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Dataset Distillers Are Good Label Denoisers In the Wild
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Abstract

Learning from noisy data has become essential for adapt-
ing deep learning models to real-world applications. Tra-
ditional methods often involve first evaluating the noise
and then applying strategies such as discarding noisy sam-
ples, re-weighting, or re-labeling. However, these methods
can fall into a vicious cycle when the initial noise evalua-
tion is inaccurate, leading to suboptimal performance. To
address this, we propose a novel approach that leverages
dataset distillation for noise removal. This method avoids
the feedback loop common in existing techniques and en-
hances training efficiency, while also providing strong pri-
vacy protection through offline processing. We rigorously
evaluate three representative dataset distillation methods
(DATM, DANCE, and RCIG) under various noise condi-
tions, including symmetric noise, asymmetric noise, and
real-world natural noise. Our empirical findings reveal that
dataset distillation effectively serves as a denoising tool in
random noise scenarios but may struggle with structured
asymmetric noise patterns, which can be absorbed into the
distilled samples. Additionally, clean but challenging sam-
ples, such as those from tail classes in imbalanced datasets,
may undergo lossy compression during distillation. Despite
these challenges, our results highlight that dataset distilla-
tion holds significant promise for robust model training, es-
pecially in high-privacy environments where noise is preva-
lent.

1. Introduction

Learning from noisy data [2, 10, 24, 34, 55] has emerged
as an effective strategy for customizing cutting-edge deep
learning algorithms to vertical applications. Existing ap-
proaches [8, 14, 41, 43, 50, 52] tackling this issue gener-
ally follows a core step of first assessing the data noise,
and then either discarding noisy samples [14, 33, 45], ap-
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Figure 1. (a) for symmetric noise, existing dataset distillation
methods serve as effective denoising tools. (b) structured patterns,
such as asymmetric noise, can also be absorbed into the distilled
samples, which hinders robust training.

plying weighted adjustment [3, 39, 41, 61], or reassigning
high-confidence labels [28, 29]. Most of the approaches pri-
marily focus on the separation of clean and noisy samples
while aiming to prevent overfitting to limited clean data and
mitigate biasing model with noisy information.

Status Quo. Although numerous existing methods have
achieved remarkable results on nearly ideal datasets (such
as noisy data curated from CIFAR-10/100 [20]), as men-
tioned earlier, the general approach involves first evaluating
the noise, followed by optimizations such as discarding, re-
weighting, or re-labeling. We argue that in such a strategic
feedback loop, the noise evaluation process itself is inher-
ently indeterminate in terms of causality: the evaluation of
noise affects subsequent strategies (e.g., re-labeling), and
those strategies in turn influence the noise evaluation. If the
initial noise evaluation is poor, it leads to an inescapable
vicious cycle. Moreover, a good noise evaluation source
can itself fall into a new paradox, akin to: "It’s a Catch-22:
You need generalizability to get a good assessment, but you
need assessment to gain generalizability''.

Motivation. Given this, let us step outside the existing
framework and revisit this task. The core issue here is that



we need to use the information from the clean samples to
train a robust model while also avoiding bias from noisy
data. Can we, perhaps, sample from data distribution to
obtain a support set' within the manifold of clean sample
space ? This would allow us to directly leverage these sup-
port sets to maximize the retention of clean sample informa-
tion and train a more reliable model”. This raises an intrigu-
ing question, and coincidentally, the idea behind dataset dis-
tillation [44] seems to share a similar spirit. Dataset distilla-
tion [44] aims to condense a large dataset into a significantly
smaller synthetic dataset that retains the essential informa-
tion necessary for models to achieve performance compara-
ble to training on the full dataset. In contrast to the "memo-
rization" process [1, 14, 15, 25,47, 53] in conventional deep
learning networks, dataset distillation attempts to synthe-
size common patterns shared across the dataset, then grad-
ually distills samples with more specific information. This
insight has inspired us to explore the use of dataset distilla-
tion techniques for noise sample removal.

Empirical Insights. To further investigate the feasibility of
motivation, we first review three representative benchmark-
ing dataset distillation methods, namely parameter match-
ing (DATM [13]), distribution matching (DANCE [54]),
and meta-learning (RCIG [32]). These methods are then
rigorously validated under commonly used noise scenar-
ios, including symmetric noise, asymmetric noise, and nat-
ural noise conditions. We expect that doing so can pro-
vide novel perspectives in addressing noisy label learn-
ing. Empirically, we find some principled yet intuitive in-
sights to achieve robust training: (I) for symmetric noise,
existing dataset distillation methods serve as effective de-
noising tools. (Il) structured patterns, such as asymmet-
ric noise, can also be absorbed into the distilled samples,
which hinders robust training. (IIl) for real-world natural
noise, dataset distillation methods remain effective even in
the presence of an unknown fixed noise rate. Although (I)
provides effective guidance for random noise removal, the
relationship between the amount of data to be distilled and
the level of noise remains an open question worth explor-
ing (Figure 1(a)). At the same time, (II) reminds us that the
common patterns memorized in deep learning are not al-
ways beneficial (they may also arise from structured asym-
metric noise due to factors like visual similarity), as illus-
trated in Figure 1(b). In real-world scenarios, data noise is
largely random, and dataset distillation methods can clearly
serve as effective denoising techniques. These methods
hold significant potential for application in high-privacy set-
tings where data noise is prevalent.

Contributions. We summarize major contributions bellow:

A synthetic subset that can effectively cover the original clean data
distribution.

2for now, we will set aside the potential role of slight noise perturba-
tions in promoting robustness

* We propose a new perspective for addressing the problem
of model learning from noisy data. This perspective not
only effectively avoids the issue of vicious cycles, but also
improves training efficiency and provides strong privacy
protection through offline dataset distillation processing.

* In this new perspective, we conduct in-depth explorations
of existing dataset distillation methods and find that, in
the context of random noise, dataset distillers serve as ef-
fective label denoisers. This conclusion also holds true
for natural noise data in a broader sense.

* We further investigate potential pitfalls, such as the
paradigm of dataset distillation focuses on compressing
common patterns, which are not always beneficial. For
example, structured asymmetric noise patterns are likely
to be distilled into the synthesized data. Additionally,
clean yet challenging samples, such as those from tail
classes in imbalanced datasets, are at risk of being lossy
compressed during the dataset distillation process.

2. Realted Works
2.1. Learning with Noisy Labels

Noisy label learning addresses mislabeled data caused by
human error, automated systems, or inherent ambiguity in
real-world datasets. Several approaches have been proposed
to tackle this challenge [2, 24, 34, 55]. Some methods
correct noisy labels by modeling the noise transition ma-
trix, which describes label corruption [50, 52]. Techniques
such as [7, 49] estimate instance-dependent matrices us-
ing deep networks to improve label handling. Addition-
ally, Wang et al. [43] leverages privileged information for
better noise identification. Contrastive learning improves
robustness by contrasting noisy samples with reliable ones,
reducing sensitivity to label noise [8, 12]. Methods like
Twin Contrastive Learning [18] build noise-resilient rep-
resentations, while [26] isolates clean data through high-
confidence training. Noise filtering and correction meth-
ods, such as dual-network frameworks [14, 33], itera-
tively remove noisy samples, while dynamic correction ap-
proaches like DISC [28] adjust training to prevent overfit-
ting. Reweighting methods [39, 41] assign adaptive weights
to samples based on reliability, reducing the influence of
noisy data. Recent methods [3, 61] refine this by incorporat-
ing noise modeling and dynamic curricula [19], improving
robustness.

In particular, approaches [1, 14, 15, 25, 47, 53] such as
memorization analysis highlight the tendency of deep net-
works to overfit noisy data, suggesting the need for methods
that reduce the influence of noisy samples. This also moti-
vates us to distill noisy dataset into a compact subset that
still enables effective training.



2.2. Dataset Distillation

Dataset distillation [44] seeks to reduce large datasets into
smaller synthetic ones that retain the crucial information re-
quired for models to perform comparably to those trained on
the full dataset. Recent research on dataset distillation has
explored several approaches, which can be categorized into
meta-learning, parameter matching, and distribution match-
ing [11, 23, 51]. Meta-learning [17] involves a two-loop
optimization: in the inner loop, the model is trained on the
synthetic dataset, and in the outer loop, the dataset is opti-
mized to ensure the model performs well on real data [44].
Some approaches have enhanced this framework by using
soft labels [4, 42] or replacing the neural network with ker-
nel models [30, 35, 36]. In contrast, parameter matching
methods [6, 16, 22, 58] focus on aligning model parame-
ters trained on both synthetic and real datasets to ensure
similar effects. For example, Zhao et al. [58] use gradi-
ent matching during training, while He et al. [16] propose a
multisize dataset condensation approach based on gradient
matching. The trajectory matching approach, exemplified
by DATM [13], aligns training trajectories between syn-
thetic and real datasets, further proposing that the synthetic
dataset size should match the difficulty of learning the gen-
erated patterns. Additionally, PDD [6] incrementally syn-
thesizes groups of synthetic images, training on the union of
these subsets, while SelMatch [22] addresses large images
per class by using selection-based initialization and partial
updates through trajectory matching. Distribution match-
ing approaches, such as those by Zhao and Bilen [57] using
maximum mean discrepancy (MMD), aim to match the fea-
ture distributions of synthetic and real datasets, reducing op-
timization complexity. Improvements to distribution match-
ing [59] incorporate partitioning augmentation and class-
aware regularization, enhancing dataset condensation accu-
racy while potentially reducing diversity. Recent work [54]
has focused on modeling inner- and inter-class relation-
ships, with methods like DANCE aligning both feature and
label distributions between real and synthetic datasets, fur-
ther improving model performance. This work first bench-
marks existing representative distillation approaches (e.g.,
DATM [13], DANCE [54], RCIG [32]) and then perform
exhaustive experiments on noisy data with different ratios.
We further present the observations and finally give some
insightful conclusions.

3. Setup and Protocol

We first present an introduction of the prevailing settings for
learning from noisy data, including mainstream noise types,
commonly used noisy datasets, and essential information
derived from the training protocol.

3.1. Problem Setup

Noise Type This work mainly explores three types of
noises, that is Symmetric Noise, Asymmetric Noise, and Nat-
ural Noise. Both of which are widely employed in existing
researches [24, 55]. Here we give a brief review.

* Symmetric Noise: Labels are randomly altered to any
other class y’ # y with a fixed probability. Formally,
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where g is the noisy label, C is the total number of
classes, and T represents the noise rate. This noise model
simulates uniform random label disturbances, wherein
every label has an equal likelihood of being randomly
changed to any other class, creating a noise structure that
is unbiased across classes.

» Asymmetric Noise: This form of noise simulates scenar-
ios where label ambiguity is influenced by inherent class
similarities or overlapping boundaries between classes.
Mathematically, asymmetric noise can be defined by a
conditional probability distribution p(§ =y’ | y) that as-
signs higher probabilities to semantically similar classes.
Formally, let the noise probability 7(y — y’) denote the
likelihood of a clean label y being corrupted to a specific
label ', where 7(y — ') depends on the semantic simi-
larity between y and 3’ such that:

Ty =), ify #y
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where g represents the noisy label, and T(y — y’) re-
flects an asymmetric noise rate specific to pairs of classes
(y,vy") . This distribution emphasizes the higher proba-
bility of corruption toward semantically close or visually
similar classes, capturing realistic noise patterns that oc-
cur in scenarios with ambiguous or related class struc-
tures.

» Natural Noise:Noise in data often originates from the
annotation process. Notable datasets that capture natu-
ral noise include the CIFAR-N series [46], which closely
approximates real-world label noise by emulating hu-
man annotation inconsistencies through multiple set-
tings (Aggregate, Random1-3, and Worst). Additionally,
high-volume datasets like ClothinglM [48] and WebVi-
sion [27] serve as classic benchmarks for studying learn-
ing under realistic label noise conditions, providing ex-
tensive resources for robust learning research.

Training Protocol Noisy label learning aims to effectively

learn from data where labels are often corrupted or inac-

curate. Let S = {x;,7i}/-, denote a dataset with noisy
labels, where x; is the input image, and y; indicates the po-

tentially corrupted label. The dataset S is sampled from a



noisy joint distribution D distinct from the clean one D. For
this task, Cross-Entropy loss (CE) is commonly used as the
loss function to train a robust classifier f : X — Y capable
of assigning the true label y to test instances. Formally,

C
‘CCE(f(m)vy> = Zyclo.g(fc(x))a 3)

where C' is the total number of classes, y. is the label for
class ¢, and f.(x) indicates the model predicted probability
for class c.

Remark. Existing work [1] has explored the effect of
"memorization" in DNNs, especially in noisy label learn-
ing [14, 15, 25, 47, 53]. This kind of phenomenon reveals
that networks always first memorize training data of com-
mon patterns (e.g. clean labels) and then those of hard sam-
ples (e.g., noisy labels). In this work, we propose a novel
perspective that the process of dataset distillation aims to
condense informatively subset data that shares the similar
spirit of learning from noisy labels, both of which attempt to
promote stable model training with common patterns. The
distinction lies in their objectives: noise learning aims at
achieving a robust learning model, whereas dataset distilla-
tion seeks to capture reliable, clean, and common patterns.
This raises an important question: Why not directly dis-
till a clean subset that enables effective training? This is
intuitive, and we begin benchmarking existing methods and
provide insights based on experimental results in the fol-
lowing section.

3.2. Benchmarking Dataset Distillation

We observe a recent surge in research on dataset distilla-
tion [44], making it challenging to cover all related works
comprehensively. Thus, we select three representative state-
of-the-art methods based on their categorization: distribu-
tion matching (DANCE [54]), meta-learning (RCIG [32]),
and parameter matching (DATM [13]).

Benchmark-I: DATM is an advanced representative pa-
rameter matching method grouped on trajectory matching.
It optimizes the generation of synthetic datasets by di-
rectly matching the model parameters trained on synthetic
datasets with those trained on real datasets. In this way,
DATM assumes that the performance of synthetic dataset
can be achieved by aligning with the training trajectory of
the real dataset, thus improving the quality of synthetic data.
Specifically, let us define 6] as the expert model parameters
obtained after ¢ steps of training on real images, and 6, ps
denotes the expert model parameters after M steps after 6; .
Similarly, 9t+T denotes the student model parameters ob-
tained after 1" steps of training on the synthetic dataset, ini-
tialized from #;. The objective of DATM is to align the
student model trained for 7" steps on the synthetic data with
the performance of the expert model trained for M steps on

real data, typically under the condition 7' << M. Formally,
this objective is defined as follows:

o 1045 — 070113
107 — 05, a3

While DATM demonstrates strong performance on smaller
datasets, it faces significant scalability challenges on large-
scale, real-world datasets like ImageNet. Recent work pro-
posed by Cui et al. [9] identifies the bottleneck in trajectory
matching as the unrolled gradient computation, revealing
that the overall memory complexity remains constant with
respect to 7. The proposed memory-efficient variant re-
quires only a single gradient computational graph, thereby
drastically reducing computational overhead while main-
taining comparable performance to the original method.
Unless otherwise specified, Benchmark-I referenced later
denotes this accelerated version.

Benchmark-II: DANCE improves the milestone distribu-
tion matching method by addressing both the inner-class
and the inter-class limitations. Formally, the condensed set
is optimized by:
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where ¢ combines the randomly initialized encoders ¢ and
their corresponding trained counterpart @expert, that is,

QS < )‘d)O + (1 - )\)~¢expert~ (6)

Herein A ~ U(0,1) is a randomly generated value. Apart
from this, DANCE also pushes parameters of ¢expert t0
adapt synthetic data to calibrate the inter-class distribution
shift:

[Doyn
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This kind of strategy regularizes the synthetic data near the
original data distribution. More details can be found in [54].
Benchmark-III: RCIG proposes a novel meta-learning
framework for dataset distillation. It is achieved by repa-
rameterizing and convexifying implicit gradients to enable
analytical exploration. Let £, = L7 (0),L; = Lgy)(0).
L7(0) and Lgy)(0) denote the training losses of the full
training set and the support set, respectively. 1 is just the
goal of dataset distillation. Specifically, RCIG as a meta-
learning method, defines its inner and outer loops as fol-
lows:

Li(0p) = Lsy) (08,05 (05,1))
£0(9B7 '(/}) = [’platl,T(eB7 9;‘(935 w)a T)'

Here, 05 and O denote the backbone parameters and the
final layer parameters, respectively. 7 is the learnable

®)
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(a) Symmetric noisy dataset distillation for different noisy ratio on CIFAR-10.
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(b) Symmetric noisy dataset distillation for different noisy ratio on CIFAR-100.
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(c) Symmetric noisy dataset distillation for different noisy ratio on Tiny-ImageNet.

Figure 2. The validation performance over symmetric noise for CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and Tiny-ImageNet datasets. The solid lines rep-
resent the accuracy trend as Image Per Class (IPC) increases, while the horizontal dashed lines of the same color indicate the performance

of training on the full dataset at the corresponding noise rate.

temperature parameter. Ly originates from Platt scaling
loss [38]. 07 is defined with neural network gaussian pro-
cess as:

07 = hoo(Xs) (K, xo + Mis) His

O fiin,0 (X (€))
S

where ys means labels and fi;, is the 1st-order Taylor ap-
proximation of learning dynamics linearized dynamics [31].
he,(Xs) defines the embeddings of the hidden layer, with
|S| being the distilled data size and H the final layer dimen-
sion. Noted that more information about NTK K ?g’& X can
be found in [31, 60].

Us = (

Remark. In this section, we revisit three types of dataset
distillation benchmarking approaches. We further explore
these representative methods to validate whether the dis-
tillation procedure works well on noisy data. We believe
that the results of these experiments can provide insightful
perspectives for offering an innovative solution to the data
noise challenge but also demonstrate substantial potential
for application in privacy preservation.

4. Observations and Insights

This section follows a structured pipeline: we begin by out-
lining the experimental details, followed by a summary of
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Figure 3. Visualization of images distilled from DATM on CIFAR-10 with one image per class.

key observations, and conclude with insightful conclusions.

Implementations. We evaluate these benchmarks using
datasets CIFAR-10/100 [20], and tiny-ImageNet [21], cu-
rating noisy versions [37, 55] using symmetric and asym-
metric described in Sec. 3.1. Specifically, for asymmetric
noise, labels are flipped to similar classes (e.g., in CIFAR-
10: TRUCK — AUTOMOBILE, BIRD — AIRPLANE,
DEER — HORSE, CAT <— DOG; in CIFAR-100, the
100 classes are grouped into 20 superclasses, with each
subclass flipping to the next within the same superclass).
Additionally, we also adopt a more challenging version
CIFAR-N [46] that mimics human annotations. Follow-
ing [5, 56, 57], we employ a simple ConvNet [40] architec-
ture for distillation: a three-layer ConvNet for CIFAR and
a four-layer ConvNet for Tiny-ImageNet. Performance is
evaluated based on test accuracy on distilled datasets, fol-
lowing the evaluation protocols of DATM, DANCE, and
RCIG, with data augmentation applied for RCIG as rec-
ommended in the original work. Final test accuracies are
reported throughout the distillation process.

Experiment-I: == Symmetric Noise Distillation

Figure 2 shows performance across different IPC (Im-
ages Per Class) and noise conditions under symmetric noise
for CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and Tiny-ImageNet. We use
Cross-Entropy loss by default to investigate the impact of
dataset distillation on noisy data. The dashed lines in each
subplot represent evaluations of training on the full dataset
at the current noise rate.

% Observation-I: Once the noise surpasses a certain
threshold, the three representative dataset distillation meth-
ods consistently demonstrate significant performance gains

over the baseline trained on the entire noisy dataset, even
when distilled to very few samples.

As shown in Figure 2(a), training results after dataset
distillation consistently outperform the baseline at noise
rates 7 = 0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8. As noise increases, distillation
achieves better performance with fewer distilled samples.
For example, at noise rates of 0.6 and 0.8, a single dis-
tilled sample per class surpasses the baseline. At a noise
rate of 0.2, fewer than 50 samples per class significantly
outperform the baseline (indicated by the yellow curve and
dashed line). Similar trends are observed in Figures 2(b)
and (c). Figure 3 shows the results of distilled DATM im-
ages on CIFAR-10, where a single distilled image retains
discriminative features despite high noise ratios.

# Insight-1: For symmetric noise, existing dataset distilla-
tion methods serve as effective denoising tools, which sup-
ports with our initial intuitive assumption: the distillation
process primarily captures common patterns while ig-
noring outliers such as noise. However, the critical ques-
tion remains: How much data should be distilled from a
noisy dataset to create a meaningful distilled set? This ques-
tion could potentially be answered by analyzing the results
of dataset distillation, offering a way to estimate the pro-
portion of noise in the data. This presents a compelling and
valuable problem for further analysis and exploration.

Corollary-1. Given a balanced dataset S € D with sym-
metric noise T, to perfectly preserve the sample information
from the original dataset for each class during dataset dis-
tillation, the maximum number of distilled samples per class
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(a) Asymmetric noisy dataset distillation for different noisy ratios on CIFAR-10.
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(b) Asymmetric noisy dataset distillation for different noisy ratios on CIFAR-100.

Figure 4. The validation performance over asymmetric noise for CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100. The solid lines represent the accuracy trend as
Image Per Class (IPC) increases, while the horizontal dashed lines of the same color indicate the performance of training on the full dataset

at the corresponding noise rate

(Image Per Class, IPC) required is:

S]-(1—7)
C )

where C' is the total number of classes. This corollary suc-
cinctly states the upper bound for the number of distilled
samples per class needed to retain clean data information
under the given noise conditions.
Experiment-II: == Asymmetric Noise Distillation

We also perform dataset distillation experiments on
CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 with asymmetric noise. As il-
lustrated in Figure 4, most state-of-the-art methods perform
worse on datasets with asymmetric noise compared to the
benchmark results from training on the full-noise dataset.
Only the DATM method achieves comparable performance
to the benchmark at noise rate 7 = {0.2, 0.4}, provided the
distilled synthetic dataset is sufficiently large.
& Observation-1I: Dataset distillation methods struggle to
synthesize the samples that cover the original clean data
distribution when confronted with asymmetric noise. Even
when a larger number of synthetic samples are distilled,
they still fail to accurately capture the true clean data dis-
tribution.

This phenomenon is consistent with intuition. Specifi-
cally, in our data construction process, 7(y — y') denotes

IPC < (10)

the probability of corrupting the label of a clean sample y to
a noisy label . Generally, label corruption tends to occur
primarily among visually similar classes, such as TRUCK
— AUTOMOBILE, as discussed before. In such cases, the
noise process becomes structured or ’patternized’. Conse-
quently, during dataset distillation, this structured noise is
inevitably carried over alongside the clean sample patterns,
causing the distilled dataset to retain the same label transi-
tion patterns. Thus, while the distillation process preserves
the clean data patterns, it also captures the inherent noise
structure, which hinders the synthetic dataset from accu-
rately representing the true data distribution.

# Insight-II: This observation provides a valuable insight
that warrants deeper exploration. Specifically, when em-
ploying dataset distillation to address label noise, it is cru-
cial not to assume that common patterns always reflect clean
data. Under certain conditions (e.g., when categories with
high visual similarity are mislabelled due to human anno-
tation errors), the resulting noise may be structured rather
than purely stochastic. This highlights the necessity for a
more nuanced approach to dataset distillation, as they may
inadvertently preserve and amplify these noise patterns. We
further hypothesize that challenging clean samples, such as
tail data in imbalanced datasets, are at risk of being lossy
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(a) Natural noisy dataset distillation on CIFAR-10N.

DATM

Accuracy (%)
w w S
o [3,] o

N
(3

Noise
DANCE RCIG

50 1 10 50

Images Per Class

(b) Natural noisy dataset distillation on CIFAR-100N.

Figure 5. The results for CIFAR-10N/CIFAR-100N. The solid lines illustrate the trend of accuracy as Image Per-Class (IPC) increases.
The horizontal dashed lines of the same color indicate the evaluation of training on the full dataset under the corresponding noise rate.

compressed during the dataset distillation process. Given
space constraints, we encourage further research into how
structured noise/hard clean samples can be identified and
well processed during distillation, ensuring that such biases
do not undermine the quality of the distilled dataset.

Experiment-III: == Natural Noise Distillation

Previous experiments have investigated dataset distilla-
tion for synthetic noisy labels on CIFAR10, CIFAR100, and
Tiny-ImageNet, which are widely used benchmarks. In this
part, we empirically validate the robustness on human anno-
tated labels [46] as illustrated in Figure 5. For CIFAR10N,
each training image contains one clean label and three hu-
man annotated labels. Random k (7 ~ 18%) means the
k—th annotated labels while Worst (7 = 40.21%) and Ag-
gre (7 = 9.03%) indicate the selected wrong label and ma-
jority voting label, respectively. For CIFAR100N, we chose
the "fine" version from [46] that contains 40.20% noises.

% Observation-III: Dataset distillation approaches still
generalize well on real-world defective data with fixed noisy
ratio, especially for high noise ratio.

We notice that in Figure 5, all distillation methods per-
form well under the Worst scenario, with DATM, DANCE,
and RCIG surpassing the CIFAR100N baseline using fewer
than 10 distilled images per class. However, for lower noise
ratio like Aggre, these distillation approaches struggle to

perform well.

& Insight-III: For real-world natural noise, dataset distilla-
tion methods remain largely effective even in the presence
of an unknown fixed noise rate. The challenge in this sce-
nario is similar to that with symmetric noise, specifically
the need to determine the appropriate amount of distilled
data, i.e., how much valid information should be preserved.
When the number of retained samples is small, not only is
noisy data excluded, but even good clean samples are sub-
jected to lossy compression. This is why data distillation
often yields suboptimal results in low-noise settings.

Corollary-11. Given a noisy dataset SeD from a real-
world scenario with C classes, when applying dataset dis-
tillation such that each class is synthesized to a size of IPC,
and the validation accuracy matches that of the original
dataset, we can infer with at least high probability 1 — §
that the noise rate T of the dataset satisfies:

C - IPC
— )| >1-6. (11)
S|

P |r>(1-
SeD

This corollary provides a probabilistic bound on the noise
rate 7 in a noisy dataset based on the distillation process
and the accuracy achieved after distillation.



5. Conclusion

We

propose a new approach to model learning from

noisy data that avoids vicious cycles, improves training
efficiency, and ensures privacy protection through offline

dataset distillation.

Our findings show that dataset dis-

tillation effectively denoises random and natural noise,
though it may struggle with structured asymmetric noise

and

especially in imbalanced datasets.

lossy compression of challenging clean samples,
Despite these limita-

tions, dataset distillation shows strong potential for robust
model training, particularly in high-privacy environments.
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