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Figure 1: ImageNet-1K Distillation Comparison: our method vs. SRe?L [1]. In contrast to SRe?L,
which often results in images with repetitive patterns, our approach creates synthetic images with a
much richer diversity of patterns.

Abstract

Most dataset distillation methods struggle to accommodate large-scale datasets
due to their substantial computational and memory requirements. In this paper, we
present a curriculum-based dataset distillation framework designed to harmonize
scalability with efficiency. This framework strategically distills synthetic images,
adhering to a curriculum that transitions from simple to complex. By incorporating
curriculum evaluation, we address the issue of previous methods generating images
that tend to be homogeneous and simplistic, doing so at a manageable computa-
tional cost. Furthermore, we introduce adversarial optimization towards synthetic
images to further improve their representativeness and safeguard against their over-
fitting to the neural network involved in distilling. This enhances the generalization
capability of the distilled images across various neural network architectures and
also increases their robustness to noise. Extensive experiments demonstrate that
our framework sets new benchmarks in large-scale dataset distillation, achieving
substantial improvements of 11.1% on Tiny-ImageNet, 9.0% on ImageNet-1K, and
7.3% on ImageNet-21K. The source code will be released to the community.
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1 Introduction

Dataset distillation, as elucidated by [2], entails compressing the original dataset into a significantly
smaller synthetic dataset. This streamlined synthetic dataset confers pronounced advantages, par-
ticularly in improving data storage efficacy, fortifying privacy safeguards, and expediting training
processes [3—6, 1, 7]. Furthermore, the utility of this approach has been effectively demonstrated
across various downstream applications, as evidenced in domains such as continual learning [8, 9]
and neural architecture search [10].

A considerable number of algorithms for dataset distillation have approached the problem as a bi-level
optimization task [2, 9]. This methodology involves an inner loop that focuses on updating the model
and an outer loop for refining synthetic data. These strategies have shown significant advances in
small-scale datasets such as MNIST and CIFAR [1 1], which are known for their relatively low image
resolutions and data volume. The outer loop, which evaluates the original data on the network trained
with the synthetic data, ensures alignment between these two datasets. However, a major challenge
arises from the high computational and memory costs associated with performing multiple unrolled
iterations within the bi-level optimization framework. This limitation greatly hinders the application
of bi-level-based methods to more complex real-world datasets like ImageNet [12].

Recently, Yin et al. unveiled SRe?L [1], an innovative approach that decouples bi-level optimization
into discrete processes, achieving commendable dataset distillation efficacy on ImageNet. Initially,
the method involves training a neural network on the original dataset, succeeded by applying the
model inversion technique [13—16] to generate a synthetic dataset from the trained model. The
last step involves the adoption of data augmentation and relabeling strategies [17] to substantially
enhance dataset diversity. Remarkably, SRe’L obviates the necessity for evaluation on the original
dataset by leveraging the network, trained on the original data, as an effective surrogate. This strategy
significantly decreases computational demands, thereby facilitating scalability to large-scale datasets.

However, our analysis highlights a significant concern related to the data diversity generated by
SRe?L, as depicted in Figure 1. The recurrence of repetitive patterns in synthetic images leads to a
decrease in the efficiency of SRe?L, limiting its ability to comprehensively represent the original
data distribution. Two key factors collectively contribute to this problem. First, SRe2L lacks explicit
guidance from evaluations conducted on the original dataset. Therefore, it cannot identify which parts
of the samples should be further distilled. Second, the model inversion technique tends to generate
patterns that are most representative — or, in other terms, simpler — from the perspective of the trained
"teacher" models. This leads to the synthetic dataset’s insufficient exploration of complex patterns
and the issue of image homogenization.

Building on this analysis, we propose a method called Curriculum Dataset Distillation (CUDD) that
harmonizes scalability with representational diversity. This approach segments the creation of the
synthetic dataset into a series of curricular stages, systematically synthesizing images in a progression
from simple to complex to ensure comprehensive coverage of the original patterns. At the beginning
of each curriculum, we first evaluate the original dataset through a "student" neural network trained on
all synthetic samples of prior curriculum to identify data instances that cannot be accurately classified,
indicating areas where representational diversity is lacking.

However, the volume of the misclassified subset significantly exceeds the capacity of the synthetic
dataset, necessitating further compression and representation by fewer synthetic samples. To maximize
data efficiency in curriculum learning, we aim to increase the difficulty of the synthetic data as much
as possible without compromising its alignment with the misclassified subset and its semantic
correctness. The objective function is tripartite, encapsulating the essence of our method’s innovation.
The first component ensures that synthetic images are classified accurately by a "teacher" network
trained on the original dataset, thus ensuring the semantic correctness of the synthetic samples. The
second component, an explicit regularization term, aligns the synthetic images with the intricacies
of the misclassified subset, maintaining fidelity to the most challenging data aspects. Lastly, the
adversarial loss from the "student" network is strategically applied to further increase the difficulty
and differentiate newly generated synthetic samples from all prior ones. As curriculum learning
progresses, the capability of the "student" network gradually approaches that of the "teacher" network,
providing increasingly effective adversarial feedback to generate more complex patterns.

Comprehensive experiments validate CUDD’s superior performance, outstripping prior state-of-
the-art methods across all real-world benchmark datasets. Specifically, CUDD achieves average



improvements of 11.1% on Tiny-ImageNet [18], 9.0% on ImageNet-1K [12], and 7.3% on ImageNet-
21K [19], and notably doubles the performance on heterogeneous architectures such as DeiT-Tiny [20]
and MLP-Mixer [21].

2 Method

2.1 Advantages and Limitations of Prior Methods

Utilizing an extensive labeled dataset 7 = {(z;, yl)}zll, dataset distillation [2, 22] aims to generate a

significantly smaller synthetic dataset S = {(Z;, yi)}li‘jl, where |S| < |T|. In this context, x denotes
the original image, whereas « signifies the synthetic image of identical resolution. The objective is to
ensure that in the process of training any neural networks, the employment of synthetic datasets as
substitutes for original datasets maintains equivalent performance while significantly diminishing the
training costs. The dataset distillation can be formulated as a bi-level optimization task:

S* .= arg min £ce(¢*7 T)
S

st. @ :=argmin L (9, S). M
@

In this framework, the inner optimization pertains to refining the proxy neural network ¢ using
the synthetic dataset S, whereas the outer optimization involves assessing the performance of
this optimized network ¢* on the original dataset 7. However, achieving the optimal solution for
this problem presents considerable challenges. This difficulty arises primarily because the inner
optimization does not constitute a convex problem, and the sheer number of parameters in both
the neural network and the synthetic dataset is substantial. Various methodologies, as referenced
in the literature [2, 9], employ implicit gradient techniques, calculating these gradients through
back-propagation across the unrolled computational graph. Nonetheless, these methods frequently
encounter significant computational and memory demands [3, 23], which pose substantial barriers
when attempting to scale to extensive datasets like ImageNet [12].

Conversely, SRe?L [1] introduces a disentangled framework that directly generates the synthetic
dataset via the model inversion technique [13—16]. This process is distinct in that it does not require
feedback evaluation on the original dataset:

0% := argmin L (0, T), 2)
6

S* := argmin Leerpn (0%, S). 3)
S

The above formulations succinctly elucidate the SRe?L approach. Initially, in the phase described
by Equation (2), the methodology begins with training a teacher network using the original dataset.
Subsequently, the phase specified in Equation (3) is focused on generating the synthetic dataset from
the teacher network. This generation process is accomplished by directly optimizing synthetic images
from random noise. The overarching aim is to reconstruct the predictions and the batch statistics of
the original dataset, employing both a standard cross-entropy loss L. and a batch statistic loss Ly,:

Lon =D lu(Xs) = BN{'[l2 + [|or(Xs) — BN7 |, @
l

where 1;(Xs) and 0;(Xs) denote the batch statistics of the synthetic images preceding each batch
normalization layer, with [ indicating the layer index. Furthermore, BN}' and BNy represent the
respective trained parameters for each batch normalization layer.

Initially developed for white-box inverse attacks on neural networks [24, 25], the model inversion
technique has since found widespread application in various fields, such as knowledge distillation [26,
16, 271, network compression [28—30], and continual learning [31, 32], noted for its ability to replace
the need for the original dataset. However, its application to dataset distillation encounters specific
challenges: first, the absence of feedback evaluation on the original dataset implies that the synthetic
dataset might not comprehensively represent the entire original data distribution; second, while model
inversion is adept at producing highly representative patterns, it often falls short in exploring more
complex and rare patterns. This limitation is evident in the comparison presented in Figure 1. Building
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Figure 2: Curriculum Dataset Distillation Overview. A single curriculum comprises three key
phases: 1) Initial selection of samples from the original dataset that are misclassified by the previous
curriculum’s student network but correctly identified by the teacher network, serving as seeds for
synthetic sample generation. 2) Optimization of synthetic samples using the objective function
detailed in Equation (6). 3) Integration of both existing and newly synthesized samples to train an
updated student network.

on this analysis, we propose a curriculum dataset distillation (CUDD) that integrates the strengths of
previous methods. This strategy is founded on key principles: 1) reintroducing feedback evaluation
of the original dataset while maintaining a controlled increment in computational expense, and 2)
motivating the model to generate a diverse array of samples, facilitating exploration from simpler to
more complex patterns.

2.2 Curriculum Dataset Distillation

We commence by segregating the synthetic dataset into J distinct, non-overlapping subsets, expressed
as U;.Izl S; = S, with J signifying the aggregate number of curricula. The strategy is structured to
sequentially generate synthetic subsets, progressing through each curriculum in turn.

Curriculum Feedback Evaluation. Initially, a teacher neural network is trained, with its correspond-
ing weights denoted as 6*, employing the complete original dataset 7, as explicated in Equation (2).
In the bi-level optimization method, each iteration necessitates an evaluation of the original dataset, a
process that presents significant scalability challenges. In contrast, SRe?L omits explicit evaluation
of the original dataset. We introduce a mediating strategy between these two methods, implementing
feedback evaluation at the onset of each curriculum:

Init S; with 7; ~ R(6", T \ T1;j—1) "W (¢j_1, T \ Tij-1), )

where ¢7_; symbolizes the weight of the preceding student neural network trained on S7.;_;. The
function R(0*, 7T \ Ti.;—1) selects correctly classified samples from 7 \ 71.;_1 using the teacher
network 6*. Conversely, W (¢7_;, 7\ T1.j-1) identifies misclassified samples, acting as the erroneous
subset selector.

As delineated in Equation (5), we perform a random sampling without replacement of a subset 7;
from instances that are correctly classified by the teacher model yet misclassified by the preceding
student model. Importantly, the subset 7; is meticulously curated to mirror the size of S, thereby
ensuring that | 7;| = |S;|. This facilitates the initialization of S; with the elements of 7;. This strategy,
grounded in the easy-to-hard training paradigm common in curriculum learning [33, 34], presents
multiple advantages: it ensures synthetic image diversity by progressively increasing difficulty,
facilitates foundational feature learning with simpler images initially using a limited set, addresses
more complex situations with a larger image pool in later stages, and permits reusing previously
generated synthetic images, eliminating the need for their regeneration.

Adversarial Data Optimization. Typically, given the significantly lower quantity of synthetic images
compared to the original images, the subset 7; can cover only a minimal fraction of the misclassified
images. Solely employing the previously mentioned initialization method is markedly insufficient.



Algorithm 1 Curriculum Dataset Distillation

Input: original dataset 7, pre-trained teacher network 6*, number of curricula J
for j =1to J do
if j = 1 then
> Omit the adversarial loss in Equation. (6)
> Initialize S; via correct subset selection:
T~ R(0°,T),S; < T;
else
> Initialize S; via feedback evaluation on ¢} _;:
T~ RO, T\ Tij1) O W(05_1, T\ Tij-1)
Sj — 73
end if
repeat
> Compute distillation loss £(0", ¢7_,
> Update S; with respect to the loss:
Sj = Sj - ij‘C(g*? ;—b 7;78]')
until S; converged, 57 + §;
> Unify the synthetic dataset:
Sf: P Sik:jfl U S]*
> Train the student network on S7; to get ¢}
end for
Output: The final synthetic dataset S < S, ;

7;,S;) according to Equation. (6)

Consequently, we introduce our synthetic data optimization objective, which integrates an adversarial
loss to further increase the difficulty and data efficiency of each synthetic image:

Si= argsmin Leeron (07, S8j) + aregLreg (T, Sj) + tadvLaav (@] 1, R(O7, S;))- )

J

Our objective encompasses three components; the first component aligns with SRe?L (Equation (3)),
focusing on distilling synthetic images through model inversion from the teacher network, which is
trained on the original dataset. From the curriculum learning viewpoint, this goal further suggests
that the synthetic images are expected to be accurately classified by the teacher network. The second
component is a regularization loss, ensuring that S; remains aligned with its initial state 7;. This is
realized through the adoption of a Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss, applicable within either the pixel
or the teacher network’s feature space. Our experimental results reveal that the regularization loss
Ly, significantly enhances diversity and acts as a complement to Lceipn. While Leeipn €nsures that
S is derived from a proxy distribution akin to the original data distribution, it does not ensure the
uniqueness of each sample. Conversely, L., by sampling 7; from 7" without replacement, ensures
each synthetic sample’s distinctiveness.

The third component of our approach is the adversarial loss. Instead of employing the cross-entropy
loss, we utilize the non-saturating loss, which has been demonstrated to be more effective in adversar-
ial training contexts, as evidenced in the literature [35, 36]:

L c

Law = =5 > > Ly = clog(1 = F(¢] 1, %)), st (Fi,5) € RO".S), ()

i=1 c=1

where N signifies the batch size, C stands for the overall class count, (Z;,y;) denotes the pair of a
synthetic image and its associated label, and F(QS;'LI, Z;) signifies the softmax output of the student
network. This objective is to further push the synthetic images towards the decision boundary to
improve the informativeness of the synthetic images. It should be emphasized that the adversarial loss
is selectively applied to images accurately identified by the teacher network, denoted as R(6*, S;).
This approach ensures the prevention of synthetic image collapse.

Student Network Training. Following the generation of synthetic images for the current curriculum,
we integrate these with all synthetic images produced in previous curricula to train the new student
network for the subsequent curriculum. To further augment diversity, we also implement the relabeling
technique [17] utilized in SRe?L:

(j);k = arg;nin Lee (¢7 Sfj) ®



Dataset Tiny-ImageNet ImageNet-1K ImageNet-21K
Architecture IPC 50 100 10 50 100 200 10 20
SRe?L [1] 41.1x04 49.7+03 | 21.3206 46.8402 52.8403 57.0x04 | 19.3x03* 21.6x03"

ResNet-18 | cUDD (Ours) | 55.6502 568502 | 39.0004 57.ds0z 61301 650201 | 280402  34.9:01
ResNet-50 SRe?L [1] 422105 51.2+04 | 284101  55.6x03 61.0x04 64.6x03 | 28.6x04*  30.5x02*

; CUDD (Ours) | 57.0+02 58.8+104 | 46.2:106 63.6:02 66.7103 68.6:02 | 341104  36.110.1
ResNet-101 SRe?L [1] 42.5+02  51.5+03 | 30.9+01 60.8+05 62.8+02 659+03 | 29.0+03* 32.5+01*

CUDD (Ours) | 57.4+03 59.4+0s5 | 46.8+03 64.9+03 672101 69.0+02 | 354404  36.9+03

Table 1: Comparisons on large-scale datasets. CUDD achieves state-of-the-art performance across
all evaluated neural network architectures, under various images per class (IPC) configurations, and
across all evaluated datasets. * denotes results obtained using the official code, while other results are
directly taken from the original paper [1].
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Figure 3: Comparisons on heterogeneous architectures. CUDD achieves state-of-the-art performance
on all 10 heterogeneous architectures with substantial leads. Experiments are conducted on ImageNet-
1K using 50 images per class.

It is noteworthy that once the complete synthetic dataset is generated, both the teacher and student
networks can be discarded, retaining solely the synthetic dataset for downstream tasks. The entirety
of our algorithm is delineated in Algorithm 1. Given that the initial curriculum lacks a trained student
network, we omit adversarial loss and select 7; from 7 only via the correct subset selection function.

3 Experiments

3.1 Dataset and Implementation Details

We evaluate CUDD on various datasets, including : Tiny-ImageNet [18], ImageNet-1K [12],
ImageNet-21K-P [19], CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 [11].

In line with previous research practices [3, 4], we employ the "Images Per Class" (IPC) metric to
indicate the capacity of the synthetic dataset. To uphold the diversity of the synthetic data, the number
of curriculum stages, denoted as .J, should grow in tandem with the increase in IPC. To strike a
balance between scalability and effectiveness, we configure the growth of J to follow a logarithmic
increase with respect to IPC. More precisely, we define J as follows: J = max(0, Llogg(%)J) + 1L
For the hyperparameters specified in Equation (6), we set oy, = iigy = 1. Regarding the proxy
neural network architecture for dataset distillation, we generally employ ResNet-18 unless otherwise
specified, consistent with the architecture used in SRe?L. For Tiny-ImageNet, the first 7x7 Conv layer
of ResNet-18 is replaced by a 3x3 Conv layer and the maxpool layer is discarded, following [1, 37].
We train 3 randomly initialized evaluation networks on the synthetic dataset to obtain the average
accuracy and the error bar.

3.2 Quantitative Comparisons

As SRe?L [1] is the first method that achieves satisfactory performance on large-scale datasets
such as ImageNet-1K and ImageNet-21K, we strictly follow its experimental setup and conduct
comprehensive comparisons with it. The experimental results are detailed in Table 1 and can be
summarized as follows: 1) Our method consistently outperforms SRe2L across all evaluated models,
IPC settings, and evaluated datasets, achieving average improvements of 11.1% on Tiny-ImageNet,
9.0% on ImageNet-1K, and 7.3% on ImageNet-21K. 2) Both SRe?L and our approach demonstrate
robust generalization ability beyond the specific network architecture used in the distillation process.



Method ‘ConVNet—4 ResNet-18  DenseNet-121  RegNet-Y-800MF  MobileNet-V2  EfficientNet-BO | Avg.

DM [23] 24.1+03 29.9+04 24.9+03 16.5+02 18.4+04 21.8+03 22.6
MTT [4] 28.0+03 30.9+02 29.0+04 18.3+05 19.8+0.1 26.9+0.2 25.5
IDC [5] 25.2+02 32.4+07 29.1+02 24.3+03 25.6+05 27.0+04 27.3
DREAM [38] 25.6+04 32.9+02 29.6+05 25.1+04 26.2+04 27.0+03 27.7
DATM [7] 39.7+03 43.6+02 40.1+04 36.3+03 35.4+03 37.8+02 38.8
CUDD (Ours) 45.2+02 46.2+0.1 42.8+02 41.2+03 35.4+02 38.2+04 41.5

Table 2: Cross-architecture performance on Tiny-ImageNet with 50 images per class. All the methods

Figure 5: Comparisons between real images employed as initial seeds and the corresponding optimized
synthetic images.

Our method demonstrates more significant generalization abilities compared to SRe?L on heteroge-
neous architectures. We conduct experiments across 10 heterogeneous architectures on ImageNet-1K,
including DeiT-Tiny [20], Swin-Tiny [39], ConvNeXt-Tiny [40], DenseNet-121 [41], EfficientNet-
V2 [42], MobileNet-V2 [43], RegNet [44], ShuffleNet-V2 [45], ResMLP [46], and MLP-Mixer [21].
The experimental outcomes are illustrated in Figure 3 and can be encapsulated as follows: 1) Our
method realizes a doubling of performance on DeiT-Tiny and MLP-Mixer, marking an average
improvement of 15.1% over SRe?L. 2) In the majority of network architectures, our performance
remains competitive with that of ResNet-18, which has an accuracy of 57.4%. Since previous main-
stream dataset distillation methods [23, 4, 5, 38, 7] primarily focus on small datasets, and can hardly
handle large-scale datasets, we compare our method with them on Tiny-ImageNet [ 18]. For fairness,
we adopt the 4-depth ConvNet architecture during the distillation stage for all the compared methods
and set the multi-formation factors [5] to 1 for both IDC [5] and DREAM [38]. As shown in Table 2,
our method achieves state-of-the-art performance across a variety of architectures [47, 41, 48, 43, 44]
among these approaches.

Our adversarial training not only enhances the
primary objectives but also offers supplemen-
tary advantages. We evaluate the effectiveness
of models trained on synthetic datasets in out-of-
domain scenarios [49, 50, 6]. To assess the ro-
bustness of our models, we specifically employ
ImageNet-C [51], which encompasses a variety
of datasets each corrupted by 19 distinct types
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of perturbations. Figure 4 presents the mean ac- ~ s~ skezt ~ours SRzt

curacy across all 19 corruption types at two dis- (a) ResNet-18 (b) DenseNet-121

tinct corruption levels. In comparison to SRe’L, Figure 4: Robustness against corruptions on

our method demonstrates superior performance  ymageNet-C. Our method demonstrates enhanced

under all Kinds of corruptions. robustness in two models trained on the synthetic
dataset distilled from ImageNet-1K with IPC 50.

3.3 Ablation Studies

Our ablation study, focusing on the objective function detailed in Equation (6), is presented in
Table 3. The results clearly demonstrate that incorporating both regularization loss and adversarial
loss individually enhances performance. Moreover, the synergistic integration of these two losses
yields an even more significant performance improvement.
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Figure 6: Comparative analysis of logarithmic Figure 7. Comparison of student network training
curriculum scheduling versus uniform curricu- iterations: curriculum training (initializing from
lum scheduling. Experiments are conducted on the previous curriculum) versus training from

CIFAR-10 using a single RTX 3090 GPU. scratch. The student network continuously im-
proves through the curricula.

We also undertake a detailed comparative study on the application of regularization loss, examining
its effectiveness in the pixel space as opposed to the feature space. The experimental results suggest
minimal disparities between these two methodologies. Further ablation studies are provided in the
supplementary material for comprehensive insight.

Furthermore, we perform ablation of real-image

initialization on ImageNet-1K, including three Method init. L. | IPC10  IPC 50

scenarios: 1) SRe?L with real-image initializa- ; i T | 213106 468100

tion, 2) our method without any involvement of SRe’L v - | 228403 48.0+02

real images, and 3) our method with the regu-

larizatioﬁ term Ere), disabled. As shown in gl"a- ) ) 335+03 548101
Lo Tres . . CUDD (Ours) v - 36.0403 55.9+02

ble 5, initialization from real images can bring v v | 3904004 574402

improvements to SRe?L, but there is still a gap
between it and our method. In addition, as shown
in Figure 5, despite utilizing real images as a
form of regularization in Equation (6), the synthetic images exhibit marked differences from their
real-image counterparts, effectively preserving the privacy of the original images, similar to previous
dataset distillation methods [23, 5, 22, 38, 7], which also adopt real image initialization. Moreover,
our findings indicate that CUDD tends to produce objects of diverse scales within a single image,
thereby enhancing the information density.

Table 5: Ablation on real-image initialization.

3.4 Effectiveness and Efficiency of Curriculum Learning

In comparison to SRe?L, the training time overhead in our approach arises from the requirement
to train a student network at the end of each curriculum, utilizing all synthetic images that have
been generated up to that juncture. We introduce two strategies aimed at reducing the training cost,
thereby enhancing the scalability of our method. The first strategy, termed logarithmic curriculum
scheduling, aims to decrease the overall number of curricula. As illustrated in Figure 6 (a), uniform
curriculum scheduling, characterized by a dense series of curricula (IPC-{5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35,
401}), yields only a marginal improvement (1.6% at IPC-40) compared to the logarithmic curriculum
scheduling, which employs a sparser sequence of curricula (IPC-{5, 10, 20, 40}). However, this slight
enhancement comes at the cost of doubling the training time (Figure 6 (b)). Therefore, we adopt the
more cost-effective logarithmic curriculum scheduling.

The second strategy, termed curriculum training, is designed to reduce the number of training iterations
required by the student network. Rather than initiating the student network’s training from scratch for
each curriculum, we employ the optimized parameters of the student network from the preceding
curriculum as the initialization point, i.e., ¢; < gb;‘-fl. Figure 7 depicts the results on CIFAR-10
under IPC-20 and IPC-50 configurations. Experimental results demonstrate that curriculum training
is capable of converging to an accuracy comparable to that achieved by training from scratch, but



requiring only half the iterations. Furthermore, as the curriculum progresses, the student network’s
capabilities steadily improve, enabling it to provide more valuable feedback during the subsequent
stages of the curriculum.

4 Related Works

Dataset Distillation. Dataset distillation [2, 22] aims to learn a compact synthetic dataset that
captures crucial information from the original dataset. [2] first proposed a bi-level optimization
framework to handle this task, further extended by [9]. To alleviate the computationally intensive
optimization procedure of this formulation, various surrogate objectives have been proposed, including
KRR-based approaches [52—55], parameter-based methods [3, 56, 4, 57, 5, 50, 58, 59, 6, 60, 7], and
distribution-based techniques [23, 61-65].

Recent studies have begun to explore fully disentangled methods for large-scale dataset distillation [1,
66-68], leveraging a trained teacher network to produce synthetic datasets. [66] proposes a method for
more effective optimization of individual images. [67] utilizes multiple teacher architectures for better
generalization ability. [68] composes each synthetic image by cropping multiple real image patches
without further optimization. Compared to these concurrent works, CUDD: 1) performs feedback
evaluation on the original dataset to ensure better coverage of its distribution, and 2) considers
inter-image diversity, utilizing a novel optimization method to further enhance it.

Coreset Selection and Data Augmentation. Coreset selection [69—72] identifies a subset of the
most representative samples from the original dataset. Methods like [69, 73] eliminate redundant
samples based on their similarity to the remaining ones. Other approaches [74, 75] select sam-
ples based on their learning difficulty. Data augmentation [76—80] applies deterministic or random
transformations to increase the diversity of the original data while preserving most of the original
information. In contrast, CUDD directly optimizes the synthetic data, resulting in a high distortion
rate of the original data and the ability to prevent the leakage of private information. Moreover, data
augmentation and our method are complementary to each other.

Curriculum Learning. Curriculum learning [33] is originally defined as a way to train networks
by organizing the order in which data are fed to the network. Data sorting can be based on priori
rules [33], model performance [34, 81], and data diversity [82, 83]. Leveraging the curriculum
concept, [84] decreases the probability of dropout during training. [85] proposes to gradually deblur
convolutional activation maps. CUDD orchestrates curricula for data synthesis as well as student
network training, thereby enriching data diversity while also enhancing the distillation efficiency.

5 Conclusion and Limitations

Conclusion. In this paper, we propose CUDD, a simple and neat framework for curriculum dataset
distillation. We decompose the synthesis of data into multiple curricula and utilize student networks
for knowledge transmission between these curricula. First, we perform feedback evaluation on the
previously trained student network, sampling an original subset to serve as initialization points of the
synthetic subset. This ensures better coverage of the original data distribution. Second, we utilize both
the teacher and student networks for adversarial optimization of the current synthetic subset. This
approach enhances data representativeness and fosters better generalization across various network
architectures. Finally, we train the student network to gain knowledge of existing synthetic data. We
further introduce logarithmic curriculum scheduling and curriculum student training to accelerate
the distilling process. Extensive experiments prove that our framework achieves state-of-the-art on
various benchmarks.

Limitations. We acknowledge certain limitations in CUDD: 1) At present, our method does not
achieve lossless dataset distillation, indicating a potential loss of information during the distillation
process on large-scale datasets. 2) There is a possibility that biases present in the original dataset may
be preserved or even amplified in the synthetic dataset, potentially leading to biased outcomes.
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Appendix

This appendix is structured as follows:

In Sec. A, we provide details of the dataset.

In Sec. B, we present additional qualitative results accompanied by in-depth analyses.

In Sec. C, we conclude our detailed hyper-parameters and discuss the computational costs.
In Sec. D, we provide more visualizations.

A Dataset Details

We evaluate our methods on the following datasets:

TinyImageNet [18] is a 64x64 dataset with 200 classes. Each class has 500 images for
training and 50 images for validation.

ImageNet-1K [12] consists of 1,000 classes. The training and validation set contains
1,281,167 images and 50,000 images, respectively. We resize all images to the standard
resolution 224 x224.

ImageNet-21K-P [19] removes infrequent classes from the original ImageNet-21K, resulting
in 10,450 classes in total. There are 11,060,223 images for training and 522,500 images for
validation. All images are resized to 224 x224 resolution.

CIFAR-10 [11] is a standard small-scale dataset consists of 60,000 32x 32 resolution images
in 10 different classes. For each class, 5,000 images are used for training and 1,000 images
are used for validation.

CIFAR-100 [11] contains 100 classes. It has a training set with 50,000 images and a
validation set with 10,000 images.

B Additional Results and Analyses

Application in Continual Learning. As a

widespread application scenario for dataset dis- o = = | e e
tillation [23, 50, 9, 6], class-continual learning §30 §° //'/./‘
can reflect the average information content and & g

diversity of each class in the synthetic dataset. °, / F: /

We conduct continual learning experiments on

& ours —8— Ours

ImageNet-1K with IPC-10 and use ResNet-18 P et ™ P et ™
and DenseNet-121 for evaluation. We randomly (a) ResNet-18 (b) DenseNet-121

divide the 1000 classes into 5 learning steps, i.e., Figure 8: Application in continual learning. On two
200 classes per step. As illustrated in Figure 8,  different architectures, CUDD consistently main-

CUDD consistently achieves the highest test ac-  tains the highest test accuracy across all learning
curacy at every stage for both evaluation models,  steps.

highlighting its advantage over SRe’L.

aadv | ResNet-18  ResNet-50  ResNet-101 areg | ResNet-18  ResNet-50  ResNet-101
0.3 38.9+02 45.0+04 46.7+03 0.3 38.3+02 45.3+05 46.1+04
1.0 39.0-t04 46.2+0.6 46.8+03 1.0 39.0+0.4 46.2+0.6 46.8+0.3
3.0 38.8+04 44.0+0.5 47.3+04 3.0 37.9+02 45.0+04 45. 7404
Table 6: Sensitivity analysis of a,gy. Table 7: Sensitivity analysis of cieg.

Hyper-parameter Sensitivity Analysis. We conduct experiments on the ImageNet-1K dataset
using the IPC-10 configuration to assess the sensitivity of the hyper-parameters o,qy and cieg, as
indicated in Table 6 and Table 7, respectively. It is evident that these two hyper-parameters exhibit
robust performance across a wide range and are not overly sensitive. Consequently, we opt for
moderate values in our subsequent experiments.

Additional Results on Small Datasets. Table 8 lists the evaluation results of different methods
on networks involved in their distillation. The significance of these results is constrained, because
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CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100

Method \ IPC 10 50 10 50
DC [3] ACLR’21) 51.0406  56.8+04 | 28.4+03 30.6x06
DSA [56] (ICML21) 53.0+04  60.3+04 | 322404 43.1103

KIP [52] (NeurIPS’21) 472104  57.0x04 | 29.0x03 -
DM [23] (WACV’23) 47.6+06  62.0x03 | 29.2403 423104
% MTT [4] (CVPR22) 63. 7104  70.3x06 | 38.2+04 46.3x03
— FRePo [53] (NeurIPS’22) 65.5+04  71.7+02 | 42.5+02 44.3102
E FTD [58] (CVPR’23) 66.6+03  73.8+02 | 43.4+03 50.7x03
O TESLA [59] ICML23) 66.4+08  72.6+07 | 41.7+03 47.9+03
RCIG [55] (ICML’23) 69.1+04  73.5+03 | 44.1104 46.7+03
DataDAM [65] (ICCV’23) 542108  67.0+04 | 34.8+05 49.4103
SeqMatch [60] (NeurIPS’23) | 66.2+06  74.4+05 | 41.9+05 51.2+03
DATM [7] (ICLR’24) 66.8402  76.1+03 | 47.2+104 55.0x02
CUDD (Ours) 56.9+03  72.7+02 | 49.0+04 57.5+02
© SRe?L [1] (NeurIPS’23) 27.8+05*  48.9x06* | 23.5+08 51.4xo0s
 CUDD (Ours) 56.2+04  84.5+t03 | 60.3102 65.7+02

Table 8: Comparisons with previous dataset distillation methods on small-scale datasets. C3-W128
denotes ConvNet-3-Width-128 [3, 4]. R18 denotes ResNet-18. Evaluation is conducted on the same
network structure that is involved in distilling. * denotes results obtained using the official code, and
results of [3, 56, 52, 23, 4] are taken from DC-BENCH [22], while other results are directly taken
from their original papers.

dataset distillation methods tend to overfit on networks they used in distillation, leading to inflated
performance metrics. It’s crucial to acknowledge that the results of different network architectures
can not be directly compared.

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
IPC 10 20 50 10 20 50
none 532404 73.6+04 84.0+03 | 59.7+04 63.0+02 65.4+03
constraint | 56.2+04 74.3+02 84.5+t03 | 60.3+02 63.5+03 65.7+02

Table 9: Effect of adversarial constraint.

Effect of Adversarial Constraint. We try to allow the existence of the adversarial term regardless
of whether the teacher can correctly recognize the current data, as shown in Table 9. We find that
applying adversarial constraints can demonstrate greater advantages under small storage budgets, as
synthetic data patterns are relatively easy to classify.

Adaptation to Other Distillation Objectives. Our method primarily provides a framework to
generate synthetic images in separate sequential curricula to improve diversity without introducing
significant computational overhead. Theoretically, any dataset distillation objective can be applied
within each curriculum. However, a major objective of this paper is to scale up to large-scale
datasets. Therefore, we adopt SRe’L as our primary baseline, as it is the first to achieve satisfactory
performance on large-scale datasets. To support this claim, we conduct an experiment where we
apply our framework to MTT [4] on Tiny-ImageNet with IPC 50. The results of these experiments
are presented in Table. 10. In this particular setup, synthetic images in each curriculum are optimized
by MTT within our proposed framework, and the images are generated sequentially through multiple
curricula. As evidence, this combination results in improved cross-architecture performance compared
to applying MTT alone.

C Hyper-Parameters and Computational Costs

We detail the hyper-parameters for data synthesis and their subsequent evaluation in downstream
model training within Table 11 and Table 12, respectively. All of our experiments can be conducted
on a single 24GB RTX 3090 GPU. The wall clock distilling time of IPC-1 and peak GPU memory
costs are concluded as follows: {35 seconds, 0.8 GB} for CIFAR-10, and {40 seconds, 2.1 GB} for
CIFAR-100, {17 minutes, 6.3 GB} for Tiny-ImageNet, {86 minutes, 8.3 GB} for ImageNet-1K,
{7.5 hours, 8.3 GB} for ImageNet-21K. It is important to note that the distillation time is primarily
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Method ‘ConvNel—4 ResNet-18  DenseNet-121  RegNet-Y-800MF  MobileNet-V2  EfficientNet-BO ‘ Avg.

MTT [4] 28.0+03 30.9+02 29.0+04 18.3+05 19.8+0.1 26.9-+02 255
CUDD (Ours) 45.2+02 46.240.1 42.8+02 41.2+03 35.4+02 38.2+04 41.5
MTT [4] w/ our framework 454104 46.5+03 43.5+02 43.2+02 37.6+03 38.7+05 42.5

Table 10: Adapting our curriculum framework to other distillation objectives.

config CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Tiny-ImageNet ImageNet-1K ImageNet-21K
optimizer Adam
momentum 1, B2 =0.5,0.9
weight decay le-4
Ir schedule cosine
augmentation Random Resized Crop
Qady 1.0
Oreg 1.0
learning rate 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.05
batch size 10 100 100 100 100
iteration 1000 1000 4000 4000 2000

Table 11: Specific hyper-parameters employed in data synthesis.

config CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Tiny-ImageNet ImageNet-1K ImageNet-21K
optimizer AdamW
momentum 51, B2 =0.9,0.999
learning rate le-3
weight decay le-2
Ir schedule cosine
augmentation Random Resized Crop
batch size 16 64 64 128 32
epoch 1000 1000 500 300 300

Table 12: Comprehensive hyper-parameter configuration for evaluation in downstream model training.

influenced by factors such as the total number of classes, image resolution, and the number of

iterations.

D Additional Visualizations

Additional visualizations are provided in the subsequent section. Figure 9 (a)-(e) depict comparisons
between our synthetic data and that generated by SRe?L. Additionally, extensive collections of
our synthetic data on ImageNet-1K and ImageNet-21K are displayed in Figure 10 and Figure 11,
respectively.
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Figure 9: Additional comparisons between synthetic data distilled by our method and SRe?L.
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Figure 10: Synthetic data on ImageNet-1K.
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Figure 11: Synthetic data on ImageNet-21K.
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