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ABSTRACT

Dataset distillation is an effective technique for reducing the cost
and complexity of model training while maintaining performance by
compressing large datasets into smaller, more efficient versions. In
this paper, we present a novel generative dataset distillation method
that can improve the accuracy of aligning prediction logits. Our ap-
proach integrates self-knowledge distillation to achieve more pre-
cise distribution matching between the synthetic and original data,
thereby capturing the overall structure and relationships within the
data. To further improve the accuracy of alignment, we introduce
a standardization step on the logits before performing distribution
matching, ensuring consistency in the range of logits. Through ex-
tensive experiments, we demonstrate that our method outperforms
existing state-of-the-art methods, resulting in superior distillation
performance.

Index Terms— Dataset distillation, self-knowledge distillation,
standardization.

1. INTRODUCTION

The rapid advancement of deep learning has driven the creation
of increasingly large models that require vast amounts of data to
achieve optimal performance [1]. However, this growth in data vol-
ume brings with it several significant challenges. First, storing and
maintaining large datasets incurs high costs, both in terms of storage
and the computational resources needed for processing [2]. Second,
as datasets grow, the time required for model training becomes in-
creasingly difficult to manage, with efficiency concerns becoming
more prominent [3]. Additionally, large-scale datasets raise impor-
tant issues related to data privacy and security, particularly when
handling sensitive information [4].

To address these issues, dataset distillation has emerged as a
promising solution [5]. This technique condenses the information
from a large dataset into a smaller, more efficient version, enabling
models trained on the synthetic data to achieve performance similar
to those trained on the full dataset [6]. Furthermore, dataset dis-
tillation can help alleviate privacy and sharing concerns [7–9]. As
a result, dataset distillation has been applied in many downstream
tasks such as continual learning [10], federated learning [11], and
neural architecture search [12]. In recent years, various types of
dataset distillation algorithms have been proposed, including per-
formance matching [5], gradient matching [13], trajectory match-
ing [14, 15], and so on. Among these approaches, generative dataset
distillation [16] has garnered attention due to its potential to enhance
flexibility and adaptability across different architectures, offering a
more efficient solution for real-world applications.

This research was supported in part by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Numbers
JP24K02942, JP23K21676, JP23K11211, JP23K11141, and JP24K23849.

Generative dataset distillation aims to condense the information
from large-scale datasets into a generative model rather than a static
dataset [16, 17]. Unlike traditional dataset distillation methods,
which produce a smaller fixed dataset, generative dataset distillation
trains a model capable of generating effective synthetic data on
the fly [18]. This approach has been shown to offer better cross-
architecture performance compared to traditional methods, while
also providing greater flexibility in the data it generates. The gen-
erative dataset distillation process typically consists of two steps.
First, a generative network is trained to generate a synthetic dataset
that captures the essential characteristics of the original dataset.
Next, the prediction logits of synthetic and original datasets are
compared. The generative network is continuously optimized based
on this comparison, improving its ability to generate effective syn-
thetic data. The accuracy of the logits matching directly influences
the overall performance of the generator. However, current gen-
erative dataset distillation methods rely on relatively simple logits
matching, which can constrain their effectiveness. To address this
limitation, a new approach is required that enhances the precision
of logits matching, enabling the generator to capture more essential
information from the original dataset and improving the distillation
performance.

In this paper, we propose a novel generative dataset distilla-
tion method that leverages self-knowledge distillation to enhance the
generator’s performance. A key innovation of our approach is the
integration of self-knowledge distillation into the optimization pro-
cess, guiding the generator to more effectively align the distribution
of the synthetic dataset with the original dataset. Unlike simple log-
its matching, distribution matching captures the overall structure and
relationships in the data, leading to more robust and accurate align-
ment. To further improve the accuracy of alignment, we introduce
a standardization step on the logits before performing distribution
matching between the original and generated data. This standardiza-
tion ensures consistency in the range of logits, reducing variability
and improving the precision of the matching process. As a result,
our method enables the generator to produce more accurate and rep-
resentative synthetic data, resulting in higher-quality distillation. Ex-
tensive experiments on several benchmark datasets demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed method compared to existing state-of-
the-art methods.

Our contributions are summarized as follows.

• We propose a novel generative dataset distillation method
that incorporates self-knowledge distillation and improves
the matching process by introducing logits standardization
before performing distribution matching, which enhances the
generator’s ability to produce high-quality synthetic datasets.

• We validate the proposed method through extensive exper-
iments, demonstrating its effectiveness and superior perfor-
mance compared to existing state-of-the-art methods.
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Fig. 1: The distillation process of the proposed method. It involves the generator G creating a synthetic dataset S. Both the original dataset
O and the synthetic dataset S are then fed into a randomly selected model. The logits are standardized and their distributions are matched.

2. GENERATIVE DATASET DISTILLATION BASED ON
SELF-KNOWLEDGE DISTILLATION

The proposed method consists of two main steps. First, we train a
generative adversarial network (GAN) to generate a synthetic dataset
S. Next, a model is randomly selected from a model pool to align
the synthetic dataset S with the original dataset O. To improve this
alignment, we incorporate self-knowledge distillation, where the dis-
tributions of the original and synthetic data are matched with the
selected model. Additionally, we standardize the output logits to en-
sure consistency in their range and apply distribution matching to
enhance the accuracy of the alignment between the synthetic and
original datasets. The distillation process is illustrated in Fig. 1.

2.1. GAN Generator Training

First, we train a conditional GAN generator to generate the synthetic
dataset. The GAN framework consists of two components: a gen-
erator and a discriminator [19]. During training, the generator and
the discriminator engage in a competitive process, with the generator
aiming to generate increasingly realistic images, while the discrimi-
nator works to distinguish between real and generated images. This
competition drives the generator to improve continuously. The train-
ing procedure for the conditional GAN is described as follows:

LCGAN = min
G

max
D

V (D,G)

= Er∼p(r)[logD(r|y)]
+ Ez∼p(n)[log(1−D(G(n|y)))],

(1)

where LCGAN represents the conditional GAN training loss, G is the
generator, D is the discriminator. r means real data and n means
random noise. y is the additional information that is used as input in
conditional GAN. In our method, labels are utilized as this additional
input to enhance the generator’s ability to generate a more relevant
and realistic synthetic dataset. Once the GAN generator is trained, it
can synthesize dataset S as follows:

S = G ([n⊕ y] ;W) , (2)

where ⊕ represents the concatenation operation, n means random
noise, y is the label information, and W denotes the parameter of
generator G.

Unlike traditional GAN networks, which aim to generate visu-
ally realistic images, the objective of our method is to generate a
synthetic dataset that effectively condenses core information from
the original data. Instead of prioritizing visual fidelity, our approach
focuses on preserving the essential features of the original dataset.
Through iterative optimization, the generator refines the synthetic
data, evolving it from random noise into a dataset that increasingly
captures the core information of the original.

At this stage, the dataset generated by the generator still lacks
sufficient information from the original dataset. To solve this, subse-
quent logits matching between the synthetic and original datasets is
necessary. This matching process enables continuous optimization
of the generator, allowing it to progressively capture more detailed
information from the original dataset in the synthetic dataset.

2.2. Dataset Distillation via Self-knowledge Distillation

Before the matching process, we randomly select a model from a
pool of models. Traditional dataset distillation methods typically
rely on a single model for matching, which limits their ability to
generalize across different architectures. In our approach, both the
original and synthetic datasets are passed through the selected model
to obtain prediction logits, representing the activation values just be-
fore the final output layer. By continuously matching the distribu-
tion of logits between the original and synthetic datasets, we pro-
gressively improve the GAN generator’s ability to produce synthetic
data that more accurately captures the key features of the original
dataset. This strategy ensures improved performance across various
model architectures.

Directly aligning non-standardized prediction logits can intro-
duce some biases. For instance, variations in the logits range be-
tween the synthetic and original data can lead to instability in the
matching process, potentially favoring incorrect predictions due to
similar logits ranges, even if the predictions are inaccurate. To miti-
gate this, our method standardizes the logits before performing dis-
tribution matching. By ensuring the output logits fall within a consis-



Table 1: Comparation with data selection methods and SOTA dataset distillation methods on three benchmark datasets. The best results are
highlighted in bold, while the second-best are underlined. All presented results represent the average accuracies obtained over five trials. IPC
denotes images per class.

Dataset MNIST Fashion MNIST CIFAR-10
IPC 1 10 50 1 10 50 1 10 50

Random [13] 64.9±3.5 95.1±0.9 97.9±0.2 51.4±3.8 73.8±0.7 82.5±0.7 14.4±2.0 26.0±1.2 43.4±1.0
Herding [20] 89.2±1.6 93.7±0.3 94.8±0.2 67.0±1.9 71.1±0.7 71.9±0.8 21.5±1.3 31.6±0.7 40.4±0.6
K-Center [21] 89.3±1.5 84.4±1.7 97.4±0.3 66.9±1.8 54.7±1.5 68.3±0.8 21.5±1.3 14.7±0.9 27.0±1.4
Forgetting [22] 35.5±5.6 68.1±3.3 88.2±1.2 42.0±5.5 53.9±2.0 55.0±1.1 13.5±1.2 23.3±1.0 23.3±1.1

DC [13] 91.7±0.5 97.4±0.2 98.8±0.2 70.5±0.6 82.3±0.4 83.6±0.4 28.3±0.5 44.9±0.5 53.9±0.5
DSA [23] 88.7±0.6 97.8±0.1 99.2±0.1 70.6±0.6 84.6±0.3 88.7±0.2 28.8±0.7 52.1±0.5 60.6±0.5
DM [24] 89.9±0.8 97.6±0.1 98.6±0.1 71.5±0.5 83.6±0.2 88.2±0.1 26.5±0.4 48.9±0.6 63.0±0.4

CAFE [25] 93.1±0.3 97.5±0.1 98.9±0.2 73.7±0.7 83.0±0.4 88.2±0.3 31.6±0.8 50.9±0.5 62.3±0.4
KIP [26] 90.1±0.1 97.5±0.0 98.3±0.1 70.6±0.6 84.6±0.3 88.7±0.2 49.9±0.2 62.7±0.3 68.6±0.2
MTT [14] 91.4±0.9 97.3±0.1 98.5±0.1 75.1±0.9 87.2±0.3 88.3±0.1 46.3±0.8 65.3±0.7 71.6±0.2

FRePo [27] 93.8±0.6 98.4±0.1 99.2±0.1 75.6±0.5 86.2±0.3 89.6±0.1 46.8±0.7 65.5±0.6 71.7±0.2
CGAN [28] 96.1±0.7 97.8±0.3 98.4±0.3 81.5±0.5 84.0±0.2 86.3±0.3 46.4±1.2 62.7±0.9 68.1±0.8
DiM [16] 96.5±0.6 98.6±0.2 99.2±0.2 84.5±0.4 88.2±0.2 89.8±0.1 51.3±1.0 66.2±0.5 72.6±0.4

Ours (No Stand.) 97.3±0.1 98.5±0.2 99.0±0.1 85.0±0.2 88.6±0.4 89.5±0.2 51.4±0.4 67.3±0.5 73.5±0.3
Ours 97.9±0.2 98.7±0.1 99.1±0.1 85.5±0.4 89.0±0.5 89.8±0.3 51.6±0.5 68.2±0.4 74.0±0.1

Original Dataset 99.6±0.0 93.5±0.1 84.8±0.1

tent range, we achieve more accurate distribution matching, leading
to improved prediction results. The detailed standardization process
is shown as follows:

Z(x; τ) =
x− mean(x)

std(x)× τ
, (3)

where x represents the input logits vector, mean(x) and std(x) de-
note the mean and standard deviation of the logits respectively. The
parameter τ is a reference temperature used to scale the logits during
standardization. Z(x; τ) represents the standardized logits.

After performing standardization, the standardized logits are
passed through the softmax function to compute the probability
distribution. This allows us to calculate the probability distributions
for both the original and synthetic data independently as follows:

d(xO) = softmax(Z(xO; τ)), (4)

d(xS) = softmax(Z(xS ; τ)). (5)

Here, d(xO) represents the probability distribution of the original
data, obtained through the softmax calculation, while d(xS) refers
to the probability distribution of the synthetic data, also calculated
using the softmax function. The distributions will be used for further
comparison and optimization during the distillation process.

The self-knowledge distillation loss LSKD can be calculated as
follows:

LSKD =

K∑
k=1

d(xO)(k) log

(
d(xO)(k)

d(xS)(k)

)
, (6)

where K is the number of categories, the terms d(xO)(k) and
d(xS)

(k) denote the probability distributions of the original data
and the synthetic data for the kth category, respectively. Unlike
the previous logits matching approach, which relied on calculat-
ing the mean squared error between the logits of the synthetic and
original datasets, our method introduces a more effective solution

through self-knowledge distillation. Specifically, we utilize distribu-
tion matching, which captures the overall structure and relationships
within the data, resulting in a more robust and accurate alignment.
To further refine this process, we incorporate a standardization
step to ensure the logits remain within a consistent range, reducing
variability and improving the precision of the matching process.

The total loss composed of the conditional GAN loss LCGAN and
the self-knowledge distillation loss LSKD is calculated as follows:

Ltotal = LCGAN + λSKDτ
2LSKD. (7)

where λSKD and τ denote the weight parameter and the temperature
parameter, respectively. By aligning the output logits based on their
distribution and standardizing them beforehand, we achieve a more
precise alignment between the generated and original datasets. This
approach enhances prediction accuracy and enables more effective
optimization of the generator. The objective of our method is to
continuously minimize the total loss, which directly optimizes the
parameters W of the generator G. As the loss is reduced, the gen-
erator gradually enhances its ability to produce synthetic datasets
that closely resemble the original. By minimizing the total loss, the
synthetic data capture finer details and better retain the essential in-
formation from the original dataset.

3. EXPERIMENTS

3.1. Datasets and Comparative Methods

We conducted extensive experiments to verify the effectiveness
of the proposed method. First, we designed benchmark experi-
ments using three datasets: MNIST [29], FashionMNIST [30], and
CIFAR-10 [31]. Each dataset was categorized into 10 classes. To
validate the performance of our approach, we compared it with
several dataset distillation methods. The comparison includes base-
line methods such as CGAN [19] and DiM [16], as well as four
data selection methods: random selection (Random) [13], herding
method (Herding) [20], K-Center [21], and example forgetting (For-



MNIST Fashion MNIST CIFAR-10

Fig. 2: Synthetic MNIST, Fashion MNIST, and CIFAR-10 datasets using IPC = 10.

getting) [22]. Additionally, we evaluated our method against seven
state-of-the-art (SOTA) dataset distillation methods: dataset conden-
sation (DC) [13], differentiable siamese augmentation (DSA) [23],
distribution matching (DM) [24], aligning features (CAFE) [25],
kernel inducing point (KIP) [26], matching training trajectories
(MTT) [14], and neural feature regression with pooling (FrePo) [27].

3.2. Benchmark Results

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed method
by comparing it with other SOTA methods on three benchmark
datasets. Additionally, to highlight the significance of the stan-
dardization step, we performed two sets of experiments: one using
standardized prediction results (Ours) and another without standard-
ization (Ours (No Stand.)). Within each group, we conducted three
experiments by varying the IPC (Images Per Class) and batch-size
parameters. The IPC values were set to 1, 10, and 50, while batch
sizes were 32, 64, and 128, respectively. For all experiments, we
utilized a model pool consisting of three neural networks, randomly
selecting from ConvNet3 [32], ResNet10 [33], and ResNet18 [33].
The weight parameter λSKD was set to 0.01 for FashionMNIST and
CIFAR-10, and 0.001 for MNIST. The temperature parameter τ was
set to 2 in all experiments. To ensure reliability, we conducted five
experiments for each IPC and batch-size configuration and averaged
the results to determine the results. All experiments were conducted
on an NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU and the PyTorch framework.

As shown in Table 1, the proposed method demonstrates su-
perior distillation performance across most experimental settings.
In particular, for CIFAR-10, our method significantly outperforms
other state-of-the-art dataset distillation methods. Furthermore, stan-
dardizing the logits leads to a notable improvement in model accu-
racy compared to results obtained without standardization, highlight-
ing the effectiveness of the standardization step. The visualization
results provided in Fig. 2 further demonstrate that our method gen-
erates more accurate and representative synthetic data.

3.3. Cross-architecture Results

In this section, we conducted the cross-architecture experiment to
demonstrate that the proposed method exhibits strong generaliza-
tion performance across different network architectures. Cross-
architecture performance refers to the ability to test a model trained

Table 2: Cross-architecture comparation on CIFAR-10 dataset us-
ing IPC = 10. The best results are highlighted in bold, while the
second-best are underlined. All presented results represent the aver-
age accuracies obtained over five trials.

Method ConvNet3 ResNet18 AlexNet VGG11
DSA [23] 52.1±0.4 42.8±1.0 35.9±1.3 43.2±0.5
KIP [26] 47.6±0.9 36.8±1.0 24.4±3.9 42.1±0.4
MTT [14] 64.3±0.7 46.4±0.6 34.2±2.6 50.3±0.8
FRePo [27] 65.5±0.4 57.7±0.7 61.9±0.7 59.4±0.7
DiM [16] 66.2±0.5 69.2±0.3 67.3±0.9 66.8±0.5
Ours (No stand.) 67.3±0.5 69.6±0.5 68.9±0.7 68.2±0.3
Ours 68.2±0.4 69.9±0.3 69.6±0.3 69.2±0.1

on one architecture using a different architecture. In this exper-
iment, we used the CIFAR-10 dataset with an IPC of 10. We
evaluated the cross-architecture performance using ConvNet3 [32],
ResNet18 [33], AlexNet [34], and VGG11 [35] as the same as
previous studies [16].

As shown in Table 2, the proposed method outperforms previous
dataset distillation approaches in terms of cross-architecture perfor-
mance, even without standardization. After applying standardiza-
tion, the results improved further. In addition to enhancing distil-
lation performance, our method also increased the stability of the
results, ensuring more robust results across different neural network
architectures.

4. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a novel generative dataset distillation
method that incorporates self-knowledge distillation to improve the
overall distillation process. A key innovation of our approach is the
redesign of the logits matching process, where we employ distribu-
tion matching to better align the prediction logits between the origi-
nal and synthetic datasets. To further enhance the accuracy of align-
ment, we apply a standardization step on logits before the matching
process. This ensures a more consistent and reliable comparison be-
tween the original and synthetic datasets. Extensive experimental
results show the effectiveness of the proposed method, demonstrat-
ing its superior performance in comparison to other SOTA dataset
distillation methods.
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