is similar
with the LOO method, while CondAcc and Influ-
ence methods perform well on the Adult dataset,
adapting better to its label flipping characteristics.

Observation 2: In the task of label noise exam-
ple detection, our investigation revealed a notable
advantage in performance exhibited by larger-size
models over the smaller models from the result of
Average rank which indicates the overall rank of
the flipped-labels examples. Specifically, the aver-
age rank outperformes on ChatGPT-3.5-Turbo than
on GPT-J-6B for all datasets. The lower scores of
the examples signify the larger negative impact of
the flipped-label examples in ICL. This might serve
as further evidence, corroborating a key insight for
(Wei et al., 2023)’s study. The size of the model

7



Table 2: Accuracy (ACC), Demographic Parity Difference (Mdpd), and Equalized Odds Difference (Meod) on the
Adult Dataset Using 16-shot and 32-shot ICL with different Base Rate Parity (bpc). The Base Rate Parity of the test
set (bpt) is fixed at 0.0. Because of the input limit of GPT-J-6B, we only run the 16-shot experiments on GPT-J-6B.

16-shots (ChatGPT) bpc=0 bpc=0.5 bpc=1

Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓ Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓ Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓

DemoShapley 0.736 0.029 0.016 0.748 0.112 0.136 0.741 0.146 0.164
CondAcc 0.723 0.059 0.056 0.747 0.114 0.148 0.740 0.168 0.196
Influence 0.728 0.068 0.036 0.742 0.120 0.148 0.728 0.172 0.192

LOO 0.724 0.136 0.183 0.741 0.158 0.188 0.722 0.156 0.160

32-shots (ChatGPT) bpc=0 bpc=0.5 bpc=1

Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓ Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓ Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓

DemoShapley 0.728 0.076 0.144 0.730 0.094 0.124 0.724 0.122 0.132
CondAcc 0.71 0.124 0.184 0.715 0.102 0.148 0.711 0.170 0.240
Influence 0.625 0.142 0.156 0.622 0.116 0.140 0.708 0.140 0.220

LOO 0.721 0.138 0.172 0.733 0.234 0.308 0.709 0.214 0.234

16-shot (GPT-J-6B) bpc=0 bpc=0.5 bpc=1

Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓ Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓ Acc ↑ Mdpd ↓ Meod ↓

DemoShapley 0.622 0.038 0.044 0.644 0.062 0.068 0.626 0.026 0.030
CondAcc 0.628 0.096 0.112 0.635 0.162 0.180 0.621 0.030 0.036
Influence 0.606 0.082 0.136 0.627 0.190 0.208 0.620 0.034 0.038

LOO 0.626 0.042 0.088 0.619 0.074 0.104 0.613 0.042 0.072

Table 3: The accuracy for OOD tasks. The model used
for evaluation is GPT-J-6B.

GPT-J-6B OOD Tasks
BoolQ Cst. Financial

16-shots 32-shots 16-shots 32-shots

DemoShapley 0.568 0.582 0.652 0.674
CondAcc 0.554 0.561 0.614 0.632
Influence 0.556 0.553 0.622 0.620

LOO 0.535 0.564 0.594 0.582
Random 0.562 0.531 0.532 0.568

plays a crucial role in its ability to override seman-
tic priors. Small language models tend to ignore
flipped labels in context and rely heavily on pre-
training semantic priors. In contrast, larger models
can override these priors when given in-context ex-
amples that challenge them, even though they may
possess stronger priors themselves.

5 Conclusion

We introduce the DemoShapley approach as a ro-
bust algorithm for selecting demonstrations in in-
context learning (ICL). Inspired by Data Shap-
ley, it offers a fair way to evaluate each demon-
stration’s impact on ICL. Our experiments across
prediction efficacy, algorithmic fairness, Out-Of-
Distribution (OOD) generalization, and label noise
detection show that DemoShapley significantly en-

Table 4: We sort the samples from lowest to highest
based on their scores, focusing on counting the label-
flipped examples among the bottom 10 and bottom 20
with the lowest values. Then, we calculate the average
rank of these label-flipped examples.

ChatGPT-3.5
Toxi Adult

N in
bottom

10

N in
bottom

20

Average
Rank

N in
bottom

10

N in
bottom

20

Average
Rank

DemoShapley 3 7 22.3 2 5 24.2
CondAcc 2 5 25.9 2 6 22.2
Influence 2 5 25.9 2 6 22.2

LOO 3 6 29.1 2 2 30.8

GPT-J-6B
Toxi Adult

N in
bottom

10

N in
bottom

20

Average
Rank

N in
bottom

10

N in
bottom

20

Average
Rank

DemoShapley 3 7 35.4 4 6 32.4
CondAcc 1 5 47.2 3 6 30.2
Influence 1 5 45.3 3 6 31.5

LOO 2 4 38.7 1 4 39.9

hances model performance. This method not only
improves accuracy but also ensures robustness in
challenging environments and maintains fairness,
making it ideal for ethical AI applications.
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Limitation

Building upon the principles of Data Shapley, the
proposed DemoShapley method provides a fair
assessment of each demonstration’s contribution
to ICL. However, the computational demands re-
main a challenge, despite efforts to mitigate these
through Monte Carlo sampling. The inherent com-
plexity of updating Shapley values, which is expo-
nential, restricts updates to N examples at a time,
slowing down the computation process in the De-
moShapley approach. In current implementations,
our approach utilizes a fixed number of examples
N in an N-shot scenario, where DemoShapley val-
ues are calibrated specifically for this configuration.
While this setup has shown robust performance
across various N values, there remains room for
enhancement. A promising direction for future
research could involve developing methods to cal-
culate more universally applicable example scores
that adapt across different shot configurations.
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A Appendix

A.1 Pseudo code for DemoShapley

Algorithm 1 Algorithm for calculating the Demon-
stration Shapley
Input Number of demonstrations K, Candidate
Demonstration Set C, Dev Dataset D,
Iteration Times N , Validation Method V , LLM f ,
Threshold µ, Instruction Prompt PI
Output Shapley Scores Table Φ with size of |C|
for candidate demonstration set C

1: zero_shot_acc← V (PI , f,D)
2: for i← 1 to |C| do
3: ti ← 0 ▷ Iteration times for ith datum
4: end for
5: for i← 1 to N do
6: Randomly select K datum from Candidate

Demonstration Set C
7: Generate a random permutation Π with K

datum selected.
8: last_acc← zero_shot_acc
9: Prompt P ← PI

10: for j ← 1 to K do
11: P ← P + πj
12: acc← V (P, f)
13: if |acc− last_acc | ≥ µ then
14: tc ← tc + 1
15: v

′ ←acc−last_acc
16: ϕπtc [c] ← tc−1

tc
ϕπtc−1[c] +

1
t

(
v
′
)

17: end if
18: end for
19: end for

Hyper parameters K, C, D, N , µ

A.2 Fairness related definitions

To assess the demographic balance (fairness) of the
data distribution, we employ the base rate parity
(bP) for distribution P. In this equation, Y is the
label for prediction and A is the sensitive attribute
in the data.

bP = P(X,Y,A)∼PXY
[Y = 1 | A = 1]

−P(X,Y )∼PXY A
[Y = 1 | A = 0]

(3)

The demographic parity difference measures the
probability of positive prediction conditioned on
the sensitive attribute A being 1 and being 0. The

equation is shown below.

Mdpd =
∣∣P(X,Y,A)∼PXY

[f(X) = 1 | A = 1]

−P(X,Y,A)∼PXY
[f(X) = 1 | A = 0]

∣∣
(4)

One drawback of Mdpd is that it does not consider
the ground-truth labels. Equalized odds differ-
ence also considers the ground truth label when
calculating the demographic gap. The equation is
shown below.

Meod = max {MTP ,MFP } (5)

The MTP denotes the true positive equalized
odds difference while the MFP denotes the false
positive equalized odds difference:

MTP =
∣∣P(X,Y,A)∼PXY

[f(X) = 1 | Y = 1, A = 0]

−P(X,Y,A)∼PXY
[f(X) = 1 | Y = 1, A = 1]

∣∣
(6)

MFP =
∣∣P(X,Y,A)∼PXY

[f(X) = 1 | Y = 0, A = 0]

−P(X,Y,A)∼PXY
[f(X) = 1 | Y = 0, A = 1]

∣∣
(7)
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