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Abstract
Dataset distillation aims to find a synthetic training set such that training on the synthetic data
achieves similar performance to training on real data, with orders of magnitude less computational
requirements. Existing methods can be broadly categorized as either bi-level optimization problems
that have neural network training heuristics as the lower level problem, or disentangled methods
that bypass the bi-level optimization by matching distributions of data. The latter method has the
major advantages of speed and scalability in terms of size of both training and distilled datasets.
We demonstrate that when equipped with an encoder-decoder structure, the empirically successful
disentangled methods can be reformulated as an optimal quantization problem, where a finite set
of points is found to approximate the underlying probability measure by minimizing the expected
projection distance. In particular, we link existing disentangled dataset distillation methods to the
classical optimal quantization and Wasserstein barycenter problems, demonstrating consistency of
distilled datasets for diffusion-based generative priors. We propose a simple extension of the state-of-
the-art data distillation method D4M, achieving better performance on the ImageNet-1K dataset with
trivial additional computation, and state-of-the-art performance in higher image-per-class settings.
Keywords: dataset distillation, optimal quantization, Wasserstein optimality, diffusion models,
consistency, convergence

1. Introduction

Training powerful neural networks requires a large amount of data, and thus induces high computa-
tional requirements. Dataset distillation (DD) targets this computational difficulty by optimizing
over the data, as opposed to other parts of training such as optimization or architecture (Wang et al.,
2018). This consists of finding a synthetic training set, such that training a neural network on the
synthetic data yields similar performance.

There are several closely related notions of reducing computational load when training new
models on datasets. Core-set methods find a subset of training data (as opposed to synthetic data)
such that a model trained on said subset will have similar performance (Mirzasoleiman et al., 2020;
Feldman, 2020). Model distillation, sometimes known as knowledge distillation, aims to train a
smaller (student) model that predicts the output of a pre-trained (teacher) model (Gou et al., 2021;
Polino et al., 2018). Importance sampling methods accelerate training by weighting training data,
finding examples that are more influential for training (Paul et al., 2021). For more detailed surveys
on dataset distillation methods and techniques, we refer to (Yu et al., 2023; Sachdeva and McAuley,
2023).

Dataset distillation remains one of the most promising approaches to distilling very large scale
datasets due to its focus on data, rather than optimizer or network architecture. However, it has not
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yet received much theoretical interpretation. In this work, we give a theoretical justification for the
disentangled formulation, as well as propose a new state-of-the-art large scale DD method based
on these insights. We first outline two major paradigms of DD, namely the bi-level formulation and
its extensions using generative priors, and then the disentangled formulation which decouples the
bi-level formulation.

1.1. Bi-level formulation of dataset distillation.

We first present the DD problem statement as given in Sachdeva and McAuley (2023). Denote a
training set by T (more generally, distribution of training data), and the expected and empirical risks
(test and training loss) byR and L respectively, which each take some network parameters θ. Given
a learning algorithm Φ = ΦS , which takes a dataset S and returns an L-optimal parameter, the goal
of DD is to find a synthetic dataset S (of given size) minimizing the test loss discrepancy:

S = argmin
S

sup
(x,y)∼T

|R(ΦS)−R(ΦT )| . (1)

This formulation is computationally intractable. Typical approximations include evaluating the
expected riskR over a test dataset, replacing the learning algorithm Φ with a finite-length approximate
algorithm such as unrolled gradient descent on its dataset, and solving the outer minimization problem
using gradient methods. There exist various heuristic relaxations to the bi-level formulation (1),
which we summarize.

1. (Meta-learning.) This uses the assumption that more data produces better results, replacing the
risk matching objective with a risk minimization objective and removing the dependence on T
(Wang et al., 2018; Deng and Russakovsky, 2022). The learning algorithm ΦS = ΦS(θ0) with
initial parameter θ0 is given by unrolling gradient steps θt+1 = θt − η∇LS(θt). The distilled
dataset minimizes the training loss as trained on the distilled set up to T iterations:

argmin
S

Eθ0∼pθ [LT (θT )] . (2)

2. (Distribution matching.) Inspired by reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces and the empirical
approximations using random neural network features, Zhao and Bilen (2023) proposes an
alternate distillation objective that is independent of target loss. The minimization objective is

argmin
S

Eθ∼pθ∥
1

|T |
∑
x∈T

ψθ(x)−
1

|S|
∑
x∈S

ψθ(x)∥2, (3)

where ψθ are randomly initialized neural networks. This can be intuitively interpreted as
matching the (first moment of) neural network features over the synthetic data.

3. (Trajectory matching.) For a fixed network architecture, this method aims to match the gradient
information of the synthetic and true training datasets from different initializations (Cazenavette
et al., 2022). The heuristic is that similar network parameters will give similar performance. In
addition, the gradients are allowed to be accelerated by matching a small number of synthetic
training steps with a large number of real data training steps: for N ≪M steps, the Matching
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Training Trajectory (MTT) objective is (with abuse of notation):

argmin
S

Eθ0∼pθ

T−M∑
t=1

∥θSt+N − θTt+M∥2

∥θTt+M − θTt ∥2
, (4)

where θTt+1 = θTt − η∇LT (θTt ), θSt+i+1 = θSt+i − η∇LS(θSt+i), θ
S
t+0 = θTt .

Practical computational approximations include pre-training a large number of teacher net-
works from different initializations.

Various other methods include neural feature matching (Zhou et al., 2022; Loo et al., 2022) and the
corresponding neural tangent kernel methods (Nguyen et al., 2021), representative matching (Liu
et al., 2023b), and group robustness (Vahidian et al., 2024). While the bi-level formulation is intuitive
and follows naturally from the formal problem statement (1), there are two main drawbacks:

1. Computational complexity. Solving bi-level optimization problems are difficult and time-
consuming, especially when the inner optimization problem requires training a neural network.
In particular, backpropagating through neural network optimization steps carries significant
memory requirements, and is infeasible for very large scale datasets such as ImageNet (Yin
et al., 2023). Moreover, the memory scales linearly with the number of desired distilled images,
becoming infeasible at around 10 images per class (IPC) on smaller CIFAR datasets.

2. Model architecture dependence. In the bi-level optimization formulation, the neural network
architecture is usually fixed when constructing the synthetic dataset. Many distilled datasets
fail when considering new model architectures (Cazenavette et al., 2022).

1.1.1. GENERATIVE PRIORS.

As opposed to optimizing over the image space, an alternative paradigm is to use generative models
to directly generate feasible samples, such as with diffusion models or GANs. The seminal work
of (Cazenavette et al., 2023) proposes Generative Latent Distillation (GLaD), which incorporates a
powerful (differentiable) generative prior into one of the DD objectives given above. The usage of
the generative model leads to more visually coherent distilled images, and allows for optimization in
a lower-dimensional latent space.

Gu et al. (2024) employs parameter efficient fine tuning on pre-trained diffusion models, using
loss terms that balance faithfulness and diversity. They demonstrate better test-accuracy when
training on various network archiectures compared to pre-trained models, distribution matching and
GLaD, as well as lower maximum mean discrepancy of extracted features at varying IPCs.

A more recent paradigm considers using powerful pre-trained latent diffusion models (LDMs),
which utilize autoencoders for dimensionality reduction (Rombach et al., 2022). While standard
diffusion models perform noising in the image space directly, an LDM instead performs score-
matching on the latent space (given by downsampled multi-channel images) of an autoencoder. This
replaces a significant amount of training time with a relatively cheap additional call to a decoder
during inference, while maintaining competitive performance with diffusion models trained directly
on image space.

Moser et al. (2024) considers replacing the GAN with a pair of autoencoders and latent diffusion
model. This allows initializing the latent codes using a simple encoder pass, rather than having
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to rely on expensive GAN-inversion techniques (Xia et al., 2022), and significantly increases DD
performance when using gradient matching or distribution matching.

The first prototypical example of using a generative model to alleviate the aforementioned
drawbacks of the bi-level formulation is by “factorizing” the image problem, using a generative
“hallucinator” network to generate samples from a common set of latent “base” points (Liu et al.,
2022). This was able to increase cross-architecture performance when compared to previous image-
space methods.

1.2. Disentangled methods.

While the above generative prior models significantly reduce the amount of computational power,
the underlying algorithm still relies on some bilevel optimization method, typically MTT. This limits
the applicability of such methods on large scale datasets, on which dataset distillation would be
particularly useful for computationally limited applications. For example, the ImageNet-1K dataset
consists of 1.2M training images, totalling over 120GB of memory (Deng et al., 2009). The full
dataset ImageNet-21K consists of over 14M images and takes up around 1.2TB of memory, which is
generally infeasible to train expert models on, and impossible to backpropagate through gradient
steps.

Yin et al. (2023) is the first work to target the fundamental algorithmic change by “disentangling”
the bi-level optimization framework into three separate optimization problems, named Squeeze,
Recover and Relabel (SRe2L). First, a model is trained on the whole dataset in the usual manner.
Using statistics from batch-normalizing layers, a synthetic dataset is then optimized by matching the
desired target label and class statistics (Yin et al., 2020). The final step is to relabel the synthetic
dataset using a trained model similarly to some knowledge distillation methods (Shen and Xing,
2022), typically done with a pre-trained ResNet-18 model. The final distilled dataset is then given by
the synthetic images, plus the soft labels as given by outputs of the pre-trained networks. The authors
then extend this method to the larger ImageNet-21K dataset using curriculum learning, giving the
Curriculum Data Learning (CDA) method (Yin and Shen, 2024).

Liu et al. (2023a) considers using a pre-trained feature model to extract features from the
dataset. The Wasserstein barycenters are then computed from the feature space and stored, which is
computationally cheaper than storing images. This is then lifted to optimization in the image space
by matching the features of the synthetic images and adding batch-norm regularization as in Yin et al.
(2023), bypassing the inner network optimization loop of bi-level DD methods.

Su et al. (2024) uses a pre-trained latent diffusion model to perform the disentangling, using
the autoencoder to replace the network inversion step of SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023). Their proposed
method considers first distilling synthetic latent codes using classical k-means clustering, then
reconstructing the distilled images from the distilled latents using a diffusion model. This avoids
any backpropagation over large datasets and allows for constant memory usage. We replicate their
Dataset Distillation via Disentangled Diffusion Model (D4M) algorithm in Algorithm 3. Note that
the k-means clusters are computed using the minibatch k-means algorithm (Sculley, 2010), as
implemented in the scikit-learn Python package (Pedregosa et al., 2011).

Sun et al. (2024) proposes Realistic Diverse and Efficient Dataset Distillation (RDED), which
replaces the latent clustering objective with a patch-based adversarial objective, which heuristically
balances the realism and diversity of the generated patches. This is related to the information-theoretic
concept of rate reduction, which is a method of explaining orthogonal features in feature layers (Chan
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et al., 2022). The resulting images consist of multiple down-sampled images stitched together, which
can be thought of as artificially increasing the IPC.

While dataset distillation has had extensive experimental effort, few proper theoretical justifica-
tions exist in the literature. Sachdeva and McAuley (2023) proposes a high-level formulation based
on minimizing the difference in test loss between learning on the full dataset versus the synthetic
dataset. Kungurtsev et al. (2024) considers dataset distillation as dependent on the desired inference
task (typically classification with cross-entropy loss for image data). This allows them to interpret
trajectory-matching as a mean-field control problem, and find analagous procedures for non-imaging
examples like finding collocation points for training physics informed neural networks. However,
they do not consider the problem of consistency or convergence of the distilled datasets, which we
aim to address in this work.

1.3. Contributions.

We summarize the contributions of this work as follows.

1. We provide a theoretical justification for disentangled dataset distillation using classical
notions of optimal quantization and Wasserstein distance. Motivated by the empirical usage
of clustering in latent spaces, we show in Theorem 13 that optimal quantizations induce
convergent approximations of gradients of population risk, and furthermore the rate is given by
O(K−1/d), where d is the dimension of the latent space and K is the number of quantization
points.

2. From the aforementioned classical literature, we propose a simple extension of the SOTA
method D4M to address a possible performance gap in Wasserstein distance, given in Algo-
rithm 4. The full algorithm is given in Section 3.2, which we name Dataset Distillation by
Optimal Quantization (DDOQ). Similarly to D4M, this includes latent space clustering, image
synthesis, soft label synthesis and an alternate training regime for training net networks.

3. We compare our proposed method with D4M on the ImageNet-1K dataset, demonstrating
significantly better classification accuracy at various IPC budgets. Moreover, we provide a
central comparison with various SOTA disentangled distillation methods, demonstrating that
our proposed method outperforms others at high IPC.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 covers background on Wasserstein spaces, the
optimal quantization and Wasserstein barycenter problems and some algorithms to solve them,
score-based diffusion models, and the disentangled DD method D4M. We present various classical
convergence results for optimal quantizations and relate them to Wasserstein distances and approxi-
mating function expectations. Motivated by these relations, Section 3 demonstrates consistency of
the optimal quantizers when passed through diffusion-based generative priors to the image space,
and proposes a simple extension of the D4M method by adding automatically learned weights in the
prototyping phase, and fully explains the data distillation pipeline in a sequential and systematic
manner. Section 4 contains experiments of our proposed method against the SOTA D4M method
amongst other SOTA baselines on the large-scale ImageNet-1K dataset.
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2. Background

This section covers the necessary background and concepts required for the theoretical interpretation
of DD. Section 2.1 first covers necessary notation. Section 2.2 introduces the optimal quantization
problem, the concept of quadratic distortion, and links it to Wasserstein optimality. Section 2.2.1
gives some classical algorithms to find quantizations, and provides some classical convergence
results for converging measures and distortion bounds. Section 2.3 provides a short exposition of
score-based diffusion models, covering well-posedness and classical divergence bounds.

2.1. Definitions and Notation

We will need the following notation for our analysis. Define P2(Rd) to be the set of probability
measures on Rd with finite second moment, not necessarily admitting a density with respect to
the Lebesgue measure. We useW2 to denote the Wasserstein-2 distance between two probability
distributions in P2(Rd) (Santambrogio, 2015), defined as

W2(µ, ν) =

(
inf

γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

∫∫
Rd×Rd

∥x− y∥2γ(x, y) dx dy
)1/2

, (5)

where Γ(µ, ν) denotes the set of all couplings, i.e. joint probability measures on Rd × Rd with∫
Rd

γ(x, y) dy = µ(x),

∫
Rd

γ(x, y) dx = ν(y).

2.2. Optimal Quantization

For a probability measure µ ∈ P2(Rd), the optimal quantization (or vector quantization) at levelK is
set of points {x1, ..., xK} ⊂ Rd such that the µ-average distance to the quantized points is minimal.
For the sake of exposition, we will consider the distance to be the ℓ2 distance to be consistent with
the above definitions of the Wasserstein-2 distance, but this definition can be generalized to arbitrary
norms. This can be formulated as the minimizer of the (quadratic) distortion, defined as follows.

Definition 1 (Quadratic distortion.) For a quantization grid (x1, ..., xK) ∈ (Rd)K , the corre-
sponding Voronoi cells are

Ci = {y ∈ Rd | |∥y − xi∥ = min
j
∥y − xj∥}, i = 1, ...,K. (6)

Given a measure µ ∈ P2(Rd), the (quadratic) distortion function G = Gµ takes a tuple of points
(x1, ..., xK) and outputs the average squared distance to the set:

G : (x1, ..., xK) 7→
∫
Rd

min
i
∥x− xi∥2 µ(dx) = EX∼µ[min

i
∥X − xi∥2]. (7)

We will write GK,µ to mean the distortion function at level K, i.e. with domain (Rd)K , and drop the
subscripts where it is clear.

Voronoi cells are partitions of the space Rd into sets of minimal distance to each xi (the Voronoi
centers), except on their boundaries. If the underlying norm is Euclidean, the Voronoi cells are
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(non-empty) polyhedral closed convex sets. Note that the quadratic distortion can be extended to
arbitrary Lp versions. From here onwards, we assume that µ ∈ P(Rd) has finite second moments,
so that the quadratic distortion is finite for any set of points. This implies that an optimal quantizer
exists (Pagès, 2015).

Intuitively, the optimal quantization problem can be thought of a clustering algorithm, where
centroids are placed to be close to as much data as possible. Indeed, the k-means clustering algorithm
(with a small modification) approximately solves the optimal quantization problem, as the underlying
objective is equivalent to minimizing the quadratic distortion for empirical measures. Numerically, it
is very similar to clustering algorithms in the case where the underlying measure is known or can
be sampled from. However, we note that the optimal quantization weights are uniquely determined
by the quantization points, which shows equivalence of the finite-support-constrained Wasserstein
minimization problem and the distortion minimization problem (Pagès, 2015).

Proposition 2 Suppose we have a quantization x = {x1, ..., xK}. Assume that the (probability)
measure µ is null on the boundaries of the Voronoi clusters µ(∂(Ci)) = 0. Then the measure
ν that minimizes the Wasserstein-2 distance (5) and satisfies supp ν ⊂ {x1, ..., xK} is νK =∑K

i=1 µ(Ci)δ(xi). Moreover, the optimal coupling is given by the projection onto the centroids.

Proof For any coupling γ ∈ Γ(ν, µ) between ν and µ, we certainly have that∫∫
∥x− y∥2 dγ(x, y) ≥

∫∫
dist(x, y)2 dγ(x, y) =

∫
dist(x, y)2dµ(y).

where the first inequality comes from definition of distance to a set (γ-a.s.) and the support condition
on ν, and the equality from the marginal property of couplings. The final term is attained when ν
has the prescribed form: the coupling is c(xi, y) = 1y∈Ci and the corresponding transport map is
projection onto the set x (defined µ-a.s. from the null condition). This shows a lower bound of (5)
that is attained.

This implies that for a given quantization x, the quadratic distortion satisfies

G(x)1/2 = inf {W2(ν, µ) | probability measures ν, supp ν ⊂ x} , (8)

and furthermore, at quantization level K,

argmin
x, |x|=K

G(x) = argmin {W2(ν, µ) | probability measures ν, | supp ν| ≤ K } (9)

In other words, minimizing the quadratic distortion is equivalent to finding a Wasserstein-2 optimal
approximation with a K-finitely supported (probability) measure. We note that in the case where the
approximating measure is a uniform Dirac mixture, this is called the Wasserstein barycenter problem
(Cuturi and Doucet, 2014). The Wasserstein distance of the Wasserstein barycenter is generally
worse than that of the optimal quantization, but it admits an easily computable dual representation.

Much like how an empirical distribution of i.i.d. variables converges to the underlying distri-
bution, optimal quantizers converge in Wasserstein distance at a rate Θ(K−1/d) to their respective
distributions as the number of particles K increases (Graf and Luschgy, 2000). Moreover, any limit
point of the optimal quantizers is an optimal quantizer of the limiting distribution (Pollard, 1982).
Moreover, it can be shown that if a sequence of distributions converges in Wasserstein distance
µn → µ, then so do the errors in quantization for a fixed quantization level (Liu and Pagès, 2020).
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Theorem 3 (Liu and Pagès 2020, Thm 4) Fix a quantization level K ≥ 1. Let µn, µ ∈ P2(Rd)
with support having at least K points, such thatW2(µn, µ) → 0 as n → ∞. For each n ∈ N, let
x(n) be an optimal quantizer of µn. Then

GK,µ(x
(n))− inf

x
GK,µ(x) ≤ 4e∗K,µW2(µn, µ) + 4W2

2 (µn, µ), (10)

where e∗K,µ = [infx GK,µ(x)]
1/2 is the optimal error.

The following result gives a convergence rate, assuming slightly higher regularity.

Proposition 4 (Liu and Pagès 2020) Let η > 0, and suppose µ ∈ P2+η(Rd). There exists a
universal constant Cd,η ∈ (0,+∞) such that for every quantization level,

e∗K,µ ≤ Cd,η · σ2+η(µ)K
−1/d, (11)

where σr(µ) = mina∈Rd Eµ[∥x− a∥r]1/r.

The quantizer can also be shown to have nice approximation properties when taking expectations
of functions.

Theorem 5 Let f : Rd → R be an L-Lipschitz function. For a probability measure µ ∈ P2(Rd)
that assigns no mass to hyperplanes, and a quantization x = (x1, ..., xk), let ν =

∑K
i=1 µ(Ci)δ(xi)

be the corresponding Wasserstein-optimal measure with support in x, as in Theorem 2. The difference
between the population risk Eµ[f ] and the weighted empirical risk Eν [f ] is bounded as

Eµ[f ]− Eν [f ] ≤ LG(x)1/2. (12)

Proof Since µ assigns no mass to hyperplanes, we may decompose into Voronoi cells.∣∣∣∣∫
Rd

f dµ−
∫
Rd

f dν

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
K∑
i=1

∫
Ci

f(x)− f(xi) dµ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

K∑
i=1

∫
Ci

L∥x− xi∥ dµ(x)

= L

∫
Rd

min
i
∥x− xi∥ dµ(x)

≤ L
(∫

Rd

min
i
∥x− xi∥ dµ(x)

)1/2

= LG(x)1/2.

The first equality comes from definition of ν, and the inequalities from the Lipschitz condition and
Hölder’s inequality respectively.

In the context of dataset distillation, f can be chosen to be the gradient of a neural network with
respect to some loss function. Then, as the number of synthetic data points increases, this bound
gives asymptotic convergence of the gradients on the synthetic data, to the gradients on the true
training distribution. This can further be combined with the convergence rates given above.
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2.2.1. SOLVING THE OPTIMAL QUANTIZATION PROBLEM

We now introduce two commonly used quantization algorithms: the competitive learning vector
quantization (CLVQ) algorithm (Ahalt et al., 1990) and Lloyd’s algorithm.

CLVQ. This is derived directly from gradient descent on the quadratic distortion, starting from an
initialization in the convex hull of the support of µ. For a given quantization, it has a representation
in terms of µ-centroids of the corresponding Voronoi cells.

Proposition 6 (Differentiability of distortion (Pagès, 2015, Prop. 3.1)) Let x = (x1, ..., xK) ∈
(Rd)K be such that the xi are pairwise distinct, and assume that µ(∂Ci) = 0. Then, the quadratic
distortion is differentiable with derivative

∇G(x) =

(
2

∫
Ci(x)

(xi − ξ)µ(dξ)

)
i=1,...,K

, (13)

i.e., the gradient for quantization point xi points away from the µ-centroid of its Voronoi cell.

The gradient step for some step-sizes γk ∈ (0, 1) reads

x(k+1) = x(k) − γk∇G(x(k)), x(0) ∈ Hull(suppµ)K , (14)

where Hull denotes the convex hull. Recalling that the gradient (13) is a µ-expectation over Ci(x),
the corresponding stochastic Monte Carlo version of the above gradient descent reads

x(k+1) = x(k) − γk
(
1
Xk∈C

(k)
i

x
(k)
i −Xk

)
1≤i≤K

, Xk ∼ µ. (15)

Note that the computation of this requires the ability to sample from µ, as well as being able to
compute the nearest neighbor ofXk to the quantization set x (equivalent to the inclusionXk ∈ C

(K)
i ).

Further observe that this is precisely equal to the mini-batch k-means as used in Algorithm 3.
While this algorithm produces points x = (x1, ..., xK), it remains to compute the associated

weights that approximate the measures of the Voronoi cells µ(Ci). This can be done in an online
manner using a similar Monte Carlo approach, referred to as the companion parameters (Pagès,
2015). The full CLVQ algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

Convergence to an optimal quantizer is only guaranteed in the case of a log-concave distribution
in one dimension (?Liu and Pagès, 2020). However, in higher dimensions, convergence to a (not
necessarily optimal) stationary grid is possible, see e.g. Pages and Yu (2016); Pagès (2015) and
references therein.

Proposition 7 (Bally and Pagès 2003, Prop. 7) Assume that the measure µ ∈ P2+η for some
η > 0, and that it assigns no mass to hyperplanes. Assume further that the grids x(t) produced by
CLVQ Algorithm 1 converge to a stationary grid x∗, i.e. ∇G(x∗) = 0, and that the step-sizes satisfy∑
γk = +∞ and

∑
γ1+δ
k <∞ for some δ > 0. Then,

1. The companion weights wi converge almost surely to the measures of the limiting Voronoi cells
µ(C∗

i ).
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Algorithm 1: CLVQ

Data: initial cluster centers x(0)1 , ..., x
(0)
K , step-sizes (γi)i≥0

1 Initialize weights w = (w1, ..., wK) = (1/K, ..., 1/K);
2 k ← 0;
3 while not converged do
4 Sample Xk ∼ µ;

5 Select “winner” iwin ∈ argmin1≤i≤K ∥Xk − x
(K)
i ∥;

6 Update x(K+1)
i ← (1− γi)x(K)

i + γiXk if i = iwin, otherwise x(K+1)
i ← x

(K)
i ;

7 Update weights wi ← (1− γi)wi + γi1i=iwin ;
8 k ← k + 1;
9 end

Result: quantization νK =
∑K

i=1wiδ(x
∗
i )

2. The moving average of the empirical quadratic distortion converges to the limiting distortion:

1

t

t∑
k=1

min
1≤i≤K

∥Xk − x
(k)
i ∥

2 → G(x∗).

Lloyd I. This consists of iteratively updating the centroids with the µ-centroids, given by the
µ-average of the Voronoi cells. Clearly, if this algorithm converges, then the centroids are equal to
the µ-centroids and the grid is stationary. This is more commonly known as the k-means clustering
algorithm, employed in common numerical software packages such as scikit-learn (Pedregosa
et al., 2011). Convergence of the Lloyd-I algorithm can be found in e.g. (Pages and Yu, 2016).

Algorithm 2: Lloyd I (k-means)

Data: Probability distribution µ with finite first moment, initial cluster centers x(0)1 , ..., x
(0)
K

1 k ← 0;
2 while not converged do
3 Compute Voronoi cells C(k)

i = {y ∈ Rd | |∥x(k)i − y∥ = minj ∥x(k)j − y∥};
4 Replace cluster centers with µ-centroids x(k+1)

i ← (
∫
C

(k)
i

xµ(dx))/µ(C
(k)
i );

5 k ← k + 1;
6 end

2.3. Score-based diffusion.

To connect the quantization error on the latent space with the quantization error in the image space,
we need to consider properties of the latent-to-image process. In particular, we focus on score-based
diffusion models.

Song et al. (2020) interprets denoising diffusion models as a discretization of a particular noising
SDE. Consider the SDE as follows, where W is a standard Wiener process:

dx = f(x, t) dt+ g(t) dW . (16)

10
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Then, where the density of x at time t is given by pt, the reverse of the diffusion process is given by
the reverse-time SDE,

dx = [f(x, t)− g(t)2∇x log pt(x)] dt+ g(t)dW̄ , (17)

where W̄ is the standard Wiener process running in reverse time from time T to 0. For an increasing
noising schedule σ(t) ∈ [0,+∞) or noise-scale β(t) ∈ [0, 1), the variance-exploding SDE (VESDE,
or Brownian motion) is given by

dx =

√
d[σ2(t)]

dt
dW , (18)

and the variance-preserving SDE (VPSDE, or Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process) is given by

dx = −1

2
β(t)x dt+

√
β(t) dW . (19)

The VPSDE and VESDE are commonly used when training diffusion models due to their simple
discretization. Indeed, they both arise as continuous limits of earlier proposed diffusion models.
Specifically, VPSDE from denoising score matching with Langevin dynamics (Song and Ermon,
2019), and VESDE from denoising diffusion probabilistic models (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015; Ho
et al., 2020).

We note that there is a relationship between score-matching and the Wasserstein proximal map
using the language of mean field theory (Zhang et al., 2024; Zhang and Katsoulakis, 2023). In
particular, under integrability assumptions, the optimal score will perfectly recover the training data
(Pidstrigach, 2022). For analysis purposes, we instead consider the case where the score is given by
a true underlying data distribution, from which training data is sampled from.

Suppose that the true data distribution on the image space is given by µ ∈ P(Rd), assumed to
have bounded support. Then, by the Hörmander condition, the law of a random variable (Xt)t≥0

evolving under either the VPSDE or the VESDE will admit a density pt(x) for all t > 0 with respect
to the Lebesgue measure, that is smooth with respect to both x and t (Hörmander, 1967). Using the
following proposition, we have well-definedness of the backward SDE (Anderson, 1982; Haussmann
and Pardoux, 1986).

Proposition 8 For the forward SDE (16), assume that there exists some K > 0 such that

1. f(x, t), g(t) are measurable, and f is uniformly Lipschitz: ∥f(x, t)− f(y, t)∥ ≤ K∥x− y∥
for all x, y ∈ Rd;

2. ∥f(x, t)∥+ |g(t)| ≤ K(1 + ∥x∥);

3. The solution Xt of (16) has a C1 density pt(x) for all t > 0, and∫ T

t0

∫
∥x∥<R

∥pt∥2 + ∥∇xpt(x)∥2 < +∞ ∀t0 ∈ (0, T ], R > 0;

4. The score∇ log pt(x) is locally Lipschitz on (0, T ]× Rd.

Then the reverse process XT−t is a solution of the (17), and moreover, the solutions of (17) are
unique in law.

11



TAN SLADE

Now given that the backwards SDE is indeed a diffusion, the data processing inequality uses
the Markov property and states that the divergence after diffusion is less than the divergence before
diffusion (Liese and Vajda, 2006). This is summarized in Pidstrigach (2022, Thm. 1).

Theorem 9 Denote the initial data distribution by µ0 = µ, and let µT be the distribution of a
random variable Xt satisfing the forward SDE (16) on [0, T ]. Assume the above assumptions, and
let Yt satisfy the backwards SDE (17) on [0, T ] with terminal condition YT ∼ νT . Denote by µt and
νt the marginal distributions at time t ∈ [0, T ] of Xt and Yt, and assume that νT ≪ µT . Then:

1. The limit Y0 := limt→0+ Yt exists a.s., with distribution ν0 ≪ µ0.

2. For any f -divergence Df ,

Df (µ0, ν0) ≤ Df (µT , νT ) and Df (ν0, µ0) ≤ Df (νT , µT ). (20)

This theorem shows that for an f -divergence, such as total variation distance or Kullback–Leibler
divergence, convergence of the marginals at time T implies convergence of the backwards-diffused
marginals at time 0 (also at any t < T ). However, this requires absolute continuity of the initial
marginal distribution νT with respect to µT , equivalently, w.r.t. Lebesgue measure. This rules out
singular initializations of νT , such as empirical measures.

To combat this, we need to work with appropriately chosen test functions. The goal in question:
given Wasserstein-2 convergence of the marginals ν(k)T → µT , to derive a bound on evaluations of

the form E
ν
(k)
δ

[f ]
?−→ Eµδ

[f ] for some fixed δ ∈ (0, T ) and f : Rd → R satisfying some regularity
conditions. We note that having δ = 0 may not be well defined because of non-smoothness of the
score at time 0, and thus we restrict to δ > 0 as in Zhang et al. (2024). Such a bound directly links to
training neural networks with surrogate data, by taking f to be the gradient of a loss function.

2.3.1. STRONG LOCAL LIPSCHITZ CONTINUITY.

Strong local Lipschitz continuity refers to finding sufficient conditions on the drift and diffusion
terms such that the following holds. Given a diffusion of the form (16), define Xx

t to be the diffusion
of a particle at initial point Xx

0 = x ∈ Rd, and let Ω be the underlying filtered probability space of
the Wiener processes. The desired property is that for any t, p > 0, to have a continuous function
φt,p : Rd × Rd → [0,+∞) such that for every x, y ∈ Rd,

∥Xx
t −X

y
t ∥Lp(Ω;Rd) ≤ φt,p(x, y)∥x− y∥. (21)

This can be interpreted as Lipschitz continuity of sample paths with respect to the initial condition of
the diffusion. Our goal is to “pushforward” the convergence of the Wasserstein distance from the
latent space (of optimal quantizations) through the diffusion model (backwards SDE (17)) into the
image space/manifold: if φt,p is constant in x, y, then we can derive a uniform bound on expectations
of regular test functions.

In the particular case of p = 2, (weak) monotonicity of the drift and diffusion terms gives a
sufficient condition for local Lipschitz continuity (Cox et al., 2024).

Proposition 10 (Prévôt and Röckner 2007, Prop. 4.2.10) Suppose we have a diffusion

dx = f(x, t) dt+ g(x, t)dW. (22)

12
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Under some integrability conditions similar to Theorem 8, further assume that there exists c ∈ R
such that for every t ∈ [0, T ],

⟨x− y, f(x, t)− f(x, t)⟩+ 1

2
∥g(x, t)− g(y, t)∥2HS ≤ c∥x− y∥2,

where ∥ · ∥HS is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm1. Then the diffusion satisfies (21) with φt,2 = ect.

A crucial part of this proof uses Gronwall’s inequality when integrating the deviation between paths.
For a slightly stronger bound, Hudde et al. (2021) uses the stochastic Gronwall’s inequality. We
present a simple version of the stronger result available in Hudde et al. (2021), extending the previous
result to the case where the monotonicity constant can be controlled.

Proposition 11 (Hudde et al. 2021, Lem. 3.6) Consider the diffusion

dx = f(x, t) dt+ g(x, t)dW. (23)

Suppose that there exists a measurable ϕ : [0, T ]→ [0,∞] satsfying
∫ T
0 ϕ(t) dt < +∞, and that for

all t ∈ [0, T ] and x, y ∈ Rd,

⟨x− y, f(x, t)− f(y, t)⟩+ 1

2
∥g(x, t)− g(y, t)∥2HS ≤ ϕ(t)∥x− y∥2. (24)

Then for processes Xx
t , X

y
t starting at x, y respectively under (23), it holds for all t ∈ (0, T ] that

∥Xx
t −X

y
t ∥L1(Ω;Rd) ≤ ∥x− y∥ exp

(∫ t

0
ϕ(s) ds

)
. (25)

3. Dataset Distillation as Optimal Quantization

Now equipped with the machinery of the previous section, we now present our main result Theo-
rem 13, which is consistency of dataset distillation for a score-based diffusion prior in the image
space. Later, we use this in Section 3.2 to present a modification of the D4M method, based on
changing the clustering from a Wasserstein barycenter objective to an optimal quantization objective.

From a connection with the mini-batch k-means algorithm and CLVQ, we then derive a simple
weighting to the distilled latent points that is asymptotically consistent, i.e. converges to the target
distribution as the number of points increases. We conclude this section with a full explanation of the
3-step distillation method to produce distilled data plus soft labels, plus modified training setting for
training new neural networks on the distilled data.

We first require a lemma that controls diffusions for compact measures. In particular, the score is
(weakly) monotonic.

Lemma 12 Let µ ∈ P(Rd) be a probability measure with compact support, say bounded by R. Let
gt(x) =

1
(2πt)−d/2 exp

(
−∥x∥2/2t

)
be the density of the standard normal distribution in Rd. Then if

pt is the density of µ ∗ gt, it satisfies

⟨x− y,∇ log pt(x)−∇ log pt(y)⟩ ≤
(
R2

t2
− 1

t

)
∥x− y∥2.

1. For a linear operator A : U → H between real separable Hilbert spaces, the HS norm is ∥A∥2HS =
∑

u∈U ∥Au∥2H ,
where U is an orthonormal basis of U .

13



TAN SLADE

Proof [Sketch.] From Bardet et al. (2018), pt can be shown to be a perturbation of a Gaussian
measure. Taking the Hessian of log pt gives the result, see Appendix A for more details. Note that R
can be strengthened to the radius of the smallest ball containing suppµ (not necessarily centered at
0).

We now state our main result, which transforms convergence of the terminal distribution into
convergence of the backwards-diffused distributions at small time. The result is presented for
two common SDEs for diffusion models, namely VESDE/Brownian motion and VPSDE/Ornstein–
Uhlenbeck process. As an application, taking the terminal approximations to be optimal quantizers of
increasing level, we get consistency of dataset distillation methods for gradient-based optimization.

Theorem 13 Consider the VESDE/Brownian motion

dx = dW (26)

or the VPSDE/Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process

dx = −1

2
x dt+ dW . (27)

Then, for any initial data distribution µ ∈ P2(Rd) with compact support bounded by R > 0, the
assumptions for Theorem 8 hold and the backwards diffusion process is well posed.

Suppose further that there are two distributions µT , νT at time T that undergo the reverse
diffusion process (with fixed initial reference measure µ) up to time t = δ ∈ (0, T ) to produce
distributions µδ, νδ. Then there exists a constantC = C(δ,R, d) ∈ (0,+∞) such that if f : Rd → R
is an L-Lipschitz function, then the difference in expectation satisfies

∥Eµδ
[f ]− Eνδ [f ]∥ ≤ CLW2(µT , νT ). (28)

Proof The main idea is to push a Wasserstein-optimal coupling through the backwards SDE, then
using Theorem 11 and Theorem 5. First fix a δ ∈ (0, T ], and let suppµ be bounded by R. Let
gt =

1
(2πt)−d/2 exp

(
−∥x∥2/2t

)
denote the distribution of the Gaussian N (0, tId) in d dimensions.

By the Hörmander condition, the densities of a random variable Xt with initial distribution X0 ∼ µ
undergoing the Brownian motion or Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process exist, and furthermore the forward
and backward SDE processes are diffusions (Malliavin, 1978; Hairer, 2011; Pidstrigach, 2022).

Step 1. (Monotonicity of the drifts.) For the Brownian motion,

pt(x) = (µ(z) ∗ gt)(x).

For the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, the solution from initial condition X0 = x0 is

xt = x0e
−t/2 +W1−e−t .

The law of Xt is thus µ(et/2x) ∗ g1−exp(−t), where µ(et/2x) has support bounded by Re−t/2.
Moreover, they are C∞, and thus uniformly Lipschitz. Alternative conditions under which this holds
are given in (Kusuoka, 2017).

14
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Apply Lemma 12 with µ for the Brownian motion, and µ(et/2x) for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process. The corresponding backward SDEs (in forward time) for the Brownian motion and Ornstein–
Uhlenbeck process as given by the forward time versions of (17) are

dx = ∇ log pT−t(x)dt+ dW for Brownian motion;

dx =
[x
2
+∇ log pT−t(x)

]
dt+ dW for the OU process,

where pT−t(x) is the law of XT−t for t ∈ [0, T ).
Step 2. (Lipschitz w.r.t. initial condition after diffusion.) For the backwards SDEs, since the

score is Lipschitz and the diffusion term is constant, the backwards SDEs satisfy the monotonicity
condition in Proposition 11. Hence, there exists a constant C such that for any Y x

t , Y
y
t evolving

according to the backwards SDE,

E∥Y x
T−δ − Y

y
T−δ∥ ≤ C∥x− y∥. (29)

From the monotonicity condition and Proposition 11, the constants can be chosen to be as follows,
noting the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of Id is

√
d:

logCBrownian =

∫ T

δ

[
R2

t2
− 1

t
+
d

2

]
dt , logCOU =

∫ T

δ

[
R2e−t

(1− e−t)2
− 1

1− e−t
+
d+ 1

2

]
dt .

(30)
Step 3. (Lift to function expectation.) Now let Yt, Ŷt be two diffusions, initialized with distributions
Y x
0 ∼ µT , Ŷ x

t ∼ νT . Let γ ∈ Γ(µT , νT ) be any coupling. Define the “lifted coupling” γ̂ on the
measurable space

(
(Rd × Rd)× Ω,B(Rd × Rd)⊗F

)
, where (Ω,F ,P) is the underlying (filtered)

probability space of the diffusion, as the pushforward of the diffusion:

γ̂ = (Y0 7→ YT−δ, Ŷ0 7→ ŶT−δ, ιΩ)♯(γ ⊗ P) (31)

Marginalizing over P, this is a (probability) measure on Rd × Rd since the backward SDE paths are
continuous: the backward SDEs admit the following integral formulation, where h(r, Yr) is the drift
term of the backward SDE:

Yt = Y0 +

∫ t

0
h(r, Yr) dr +Wt.

Moreover, γ̂ is a coupling between YT−δ ∼ µδ and ŶT−δ ∼ νδ. We compute:

∥Eµδ
[f ]− Eνδ [f ]∥ = ∥

∫∫
E[f(x)− f(y)] dγ̂(x, y) ∥

≤
∫∫

E[∥f(Y x
T−δ)− f(Ŷ

y
T−δ)∥] dγ(x, y)

≤ L
∫∫
∥Y x

T−δ − Ŷ
y
T−δ∥ dγ(x, y)

≤ CL
∫∫
∥Y x

0 − Ŷ
y
0 ∥dγ(x, y)

= CL

∫∫
∥x− y∥ dγ(x, y) ≤ CL

(∫∫
∥x− y∥2 dγ(x, y)

)1/2

.

The desired inequality follows by taking infimums over admissible couplings γ ∈ Γ(µT , νT ).

15



TAN SLADE

Remark 14 This theorem does not hold if δ = 0, theoretically or empirically. This is due to blowup
of ∇ log pt as t → 0 (Pidstrigach, 2022; Yang et al., 2023). Intuitively, if the data distribution is
concentrated on a smooth low-dimensional manifold, the score of a Gaussian mollification of the
density (as given by Brownian motion) will explode along the normal directions of the manifold.

In dataset distillation terms, f will typically be replaced by the gradient of a loss function. The
above result states that for a sequence of distributions that converge to the noisy distribution µT , the
gradients of a loss function evaluated at the reverse-diffused distributions will converge to something
that is close to the gradient of the population risk. In other words, dataset distillation from quantizing
the latent (noise) distribution produces consistent gradient estimates when training neural networks.
Theorem 13 combined with Theorem 4 gives convergence rates as the number of quantization points
increases.

Corollary 15 Suppose µ ∈ P(Rd) has compact support and is diffused through either the Brownian
motion or Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process up to time T to produce marginal µT . Let ν(K)

T be optimal
quantizers of µT at level K for K ∈ N. For fixed δ ∈ (0, T ), let ν(K)

δ denote the corresponding
backwards diffusion at time T − δ. Then, for any L-Lipschitz function f and as K →∞,

∥Eµδ
[f ]− E

ν
(K)
δ

[f ]∥ = LO(K−1/d). (32)

We note that this can be further be combined with the convergence of optimal quantization rates
of empirical measures Theorem 3, but leave the details to future work.

3.1. Preliminary: D4M method

Algorithm 3 details the latent-space prototyping and synthesis process of the D4M method. It is a
two-step process: using k-means on the latent encodings of the training data to produce some latent
code centroids, then using these centroids in a diffusion model to synthesize distilled images.

Main observation: Note that the k-means method does not take into account the companion
weights of the quantization. When these weights are chosen to be uniform, the corresponding
Wasserstein minimization problem is the Wasserstein barycenter problem (though the algorithm is
different). This has a higher Wasserstein distance compared to the optimal quantization for the same
number of points. Therefore, we propose to add the weights to the corresponding quantized points,
done using the CLVQ (or mini-batch k-means) algorithm.

3.2. Proposed method: Dataset Distillation by Optimal Quantization

In addition to the synthesis of the distilled dataset, Su et al. (2024) argue that it is also imperative
that the training regime on the distilled dataset also be modified. We now summarize all the steps
from distillation to training and give some informal insights into each step. The proposed algorithm,
dataset distillation by optimal quantization (DDOQ), is given in Algorithm 4.

Suppose we are given a (text-conditional) encoder-decoder and a diffusion-based model on the
latent space, as in the setting of a latent diffusion model (Rombach et al., 2022). Let K be the target
number of images per class.

1. Latent space clustering. We use the encoder of the LDM to map samples from the image
space to the latent space, giving empirical samples from the SDE marginal µT . We then use

16
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Algorithm 3: D4M (Su et al., 2024)
Data: Training data and labels (T ,L), pre-trained encoder-decoder pair (E ,D), text encoder τ ,

latent diffusion model Ut, target IPC count K
1 Initialize latent variables Z = E(T );
2 for label L ∈ L do
3 Initialize latent centroids zkL, k = 1, ...,K;
4 Initialize update counts vkL = 1, k = 1, ...,K;

/* Compute prototypes with k-means */
5 for minibatch z ∈ Z|L do
6 for z ∈ z do
7 k̂ ← argmink ∥zkL − z∥;

/* Update learning rate */

8 vk̂L ← vk̂L + 1;
/* Update centroid */

9 zk̂L ← (1− 1/vk̂L)z
k̂
L + (1/vk̂L)z;

10 end
11 end
12 Compute class embedding y = τ(L);
13 Compute class distilled images SL = {D ◦ Ut(zkL, y) | k = 1, ...,K};
14 end

Result: distilled images S =
⋃

L∈L SL

the CLVQ (mini-batch k-means) algorithm on these samples to compute the K centroids
and correpsonding weights, as in Theorem 7. This gives an empirical distribution ν(K)

T that
approximates µT , which is ideally an optimal quantization (of the training data in the latent
space). (New:) This moreover produces weights w for each distilled latent point, iteratively
updated during the k-means update step with minimal overhead.

2. Image synthesis. Given the centroids, which are points in the latent space, the generative
part of the LDM is employed to reconstruct images. This comprises the distilled dataset. The
weights of the latent points are assigned directly to the weights of the corresponding generated
image.

3. Soft label synthesis. Given the distilled images, soft labels are computed using a pre-trained
model, such as a ResNet. This is evaluated on seeded batches with possible image augmentation.
This is referred to as “training-time matching” by Su et al. (2024). They demonstrate better
performance when training using soft labels, rather than cross entropy on the corresponding
classes of the distilled images. The use of soft labels is now standard in the literature (Sun
et al., 2024; Yin et al., 2023).

4. Training. Training a network ϕθ from scratch requires: distilled images x, corresponding
soft labels Ψ(x), and the weights w to each image. The loss for a single image is given by
wDKL(ϕθ(x)∥Ψ(x)), averaged over the seeded batches used previously.
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Algorithm 4: Dataset Distillation by Optimal Quantization (DDOQ)
Data: Training data and labels (T ,L), pre-trained encoder-decoder pair (E ,D), text encoder τ ,

latent diffusion model Ut, target IPC count K, pre-trained classifier Ψ
/* Step 1: latent k-means */

1 Initialize latent variables Z = E(T );
2 Compute and save k-means cluster centers z(L)k and cluster counts v(L)k , k = 1, ...,K, L ∈ L;

3 Compute weights w(L)
k ← Kv

(L)
k /

∑
j v

(L)
j ;

/* Step 2: Synthesize images */
4 Compute class embeddings y = τ(L), L ∈ L;

5 Compute and save class distilled images SL = {x(L)k = D ◦ Ut(z(L)k , y) | k = 1, ...,K};
Result: Distilled images S =

⋃
L∈L SL

/* To train a new network ϕθ on the distilled data: */
/* Step 3: Pre-compute soft labels (FKD) */

6 Compute labels Ψ(xb) ⊂ R|L| for augmented image batches B = {(xb, vb)}b up to target
number of batches B;
/* Step 4: Train new model (Validation) */

7 Train network ϕθ on batch B by minimizing
∑

(x,w)∈B wDKL(ϕθ(x)∥Ψ(x)) for B batches

Variance reduction (heuristic). We note that the variance of the number of cluster assignments
can vary significantly, sometimes up to two orders of magnitude, such as in Figure 1. After
normalizing the cluster counts in Step 3 of Algorithm 4 to give weights w ∈ (0, 1), most weights are
very small, and do not contribute much to the neural network training. To reduce this effect, we use
the weights

w
(L)
k =

√
K

√√√√v
(L)
k

/ K∑
j=1

v
(L)
j . (33)

We note that other choices of variance reduction can also be used, and leave a more thorough search
to future work.

4. Experiments

To validate the proposed DDOQ algorithm, we directly compare with the previous state of the art
methods D4M (Su et al., 2024) and RDED (Sun et al., 2024) on the publically available ImageNet-1K2

dataset. The latent diffusion model chosen for latent generation and image synthesis is the publically
available pre-trained Stable Diffusion V1.5 model. We also compare with the SRe2L method (Yin
et al., 2023) as reported in Su et al. (2024), which uses internal network batch-normalization statistics
rather than encoded latent spaces. For low IPC, we also report the TESLA method, which is a SOTA
bi-level method based on MTT utilizing gradient checkpointing to reduce memory footprint (Cui
et al., 2023). We additionally report results for RDED (Sun et al., 2024) and CDA (Yin and Shen,
2024) as given. RDED achieves SOTA results for low IPC using its aggregated images and special
training schedule, while CDA improves upon SRe2L using time-varying augmentation.

2. Downloadable from https://www.image-net.org/
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10 2

10 1

Figure 1: Example distilled images of the “jeep” class in ImageNet-1K along with their k-means
weights. There is little to no features that can be used to differentiate the low and high weighted
images, mainly due to the high fidelity of the diffusion model. However, the weights are indicative of
the distribution of the training data in the latent space of the diffusion model.

For consistency and a more direct comparison with previous methods, we use the pre-trained
PyTorch ResNet-18 model3 to compute the soft labels, using the same protocol as Su et al. (2024).
After computing the soft labels using the pre-trained ResNet-18 model, we train new ResNet-18,
ResNet-50 and ResNet-101 models to match the soft labels. The data augmentation is also identical,
with the only difference being the addition of the weights to the training objective and minimal
optimizer hyperparameter tuning for the new objective.

We provide a direct comparison of the distilled data performance in Table 1 for the IPCs
K ∈ {10, 50, 100, 200}. Our figures are averaged over five models trained on the same distilled data.
We observe that our performance is uniformly better than D4M, with the most significant increase
in the low IPC setting. This is reasonable, as for a low number of quantization points, the gap in
Wasserstein distance of the Wasserstein barycenter and the optimal quantizer to the data distribution
may be large. As indicated in Theorem 13, a lower Wasserstein distance means more faithful gradient
computations on the synthetic data.

We observe that while RDED is very powerful in the low IPC setting due to the image aggregation
in the distilled images, which effectively gives the information of 4 (down-sampled) images in one
training sample. However, the gap quickly reduces for IPC 50, getting outperformed by the clustering-
based D4M and proposed DDOQ methods with more powerful models like ResNet-101. Results
for IPC 100 and 200 are not available online for RDED and we omit them due to computational
restriction.

To illustrate the weights, Figure 1 plots ten example images from the “jeep” class when distilled
using K = 10 IPC. We observe that there is a very large variance in the weights v(L)k

/∑K
j=1 v

(L)
j ,

indicating the presence of strong clustering in the latent space. Nonetheless, there is no qualitative
evidence that the weights indicate “better or worse” training examples. Indeed, among other classes,
there are synthetic images that do not lie in the appropriate class, but are still weighted highly.

5. Conclusion

This work proposes DDOQ, a dataset distillation method based on optimal quantization. Inspired
by optimal quantization and Wasserstein theory, we theoretically demonstrate consistency of the
distilled datasets in Theorem 13 when using standard diffusion-based generative models to generate

3. Publically available from https://pytorch.org/vision/main/models/resnet.html
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IPC Method ResNet-18 ResNet-50 ResNet-101

Full Dataset 69.8 80.9 81.9

10

TESLA 7.7 - -
SRe2L 21.3 28.4 30.9
RDED 42.0±0.1 - 48.3±1.0

D4M 27.9 33.5 34.2
DDOQ 33.1±0.60 34.4±0.99 36.7±0.80

50

SRe2L 46.8 55.6 60.8
CDA 53.5 61.3 61.6

RDED 56.5±0.1 - 61.2±0.4

D4M 55.2 62.4 63.4
DDOQ 56.2±0.07 62.5±0.24 63.6±0.13

100

SRe2L 52.8 61.0 65.8
CDA 58.0 65.1 65.9
D4M 59.3 65.4 66.5

DDOQ 60.1±0.15 65.9±0.15 66.7±0.06

200

SRe2L 57.0 64.6 65.9
CDA 63.3 67.6 68.4
D4M 62.6 67.8 68.1

DDOQ 63.4±0.08 68.0±0.05 68.6±0.08

Table 1: Comparison of top-1 classification performance on the ImageNet-1K dataset for baselines
versus our method (DDOQ) at various IPCs. We observe that DDOQ outperforms the previous SOTA
method D4M, due to the addition of weights to the synthetic data. Full dataset refers to performance
of the PyTorch pre-trained models. Note the maximum performance for all methods should be 69.8
as the soft labels are computed using a pre-trained ResNet-18 model. Figures for TESLA, SRe2L
and D4M are taken directly from Su et al. (2024), RDED from Sun et al. (2024), and CDA from Yin
and Shen (2024).

the synthetic data. We empirically demonstrate performance higher than previous state-of-the-art
methods on a large-scale ImageNet-1K dataset.

We have presented theoretical justification for one framework of dataset distillation. Future
work could include sharper bounds in Theorem 13 that exploit the sub-Gaussianity of the diffused
distributions, alternate diffusion processes that provide similar bounds such as in Kusuoka (2017), or
investingating alternative choices of weight variance reduction. Another interesting direction could
be relating the weightings of the synthetic data to the hardness of learning the data, such as in (Joshi
and Mirzasoleiman, 2023).
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Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 12

Lemma Let µ ∈ P(Rd) be a probability measure with compact support, say bounded by R. Let
gt(x) =

1
(2πt)−d/2 exp

(
−∥x∥2/2t

)
be the density of the standard normal distribution in Rd. Then if

pt is the density of µ ∗ gt, it satisfies

⟨x− y,∇ log pt(x)−∇ log pt(y)⟩ ≤
(
R2

t2
− 1

t

)
∥x− y∥2.

Proof From (Bardet et al., 2018, Sec. 2.1), the density pt can be written as

pt(x) =
1

(2πt)d/2
exp

(
−
(
∥x∥2

2t
+Wt(x)

))
,

where

Wt(x) = − log

∫
Rd

exp

(
⟨x, z⟩
t

)
ν(dz)− logCν ,

with Cν(x) =
∫
Rd exp

(
−∥x∥2/2t

)
µ(dx) and ν(dx) = C−1

ν exp
(
−∥x∥2/2t

)
µ(dx). Moreover,

0 ≤ −∇2Wt ≤
R2

t2
Id. (34)

Therefore,

log pt(x) = −
d

2
log(2πt)− ∥x∥

2

2t
−Wt(x)

has Hessian satisfying

∇2 log pt(x) ≤
(
R2

t2
− 1

t

)
Id.

Therefore,∇ log pt satisfies the desired monotonicity condition.
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Appendix B. Approximate Timings

All times are done on Nvidia A6000 GPUs with 48GB of VRAM. We note that synthesis time as
reported in Su et al. (2024); Sun et al. (2024) do not include the time required to generate the latent
variables, and thus are not sufficiently representative of the end-to-end time required to distill the
dataset.

Table 2: Time required for each step of dataset distillation on ImageNet-1K. Synthesis requires
application of the Stable Diffusion V1.5 model to each distilled latent variable, and soft label requires
application of the pre-trained ResNet-18 model to each distilled image. Memory usage is constant
between IPCs due to equal batch size.

Step Time (IPC 10) Time (IPC 100)

1 (Latent clustering) 8 hours 8 hours
2 (Synthesis) 2 hours 1 day
3 (Soft label) 1 hour 16 hours

4 (Training ResNet18) 2.5 hours 9 hours

Appendix C. Experiment Hyperparameters

We detail the parameters when training the student networks from the distilled data. They are mostly
similar to Su et al. (2024).

Table 3: Hyperparameter setting for ImageNet-1K experiments.

Setting Value

Network ResNet
Input size 224
Batch size 1024

Training epochs 300
Augmentation RandomResizedCrop

Min scale 0.08
Max scale 1

Temperature 20
Optimizer AdamW

Learning rate 2e-3 for Resnet18, 1e-3 otherwise
Weight decay 0.01

Learning rate schedule ηk+1 = ηk/4 at epoch 250
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