
Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

CPQS-TUNING: A MODEL SELF-PERCEPTION-BASED
DATA FILTERING ALGORITHM FOR EFFICIENT IN-
STRUCTION FINE-TUNING

Yi Ren
Key Laboratory for Novel Software Technology
Nanjing University
Nanjing, China
602025320012@smail.nju.edu.cn

Yanhui Li∗
Key Laboratory for Novel Software Technology
Nanjing University
Nanjing, Jiangsu, China
yanhuili@nju.edu.cn

Tianyi Zhang
Xidian University
Xi’an, China
22171110624@stu.xidian.edu.cn

Diandong Liu
Shaanxi University of Science & Technology
Xi’an, China
221612075@sust.edu.cn

ABSTRACT

Instruction fine-tuning is a key technique for enhancing the performance of large
language models (LLMs), but low-quality and redundant data often hinder its ef-
fectiveness. Recent studies suggest that filtering a small amount of high-quality
data for instruction fine-tuning can achieve faster and more efficient training per-
formance. However, existing data filtering approaches predominantly depend on
predefined evaluation models or manually designed metrics, without leveraging
information from the target LLM itself. This limitation may result in a mismatch
between the filtering criteria and the actual requirements of the LLM being fine-
tuned, thereby reducing the effectiveness of the fine-tuning process. To address
these issues, we propose a novel perspective: the hidden states of LLMs implic-
itly reflect the quality of the training data. Based on this insight, we propose a
novel data filtering method that extracts the hidden states that reflect the target
LLM’s perception of the data as representative features, and builds a data classifi-
cation model upon them, which outputs the Contrastive Perception Quality Score
(CPQS) for dataset filtering. Our experiments are conducted in both general and
downstream domains. ① In the general domain, our experiments show that train-
ing on under 10% of the data from both the Alpaca GPT4 and DeepSeek-R1 syn-
thesized reasoning datasets enables our method to outperform models trained on
the complete datasets. Moreover, it surpasses the performance of current state-of-
the-art data-selection techniques. ② In downstream tasks, our approach delivers an
average performance gain exceeding 3.6% over leading data-selection algorithms
across multiple benchmarks, including GSM8K, HumanEval, and HumanEval-
Plus.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) (Brown et al., 2020; Chiang et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2024a; Zeng
et al., 2024), such as ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2023; Ouyang et al., 2022a), have led to a groundbreak-
ing shift in the realm of artificial intelligence in recent years. These models excel in understanding
and handling a wide array of complex language tasks. A critical factor behind their success is in-
struction tuning (Ding et al., 2023; Ouyang et al., 2022b; Sun et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023), which
enables models to follow user instructions accurately and exhibit outstanding performance on mul-
tiple downstream tasks (Ren et al., 2024; Sun et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2023a; Zhou et al., 2024).
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During the instruction tuning process, a high-quality training dataset is essential for effective fine-
tuning. Early research on creating such datasets relied on expert-designed responses (Khashabi
et al., 2020; Ye et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022), but these efforts were limited by labor and cost
constraints. More recent studies have used powerful teacher LLMs to generate data (Lee et al., 2024;
Li et al., 2024a; Wang et al., 2023b). The primary issue with these methods is that, in large-scale
data generation, the quality of the generated data varies significantly, with both high-quality and low-
quality data being produced. Zhou et al. (2023) propose the LIMA model with a new perspective
to address this issue: using as few as 1,000 carefully chosen, high-quality instruction examples can
substantially enhance model performance. This result suggests that developing practical algorithms
to extract a small, high-quality subset from large training datasets can lead to improved training
outcomes.

Building on this idea, data filtering has become a popular area of research for efficient instruction
fine-tuning (Cao et al., 2023b; Chen et al., 2023a; Chiang et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024d). On one
side, a main group of researchers has attempted to use predefined reward models (Chen et al., 2024;
Lu et al., 2024; Bukharin et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024b) to score data and filter it accordingly. Other
studies have analyzed data quality from multiple dimensions (Du et al., 2023; Li et al., 2024c;d; Wu
et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2024) and selected data according to defined quality metrics. In summary, pre-
vious research mainly relies on predefined evaluation models or metrics for data filtering, without
considering information from specific LLMs to be fine-tuned. This gap could lead to a mis-
match between the evaluation criteria and the actual needs of the LLMs being fine-tuned, potentially
impacting the success of the fine-tuning process.

To address this gap, this study uses runtime information from large language models as features to
enhance data representation. By working with feature vectors derived from both high-quality and
low-quality data processed by LLMs, it constructs a data classification model that helps select better-
suited, higher-quality data for fine-tuning LLMs, making the process more effective and efficient.
Specifically, our approach relies on two key ideas.

(a) Employ hidden states as LLM features: we extract the hidden states (i.e., neuron activa-
tions) (Goloviznina & Kotelnikov, 2024; Wang et al., 2024a) of the target LLM as representative
features, which encode the model’s implicit evaluation of data quality. Leveraging them enables us
to analyze training data quality from the LLM’s own perspective.

(b) Label training data based on quality tiers: we build datasets with high-quality and low-quality
labels (Wettig et al., 2024; Wen et al., 2024), enabling contrastive training that allows our CNN
model, trained on LLM hidden states, to more effectively capture and interpret the implicit evalua-
tion differences that the LLM encodes regarding data quality.

To realize the above ideas, our method is divided into the following four steps: ① We first construct
an instruction fine-tuning dataset with varying performance, containing both “high-quality” and
“low-quality” samples; ② we then extract the hidden states of the target fine-tuning model for each
instruction; ③ based on these hidden states, we train a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) model
to identify whether the current testing sample is effective (i.e., of high quality) or not; ④ during
the prediction phase, the CNN model analyzes the hidden states perceived by the LLM for each
instruction, generating a prediction probability and classification result. The prediction probability
classified as effective is referred to as CPQS, which serves as the criterion for dataset filtering.

Through extensive experiments, we validated that our algorithm performs excellently in data se-
lection for general and downstream domain tasks. In the general domain, we tested using the
Alpaca GPT4 datasets (Taori et al., 2023) and the reasoning-deepseek dataset (Hartford & Com-
putations, 2025). The experimental results show that the selected data amount by our method was
less than 10% of the original dataset, yet it outperformed models trained on the entire dataset. Addi-
tionally, our algorithm is proven to surpass various state-of-the-art algorithms on multiple LLMs. In
downstream task domains, such as mathematical problems and programming tasks, the experimen-
tal results show that our algorithm outperformed existing state-of-the-art algorithms by an average
of 3.6 percentage points on benchmark tests like GSM8K, HumanEval (Chen et al., 2021), and
HumanEval-Plus (Liu et al., 2024c) with the same data scale.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:
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Figure 1: Synthetic-data scored by ALPAGA-
SUS

Figure 2: Quality Separation in Hidden-State
Space: Logistic-Projection w·x vs. PC1

Method We proposed an efficient and accurate data selection method based on the LLM’s own con-
trastive perception quality score, significantly enhancing instruction-tuning performance.

Study This paper presents extensive empirical studies that utilize two general fine-tuning datasets
and two task-specific datasets. The results indicate that the proposed data selection method
achieves optimal performance in both general tasks and specific areas such as mathematics
and programming.

2 MOTIVATION

We introduce our core idea: using LLM hidden states to extract signals of training data quality,
illustrated with an initial experiment.

Recent studies show that LLM hidden states hold rich, actionable information. Xie et al. (2022)
measured task specialization through variability within and between classes in hidden states; Serve-
dio et al. (2025) evaluated factual accuracy from hidden-state signals; and Qian et al. (2025) used
hidden states to actively filter harmful inputs.

Motivated by these findings, we hypothesize that LLM hidden states encode data-quality signals. To
test this, we conduct an initial experiment and use models of different parameter scales to generate
high- and low-quality data (the rationale behind this selection strategy will be discussed in detail
in Section 3.1). Specifically, we use GPT-4–produced Alpaca GPT4 (Taori et al., 2023) as high-
quality data, while low-quality data are obtained by regenerating samples with smaller models (e.g.,
Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct, Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct). Following Chen et al. (2024), we use DeepSeek-
V3 (Liu et al., 2024a) to assign a quality score to each sample. As shown in Fig. 1, the high-quality
set averages 4.73 (mostly 4.5–5.0) versus 3.73 for the low-quality set (mostly 3.0–4.5), indicating a
clear gap.

We select the top 500 scored samples from the high-quality set and the bottom 500 from the low-
quality set. Using the last-layer hidden states of Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct as embeddings, we train
a linear logistic regressor; stratified 5-fold CV yields AUC = 1.00 (mean ± std), indicating linear
separability. For visualization, we project each embedding x onto the hyperplane normal w to obtain
w·x, plot it against PC1, and mark the decision boundary w·x+ b = 0; colors denote ground-truth
labels and show clear separation along w ·x (Fig. 2). Overall, the two sets are linearly separable in
the model’s hidden-state space.

Building on these findings, we discover that LLM hidden states differentiate high- from low-
quality data. We train a CNN using hidden-state embeddings from both sets and leverage its outputs
to score new samples, providing a prompt-insensitive evaluation of training data quality.
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Figure 3: Overall algorithm architecture diagram

3 PROPOSED METHODS

This section provides a detailed description of our method. The core of our approach is to train
an external CNN model by extracting the hidden states perceived by an LM on high-quality and
low-quality general fine-tuning datasets for each data point. This model will be used to analyze the
implicit evaluation of the training data within the hidden states of the LLM. The method consists of
four key steps, as shown in Figure 3. We will discuss each step in depth and analyze it accordingly.

3.1 CONSTRUCTION OF HIGH- AND LOW-QUALITY DATASETS

Prior work has demonstrated that data synthesized by stronger models, such as GPT-4, tends to be of
higher quality and can substantially improve the downstream performance of smaller models (Wang
et al., 2023b; Peng et al., 2023). Motivated by this observation, we treat outputs from powerful mod-
els (e.g., GPT-4) as high-quality data, while the low-quality set is synthesized using much smaller
models. To construct the training data for the CNN, we randomly sampled 5,000 items from the
Alpaca GPT4 dataset as high-quality samples, capping the subset to mitigate overfitting risks. The
Alpaca GPT4 dataset itself is a large-scale, general-domain fine-tuning corpus containing 52,000
entries, each represented as a triplet ⟨Instruction, Input,Response⟩, where Instruction specifies the
task, Input provides auxiliary context, and Response is the GPT-4–generated answer.

To construct the low-quality data samples, we used two small LMs—Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct (Dubey
et al., 2024) and Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024b). Specifically, (1) from each Al-
paca GPT4 entry, we extracted the pair ⟨Instruction, Input⟩; (2) we then used the two models to
generate the corresponding Response, forming new triplets ⟨Instruction, Input,Response⟩; and (3)
we uniformly sampled 5,000 entries from each model’s outputs, resulting in 10,000 items as the
low-quality dataset.

Finally, we combine the high-quality and low-quality datasets to obtain the complete training set.

3.2 EXTRACTION OF HIDDEN STATES

For the collected training dataset, we concatenate the Instruction and Input parts of each entry and
use this concatenated value as the “user” input to the model, while the Response part is used as
the “assistant” input. This combined entry is then passed to the model to obtain the hidden states
across all layers of the model. We retain only the hidden state corresponding to the Response part of
each entry. This choice is made because the evaluation of the fine-tuning dataset’s quality primarily
depends on the quality of the Response.
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3.3 TRAINING OF THE EXTERNAL CNN MODEL

The core idea of our algorithm is that the hidden states generated by the LLM contain an implicit
evaluation of the quality of the training data. To analyze the LLM’s quality assessment of the
training data, we propose using an external model to interpret the hidden state vectors produced by
the LLM. The external model uses a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) architecture. We employ
a simple CNN to learn information relevant to data-quality assessment from an LLM’s hidden states
(subsequent experiments show that this CNN performs quite well compared with simple models
such as MLP), employing both 2D and 1D convolutions to capture detailed spatial and sequential
patterns within the hidden-state vectors.

The CNN model further employs adaptive max pooling and fully connected layers to perform bi-
nary classification, distinguishing between high- and low-quality data based on the LLM’s hidden
states. For efficient training, we optimize the model using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate
of 0.0001 and employ gradient accumulation alongside mixed precision training (AMP) to reduce
memory overhead and accelerate convergence. The training process minimizes CrossEntropyLoss,
with periodic checkpoints saved to ensure robustness. To guarantee optimal performance, we track
the loss trajectory during training and retain the best-performing model based on validation metrics.

During the training process, we use the hidden states of each sample obtained in the previous section,
along with their corresponding positive and negative labels, for training. The positive-to-negative
sample ratio was set to 1:2, yielding a total of 15,000 samples. We chose this ratio because it
accelerates loss reduction, and with 15,000 training examples, the loss had already nearly converged.
Inspired by contrastive learning, we framed the CNN’s training as a binary classification task. This
enables the model to distinguish between the different information perceived by the hidden states of
the LLM for good and bad samples. In doing so, the CNN model can more accurately reflect the
LLM’s evaluation of the training data quality.

3.4 PREDICTION OF CONTRASTIVE PERCEPTION QUALITY SCORE

In the prediction phase, we introduce the Contrastive Perception Quality Score (CPQS) to evaluate
the training quality of each instruction-following sample. A higher CPQS indicates that the LLM
assigns greater importance to the data, implying better training effectiveness and higher quality. The
calculation process is as follows:

1. For each instruction-following sample, we first concatenate the Instruction and Input as the “user”
input and the Response as the “assistant” input. The entry is then fed into the LLM, from which we
extract only the hidden states corresponding to the Response part. These hidden states are passed
into a pre-trained CNN to predict class probabilities. We focus on the probability of class 1, which
indicates how likely the LLM regards the sample as high-quality. This value, denoted as CPQS,
serves as our data quality metric. The calculation is as follows:

CPQSi = pi = f(xi),

where pi is the predicted probability for the i-th sample, representing the likelihood that the sample
belongs to the positive class, and f(xi) is the output of the LLM’s hidden state vector for the i-th
entry, processed by the CNN model to produce the probability that the sample belongs to class 1.

2. After calculating the CPQS for all samples, we sort the entire dataset based on these probabilities
in descending order and select the top K samples for further processing. The specific selection
process is represented as:

Dselected = topK
(
{CPQSi}Ni=1

)
,

where Dselected is the set of the top K selected samples from the dataset based on their CPQS
values, and topK denotes selecting the top K samples after sorting.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

4.1 DATASETS AND MODELS

We benchmark our method on four datasets—two general-domain and two downstream—and three
7 B-parameter open-source LLMs.
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Training Datasets. ① General domain. (i) Alpaca GPT4 (Taori et al., 2023): 52,K instruc-
tion–response pairs generated by GPT-4, widely used as a standard benchmark dataset; overall
medium quality with relatively fluent but sometimes shallow responses. (ii) Reasoning-DeepSeek:
146,K long-chain-reasoning samples distilled from the 300,K Dolphin–R1 corpus (Hartford & Com-
putations, 2025) after filtering out sequences longer than 2, 048 tokens; considered high quality due
to their complexity and coherence, particularly suitable for evaluating reasoning ability. ② Down-
stream tasks. (i) GSM8K Cobbe et al. (2021): 7.5,K training and 1,K test elementary-math word
problems, designed to assess arithmetic and step-by-step reasoning. (ii) Magicoder-Evol-Instruct-
110K (Wei et al., 2024): 110,K programming instructions covering a wide range of languages and
problem types, offering a challenging benchmark for code generation and instruction following.

Models. (i) Llama 2–7B (Touvron et al., 2023): a base model with 7B parameters, pretrained for
general natural language understanding and generation. (ii) Llama 2–7B–Chat (Touvron et al.,
2023): a dialogue-tuned variant of Llama 2–7B, optimized for multi-turn conversational scenarios.
(iii) Qwen2.5–7B–Instruct (Yang et al., 2024b): an instruction-tuned model designed for text and
code generation, mathematical reasoning, and complex multi-step tasks, providing strong perfor-
mance across diverse downstream benchmarks.

4.2 COMPARISON ALGORITHMS

To validate our algorithm, we compared it with three state-of-the-art data selection methods that
have received broad attention (ICLR 2024, ACL 2024, arXiv preprint):

1. ALPAGASUS: Chen et al. (2024) leveraged LLMs such as ChatGPT to automatically detect and
filter out low-quality data. Specifically, it employs a prompt-based scoring system where a strong
model evaluates instruction-response pairs and retains only those exceeding a predefined quality
threshold.

2. MoDS: Du et al. (2023) proposed a data selection strategy based on the criteria of quality, cov-
erage, and necessity. This approach sequentially applies a reward model to extract high-quality
instances, clustering algorithms to ensure diverse instruction coverage, and target-model evaluation
to select instances that address specific capability gaps.

3. Superfiltering: Li et al. (2024b) introduced a method that uses a smaller model to filter data
by instruction-following difficulty before fine-tuning a larger model. By demonstrating that weak
models share similar perceptions of data difficulty with strong models, this weak-to-strong paradigm
significantly reduces the computational overhead of the filtering process.

4.3 IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

We conducted our experiments on a platform equipped with two NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPUs. We
adopted LoRA-based fine-tuning using the Llama-Factory framework (Zheng et al., 2024). During
supervised fine-tuning (SFT), we used bf16 precision, three epochs, a learning rate of 5e-5, a batch
size of 16, and a maximum sequence length of 2048. The LoRA scaling factor was α = 8, and the
rank was r = 16. For the deployment and inference of our model, we utilized vLLM (Kwon et al.,
2023). During inference, we configured the temperature to 0, maintained the precision at bf16, and
set the maximum sequence length to 2048.

4.4 EVALUATION METRICS

General Domain Evaluation Standards. We design evaluation metrics tailored to each data type.
For Alpaca GPT4, we adopt three common metrics: ① Pair-wise Comparison, following Chen et al.
(2024), where GPT-4o scores model outputs on Koala (180), WizardLM (218), Self-instruct (252),
and Vicuna (80) across relevance and accuracy (1–10 scale), with two rounds to mitigate position
bias and results categorized as Win/Tie/Loss; ② Open LLM Leaderboard, benchmarking on MMLU,
ARC, HellaSwag, and TruthfulQA via the lm-evaluation-harness (Gao et al., 2024) (batch size 8);
and ③ Alpaca Eval, measuring GPT-4o win rate against text-davinci-003 (Li et al., 2023). For the
reasoning-deepseek dataset, we evaluate on GSM8K, Math 500, HumanEval, and GPQA, covering
mathematical reasoning and code generation, using lm-evaluation-harness (Gao et al., 2024) for
GSM8K and HumanEval, and EvalScope (Team, 2023) for Math 500 and GPQA.
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Table 1: Comparative evaluation of data-selection algorithms on Alpaca GPT4 with varying sample
sizes across MMLU, ARC, TruthfulQA, HellaSwag, and AlpacaEval.

Size Algorithm MMLU ARC TruthfulQA HellaSwag Average AlpacaEval
1k Self 42.07 45.73 45.54 77.38 52.68 55.98
1k Superfiltering 41.54 46.67 44.59 77.33 52.53 55.87
1k MoDs 40.21 46.25 46.79 77.20 52.61 52.78
1k Alpagasus 40.32 46.76 43.50 77.12 51.92 49.65
2k Self 44.30 47.18 45.68 77.54 53.68 57.90
2k Superfiltering 42.42 47.61 45.77 77.50 53.32 57.02
2k MoDs 43.21 47.35 45.78 77.59 53.48 53.42
2k Alpagasus 42.93 46.42 45.65 77.71 53.18 56.90
3k Self 43.87 47.89 46.03 77.69 53.87 58.76
5k Self 44.33 48.21 47.42 77.83 54.40 59.94
12k Alpagasus 43.22 48.29 46.86 78.43 54.20 58.80
52k Full 42.15 48.23 48.46 78.65 54.37 59.81

Evaluation Criteria for Downstream Task Domains. For downstream evaluation, we target
two domains—mathematical reasoning and code generation. In mathematics, we use the GSM8K
dataset (Cobbe et al., 2021)—a set of 1,000 middle- and high-school arithmetic, algebra, and geom-
etry problems—to measure problem-solving and reasoning skills. For code generation, we employ
the 164-question HumanEval benchmark (Chen et al., 2021) and its more demanding extension,
HumanEval-Plus (Liu et al., 2023; 2024c), which adds complex tasks to assess code accuracy, rea-
soning, adaptability, and robustness across diverse inputs.

5 EXPERIMENTAL RESULT

5.1 GENERAL DOMAIN EVALUATION

In this section, we compare our data-selection algorithm with three state-of-the-art methods. Exper-
iments are conducted on Alpaca GPT4 with Llama2-7B and Reasoning-DeepSeek with Qwen2.5-
7B-Instruct to evaluate performance across models and datasets. ① On Alpaca GPT4, we train with
subsets of 1K, 2K, and larger sizes, evaluating on MMLU, ARC-Challenge, TruthfulQA, HellaSwag,
and AlpacaEval (Table 1). ② On Reasoning-DeepSeek, we use 10k, 20k, and 50k samples, bench-
marking against the base model, Superfiltering, and ALPAGASUS; MoDS fails on larger subsets.
Results are summarized in Tables 1 and 2.

Our algorithm outperforms state-of-the-art methods and achieves better results than full-
dataset training on the Alpaca GPT4 dataset with Llama2-7B, using less than 10% of the
data. Table 1 presents a performance comparison between our algorithm and other methods on
models trained with filtered subsets of varying sizes from the Alpaca GPT4 dataset. As shown in
the first part of Table 1 (data size = 1k), our approach consistently outperforms all competitors in
the low-data regime. With only 1k training instances, it attains a macro-average accuracy of 52.68%
over the four public benchmarks and an AlpacaEval win-rate of 55.98%, exceeding the strongest
baseline by 0.15 and 0.11 percentage points, respectively. As illustrated in the second part of Ta-
ble 1 (data size = 2k), doubling the budget to 2k further lifts the macro-average to 53.68% and the
AlpacaEval score to 57.90%, while still maintaining a clear margin over all baselines. We addi-
tionally conduct pairwise preference tests with GPT-4o on Vicuna-style prompts; the comparison in
Figure 4 shows that our 1k model already surpasses the model trained on the full 52k corpus. To
assess scalability, we increase the subset size to 3k and 5k. As shown in the third part of Table 1,
performance improves steadily: at 5k, the open-domain average reaches 54.40%, and the AlpacaE-
val win-rate climbs to 59.94%. Notably, the 5k model outperforms the Alpagasus-filtered 12k model
and surpasses the full 52k model on every metric, confirming the superior efficiency of our selection
criterion.

Our algorithm also outperforms existing methods on the Reasoning-DeepSeek dataset with
the Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct model, achieving better performance using less than 10% of the data
compared to full-dataset training. As shown in Table 2, despite the generally higher quality of
the Reasoning-DeepSeek dataset, existing algorithms fail to achieve outstanding performance, while
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Figure 4: Performance Comparison of Data Selection Methods on the Llama2-7B Model Using the
Alpaca GPT4 Dataset.

Table 2: Performance of models trained with data filtering on the Reasoning-DeepSeek dataset
across GSM8K, Math 500, HumanEval, and GPQA benchmarks.

Size Model GSM8K Math 500 HumanEval GPQA Average
− Base 76.27 73.40 64.02 30.30 61.00
10k Self 85.37 72.40 67.68 36.36 65.45
10k Superfiltering 81.43 70.40 62.20 31.82 61.46
20k Self 85.14 76.20 64.02 34.85 65.05
20k Superfiltering 76.19 71.60 63.41 28.79 60.00
50k Self 84.99 74.20 64.02 36.87 65.02
113k Alpagasus 84.84 66.52 64.63 28.18 61.04
146k Full 85.06 70.60 57.32 30.71 60.92

our method consistently leads. Specifically, the model trained on our 10K filtered subset achieved an
average score of 65.45 across mathematical and coding reasoning tasks, surpassing models trained
on Superfiltering’s 10K and 20K datasets, Alpagasus’s 113K dataset, and even the full 146K dataset.
Notably, the performance on Math 500 initially declined compared to the base model. We attribute
this to a limited maximum generation length setting of 8K tokens; our additional experiments con-
firmed that increasing the token limit enhances performance significantly. Moreover, we observed
that increasing the size of the filtered training dataset beyond a certain point did not yield substantial
improvements. For example, the model trained on the 10K dataset outperformed both the 50K fil-
tered dataset and the full 146K dataset, with the 10K model surpassing the full 146K-trained model
by 3.48 points. This indicates potential noise and redundancy in the full dataset, underscoring the
effectiveness of our targeted filtering approach.

In addition to the evaluations mentioned, we applied our algorithm to select 10k samples from
the 930k Tulu3-SFT-Mixture dataset (Appendix A.2), where it continued to outperform competing
methods. We also explored its performance under full-parameter fine-tuning, with results in Ap-
pendix A.1, confirming its superiority. The iterative nature and performance-influencing factors of
our method are analyzed in Appendices A.3 and A.4. Further, we demonstrate the generalization
of our method across different LLM sizes in Appendix A.5, compare its performance with models
using different architectures for hidden-state extraction in Appendix A.6, and present a comparison
of performance and efficiency with other methods in Appendix A.7.

5.2 DOWNSTREAM TASK EVALUATION

We evaluated our algorithm on downstream-task datasets using Llama2-7B-Chat and Qwen2.5-7B-
Instruct. Following the practice of fine-tuning pre-optimized models, we tested on GSM8K (Cobbe
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Table 3: Performance Evaluation of Models Trained with Different Data Selection Methods on the
GSM8K Dataset in the Mathematics Domain

Model Original Self MoDs Alpagasus Superfiltering Full
Llama 2-7B-Chat 24.56 25.25 23.05 23.12 17.06 35.56
Qwen 2.5-7B-Instruct 76.27 81.12 79.45 76.27 76.80 69.83

Table 4: Performance Evaluation of Models Trained with Different Algorithms on Llama 2-7B-Chat
in the Code Domain (pass@1).

Original Self MoDs Alpagasus Superfiltering
HumanEval 13.4 16.5 12.2 12.2 10.0
HumanEval-Plus 11.6 13.4 9.8 10.4 9.1
Average 12.5 14.95 11 11.3 9.55

et al., 2021) (math) and Magicoder-Evol-Instruct-110K (Wei et al., 2024) (code), filtering them to
500 and 1,000 samples respectively. Performance was assessed on GSM8K test, HumanEval, and
HumanEval-Plus. For ALPAGASUS, GPT-4o-mini was used for data selection due to its higher
efficiency and lower cost.

Our algorithm outperforms other algorithms in the field of mathematics. Table 3 presents re-
sults on the GSM8K Dataset, where our algorithm outperforms the others by 4.17 points on Llama
2-7B-Chat and 3.61 points on Qwen 2.5-7B-Instruct. Notably, the model trained on the full GSM8K
dataset underperforms on Qwen 2.5-7B-Instruct (score 76.27), while the model trained on 500 se-
lected data points achieves 81.12, surpassing the full dataset by 11.29 points. This demonstrates the
effectiveness of our algorithm in the field of mathematics.

Our algorithm outperforms other algorithms in the field of code. Tables 4 and 5 show re-
sults with the Magicoder-Evol-Instruct-110K dataset. On Llama 2-7B-Chat (Table 4), our algorithm
outperforms others by 4.3 points on average, and models trained on 1000 data points from other
algorithms performed worse than the original. In contrast, the model trained on 1000 points selected
by our algorithm improved by 2.45 points. On Qwen 2.5-7B-Instruct (Table 5), the model trained
with our selected data outperformed others by 1.47 points on average. However, all models trained
on the filtered Magicoder-Evol-Instruct-110K dataset showed performance degradation, likely due
to its lower quality for this model. This demonstrates the effectiveness of our algorithm in the code
domain.

5.3 THE IMPACT OF DIFFERENT HIDDEN LAYERS ON MODEL PERFORMANCE

To investigate the impact of different hidden layers on data selection performance, we trained sepa-
rate CNN models using hidden states from various layers of Qwen 2.5-7B-Instruct. Specifically, we
extracted hidden states from the first 9 layers, the middle 9 layers, the last 11 layers, and the final
layer. We then evaluated the filtering performance of these layer-specific models on the GSM8K
dataset (Cobbe et al., 2021) (mathematics) and the Magicoder-Evol-Instruct-110K dataset (Wei
et al., 2024) (code).

Utilizing hidden states from all layers yields the optimal data filtering performance. Table 6
presents the comparison of CNN models trained on different hidden layer segments. Across both
mathematical and coding tasks, the model trained with hidden states from all layers (Full) consis-
tently achieves the highest performance. When utilizing subset layers, the optimal segment varies by
task. On the GSM8K dataset, the early layers (first 9) perform best among the subsets with a score
of 84.23. Conversely, in the code domain (evaluated via HumanEval and HumanEval-Plus), the
later layers (last 11) demonstrate superior subset performance, achieving an average score of 76.55.
These results indicate two main points: first, while later hidden layers capture critical task-specific
information (such as for code generation), different tasks may rely on distinct layer representations;
second, utilizing any individual subset of layers still lags behind the comprehensive representation
provided by all layers combined.
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Table 5: Performance Evaluation of Models Trained with Different Algorithms on Qwen 2.5-7B-
Instruct in the Code Domain.

Original Self MoDs Alpagasus Superfiltering
HumanEval 82.9 80.0 78.7 78.0 79.3
HumanEval-Plus 75.6 74.4 72.6 72.6 73.2
Average 79.25 77.2 75.65 75.3 76.25

Table 6: Comparison of CNN Model Performance Trained on Different Hidden Layer Parts of Qwen
2.5-7B-Instruct.

Dataset / Metric Full Early (9) Middle (9) Last (11) Final (1)
GSM8K 84.91 84.23 83.85 83.70 83.70
HumanEval (pass@1) 80.0 75.0 77.4 79.3 78.7
HumanEval-Plus (pass@1) 74.4 70.1 71.3 73.8 72.6

6 RELATED WORK

Data Selection Strategies. The goal of instruction tuning (Liu et al., 2024b; Longpre et al., 2023;
Sanh et al., 2022; Wei et al., 2022) is to help LLMs better understand human task requirements.
Early research primarily focused on building large-scale instruction datasets, but studies like LIMA
have shown that only a small amount of high-quality data is needed during instruction fine-tuning
to achieve good results. Existing data selection methods can be classified into four categories:
indicator-based methods, trainable LLM-based methods, powerful LLM-based methods, and small-
model-based methods.

Indicator-based methods use a metric system to identify multiple evaluation indicators to compre-
hensively assess data quality (Cao et al., 2023a; Wei et al., 2023). Trainable LLM-based meth-
ods treat the LLM as a trainable data selector, processing and assigning scores to each instruc-
tion fine-tuning data for selection (Chen et al., 2023b; Li et al., 2024c). Powerful LLM-based ap-
proaches, such as those using models like ChatGPT, typically design prompt templates and leverage
the model’s capabilities to quantitatively evaluate the quality of data samples (Chen et al., 2024; Liu
et al., 2024d). Finally, small-model-based methods involve using external small models to score
the data or projecting the data samples into vectors with a small model for further processing and
selection (Chen et al., 2023a; Li et al., 2024b).

Performance Evaluation of LLMs. The evaluation of LLMs is typically done through automatic
evaluation, human evaluation, and using LLMs as evaluators. Automatic evaluation relies on pre-
defined criteria and quantitative assessment (Chen et al., 2021; Hendrycks et al., 2021; Wang et al.,
2024b). Human evaluation focuses on qualitative aspects like clarity, consistency, and factual accu-
racy, and is essential for quality assessment (van der Lee et al., 2021; Zheng et al., 2023). However,
due to its time and labor demands, using powerful LLMs (Chen et al., 2024; Huang et al., 2024) to
evaluate other LLMs has become a popular approach in recent years.

7 CONCLUSION

This paper addresses the issue of low-quality and redundant data in LLM instruction fine-tuning.
Based on the hidden states that reflect the target LLM’s perception of the data, we build a data
classification model and define CPQS as its output. Using CPQS as the criterion, our method filters
high-quality data subsets, thereby improving the efficiency and effectiveness of instruction fine-
tuning.

Experimental results show that our approach achieves superior performance with less than 10% of
the original data compared to models trained on the full dataset. It also outperforms existing data
selection techniques at equal data scales. In downstream tasks, such as mathematical problem solv-
ing (GSM8K) and programming (HumanEval, HumanEval+), our method provides a 3.6% average
performance improvement over current state-of-the-art data selection algorithms. The code and data
have been provided online at https://github.com/renllll/CPQS-Tuning.
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son, Graeme Nail, Grégoire Mialon, Guan Pang, Guillem Cucurell, Hailey Nguyen, Hannah Ko-
revaar, Hu Xu, Hugo Touvron, Iliyan Zarov, Imanol Arrieta Ibarra, Isabel M. Kloumann, Ishan
Misra, Ivan Evtimov, Jade Copet, Jaewon Lee, Jan Geffert, Jana Vranes, Jason Park, Jay Ma-
hadeokar, Jeet Shah, Jelmer van der Linde, Jennifer Billock, Jenny Hong, Jenya Lee, Jeremy
Fu, Jianfeng Chi, Jianyu Huang, Jiawen Liu, Jie Wang, Jiecao Yu, Joanna Bitton, Joe Spisak,
Jongsoo Park, Joseph Rocca, Joshua Johnstun, Joshua Saxe, Junteng Jia, Kalyan Vasuden Al-
wala, Kartikeya Upasani, Kate Plawiak, Ke Li, Kenneth Heafield, Kevin Stone, and et al. The
llama 3 herd of models. CoRR, abs/2407.21783, 2024. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2407.21783. URL
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.21783.

Leo Gao, Jonathan Tow, Baber Abbasi, Stella Biderman, Sid Black, Anthony DiPofi, Charles Fos-
ter, Laurence Golding, Jeffrey Hsu, Alain Le Noac’h, Haonan Li, Kyle McDonell, Niklas Muen-
nighoff, Chris Ociepa, Jason Phang, Laria Reynolds, Hailey Schoelkopf, Aviya Skowron, Lin-
tang Sutawika, Eric Tang, Anish Thite, Ben Wang, Kevin Wang, and Andy Zou. A framework
for few-shot language model evaluation, 07 2024. URL https://zenodo.org/records/
12608602.

Valeriya Goloviznina and Evgeny Kotelnikov. I’ve got the “answer”! interpretation of llms hidden
states in question answering. In International Conference on Applications of Natural Language
to Information Systems, pp. 106–120. Springer, 2024.

Eric Hartford and Cognitive Computations. Dolphin R1: R1-Style Reasoning Dataset.
Hugging Face Dataset, 2025. URL https://huggingface.co/datasets/
cognitivecomputations/dolphin-r1. Apache-2.0 licensed, 800 000 samples:
300 000 DeepSeek-R1 reasoning, 300 000 Gemini 2.0 flash thinking, and 200 000 Dolphin chat.

12

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.05447
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.05447
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.14168
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.183
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.183
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2311.15653
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.21783
https://zenodo.org/records/12608602
https://zenodo.org/records/12608602
https://huggingface.co/datasets/cognitivecomputations/dolphin-r1
https://huggingface.co/datasets/cognitivecomputations/dolphin-r1


Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Dan Hendrycks, Collin Burns, Steven Basart, Andy Zou, Mantas Mazeika, Dawn Song, and Jacob
Steinhardt. Measuring massive multitask language understanding. In 9th International Confer-
ence on Learning Representations, ICLR 2021, Virtual Event, Austria, May 3-7, 2021. OpenRe-
view.net, 2021. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=d7KBjmI3GmQ.

Hui Huang, Yingqi Qu, Jing Liu, Muyun Yang, and Tiejun Zhao. An empirical study of llm-
as-a-judge for LLM evaluation: Fine-tuned judge models are task-specific classifiers. CoRR,
abs/2403.02839, 2024. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2403.02839. URL https://doi.org/10.
48550/arXiv.2403.02839.

Daniel Khashabi, Sewon Min, Tushar Khot, Ashish Sabharwal, Oyvind Tafjord, Peter Clark,
and Hannaneh Hajishirzi. Unifiedqa: Crossing format boundaries with a single QA sys-
tem. In Trevor Cohn, Yulan He, and Yang Liu (eds.), Findings of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics: EMNLP 2020, Online Event, 16-20 November 2020, volume EMNLP
2020 of Findings of ACL, pp. 1896–1907. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2020.
doi: 10.18653/V1/2020.FINDINGS-EMNLP.171. URL https://doi.org/10.18653/
v1/2020.findings-emnlp.171.

Woosuk Kwon, Zhuohan Li, Siyuan Zhuang, Ying Sheng, Lianmin Zheng, Cody Hao Yu, Joseph
Gonzalez, Hao Zhang, and Ion Stoica. Efficient memory management for large language model
serving with pagedattention. In Jason Flinn, Margo I. Seltzer, Peter Druschel, Antoine Kaufmann,
and Jonathan Mace (eds.), Proceedings of the 29th Symposium on Operating Systems Principles,
SOSP 2023, Koblenz, Germany, October 23-26, 2023, pp. 611–626. ACM, 2023. doi: 10.1145/
3600006.3613165. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/3600006.3613165.

Nicholas Lee, Thanakul Wattanawong, Sehoon Kim, Karttikeya Mangalam, Sheng Shen, Gopala
Anumanchipalli, Michael W. Mahoney, Kurt Keutzer, and Amir Gholami. LLM2LLM: boosting
llms with novel iterative data enhancement. In Lun-Wei Ku, Andre Martins, and Vivek Srikumar
(eds.), Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL 2024, Bangkok, Thailand
and virtual meeting, August 11-16, 2024, pp. 6498–6526. Association for Computational Lin-
guistics, 2024. doi: 10.18653/V1/2024.FINDINGS-ACL.388. URL https://doi.org/10.
18653/v1/2024.findings-acl.388.

Ming Li, Lichang Chen, Jiuhai Chen, Shwai He, Jiuxiang Gu, and Tianyi Zhou. Selective reflection-
tuning: Student-selected data recycling for LLM instruction-tuning. In Lun-Wei Ku, Andre Mar-
tins, and Vivek Srikumar (eds.), Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL
2024, Bangkok, Thailand and virtual meeting, August 11-16, 2024, pp. 16189–16211. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics, 2024a. doi: 10.18653/V1/2024.FINDINGS-ACL.958. URL
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.findings-acl.958.

Ming Li, Yong Zhang, Shwai He, Zhitao Li, Hongyu Zhao, Jianzong Wang, Ning Cheng, and
Tianyi Zhou. Superfiltering: Weak-to-strong data filtering for fast instruction-tuning. In Lun-
Wei Ku, Andre Martins, and Vivek Srikumar (eds.), Proceedings of the 62nd Annual Meeting of
the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), ACL 2024, Bangkok,
Thailand, August 11-16, 2024, pp. 14255–14273. Association for Computational Linguistics,
2024b. doi: 10.18653/V1/2024.ACL-LONG.769. URL https://doi.org/10.18653/
v1/2024.acl-long.769.

Ming Li, Yong Zhang, Zhitao Li, Jiuhai Chen, Lichang Chen, Ning Cheng, Jianzong Wang, Tianyi
Zhou, and Jing Xiao. From quantity to quality: Boosting LLM performance with self-guided
data selection for instruction tuning. In Kevin Duh, Helena Gómez-Adorno, and Steven Bethard
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A APPENDIX

A.1 FULL-SCALE FINE-TUNING EXPERIMENT

At the 1k and 2k data scales, we performed full-parameter fine-tuning on the datasets produced
by each selection method to assess their performance under more exhaustive training. The setup
employed two H20 GPUs, a learning rate of 1e-5, a batch size of 64, and three training epochs.
Results are summarized in Table 7.

After full fine-tuning, every method achieved noticeably higher scores on all five benchmarks than
with LoRA-only tuning, demonstrating that updating the entire set of model weights can further
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Table 7: Comparative evaluation of models trained with different data-selection algorithms and
sample sizes (1k vs. 2k) on five benchmarks.

Size Model MMLU ARC Truthful-QA HellaSwag Avg. AlpacaEval
1k Self 41.95 47.87 50.92 77.57 54.58 65.93
1k Superfiltering 41.76 47.78 51.05 77.56 54.54 64.36
1k MoDs 41.43 47.53 48.46 76.82 53.56 57.02
1k Alpagasus 39.76 47.87 52.08 77.54 54.31 55.14
2k Self 42.06 48.25 53.47 77.66 55.36 69.73
2k Superfiltering 42.14 48.63 51.71 77.97 55.11 69.69
2k MoDs 39.94 46.67 53.10 77.67 54.34 54.10
2k Alpagasus 41.66 47.78 51.42 76.66 54.38 64.16

unlock data value. Notably, the dataset selected by our algorithm led in both average score and
AlpacaEval at both the 1k and 2k scales, confirming its clear performance advantage.

A.2 ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS ON DATASET FILTERING EFFECTIVENESS

We conducted additional experiments on the Llama2-7B model using the TULU-3-SFT-mixture
dataset, comparing results from filtering 930K samples down to 10K samples. As shown in Table 8,
our method outperforms other algorithms on both open-ended large model evaluation benchmarks
and AlpacaEval (notably, the MoDs algorithm was excluded from comparison due to GPU memory
limitations with larger sample sizes). Our approach achieved an average score of 53.27 on the open-
ended evaluation benchmarks and 52.37 on AlpacaEval.

Table 8: Comparative Evaluation of Llama2-7B Models Trained with Different Data Selection Al-
gorithms on TULU-3-SFT-mixture (Filtered to 10K Samples) Across MMLU, ARC (Challenge),
TruthfulQA, HellaSwag, and AlpacaEval Benchmarks.

Model MMLU ARC TruthfulQA HellaSwag Avg. AlpacaEval
Self 44.54 45.05 46.42 77.08 53.27 52.37
Superfiltering 42.98 45.56 43.49 76.87 52.23 45.90
Alpagasus 42.95 46.44 44.42 76.39 52.55 32.19

We further evaluated pairwise model comparisons using AlpacaEval to measure the win rates be-
tween different approaches. As demonstrated in Table 9, our method shows significant advantages
over other dataset filtering techniques.

Table 9: Pairwise Model Comparison Results (AlpacaEval)

Model Comparison Win Rate (%) Loss Rate (%)
Self vs Superfliting 52.25 47.74
Self vs Alpagasus 68.36 31.49

A.3 EXPERIMENT ON ITERATIVE MODEL TRAINING AND DATA SELECTION

We conducted experiments to assess the iterativeness of our algorithm. First, we trained a CNN
model using our algorithm on the Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct dataset. This trained model was then used
to predict and rank the Alpaca GPT4 dataset. Based on the ranking, we extracted the top 5,000
and the last 10,000 data samples. We then retrained another CNN model using this subset to further
filter 1,000 samples from the Alpaca GPT4 dataset for additional training. As shown in Figure 5, the
performance of the newly trained model demonstrated a significant improvement over the previous
version. For example, the green sections in the figure represent the number of wins by the newly
trained model, which show a clear advantage across multiple datasets.
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Figure 5: Comparison of Model Performance After Two-Stage Data Selection.

A.4 PREFERENCES OF DIFFERENT MODELS FOR HIGH-QUALITY DATASETS

In this section, we explore whether different LLMs have distinct preferences for high-quality
datasets. To this end, we trained the models on high-quality datasets selected from the GSM8K
dataset and Magicoder Evol Instruct-110K Dataset using Llama 2-7B-Chat and Qwen 2.5-7B-
Instruct. We then compared the performance of these models when exchanging datasets. Specif-
ically, we trained Qwen 2.5-7B-Instruct and Llama 2-7B-Chat on each other’s selected datasets and
compared their performance with training on their own selected datasets.

As shown in Tables 10 and 11, whether in the mathematical or coding domains, the models trained
after swapping datasets did not perform as well as those trained on their original datasets. For both
Llama 2-7B-Chat and Qwen 2.5-7B-Instruct, the high-quality dataset considered by one model did
not yield the same results when used by the other model. Therefore, our experiment shows that
different models exhibit significant differences in selecting high-quality datasets, with each model
having its own definition of what constitutes a “high-quality dataset.”

Table 10: Performance of Llama 2-7B-Chat and Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct Models Trained on Their
Own and Swapped Datasets on the GSM8K Dataset (Cobbe et al., 2021).

Training Method Llama 2-7B-Chat Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct
Self Training 25.25 84.91
Dataset Swapping 23.58 83.24

Table 11: Performance of Llama 2-7B-Chat and Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct Models Trained on Their
Own and Swapped Datasets on the HumanEval Dataset.

Training Method HumanEval pass@1 HumanEval-Plus pass@1 Average
Llama 2-7B-Chat (Self) 16.5 13.4 14.95
Llama 2-7B-Chat (Swapped) 11.2 11.0 11.1
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (Self) 80.0 74.4 77.2
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (Swapped) 72.0 67.1 69.55

Furthermore, we explored whether large models of different sizes have distinct preferences for high-
quality datasets. To this end, we selected a larger model (such as Qwen 2.5-32B-Instruct) and
a smaller model (such as BitCPM4-1B), and conducted experiments on the Reasoning-DeepSeek
dataset. Specifically, we trained a CNN for each model to predict and filter the dataset, and then
swapped the datasets selected by different models, retraining the models and evaluating their perfor-
mance differences.

The experimental results, as shown in Table 12, indicate that the models performed better when
using their own selected datasets. This was true across the GSM8K, Math 500, HuanEval, and
GPQA datasets, where the models consistently achieved better average scores. This further validates
the differences in how each model defines and selects ”high-quality data.”
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Table 12: Performance of CNN Models Trained on Their Own and Swapped Datasets on Four
Datasets: GSM8K, Math 500, HuanEval, and GPQA.

Training Method GSM8K Math 500 HuanEval GPQA Average
BitCPM4-1B (self) 38.06 33.00 54.88 28.79 38.68
BitCPM4-1B (swapped) 42.00 32.80 48.78 24.24 36.96
Qwen 2.5-32B (self) 85.52 81.40 56.10 46.46 67.36
Qwen 2.5-32B (swapped) 85.60 80.40 51.22 42.93 65.05

Table 13: Comparative evaluation of data-selection methods on BitCPM4-1B using Reason-
ing DeepSeek subsets across GSM8K, Math 500, HuanEval, and GPQA.

Size Method GSM8K Math 500 HuanEval GPQA Average
10k Self 38.06 33.00 54.88 28.79 38.68
10k Superfliting 39.35 30.20 52.44 24.24 36.56
20k Self 37.00 32.00 53.66 29.80 38.12
20k Superfliting 36.92 30.09 54.27 27.27 37.14
113k Alpagasus 37.38 30.80 53.66 25.76 36.90

A.5 GENERALIZATION OF CPQS ACROSS ARCHITECTURES AND SCALES

To assess whether CPQS generalizes beyond the three LLMs reported in the main paper, we further
evaluated it on two additional model families at different parameter scales: a small BitCPM4-1B
model and a large Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct model. In both cases, CPQS was used to filter the Rea-
soning DeepSeek corpus into high-quality subsets of varying sizes (10k, 20k, etc.). We compared
CPQS (self ) against two strong data selection baselines, Superfliting and Alpagasus, and trained
models under identical settings per architecture. We report performance on GSM8K, Math 500,
HuanEval, and GPQA, along with the simple average.

Across both the 1B and 32B regimes, CPQS-selected data consistently outperformed all baselines
at matched subset sizes. On BitCPM4-1B, CPQS delivered the best averages for 10k and 20k sub-
sets, exceeding Superfliting and the larger 113k Alpagasus subset despite using fewer samples. On
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct, CPQS likewise led at 10k and 20k, with stronger averages than Superfliting
and the much larger Alpagasus set. These results indicate that CPQS’s selection criteria transfer
across architectures and scales, and that quality can outweigh quantity when curating reasoning-
focused training data. The detailed experimental results are presented in Table 13 and Table 14.

A.6 ABLATION ON THE SELECTOR ARCHITECTURE: CNN VS. MLP VS. TRANSFORMER

To further validate the effectiveness of our selector design, we conducted an ablation study compar-
ing the CNN architecture used in our method with two alternative designs: a multi-layer percep-
tron (MLP) and a Transformer-based selector.

We evaluated all three architectures on the Reasoning-DeepSeek dataset (10k samples selected by
CPQS). As shown in Table 15, the CNN-based selector consistently outperforms both MLP and
Transformer variants across GSM8K, Math 500, HuanEval, and GPQA benchmarks, achieving the
best overall average. We attribute this performance advantage to CNN’s strong locality bias and
computational efficiency, which enable it to extract hierarchical spatial correlations from hidden
states and thus improve data-quality discrimination.

A.7 ADDITIONAL COMPARATIVE EVALUATIONS AND EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS

A.7.1 COMPARISON WITH RECENT DATA-SELECTION METHODS

We extend our comparative study by including several recent and representative data-selection ap-
proaches: SelectIT, DS2, and Deita, which are widely regarded as strong baselines for instruction-
tuning data curation. All methods were evaluated on the Reasoning-DeepSeek dataset using 10k
selected samples and fine-tuning a Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct model under identical conditions (maxi-
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Table 14: Comparative evaluation of data-selection methods on Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct using Rea-
soning DeepSeek subsets across GSM8K, Math 500, HuanEval, and GPQA.

Size Method GSM8K Math 500 HuanEval GPQA Average
10k Self 85.52 81.40 56.10 46.46 67.36
10k Superfliting 85.22 81.80 56.71 43.43 66.79
20k Self 84.76 81.60 53.66 46.46 66.62
20k Superfliting 84.99 81.40 49.39 42.93 64.68
113k Alpagasus 84.91 81.00 53.66 39.90 64.87

Table 15: Ablation on selector architectures (CNN, MLP, Transformer) using 10k CPQS-selected
Reasoning-DeepSeek samples. Metrics are reported on GSM8K, Math 500, HuanEval, and GPQA,
with the simple average.

Size Method GSM8K Math 500 HuanEval GPQA Average
10k CNN 85.37 72.40 67.68 36.36 65.45
10k MLP 87.04 72.80 60.37 29.29 62.38
10k Transformer 84.15 73.20 67.07 30.81 63.81

mum output token length set to 8000). Table 16 reports results on GSM8K, Math 500, HuanEval,
and GPQA, as well as the simple average.

As shown in Table 16, our method achieves the highest average performance among all compared
baselines, indicating a stronger ability to identify samples that are most beneficial for the target
model.

A.7.2 COMPUTATIONAL COST AND THROUGHPUT ANALYSIS

To provide a transparent accounting of efficiency, we report GPU memory consumption and through-
put (samples per second) under identical hardware constraints. All methods were executed on an
NVIDIA RTX PRO 6000 GPU. Throughput was computed over 146,224 samples using total wall-
clock processing time. Results are summarized in Table 17. As shown in the table below, our method
ranks just behind Alpagasus and Superfliting in terms of GPU memory usage, and second only to
Superfliting in throughput.
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Table 16: Comparison with recent data-selection methods on Reasoning-DeepSeek (10k selected
samples) using Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct. All methods are evaluated under identical generation settings
.

Size Method GSM8K Math 500 HuanEval GPQA Average
10k Self 85.37 72.40 67.68 36.36 65.45
10k DS2 84.15 72.80 62.80 29.80 62.39
10k SelectIT 85.67 73.60 59.76 31.82 62.71
10k Deita 82.56 76.00 62.80 30.81 63.04

Table 17: GPU memory usage and throughput under identical hardware (NVIDIA RTX PRO 6000).
Throughput is measured in samples per second over 146,224 samples. Best values per column are
in bold.

Method GPU Memory (GB) Throughput (samples/s)
Self 18 4.78
MoDs 24 1.40
Alpagasus 0 1.45
Superfliting 2 34.82
DS2 30 1.44
Deita 50 2.03
SelectIT 26 1.13
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