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Abstract

Dataset distillation and dataset pruning are two
prominent techniques for compressing datasets
to improve computational and storage efficiency.
Despite their overlapping objectives, these ap-
proaches are rarely compared directly. Even
within each field, the evaluation protocols are in-
consistent across various methods, which compli-
cates fair comparisons and hinders reproducibil-
ity. Considering these limitations, we introduce
in this paper a benchmark that equitably evalu-
ates methodologies across both distillation and
pruning literatures. Notably, our benchmark re-
veals that in the mainstream dataset distillation
setting for large-scale datasets, which heavily rely
on soft labels from pre-trained models, even ran-
domly selected subsets can achieve surprisingly
competitive performance. This finding suggests
that an overemphasis on soft labels may be di-
verting attention from the intrinsic value of the
image data, while also imposing additional bur-
dens in terms of generation, storage, and applica-
tion. To address these issues, we propose a new
framework for dataset compression, termed Prune,
Combine, and Augment (PCA), which focuses on
leveraging image data exclusively, relies solely
on hard labels for evaluation, and achieves state-
of-the-art performance in this setup. By shift-
ing the emphasis back to the images, our bench-
mark and PCA framework pave the way for more
balanced and accessible techniques in dataset
compression research. Our code is available
at: https://github.com/ArmandXiao/Rethinking-
Dataset-Compression.

1. Introduction
Modern deep learning often relies on extensive datasets,
posing challenges in computational cost and storage. Two
widely adopted strategies to address these challenges are
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Figure 1: Benchmarking SOTA methods using hard labels.
“DD (Noise)” and “DD (Real)” denote dataset distillation
with noise and real images, respectively. Many methods
struggle to outperform the random baseline, and methods
utilizing more original images generally achieve better per-
formance. Evaluation uses ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K.
Detailed data is provided in Table 5.

dataset distillation and dataset pruning. Dataset distilla-
tion (Yu et al., 2023) involves generating a compact set of
synthetic images that encapsulate the essential attributes
of the original dataset, while dataset pruning focuses on
selecting the most critical subset of real images for training.

Despite sharing the same goal, these approaches are suited to
different scenarios. Dataset distillation aims for significant
compression ratios, often condensing down to 10 images
per class (IPC), which is equivalent to ∼99% pruning rate.
In contrast, dataset pruning typically reduces dataset size by
20%-40% without significantly affecting performance. The-
oretically, pruning could remove a large portion of images,
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Table 1: Inconsistent evaluation settings of Dataset Distil-
lation on ImageNet-1K. Values marked in red are settings
different from SRe2L. † represents the IPC-dependent.

Configuration Value SRe2L CDA RDED G-VBSM EDC

Epochs 300 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Optimizer AdamW ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Model LR 0.001 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
LR Smooth LR ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓
LR Scheduler CosineAnnealing ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Batch Size 1024 1024 128 100† 1024 100
Soft Label Single / Ensenmble Single Single Single Ensemble Ensemble
Loss Type KL / MSE+0.1xGT KL KL KL MSE MSE
EMA-based ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Augmentation

PatchShuffle ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓
ResizedCrop ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
CropRange (0.08, 1) (0.08, 1) (0.5, 1) (0.08, 1) (0.5, 1)

Flip ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Cut-Mix ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

matching the extreme compression levels of distillation.
However, in such cases, the comparative effectiveness of
pruning versus distillation remains uncertain. Additionally,
the frameworks for evaluating pruning and distillation on
large-scale datasets vary significantly.

Inconsistencies also exist within large-scale dataset distil-
lation literature (see Table 1). Initially, SRe2L (Yin et al.,
2023) employed a large batch size of 1024 for evaluation.
Subsequent studies (Yin & Shen, 2024; Du et al., 2024; Sun
et al., 2024) adopted much smaller batch sizes, leading to
more training updates. The absence of standardized evalua-
tion protocols regarding batch sizes and data augmentation
has hampered reproducibility and made it challenging to
assess new research developments.

To address these issues, we introduce a benchmark for equi-
table evaluation of methodologies in both dataset distillation
and pruning. Our benchmark highlights a performance en-
hancement when using soft labels for evaluation. Randomly
selected subsets equipped with soft labels show strong per-
formance compared to SOTA methods, particularly at large
IPCs (see Figure 2). Even purely random noise achieves
learnable results from a pretrained teacher network using
soft labels. This advantage of soft labels has shifted focus
away from images to the exploitation of soft labels.

However, utilizing soft labels incurs several costs and unfair-
ness. Firstly, soft labels are storage-intensive, often largely
exceeding the storage requirements of images (Xiao & He,
2024). Secondly, the diverse storage formats of soft labels
necessitate changes in dataloaders, complicating implemen-
tation as more augmentation strategies, like RandAugment
in DELT (Shen et al., 2024), emerge. Lastly, soft labels
introduce information beyond what is present in the com-
pressed dataset, potentially biasing evaluations. Therefore,
we further evaluate the SOTA methods without soft labels;
unsurprisingly, the performance drops drastically as shown
in Figure 1. For example, the performance of SRe2L drops
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Figure 2: Benchmarking SOTA methods using soft labels.
Many methods struggle to outperform the random baseline,
particularly at large IPCs. Evaluation uses ResNet-18 on
ImageNet-1K. Detailed data is provided in Table 4.

from 33.5% (with soft labels) to 1.5% (with hard labels).

To counter these challenges, we propose a hard-label-only
framework, Prune, Combine, and Augment (PCA), to priori-
tize image contributions while surpassing random baseline
performance. The PCA framework builds on pruning in-
sights by selecting straightforward, representative images
adhering to established pruning principles, such as balanced
classes and a focus on “easier” samples. These images are
then compressed further and enhanced through specialized
data-augmentation methods, particularly advantageous for
the final small-scale datasets. Unlike conventional distilla-
tion, PCA does not store soft labels from pretrained models,
making it viable for scenarios with constrained memory or
limited access to large teacher models.

In summary, our primary contributions include:

1. A unified evaluation setting that resolves inconsisten-
cies in previous comparisons of dataset distillation and
pruning.

2. Demonstration of the importance of random baselines,
revealing that many existing methods do not surpass
straightforward baselines under soft-label conditions.

3. The introduction of PCA framework that aims to shift
the focus from utilizing powerful soft labels to images
themselves.

4. Extensive experiments on large-scale benchmarks,
showcasing PCA’s consistent performance surpassing
both random baselines and leading approaches across
various model architectures.
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2. Related Works
Dataset Distillation. Dataset distillation aims to learn com-
pact and synthetic datasets that achieve a similar perfor-
mance as the full dataset. Researchers have developed many
frameworks (Wang et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2021; Kim et al.,
2022; Zhao & Bilen, 2021; Cazenavette et al., 2022; Liu
et al., 2023; Lee et al., 2022; Zhao & Bilen, 2023; Wang
et al., 2022; Jiang et al., 2022; Du et al., 2023; Shin et al.,
2023; Deng & Russakovsky, 2022; Liu et al., 2022a; Zhao
& Bilen, 2022; Wang et al., 2023; Lorraine et al., 2020;
Nguyen et al., 2021a;b; Vicol et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2022;
Loo et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023; Cui et al., 2023; Loo
et al., 2023) to effectively learn the synthetic dataset on
small scale dataset like MNIST and CIFAR dataset.

However, scaling the existing framework to a large dataset
suffers from unaffordable consumption in both memory and
time. SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023) on the first time achieves
noticeable performance by decoupling the optimization pro-
cess into three phases of squeezing, recovering, and rela-
beling. Follow-up works (Yin & Shen, 2024; Sun et al.,
2024; Du et al., 2024; Shao et al., 2024a; Loo et al., 2024)
mostly focus on addressing the diversity issue of the re-
covery phase, with more and more attention paid to the
relabeling process (Xiao & He, 2024; Zhang et al., 2024b;
Qin et al., 2024b; Kang et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2025). How-
ever, most methods use different evaluation settings and lack
direct comparison, and the performance of random baseline
under the relabeling process is overlooked1.

Dataset Pruning. Dataset pruning selects a representative
subset by ranking images with different metrics (Coleman
et al., 2020; Toneva et al., 2019; Pleiss et al., 2020; Feldman
& Zhang, 2020; Paul et al., 2021). Most of the reported
experiments are focused on small datasets like CIFAR or
ImageNet subsets. Methods that scale to large-scale datasets
focus on small or moderate pruning ratio to ensure minimum
performance drop (Xia et al., 2023; Sorscher et al., 2022;
Zheng et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2024a; Grosz et al., 2024;
Abbas et al., 2024). VID (Ben-Baruch et al., 2024) conducts
experiments on data pruning methods using knowledge dis-
tillation. However, these experiments did not explore ex-
treme pruning ratios, and the baselines were not compared
with dataset distillation methods.

Dataset Compression. Dataset compression intuitively
encompasses both dataset distillation and dataset pruning,
which can work independently. Existing studies incorporate
the pruning process, or coreset selection, before dataset
distillation (Liu et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2025; Moser et al.,
2024; Shen et al., 2024). Additionally, YOCO (He et al.,

1We notice a concurrent work that benchmarks existing dataset
distillation methods currently on small-scale datasets (i.e., CIFAR
and Tiny-ImageNet), and we encourage interested readers to visit
https://github.com/NUS-HPC-AI-Lab/DD-Ranking.

Table 2: Effect of batch size in evaluation. Results are re-
ported using randomly sampled data in IPC-10 with ResNet-
18. A× (B×) means A is theoretical increments and B is
the actual increments.

Batch Size ↑ Performance ↓ Memory Requirement ↑ Training Time ↓

32 37.7±0.4 % 1× 32× (26×)
128 35.8±0.1 % 4× (3×) 8× (7×)
1024 23.7±0.1 % 32× (17×) 1×

Table 3: Random Baseline with Soft Label Distillation.

ResNet-18 ResNet-50 ResNet-101
IPC/BS 32 128 1024 32 128 128

1 4.1±0.2 4.3±0.1 1.9±0.1 3.7±0.2 3.6±0.1 3.1±0.5

10 37.7±0.4 35.8±0.2 23.6±0.3 42.9±0.6 39.3±1.6 37.7±1.3

20 49.6±0.7 48.5±0.1 38.2±0.3 54.8±0.6 55.5±0.2 52.9±3.0

50 58.0±0.1 57.2±0.2 52.4±0.2 64.3±0.2 64.2±0.1 62.1±2.2

100 61.5±0.1 61.2±0.2 58.3±0.0 67.4±0.1 67.0±0.2 65.8±0.9

200 64.9±0.5 64.2±0.1 61.6±0.0 68.6±0.2 68.8±0.1 69.1±0.1

2024) examines the pruning rules specifically for distilled
datasets. However, given the distinctly different nature and
settings of these two tasks, it remains unclear which method
represents the state-of-the-art (SOTA) in the field of data
compression today. This lack of direct comparison may lead
to misunderstandings about the data compression task and
result in ineffective combinations of methods.

3. Benchmarking Data Compression
Inconsistent Evaluation Settings in Dataset Distillation.
As illustrated in Table 1, the domain of large-scale dataset
distillation does not have a consistent evaluation setting. Us-
ing different settings does not mean wrong; however, it may
lead to unfair comparison and potentially hinder both read-
ers and researchers from understanding how important the
proposed method is and where the improvement comes from.
Among these configurations, the most important one is the
different batch sizes. Using a different batch size largely
affects performance, memory requirements, and training ef-
ficiency, as shown in Table 2. In the following paper, we use
CDA’s setting (Yin & Shen, 2024) as the standard evalua-
tion setting since they only change the batch size from the
initial implementation while providing a good performance
and efficiency trade-off.

Undervalued Random Baseline with Distillation Train-
ing. Many existing works (Yin et al., 2023; Yin & Shen,
2024; Sun et al., 2024; Xiao & He, 2024) fail to recognize
the value of random baselines. By evaluating the random
dataset under the standard evaluation setting, we notice that
most works fail to surpass the random baseline (see Fig. 2
and Table 3), creating a huge gap in understanding the task
of large-scale dataset distillation. Especially, the gap be-
comes more distinguished as IPC scales.
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Figure 3: Entropy analysis of different datasets with IPC=10. Images are randomly sampled from the corresponding dataset
for visualization. The classifier used for entropy analysis is the pretrained EfficientNet-B0 (Tan & Le, 2019).

Understanding Effect of Images and Soft Labels. To eval-
uate the effectiveness of images, Figure 2 offers valuable
insights into both the quantity and quality of original images
used, which may significantly affect performance. The sub-
par results of earlier dataset distillation methods compared
to random baselines suggest that image distortion, learned
during the dataset distillation process, adversely impacts
performance. Furthermore, when using purely noisy im-
ages, the student network can successfully learn to replicate
the outputs of a pretrained teacher model, as demonstrated
in Appendix D.1. This suggests that soft labels derived from
the teacher model provide sufficient information for the stu-
dent to learn even from random noise, thereby reducing the
distinctive impact of the images.

Reducing Size of Pre-Generated Soft Labels. By utilizing
distillation training, distilled datasets deliver an extraordi-
nary performance against early exploration on large-scale
dataset distillation (Cui et al., 2023). However, a critical
question arises: Does using distillation training for eval-
uation align with the motivation and practical needs of
dataset compression? Requiring a pretrained model to aid
the training with a compressed dataset essentially reduces
the practical value of the compressed dataset. One scenario
that makes the task valid is when the pretrained model is not
available during deployment but during development. One
workaround is to store all pre-generated soft labels locally.

Problems of Pre-Generated Soft Labels. However, as
mentioned by Xiao & He and Qin et al., the soft label storage
far exceeds the image storage. For example, the label storage
of ImageNet-21K-P IPC20 is over 1.2 TB, while the images
are merely 5 GB. Existing methods (Xiao & He, 2024;
Zhang et al., 2024b) have started to reduce soft label storage,
but pre-generated soft labels still face several disadvantages.
(1) Soft labels are stored in a very different format from
images, and special changes to the dataloader are required;

(2) using soft labels during training creates additional system
I/O costs besides soft label generation. Last but not least, as
more and more data augmentation is introduced; (3) the use
of soft labels becomes increasingly complicated as more
advanced augmentation (i.e., RandAugment; Shen et al.
2024) is introduced; (4) soft label introduces knowledge
beyond the compressed datasets, potentially biasing the
evaluation results.

We believe that, in the field of large-scale dataset distilla-
tion, efforts should be focused on enhancing the quality of
distilled images rather than prioritizing further exploitation
of soft labels. Consequently, the preferred approach should
be controlling the size of soft labels or even transitioning to
using only hard labels.

4. Framework: Prune, Combine, and Augment
We introduce a novel framework, termed Prune, Combine,
and Augment (PCA), which utilizes only hard labels dur-
ing deployment and evaluation. This framework aims to
enhance the understanding of dataset compression methods
by showcasing their true contributions.

4.1. Prune Dataset

Relying solely on hard labels for evaluation allows us to
leverage key insights from dataset pruning: (1) Class bal-
ance becomes increasingly important as the dataset size
diminishes (He et al., 2024), and (2) Simpler images are
preferred when the dataset size is small (Sorscher et al.,
2022; Zheng et al., 2023; He et al., 2024).

Common Images-per-class (IPC) in dataset distillation re-
flects high pruning ratios, necessitating methods to align
with pruning guidelines. We analyze the patterns generated
by dataset distillation images to verify if they meet these
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criteria. First, dataset distillation naturally achieves class
balance using IPC, ensuring perfect class balance. Second,
Figure 3 provides an intuitive entropy analysis, and we can
gauge the dataset’s complexity by extending the use of en-
tropy as a measure of uncertainty (Coleman et al., 2020;
Sun et al., 2024). A dataset with high average entropy is
deemed relatively challenging. In addition, we can visually
compare images compressed by different methodologies in
Figure 3.

Consequently, we propose to select images according to
pruning metrics while adhering to the pruning rules (He
et al., 2024). Specifically, we use the reverse metric of
EL2N (Paul et al., 2021), meanwhile forcing strict class
balance. This approach is optimization-free that requires no
pretrained model for evaluation.

4.2. Combine Images

RDED (Sun et al., 2024) combines image patches that are se-
lected from random crops. We contend that the selection of
these cropped patches may not always lead to performance
improvements. In Section 4.2.1, we provide a theoretical
examination of the cropping operation. Further elabora-
tion on our method of image combination is presented in
Section 4.2.2.

4.2.1. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS ON CROPPING

In Proposition 4.1, we explore in detail why the metric
employed by RDED (Sun et al., 2024) fails to be universally
applicable. We compare it with the metric utilized in the
pruning literature (Coleman et al., 2020) to highlight these
differences. Subsequently, in Theorem 4.2, we demonstrate
why utilizing a pretrained model to directly rank the cropped
image patches is inappropriate, and the cropped dataset may
not bring performance improvement as it does not consider
training time augmentation.
Proposition 4.1 (proof in Appendix A.2). Let D = {xi}Ni=1

be a dataset of images, and let Pθ be a probabilistic model
parameterized by θ. Lowering NLL(D; θ) through a selec-
tive cropping operation C (Sun et al., 2024), resulting in a
new dataset D′ = C(D), does not necessarily reduce the
entropy H(D′) of the dataset:

NLL(D′; θ) < NLL(D; θ) ⇏ H(D′) < H(D).

Theorem 4.2 (proof in Appendix A.3). Let D be a dataset
and let D′ = C(D) be a selectively cropped version such
that H(D′) < H(D). Let pθ be a model pretrained on D
using an augmentation strategy A that includes random
cropping operations. Then, the entropy evaluated by the
model on D′, denoted as Hpθ

(D′), does not directly reflect
the image quality of D′. Specifically, under certain condi-
tions, the following inequalities hold:

Hpθ
(A(D′)) ≥ Hpθ

(A(D)),

P(A(D′)) ≤ P(A(D)),

where P denotes the model performance metric.

4.2.2. COMBINING IMAGES WITHOUT CROPPING

To further condense the “essence”, using a composite pat-
tern of images (e.g., combining multiple images into one;
Kim et al. 2022; Sun et al. 2024) condenses information
of multiple images into a single one with no significant in-
formation loss on the diversity and richness of the dataset.
However, given that our images are carefully selected due
to pruning rules, the necessity of patch selection proposed
on randomly selected images (Sun et al., 2024) warrants
reevaluation. Instead of randomly cropping patches and
assessing each patch’s quality, retaining complete images,
which hold the majority of information, is preferable as each
selected image values. Since the cropping operation (i.e.,
patch selection) is irreversible, we only leverage cropping
during training to ensure information is recoverable.

A fundamental distinction between dataset pruning and dis-
tillation is the modification state of original images. Unlike
dataset distillation/condensation, where pixel modifications
occur, our approach creates a composite image by com-
bining entire images. This “combined” methodology is
an intermediary approach, utilizing unmodified imagery to
construct new samples.

4.3. Scaling-Law-Aware Augmentation

Scaling-law usually refers to scaling up the model (Kaplan
et al., 2020); however, we refer to the scaling-law of the
dataset (Sorscher et al., 2022), especially when scaling down.
After acquiring a small-scale dataset, it remains crucial to
unveil its potential and effectively harness the available
information. Augmentation typically serves as the tool to
achieve this, but it is imperative that these techniques are har-
moniously integrated with the dataset’s intrinsic properties,
ensuring alignment with pruning principles. For example,
RDED (Sun et al., 2024) introduces “patch shuffling” to
enhance the dataset’s diversity. However, during training,
the Random Resized Crop operation, when directly
applied to the combined image, can inadvertently transform
simpler images into more complex ones, thereby violating
the pruning rule.

To counteract this issue, we propose a patch extraction strat-
egy, which involves opting for random patch selection rather
than shuffling, as depicted in the lower branch of Figure 4.
This approach selects a single image patch for subsequent
augmentation, with the image resolution being interpolated
using the RandomResizedCrop technique. This differs from
IDC’s approach (Kim et al., 2022), which decodes a single
combined image into multiple images. In contrast, random
patch extraction confines the cropping scope to within a
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Table 4: Benchmarking SOTA methods against random baseline under evaluation with soft labels. † means optimization-free
distillation approaches. ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K. Table with standard deviation is provided in Appendix C.1.

DD with Noise Initialization DD with Real Initialization Pruning Method with Rules
IPC Random SRe2L CDA G-VBSM LPLD RDED† DWA Forgetting EL2N AUM CCS

10 35.8±0.2 33.5↓2.3 33.5↓2.3 35.8=0.0 34.6↓1.2 38.4↑2.6 37.9↑2.1 36.1↑0.3 40.8↑5.0 41.5↑5.7 37.4↑1.6
50 57.2±0.2 52.6↓4.6 53.5↓3.7 54.8↓2.4 55.4↓1.8 56.2↓1.0 55.2↓2.0 57.2=0.0 58.1↑0.9 58.5↑1.3 58.2↑1.0
100 61.2±0.2 57.4↓3.8 58.0↓3.2 59.2↓2.0 59.4↓1.8 60.2↓1.0 59.2↓2.0 61.0↓0.2 61.5↑0.3 61.5↑0.3 61.6↑0.4

Table 5: Benchmarking SOTA methods against random baseline under evaluation with hard labels. † means optimization-
free distillation approaches. ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K. Table with standard deviation is provided in Appendix C.2.

DD with Noise Intialization DD with Real Initialization Pruning Method with Rules PCA Framework
IPC Random SRe2L CDA G-VBSM LPLD RDED† DWA Forgetting EL2N AUM CCS Ours

10 4.6±0.1 1.5↓3.1 1.6↓3.0 1.6↓3.0 3.4↓1.2 11.5↑6.9 1.9↓2.7 3.4↓1.2 12.2↑7.6 11.4↑6.8 6.8↑2.2 22.8↑18.2
50 20.6±0.1 3.8↓16.8 5.8↓14.8 9.0↓11.6 5.1↓15.5 30.8↑10.2 5.3↓15.3 11.7↓8.9 31.1↑10.5 30.6↑10.0 29.3↑8.7 39.1↑18.5
100 31.7±0.6 4.9↓26.8 8.0↓23.7 16.6↓15.1 6.0↓25.7 39.2↑7.5 7.5↓24.2 18.3↓13.4 38.7↑7.0 38.8↑7.1 39.0↑7.3 45.5↑13.8

Random Resized CropRandom Shuffle

Ours

Random Extract Random Resized Crop

RDED

Figure 4: Patch Shuffling vs. Patch Extraction.

single patch, thereby effectively limiting the cropping area
without introducing significant training overhead.

We emphasize the importance of using an effective aug-
mentation strategy. When dealing with a small number of
images, achieving good performance can be challenging. A
well-crafted augmentation method can greatly enhance the
potential of the images. Furthermore, the augmentation pro-
cess should be aware of scaling laws, as most pruning scores
are derived from training that includes data augmentation.

5. Experiment
5.1. Experiment Settings

All experiments are conducted on ImageNet-1K using
CDA’s evaluation settings (see Table 1) unless otherwise
indicated. Additional settings, including dataset, networks,
and baseline specifications, can be found in Appendix B.

5.2. Primary Results

Benchmarking SOTA methods with Soft Labels. Before-
hand, it is very hard to directly compare the results and
effectiveness of dataset distillation methods and pruning
methods due to a (1) completely evaluation setting and (2)
large discrepancy in pruning ratios. Table 4 benchmarks

Table 6: Performance of pruning methods at extreme prun-
ing ratio. The best setting is marked in bold, and the best
method is marked in underline.

Setting Method IPC10 (99.22%) IPC50 (96.97%)
hard hardB easy easyB hard hardB easy easyB

Soft Label
Forgetting 25.9 32.9 6.1 36.1 53.0 56.7 52.3 57.2

AUM 27.1 37.4 12.2 41.5 53.7 56.8 45.3 58.5
EL2N 28.7 36.0 14.2 40.8 54.4 56.9 46.0 58.1

Hard Label
Forgetting 0.4 4.4 0.1 3.4 15.3 21.7 0.3 11.6

AUM 0.2 1.4 0.1 11.4 1.8 4.4 0.3 30.6
EL2N 0.2 1.4 0.2 12.2 3.2 4.2 0.3 31.1

existing dataset distillation methods and dataset pruning
methods under the same evaluation setting. We categorize
existing data compression methods into three main cate-
gories: (1) dataset distillation with random noise as ini-
tialization, (2) dataset distillation with randomly sampled
real images as image initialization, and (3) dataset pruning
adhering to the pruning rules or scaling laws. We notice
that by increasing the batch size in the evaluation setting,
the performance SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023) catches up with
other SOTA methods (Yin & Shen, 2024; Xiao & He, 2024).
However, with this being said, many SOTA methods can-
not beat the random baseline. In addition, by using real
images as initialization, the diversity problem that many
works (Shen et al., 2024; Yin & Shen, 2024; Xiao & He,
2024; Sun et al., 2024; Du et al., 2024) are targeting is ad-
dressed. Surprisingly, pruning methods that are published
3-5 years ago (Toneva et al., 2019; Pleiss et al., 2020; Paul
et al., 2021) unanimously outperform random baselines, and
it’s time to call attention to this under-explored topic. As
a result, an interesting observation is that the performance
improves as the images include more prior knowledge of
original datasets.

Benchmarking SOTA methods with Hard Labels. Table 5
evaluates the SOTA methods in a more recommendable ap-

6



Rethinking Large-scale Dataset Compression: Shifting Focus From Labels to Images

Table 7: Ablation study of the proposed PCA framework.
AdamW (0.01) means AdamW optimizer with an initial
learning rate of 0.01. + denotes add-on components, and
→ denotes a choice from A or B. Based results are in bold.
ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K.

Ablation Method 10 50 100

AdamW
(0.01)

Random 4.6 21.2 31.4
+ Pruning 12.2↑7.6 31.1↑10.5 38.8↑7.1
+ Combine 14.4↑9.8 32.4↑11.8 39.4↑7.7
+ Augment 22.8↑18.2 39.1↑17.9 45.5↑14.1

RDED 11.5↑6.9 30.8↑10.2 39.2↑7.5
→ Augment (Shuffle) 12.9↑8.3 32.8↑12.2 41.4↑9.7
→ Augment (Extract) 19.2↑14.6 37.7↑17.1 44.2↑12.5

SGD
(0.1)

Random 5.1 26.6 38.9
RDED (+ Extract) 22.2↑17.1 42.0↑15.4 47.6↑8.7

Ours 25.6↑20.5 42.1↑15.5 48.6↑9.7

proach that does not introduce any additional storage costs
besides the images or requires pretrained knowledge. By uti-
lizing only the hard labels, most of the results were based on
soft label benchmarks, besides forgetting metrics. In addi-
tion, the PCA (Prune, Combine, and Augment) framework
essentially exceeds the random baseline and other SOTA
methods at all tested IPCs.

Sanity Check on Pruning Rules and Scaling Laws. Previ-
ous pruning methods have made the conclusion that when
the dataset is small, (1) easy images are preferred, and (2)
class balance is important. However, the previous settings
do not entirely fit the current scenario. For example, pre-
vious dataset pruning works (Zheng et al., 2023) do not
go to extreme pruning ratios such as IPC10, equivalent to
1− (10 ∗ 1000/1, 281, 167) = 99.2% pruning rate, and He
et al. conducts pruning on distilled datasets. Therefore,
experiments are conducted to verify if the previous rules
still work in extreme cases with real images. Table 6 shows
that the two rules hold even if the pruning ratio is extremely
high on original datasets. For example, from evaluation
under both soft label settings and hard label settings, we can
conclude that selecting easy images with balanced classes
delivers the best results. Moreover, EL2N (Paul et al., 2021)
shows superior performance and requires less time for rank-
ing, so we use it as our pruning method. Analysis of reasons
why Forgetting (Toneva et al., 2019) performs worse is pro-
vided in Appendix D.4.

5.3. More Experiments

Ablation Study. Table 7 demonstrates the improvements
contributed by each component under hard-label-only set-
tings. Among the components – Pruning, Combine, and
Augment – augmentation (specifically, patch extraction)
proves to be the most impactful. It is important to note
that this augmentation is tailored specifically for combined
images and can be directly applied to RDED (Sun et al.,
2024). To provide further insight, we have included an ab-

Table 8: Cross-architecture performance of PCA framework
(hard-label) with IPC10, IPC50, and IPC100 on ImageNet-
1K. “→ SGD” denotes evaluation with SGD setting.

Model Params. Full Acc. 10 50 100

ResNet-18 (He et al., 2016) 11.7 M 69.76 22.8 39.1 45.5
→ SGD 25.6 42.1 48.6

ResNet-50 (He et al., 2016) 25.6 M 76.13 23.0 42.3 48.3
→ SGD 25.3 43.2 50.5

ResNet-101 (He et al., 2016) 44.5 M 77.37 25.8 42.7 49.6
→ SGD 25.9 46.3 53.6

MobileNet-V2 (Sandler et al., 2018) 3.5 M 71.88 21.9 39.1 45.3
EfficientNet-B0 (Tan & Le, 2019) 5.3 M 77.69 25.0 42.4 50.4
Swin-V2-Tiny (Liu et al., 2022b) 28.4 M 82.07 15.3 37.8 48.2

Table 9: Hard label performance against soft labels. ResNet-
18, ImageNet-1K. Baseline data taken from Xiao & He. *
denotes using SGD setting.

Label Compression Rate 30× 40× 100× > 300×
SRe2L CDA LPLD PCA*

IPC10 14.1 13.2 9.6 25.6
IPC50 37.2 38.0 33.7 42.4
IPC100 46.7 47.2 44.7 48.8

lation study that explicitly compares the previously used
augmentation method, Patch Shuffling, with our proposed
Patch Extraction. The results clearly indicate that patch
extraction offers significant advantages over patch shuffling.
Additionally, since the evaluation settings for pruning meth-
ods use SGD with an initial learning rate of 0.1, we have
also conducted evaluations under this configuration. Our
observations reveal that even random baselines benefit from
using SGD (0.1), showing a distinct advantage over AdamW
(0.01). Nevertheless, in all cases, the proposed PCA frame-
work yields significant improvements.

Cross Architecture Performance. Table 8 demonstrates
a good generalization ability of the proposed framework.
For all validation models, the performance scales well with
the dataset size. In addition, the framework scales well
with improved model capacity, with one exception on the
transformer-based Swin-V2-Tiny model (Liu et al., 2022b).
Since the transformer-based model is extremely data-hungry,
a trend is also observed in previous works (Xiao & He, 2024;
Sun et al., 2024).

Performance Against Soft Labels. Despite having in-
evitable drawbacks and unfairness as mentioned in Section 3,
the cumbersome storage of soft labels can be addressed in
some degree. Table 9 shows our hard-label-only framework
can perform on par or even surpass previous methods us-
ing part of soft labels. In theory, the maximum soft label
compression rate is limited to 300× in ImageNet-1K set-
ting, as each image requires a soft label per epoch for 300
epochs. Since we do not use soft labels at all, our soft label
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Table 10: Dataset cropping.

Observer Metric N = 5 N = 20

EfficientNet-B0 NLL 19.0 18.3
Entropy 17.2 18.1

ResNet NLL 18.7 17.1
Entropy 18.0 18.3

No Crop 22.8

Table 11: Crop ratio
(r) during training.

range:=(r, 1.0) IPC10 IPC50

r = 0.01 22.1 39.0
r = 0.08 22.8 39.1
r = 0.5 22.2 38.6
r = 0.8 21.0 35.5
r = 1.0 18.7 34.0

Table 12: Experiments with regularization-based data aug-
mentation of Ours PCA framework in the SGD setting.
“Crop” refers to RandomResizedCrop with cropping range in
(0.08, 1.00). The “Mix Probability” refers to the likelihood
of performing data mixing, where a value of 1.0 indicates
that data mixing is always conducted. Experiments are con-
ducted on ResNet-18, IPC10 of ImageNet-1K.

Crop Data Mixing Label Mixing Mix Probability

0.2 0.5 1.0

✓ ✗ - 25.6

✓ CutMix ✓ 23.8↓1.8 23.0↓2.6 17.4↓8.2
✗ 25.5↓0.1 24.7↓0.9 23.0↓2.6

✓ Mixup ✓ 25.7↑0.1 23.0↓2.6 7.7↓17.9
✗ 25.9↑0.3 25.1↓0.5 17.6↓8.0

✓ Cutout - 26.2↑0.6 25.7↑0.1 25.3↓0.3

compression rate is > 300×.

Effect of Cropping. In addition to the theoretical analysis
(Section 4.2.1) of the effects of cropping, we conducted
experiments to validate our findings. It is important to note
that cropping can be performed both before and during train-
ing. We refer to cropping the dataset before training a model
as dataset cropping, which is irreversible. Table 10 shows
that regardless of the metric and observer used to select
patches from a well-pruned dataset, dataset cropping nega-
tively impacts performance. This behavior can be explained
by Theorem 4.2. Another cropping operation occurs during
training augmentation (specifically, RandomResizedCrop),
which is “recoverable” because the original image remains
unchanged, and the cropping operation in each epoch is
independent. Table 11 presents performance under different
training crop ratios.

Regularization-based Data Augmentation. In addition
to common augmentation techniques such as random re-
sized crop and horizontal flips, data mixing augmentation
(i.e., Mixup, Cutout, and CutMix) is regularization-based
data augmentation that reduces overfitting by providing di-
verse and challenging examples during training. Among
regularization-based augmentation techniques, Table 12
shows Cutout demonstrates the best performance, achiev-
ing consistent accuracy levels of 26.2%, 25.7%, and 25.3%
with RandomResizedCrop. This performance is attributed to
being best aligned with scaling law: first, Cutout preserves
label integrity by avoiding label mixing, which is particu-

Figure 5: Randomly sampled PCA images.

larly advantageous in scenarios with limited data. Second,
the augmentations are applied to individual images without
cross-sample interactions, thereby maintaining sample sim-
plicity. In contrast, techniques such as CutMix and Mixup
exhibit notable performance degradation with increasing
mixing probabilities, especially in the presence of label
mixing. More analysis is provided in Appendix D.3.

Additional Experiments. Additional experiments and anal-
ysis are provided in Appendix D, including SRe2L with real
images as initialization (Appendix D.2), the relationship
between data balance and data stratification (Appendix D.5),
PCA with different pruning methods (Appendix D.6), dis-
cussion of Mosaic Augmentation (Appendix D.7), and com-
putation cost analysis (Appendix D.8).

Visualization. Figure 5 presents our compressed datasets,
more visualization including baseline methods are provided
in Appendix E.

6. Conclusion, Limitation, and Future Work
In this paper, we demonstrated that dataset compression can
significantly reduce computational and storage overhead in
large-scale machine learning tasks without severely com-
promising performance. By unifying evaluation settings
for both dataset distillation and pruning, we established a
fair ground for comparing these two lines of research. Our
proposed Prune, Combine, and Augment (PCA) framework
capitalizes on pruning-based metrics to select representative
images, merges them in a way that preserves core data char-
acteristics, and applies carefully designed augmentation to
counteract overfitting issues. Unlike soft-label distillation
approaches that often rely on extensive pretrained resources,
PCA employs purely hard-label supervision, thereby lower-
ing both memory and complexity requirements. Extensive
experimental results illustrated the capacity of PCA to out-
perform conventional baselines and existing SOTA methods,
especially at extreme compression ratios.

Limitations and future works are discussed in Appendix F
and Appendix G, respectively.
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Impact Statement
This paper addresses pressing challenges in dataset com-
pression by establishing a benchmark for fair comparison
across dataset distillation and pruning techniques. By high-
lighting inconsistencies in previous evaluations, we draw
attention to the need for standardized practices that enhance
reproducibility and fairness. Our proposed Prune, Com-
bine, and Augment (PCA) framework prioritizes image data
and utilizes only hard labels, thereby reducing storage and
computational demands traditionally associated with soft
labels. This approach not only makes dataset compression
more practical and accessible but also shifts the research
focus back to the images themselves, potentially leading to
more balanced and efficient methods. Through these efforts,
we aim to foster responsible advancements in large-scale
machine learning while ensuring the benefits are accessible
to a wider range of practitioners.
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Appendix
A. Proof
A.1. Definitions

Definition A.1 (Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL)). Consider a dataset D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 and a model pθ(y | x) parameter-
ized by θ. The Negative Log-Likelihood is defined as the average negative log-probability of the observed data:

NLL(D; θ) = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

log pθ
(
yi | xi

)
.

Remark A.2. The Negative Log-Likelihood can be interpreted as the empirical Cross-Entropy between the empirical
distribution p (from D) and the model distribution qθ (from pθ):

NLL(D; θ) ≈ CE
(
p, qθ

)
= H(p) +DKL(p∥qθ),

where CE(p, qθ) = −
∑

x p(x) log qθ(x) is the cross-entropy, H(p) is the entropy of p, and DKL is the Kullback–Leibler
divergence. Minimizing NLL pushes qθ closer to p.

Definition A.3 (Entropy (Shannon, 1948)). Entropy is an information-theoretic measure that quantifies the uncertainty or
impurity in a probability distribution. For a classification problem with C classes, the entropy of a predictive distribution
pθ(y | x) is defined as (Settles, 2009):

H(Y | x; θ) = −
C∑

y=1

pθ(y | x) log pθ(y | x),

where pθ(y | x) is the predicted probability of class y for input x, parameterized by θ. This measure captures the model’s
uncertainty over the predicted classes for x.

A.2. Proof of Proposition 4.1

Assumption A.4 (Existence of a NLL-Reducing Crop). Let C1, C2, . . . , CN be a set of N random crops for each sample
(xi, yi) in the dataset D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1. For each sample, there exists at least one index k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} such that
applying crop Ck(xi) reduces the Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL) of the model:

log pθ(yi | Ck(xi)) < log pθ(yi | xi).

Evidence. To validate the assumption, we calculate the Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL) for each random crop and compare
it to the original NLL of the image using a pretrained model θ. We find that if the average probability of an increase in NLL
is less than one, this indicates that at least once among the N random crops, the NLL decreases compared to the original
image. As shown in Table 13, we can clearly see that the probability is less than 1.0 across various types of datasets.

Table 13: Average probability of increase in NLL. Standard deviation is computed from 100 random crops per image
(N = 100) over the IPC10 dataset. The metric for determining the difficulty of the dataset is EL2N (Paul et al., 2021).

Crop Range = (r, 1.0) Random Hard + Balanced Easy + Balanced

r = 0.08 0.72 ± 0.24 0.65 ± 0.27 0.63 ± 0.27
r = 0.2 0.68 ± 0.27 0.62 ± 0.29 0.60 ± 0.29
r = 0.5 0.63 ± 0.30 0.57 ± 0.32 0.59 ± 0.31
r = 0.8 0.59 ± 0.29 0.54 ± 0.31 0.59 ± 0.30
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Lemma A.5 (Effect of Selective Cropping on NLL). Under Assumption A.4, a selective cropping approach that chooses,
for each sample, the crop minimizing its NLL can lower the average NLL of the dataset:

L(D′; θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

log pθ(yi | Ck(xi)) < L(D; θ),

where D′ is the selectively cropped dataset and L(D; θ) is the original dataset’s average NLL.

Proof. Let D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 be the original dataset, and for each xi, generate m crops Cj(xi). Define

Cmin(xi) = arg min
j∈{1,...,m}

[
− log pθ

(
yi | Cj(xi)

)]
.

Form the selective-crop dataset:

Dselect =
{(

Cmin(xi), yi
)
: i = 1, . . . , N

}
.

By construction,
− log pθ

(
yi | Cmin(xi)

)
≤ − log pθ

(
yi | xi

)
∀ i.

Hence, summing over i and dividing by N implies

L
(
D′; θ

)
≤ L

(
D; θ

)
,

showing the overall NLL of D′ is no greater than that of the original dataset.

Lemma A.6 (Correlation of NLL & Entropy). Under a random cropping transformation C : X → X , the correlation
between changes in average negative log-likelihood (NLL) L(D; θ) and changes in entropy H(D; θ) is given by:

ρ(∆L,∆H) =
E[(∆L − µ∆L)(∆H − µ∆H)]

σ∆Lσ∆H
,

where ∆L and ∆H represent changes in NLL and entropy, respectively. µ and σ are the corresponding means and standard
deviations. The behavior of ρ(∆L,∆H) depends on dataset difficulty:

ρ(∆L,∆H) =

{
< 0, if the dataset is easy or hard,
> 0, if the dataset is moderate.

For easy and hard datasets, cropping generally reduces NLL while increasing entropy. For moderate datasets, cropping
increases NLL and reduces entropy, leading to a positive correlation.

Proof. Let D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 be a dataset, and let C : X → X be a random cropping transformation. For each sample
(xi, yi), define the changes in NLL and entropy:

∆Li = L
(
C(xi), yi; θ

)
− L

(
xi, yi; θ

)
, ∆Hi = H

(
C(xi)

)
− H

(
xi

)
.

Here, L is the negative log-likelihood under parameters θ, and H(·) is the Shannon entropy of the input.

Easy Datasets. These have prominent, localized features and redundant backgrounds. Random cropping typically removes
non-informative regions, reducing L (model becomes more confident) while increasing H (cropping induces greater image
variability). Hence ∆Li < 0 and ∆Hi > 0. They move in opposite directions, so their covariance is negative, yielding
ρ(∆L,∆H) < 0.

Moderate Datasets. Contextual cues are crucial, so cropping removes essential information. This increases L (model is
less certain) and also increases H (more variability after losing context). Thus ∆Li > 0 and ∆Hi > 0. They move in the
same direction, giving a positive covariance and ρ(∆L,∆H) > 0.
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Hard Datasets. Key features are subtle; cropping may sometimes remove distractors, slightly decreasing L, while still
increasing H . Thus ∆Li ≲ 0 and ∆Hi > 0. Again, they vary inversely, so the covariance (and hence correlation) is
negative.

Empirical Confirmation. Table 14 shows numerical evidence consistent with these three scenarios. Easy and hard
datasets exhibit negative correlation between ∆L and ∆H , while moderate datasets yield positive correlation.

Therefore, for random cropping in easy and hard datasets, ∆L and ∆H typically move in opposite directions (ρ < 0),
whereas in moderate datasets, they move in the same direction (ρ > 0), confirming the stated lemma.

Table 14: Correlation between Changes in NLL and Shannon Entropy under Various Dataset Conditions

Metric: EL2N (Paul et al., 2021) Easy Only Easy + Balanced Random Hard + Balanced Hard Only

Correlation ρ(∆L,∆H) -0.70 0.66 0.46 0.03 -0.60
Concordant Direction Changes 0.25 0.87 0.85 0.56 0.29
∆L (mean ± std) -0.05 ± 0.48 0.21 ± 0.24 0.76 ± 0.74 0.66 ± 0.89 -0.10 ± 0.70
∆H (mean ± std) 0.21 ± 0.39 0.30 ± 0.48 0.62 ± 0.72 0.26 ± 0.69 0.23 ± 0.62

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Let D′ = C(D) denote the dataset transformed by selective cropping operation C. We demonstrate
the non-implication through three connected arguments: guaranteed NLL reduction, entropy behavior analysis, and explicit
counterconstruction.

First, Lemma A.5 establishes that for any D satisfying Assumption A.4, the selective cropping operation C necessarily
reduces the average negative log-likelihood:

L(D′; θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

− log pθ(yi|C(xi)) <
1

N

N∑
i=1

− log pθ(yi|xi) = L(D; θ).

This follows directly from the selection mechanism Cmin(xi) = argminj [− log pθ(yi|Cj(xi))], which ensures component-
wise improvement.

Next consider the Shannon entropy H(D) = −Ex∼D[log p(x)]. Lemma A.6 reveals the conditional relationship between
NLL reduction and entropy changes:

ρ(∆L,∆H) =

{
< 0, easy/hard datasets
> 0, moderate datasets

where ∆L = L(D′; θ)− L(D; θ) and ∆H = H(D′)−H(D). For hard-only datasets (Table 14, last column), we observe:

E[∆L] = −0.10± 0.70

E[∆H] = 0.23± 0.62,

demonstrating that NLL reduction (∆L < 0) can coexist with entropy increase (∆H > 0).

This leads to our crucial counterexample: let Dhard be a dataset with ρ(∆L,∆H) = −0.60. For this dataset:

NLL(D′; θ) < NLL(D; θ) (by Lemma A.5)

H(D′) = H(D) + ∆H > H(D) (from E[∆H] > 0).

The simultaneous NLL reduction and entropy increase in Dhard provides an explicit counterexample to the universal claim
that NLL(D′) < NLL(D) implies H(D′) < H(D).

The existence of such counterexamples stems from the fundamental difference between NLL and entropy: while NLL
measures model confidence through pθ(y|x), entropy quantifies input diversity via p(x). Selective cropping optimizes for the
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former while potentially increasing the latter, particularly in datasets where discriminative features are locally concentrated
but globally varied across samples.

Thus, the proposition holds because we have identified concrete conditions (easy/hard datasets with EL2N extremes) where
NLL reduction through cropping demonstrably fails to produce entropy reduction.

A.3. Proof for Theorem 4.2

Assumption A.7 (Entropy Increment of Cropping). Let X be an input space and Cr : X → X be a random cropping
operation with crop ratio r ∈ (0, 1]. For any dataset D ⊂ X ×Y , the following cases describe the expected entropy behavior:

Case 1. For a single cropping operation, the expected entropy of the cropped dataset exceeds the entropy of the original
dataset:

E[H(Cr(D))] > H(D).

Case 2. When comparing two crop ratios r1, r2 ∈ (0, 1] such that r1 < r2, the smaller ratio produces a larger expected
entropy increment relative to the original dataset:

E[H(Cr1(D))]−H(D) > E[H(Cr2(D))]−H(D).

Case 3. For two consecutive cropping operations with ratios r1, r2 ∈ (0, 1] such that r1 · r2 = r, the expected entropy
increment of the repeated cropping operation exceeds that of a single cropping operation with ratio r:

E[H(Cr2(Cr1(D)))]−H(D) > E[H(Cr(D))]−H(D).

Empirical Confirmation for Case 1. From Table 15, we can observe that regardless of different dataset difficulty, the expected
entropy increases (p > 0.5).

Table 15: Average probability (p) of increase in entropy. Standard deviation is computed from 100 random crops per image
(N = 100). The metric for determining the difficulty of the dataset is EL2N (Paul et al., 2021).

Crop Range Easy Only Easy + Balanced Random Hard + Balanced Hard Only

r = 0.08 0.59 ± 0.28 0.60 ± 0.28 0.67 ± 0.26 0.58 ± 0.28 0.57 ± 0.28
r = 0.2 0.59 ± 0.29 0.58 ± 0.29 0.64 ± 0.28 0.56 ± 0.29 0.55 ± 0.29
r = 0.5 0.60 ± 0.31 0.57 ± 0.31 0.60 ± 0.30 0.55 ± 0.31 0.55 ± 0.31
r = 0.8 0.61 ± 0.30 0.58 ± 0.30 0.58 ± 0.29 0.55 ± 0.30 0.56 ± 0.30

Reasoning for Case 2. Smaller crop ratios (r1) retain less of the original image, leading to a greater reduction in structural
information and a more pronounced increase in randomness. For instance, a smaller crop of an image is less likely to
preserve identifiable or contextually meaningful features. This introduces higher variability across the cropped dataset,
leading to a larger entropy increment. In contrast, larger crop ratios (r2) retain more of the original structure, limiting the
entropy gain. Table 16 clearly indicates that entropy increases regardless of dataset difficulty as r decreases.

Reasoning for Case 3. Repeated cropping applies a second layer of randomness to the already cropped dataset. The first crop,
Cr1(D), introduces variability by sampling a subset of the original image. The second crop, Cr2 , conditions its randomness
on the already reduced structure of Cr1(D), amplifying the total variability. This compounding randomness makes the
expected entropy increment greater than that of a single crop Cr(D) with the same total ratio r. Evidence of the claim is
supported by Table 16, where the entropy increment of two repeated crops is consistently greater than a single crop despite
having the same final cropping ratio.
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Table 16: Average entropy change across different crop ranges. Values are computed from 100 random crops per image
(N = 100). Value 1 (Value 2) denotes the entropy increment from a single crop r or two repeated crops r

1
2 , where r < 0.

The metric for determining the difficulty of the dataset is EL2N (Paul et al., 2021).

Crop Range Easy Only Easy + Balanced Random Hard + Balanced Hard Only

r = 0.08 0.21 (0.22) 0.30 (0.35) 0.63 (0.84) 0.26 (0.32) 0.23 (0.27)
r = 0.2 0.12 (0.15) 0.15 (0.19) 0.44 (0.55) 0.16 (0.21) 0.13 (0.17)
r = 0.5 0.09 (0.13) 0.08 (0.12) 0.21 (0.28) 0.10 (0.15) 0.09 (0.12)
r = 0.8 0.07 (0.10) 0.06 (0.09) 0.10 (0.14) 0.07 (0.10) 0.06 (0.09)

Lemma A.8 (Uncertainty and Generalization). In small-data regimes, lower predictive uncertainty (i.e., smaller entropy
H(Y | x; θ)) correlates with better generalization performance.

Proof. Let D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 be drawn i.i.d. from a distribution µ on X × Y . Suppose a (possibly stochastic) learning
algorithm M, when given D, produces parameters θ = M(D) ∈ Θ. Denote by pθ(y | x) the model’s predictive distribution
and by the predictive entropy for an input x:

H
(
Y | x; θ

)
= −

C∑
c=1

pθ
(
c | x

)
log pθ

(
c | x

)
.

A lower value of this entropy indicates that the model is more confident in its prediction for x, and entropy is a general
measure of uncertainty (Settles, 2009; Coleman et al., 2020).

Information-theoretical analysis on generalization (Xu & Raginsky, 2017) shows that if θ depends on D, then

E
[
Lµ(θ)− LD(θ)

]
≤

√
2σ2 I(D; θ)

N
,

where Lµ(θ) is the population risk, LD(θ) is the empirical risk on D, σ2 is an upper bound on the loss variance, and I(D; θ)
is the mutual information between D and θ. A smaller I(D; θ) tightens this bound, leading to a smaller gap between training
and test performance. In small-data settings, σ2 can be comparatively large because each sample exerts a bigger influence
on the loss, so keeping I(D; θ) low is especially important for controlling the generalization error.

Thus, lower predictive entropy (i.e., lower uncertainty) typically corresponds to lower I(D; θ), yielding a tighter general-
ization bound. Because a small N often makes σ2 relatively more influential in the bound, this effect is pronounced in
small-data regimes, and models that maintain lower predictive uncertainty across D tend to achieve better generalization
performance. Similar findings that keep lower uncertainty data are also found in (Sorscher et al., 2022; He et al., 2024).

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let D be a dataset with entropy H(D), and let D′ = Cr1(D) be a selectively cropped version such
that H(D′) < H(D), where Cr1 represents a cropping operation with ratio r1 ∈ (0, 1). Consider an augmentation strategy
A that includes random cropping operations with ratio r2 ∈ (0, 1), and let pθ be a model pretrained on D using A.

When we apply the augmentation A to D and D′, the expected entropies of the augmented datasets are:

E [H (A(D))] = H(D) + ∆H,

E [H (A(D′))] = H(D′) + ∆H ′,

where ∆H and ∆H ′ denote the expected entropy increments due to the augmentation A applied to D and D′, respectively.

From Assumption A.7 (Case 3), applying a random crop to the already cropped dataset D′ is equivalent to applying two
consecutive cropping operations to D: first with ratio r1 (the selective crop) and then with ratio r2 (the random crop in A).
The combined effective crop ratio is r = r1 · r2.

According to Case 3, the expected entropy increment from two consecutive crops exceeds that of a single crop with the
same total crop ratio:

∆H ′ = E [H (Cr2 (Cr1(D)))]−H(D) > E [H (Cr(D))]−H(D) = ∆H.
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This implies that:
∆H ′ > ∆H.

Now, consider the difference in expected entropy after augmentation:

E [H (A(D′))]− E [H (A(D))] = (H(D′) + ∆H ′)− (H(D) + ∆H)

= (H(D′)−H(D)) + (∆H ′ −∆H) .

Since H(D′) < H(D), let δH = H(D)−H(D′) > 0. Then:

E [H (A(D′))]− E [H (A(D))] = −δH + (∆H ′ −∆H) .

For the difference in entropy after augmentation to be positive, we require:

∆H ′ −∆H > δH.

This means that the increase in the entropy increment due to applying A to D′ must exceed the initial entropy reduction δH
caused by the selective cropping.

From the empirical observations in Table 16, we see that the entropy increment from two consecutive crops (shown as
Value 2) is consistently greater than that from a single crop (shown as Value 1), and the difference between ∆H ′ and ∆H
increases with smaller crop ratios. Specifically, the entropy increments satisfy:

∆H ′ ≈ ∆H + ϵ,

where ϵ > δH , based on the empirical data indicating that the compounded increase in entropy surpasses the initial
reduction.

Therefore, we have:
−δH + (∆H ′ −∆H) > 0 =⇒ E [H (A(D′))] > E [H (A(D))] .

This means that the expected entropy after augmentation is higher for D′:

Hpθ
(A(D′)) > Hpθ

(A(D)).

According to Lemma A.8, in small-data regimes, higher predictive uncertainty (i.e., higher entropy) correlates with worse
generalization performance. Therefore, the model’s performance metric satisfies:

P(A(D′)) < P(A(D)).

Thus, under the given conditions, the entropy evaluated by the model on A(D′) does not directly reflect the image quality of
D′, and the model’s performance on A(D′) is worse than on A(D).
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B. Experiment Settings
B.1. Dataset and Network

Dataset. The ImageNet-1K dataset (Deng et al., 2009), also known as ILSVRC-2012, is a large-scale image classification
dataset containing N = 1.28 million training images and 50, 000 validation images across K = 1, 000 object categories.
Each image is manually annotated with a single class label. The dataset contains approximately 1, 200 images per class in
the training set. Images have an average resolution of 469× 387 pixels but are typically pre-processed to a standard size of
224× 224 pixels for model training. This dataset has become a de facto benchmark for evaluating deep learning models in
computer vision tasks, particularly for image classification problems.

Network. For all networks, we use common network definition from https://pytorch.org/vision/main/models.html. Networks
are trained for 300 epochs by default; detailed settings are provided in Appendix B.2.

B.2. Standard Evaluation Setting

Table 17 provides a more comprehensive comparison among baseline dataset distillation methods. We have adopted the
CDA’s setting (Yin & Shen, 2024) as the standard evaluation setting for two main reasons: (1) many other studies, such
as LPLD (Xiao & He, 2024) and DWA (Du et al., 2024), have used this setting; and (2) it applies to most methods, being
designed explicitly for datasets that include combined image patterns, in contrast to patch shuffling. Note that baseline
dataset pruning methods also adhere to the standard evaluation setting for fair comparison.

It’s important to note that using alternative settings or additional techniques is NOT incorrect; however, we have chosen a
standard evaluation setting to facilitate a clearer comparison among the different methods.

Table 17: Inconsistent evaluation settings of Dataset Distillation on ImageNet-1K. Values marked in red are settings different
from SRe2L. † represents the IPC-dependent.

Configuration Value SRe2L CDA LPLD DWA RDED G-VBSM EDC
(Yin et al., 2023) (Yin & Shen, 2024) (Xiao & He, 2024) (Du et al., 2024) (Sun et al., 2024) (Shao et al., 2024a) (Shao et al., 2024b)

Epochs 300 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Optimizer AdamW ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Model LR 0.001 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
LR Smooth LR ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓
LR Scheduler CosineAnnealing ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Batch Size 1024 1024 128 128 128 100† 1024 100
Soft Label Single / Ensenmble Single Single Single Single Single Ensemble Ensemble
Loss Type KL / MSE+0.1xGT KL KL KL KL KL MSE MSE
EMA-based ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Augmentation

PatchShuffle ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓
ResizedCrop ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
CropRange (0.08, 1) (0.08, 1) (0.08, 1) (0.08, 1) (0.5, 1) (0.08, 1) (0.5, 1)

Flip ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Cut-Mix ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Remark: Table 17 does not cover all the different settings. For example, EDC (Shao et al., 2024b) uses EMA-based
evaluation while other methods do not include it.

B.3. Fair Storage of Pruning Datasets

When considering the pruning ratio in state-of-the-art (SOTA) pruning methods, it is important to note that the pruning ratio
does not directly correspond to the dataset distillation setting. Existing pruning techniques primarily focus on tracking the
ranking of images (i.e., the indices) rather than storing the actual dataset, which leads to the neglect of the true size of the
ImageNet-1K images. Additionally, dataset distillation limits image resolution to 224× 224 pixels. Therefore, it is unfair,
in terms of information content and storage, to directly store the actual ImageNet-1K images, which have a higher average
resolution of 469× 387 pixels. To address this, we choose to crop the images based on their shortest side and then resize
them to 224× 224 pixels.

B.4. Baselines Specifications

In this section, we provide more specifications of each baseline.
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Dataset Distillation Baselines:

• SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023): No special adjustments. Dataset recovered following https://github.com/VILA-Lab/SRe2L.
• CDA (Yin & Shen, 2024): No special adjustments; results reported are from the original paper. Dataset recovered

following https://github.com/VILA-Lab/CDA.
• G-VBSM (Shao et al., 2024a): No special adjustments. Dataset recovered following

https://github.com/shaoshitong/G VBSM Dataset Condensation.
• LPLD (Xiao & He, 2024): No special adjustments; results reported are from the original paper. Dataset provided in

https://github.com/he-y/soft-label-pruning-for-dataset-distillation.
• DWA (Du et al., 2024): No special adjustments; results reported are from the original paper. Dataset recovered

following https://github.com/AngusDujw/Diversity-Driven-Synthesis.
• RDED (Sun et al., 2024): IPC10 and IPC50 selects patch from m = 300 patches, and IPC100 selects from m = 600

patches. Dataset recovered following https://github.com/LINs-lab/RDED.

Dataset Pruning Baselines: We create datasets by using the data ranking scores provided by Zheng et al.
(https://github.com/haizhongzheng/Coverage-centric-coreset-selection). After obtaining the ranking, we post-process
the datasets into images of resolution 224× 224, according to Appendix B.3.

• Forgetting (Toneva et al., 2019): Images with low “forgetting events” are selected; if images have a same number of
“forgetting events”, we randomly sample the images. Strict class balance is enforced.

• EL2N (Paul et al., 2021): Images with low “EL2N Scores” are selected; and strict class balance is enforced.
• AUM (Pleiss et al., 2020): Images with high “accumulated margin” are selected; strict class balance is enforced.
• CCS (Zheng et al., 2023): For the base pruning metric, we use AUM (Pleiss et al., 2020) following the original

experiment setting. In addition, we prune away 30% “mislabeled” data for IPC10 and IPC50, and 20% “mislabeled”
data are removed for IPC100 due to strict class balance requiring enough images for each class.

C. Main Result with Standard Deviation
C.1. Soft Label Benchmarks with Standard Deviation

Table 18: Benchmarking SOTA methods against random baseline under evaluation with soft labels. † means optimization-
free distillation. ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K. Standard deviations are computed from three independent runs.

DD with Noise Initialization DD with Real Initialization Pruning Method with Rules
IPC Random SRe2L CDA G-VBSM LPLD RDED† DWA Forgetting EL2N AUM CCS

10 35.8±0.2 33.5±0.2 33.5±0.3 35.8±0.7 34.6±0.9 38.4±0.1 37.9±0.2 36.1±0.3 40.8±0.4 41.5±0.1 37.4±0.2

50 57.2±0.2 52.6±0.1 53.5±0.3 54.8±0.2 55.4±0.3 56.2±0.2 55.2±0.2 57.2±0.1 58.1±0.1 58.5±0.1 58.2±0.1

100 61.2±0.2 57.4±0.3 58.0±0.2 59.2±0.1 59.4±0.2 60.2±0.1 59.2±0.3 61.0±0.1 61.5±0.2 61.5±0.1 61.6±0.1

C.2. Hard Label Benchmarks with Standard Deviation

Table 19: Benchmarking SOTA methods against random baseline under evaluation with hard labels. † means optimization-
free distillation. ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K. Standard deviations are computed from three independent runs.

DD with Noise Intialization DD with Real Initialization Pruning Method with Rules PCA Framework
IPC Random SRe2L CDA G-VBSM LPLD RDED† DWA Forgetting EL2N AUM CCS Ours†

10 4.6±0.1 1.5±0.1 1.6±0.1 1.6±0.1 3.4±0.1 11.5±0.1 1.9±0.0 3.4±0.1 12.2±0.3 11.4±0.0 6.8±0.3 22.8±0.3

50 20.6±0.1 3.8±0.0 5.8±0.3 9.0±0.6 5.1±0.1 30.8±0.4 5.3±0.2 11.7±0.2 31.1±0.3 30.6±0.1 29.3±0.4 39.1±0.2

100 31.7±0.6 4.9±0.2 8.0±0.1 16.6±0.6 6.0±0.1 39.2±0.6 7.5±0.1 18.3±0.2 38.7±0.1 38.8±0.2 39.0±0.4 45.5±0.4
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D. Additional Experiments and Analysis
D.1. Training with Noisy Images

From Table 3, we can see that even with purely noisy images, the student network is able to learn from the teacher network
by matching the soft labels. This is surprising, as noisy images are typically not expected to contain any useful information
for the network’s learning process. Nevertheless, the performance of 0.5% is significant compared to the purely random
network’s performance of 0.1%.

Table 20: Distillation training with pure noise on ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K. ‘BS’ denotes batch size.

Expected Acc. BS=128 BS=1024

IPC50 0.1 % 0.5 % 0.3 %

D.2. Use Real Images as Initialization for Dataset Distillation

As shown in Figure 2, we categorize existing literature into three distinct sections. The first section encompasses dataset
distillation with noise initialization, where no images from the original dataset are directly involved. The representative
work in this category is SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023), which pioneered this approach. The second section comprises dataset
distillation with real image initialization, where the number of original images directly involved equals the distilled dataset
size (specifically, IPC × 1000 images). An exception is RDED (Sun et al., 2024), which randomly samples m images
and combines crops, utilizing m× 1000 images, where m > IPC. The final section focuses on dataset pruning methods,
which evaluate the entire dataset to identify optimal subsets, thereby involving all images directly in the dataset compression
process.

To validate the significance of incorporating more original images, we reimplemented SRe2L with real images as initialization.
Table 21 demonstrates that merely initializing with real images consistently improves performance across both soft-label
and hard-label benchmarks.

Table 21: Performance of SRe2L with real images as initialization.

Soft Label Hard Label

Random SRe2L SRe2LReal Random SRe2L SRe2LReal

10 35.8±0.2 33.5±0.2 35.3±0.5 4.6±0.1 1.5±0.1 2.5±0.0

50 57.2±0.2 52.6±0.1 53.9±0.3 20.6±0.1 3.8±0.0 6.3±0.2

100 61.2±0.2 57.4±0.3 58.3±0.1 31.7±0.6 4.9±0.2 7.9±0.2

D.3. Regularization-based Data Augmentation

Table 22 presents a comprehensive evaluation of various data augmentation strategies, including CutMix (Yun et al., 2019),
Cutout (DeVries & Taylor, 2017), and Mixup (Zhang, 2017). The experimental results demonstrate the crucial role of
appropriate augmentation selection in data-scarce scenarios. The incorporation of RandomResizedCrop proves to be
fundamental, substantially improving performance from 21.6% to 25.6%.

Among the regularization-based augmentation techniques, Cutout demonstrates a better performance, maintaining consistent
accuracy levels (26.2%, 25.7%, and 25.3% with RandomResizedCrop). This superiority can be attributed to two key factors:
First, Cutout preserves label integrity by avoiding label mixing, which is particularly beneficial in data-scarce regimes.
Second, its augmentations are performed on individual images without cross-sample interactions, adhering to the principle of
maintaining sample simplicity during training. In contrast, both CutMix and Mixup show notable performance degradation
with increased mixing probabilities, which is especially evident in scenarios with label mixing. When label mixing is
employed, performance deteriorates significantly (from 25.5% to 23.8% for CutMix, and from 25.9% to 25.7% for Mixup at
0.2 mixing probability with RandomResizedCrop). This degradation becomes more severe at higher mixing probabilities,
with performance dropping to 17.4% and 7.7%, respectively, at 1.0 mixing probability.
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These findings align with our theoretical framework, suggesting that augmentation strategies maintaining sample simplicity
are more effective in data-scarce regimes. The empirical evidence demonstrates that methods introducing complex
regularization through label mixing and cross-sample interactions may be detrimental to model performance when training
data is limited, supporting our scaling law observations regarding the preference for simpler training samples.

Setting for each strategy:

• CutMix (Yun et al., 2019): We follow the original implementation which samples from Beta(α, α), where
α = 1, which is basically uniform sampling from (0, 1). For the label mixing part, we rescale λ following
https://github.com/clovaai/CutMix-PyTorch.

• Mixup (Zhang, 2017): We follow the original implementation which samples from Beta(α, α), where α = 1, which is
basically uniform sampling from (0, 1).

• Cutout (DeVries & Taylor, 2017): We use a common cutout size which is 0.5.

Remark: In the original implementation of SRe2L, CutMix and Mixup do not incorporate label mixing because distillation
loss is used.

Table 22: Experiments with regularization-based data augmentation of PCA (Ours) in the SGD setting. For RandomResized-
Crop, the default setting is used, which crop in the range of (0.08, 1.00). The mix probability refers to the likelihood of
performing data mixing, where a value of 1.0 indicates that data mixing is always conducted. When RandomResizedCrop
is ✗, it means to use regularization-based data augmentation to entirely replace RandomResizedCrop. Experiments are
conducted on ResNet-18, IPC10 of ImageNet-1K.

Crop Data Mixing Label Mixing Mix Probability

0.2 0.5 1.0

✓ ✗ - 25.6

✓ CutMix ✓ 23.8 23.0 17.4
✗ 25.5 24.7 23.0

✓ Mixup ✓ 25.7 23.0 7.7
✗ 25.9 25.1 17.6

✓ Cutout - 26.2 25.7 25.3

Crop Data Mixing Label Mixing Mix Probability

0.2 0.5 1.0

✗ ✗ - 21.6

✗ CutMix ✓ 9.8 8.1 10.5
✗ 15.6 14.3 12.5

✗ Mixup ✓ 18.9 17.4 8.4
✗ 19.2 18.3 15.6

✗ Cutout - 22.7 22.4 21.8

D.4. Poor Performance using Forgetting (Toneva et al., 2019)

Fig. 6 illustrates the distribution of various score metrics, specifically EL2N (Paul et al., 2021), Forgetting (Toneva et al.,
2019), and AUM (Pleiss et al., 2020) Scores. These distributions are organized into two rows, with the top row representing
the full dataset and the bottom row depicting the “easiest” IPC10 subset.

In the analysis of the EL2N Score, the histogram for the full dataset shows an unimodal distribution that peaks around a
score of 10, indicating that most scores are concentrated in this range. Additionally, there is a long tail in the distribution
towards lower scores.

Examining the Forgetting Score, the Full dataset displays a bimodal distribution with significant frequencies at scores of 0
and 10. This bimodality indicates the presence of two prevalent score categories within the complete dataset. Conversely,
the IPC10 Forget Score distribution is dominated by a sharp peak at score 0, reflecting a substantial proportion of instances
with no forgetting behavior in the IPC10 subset.

Regarding the AUM Score, the Full dataset illustrates a symmetric distribution centered around a score of 0, indicating
balanced score dispersion. The IPC10 AUM Score distribution, however, shows a broader range with a prominent peak near
56 and a gradual decline as scores approach 60. This shift suggests that the IPC10 subset experiences a different range of
AUM Scores compared to the full dataset.

The poor performance of forgetting can possibly be explained by the score distribution (see Fig. 6). We can clearly see
that the easiest IPC10 subsets of forgetting scores all have a value of ”0,” indicating that no forgetting occurs. Because of
the nature of the forgetting approach, many images experience no forgetting events at all. In fact, there are approximately
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110,000 images without any forgetting events, and we randomly selected 10,000 (roughly 9.1%) of these images to create
our IPC10 dataset. As a result, the 10,000 images are indistinguishable from the remaining images (90.9%) that also have
zero forgetting counts.
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Figure 6: Sample distribution over the score of different pruning metrics: (a) EL2N, (b) Forgetting, and (c) AUM. Top row:
both the sample distribution of full and IPC10 datasets. Bottom row: zoomed-in view of the distribution of IPC10 dataset.
IPC10 datasets are selected from the “easiest” samples.

D.5. Strict Data Balance Is an Implicit Stratification

Figure 7 (Top) illustrates the distribution of samples across different classes. A clear severe class imbalance is observed
when samples are selected solely based on pruning scores, as shown by the red histogram. Some classes have no images
at all, while others contain more than 100 images. This imbalance is particularly noticeable when using Forgetting as the
pruning metric.

By enforcing strict class balance, the difficulty of the subset increases as long as class imbalance persists. This is
demonstrated in Figure 7 (Bottom), where higher scores in EL2N and Forgetting indicate a harder dataset, while a lower
score in AUM suggests the opposite. Consequently, strict class balance implicitly achieves data stratification (Zheng et al.,
2023) among easy samples, and it can partly explain Table 23 why adding additional explicit stratification does not improve
the performance as suggested by CCS (Zheng et al., 2023). Additional stratification applied after strict balancing increases
dataset complexity, with particularly noticeable effects in small IPC scenarios.

Table 23: CCS performance comparison on soft and hard label settings. CCSAUM denotes stratification performed on AUM.

Setting IPC Random Forgetting AUM EL2N CCSAUM

Soft
10 35.8±0.2 36.1↑0.3 41.5↑5.7 40.8↑5.0 37.4↑1.6

50 57.2±0.2 57.2=0.0 58.5↑1.3 58.1↑0.9 58.2↑1.0

100 61.2±0.2 61.0↓0.2 61.5↑0.3 61.5↑0.3 61.6↑0.4

Hard
10 4.6±0.1 3.4↓1.2 11.4↑6.8 12.2↑7.6 6.8↑2.2

50 20.6±0.1 11.7↓8.9 30.6↑10.0 31.1↑10.5 29.3↑8.7

100 31.7±0.6 18.3↓13.4 38.7↑7.0 38.8↑7.1 39.0↑7.3
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D.6. PCA with Different Pruning Methods.

Our PCA framework is designed to accommodate various pruning methods, and the results are summarized in Table 24.
The experiments were conducted using a hard-label-only approach, with the AdamW optimizer. The standard deviation is
computed from three independent runs.

We observed that EL2N (Paul et al., 2021) and AUM (Pleiss et al., 2020) consistently outperform the random baseline by a
significant margin. Although AUM performs better than EL2N at IPC50 and IPC100, we chose EL2N as our baseline due to
its efficiency, as EL2N utilizes training dynamics only during the early training phase (i.e., the first 10 epochs on the full
dataset) while AUM requires full training (i.e., 90 epochs on the full dataset). A more detailed time breakdown can be found
in Appendix D.8.

In contrast, Forgetting (Toneva et al., 2019) shows a substantial performance gap compared to EL2N and AUM; however, it
still surpasses the random baseline across various IPC settings without introducing additional overheads. An explanation for
the limitations of Forgetting is provided in Appendix D.4.

Table 24: PCA framework with different pruning methods.

IPC Random Forgetting EL2N AUM

10 4.6±0.1 8.6±0.2 22.8±0.3 21.9±0.3

50 20.6±0.1 24.1±0.4 39.1±0.2 39.2±0.1

100 31.7±0.6 36.2±0.3 45.5±0.4 46.4±0.2

D.7. Difference between Mosaic Augmentation

One approach similar to the “combining” process is Mosaic Augmentation, introduced in YOLOv4 (Bochkovskiy et al.,
2020) for object detection tasks, as shown in Figure 8. However, the motivation behind it differs significantly. Combining
images consolidates information from multiple sources into a single composite image, thereby saving storage space. In
contrast, Mosaic Augmentation mixes multiple (i.e., four) images to facilitate the detection of objects outside their normal

23



Rethinking Large-scale Dataset Compression: Shifting Focus From Labels to Images

context. Additionally, at the implementation level, Mosaic Augmentation loads four times as many images per given batch
size, necessitating four times the storage. Nevertheless, the non-uniform combination method could potentially be leveraged
in our “combining” approach, which we leave for future study.

Figure 8: Mosaic Augmentation. (Image directly taken from YOLOv4 (Bochkovskiy et al., 2020))

D.8. Computation Cost Analysis

One significant advantage of our PCA framework is its efficiency. Table 25 compares the costs associated with the traditional
dataset compression framework, SRe2L, and our PCA method. Among the three stages of SRe2L, the “squeeze” stage
is the most time-consuming, particularly when applied to ResNet with the entire ImageNet-1K dataset, which is quite
resource-intensive. The parameter storage is 0.04 GB (44M). The second most time-consuming process is the “recover”
stage. In contrast, the “relabel” process takes the least amount of time; however, it can become lengthy if the IPC is large
due to the introduction of extensive labels, as noted by Xiao & He. A detailed breakdown of the timing is provided in
Table 26. This table indicates that the I/O time, specifically the time required to save the labels, significantly contributes to
the overall CPU time. This can be problematic for devices with limited CPU resources.

On the contrary, let us consider EL2N (Paul et al., 2021), which serves as an example in our primary experiments. The
time of the ”prune” process involves acquiring the training dynamics, which can be considerably shorter than training the
entire model. Furthermore, since our approach is optimization-free, there are no additional costs incurred for combining the
images, and we exclusively utilize hard labels instead of soft labels.

Table 25: Computation Cost of Dataset Compression between Traditional Framework and PCA. IPC-10, ImageNet-1K.

SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023) Squeeze Recover Relabel

Time2 90 epochs 580 mins 33 mins
Storage (GB) 0.04 0.15 5.67

PCA Prune Combine

Time 10 epochs -
Storage (GB) - 0.15

Table 26: Relabel Cost Breakdown

Operation CPU GPU

Time (ms) Memory (MB) Time (ms) Memory (MB)

Data Transfer to GPU 3.34 0.00 3.27 1,722.79
Mix Augmentation 0.45 22.74 0.21 0.00
Model Inference 4.48 0.00 30.07 9.17
Write to Disk 22.56 -13.60 0.12 0.00
Others (89 ops) 1.14 233.31 0.94 3,045.84

2All time data have been tested on a single RTX30390 GPU card.
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E. Visualization
E.1. Visualization of Dataset Disitillatioin Methods

Figure 9 visualizes the result of SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023). Figure 10 visualizes the result of CDA (Yin & Shen, 2024).
Figure 11 visualizes the result of G-VBSM (Shao et al., 2024a). Figure 12 visualizes the result of LPLD (Xiao & He, 2024).
Figure 13 visualizes the result of DWA (Du et al., 2024). Figure 14 visualizes the result of RDED (Sun et al., 2024). For all
distillation methods (except for RDED; Sun et al. 2024), images undergo strong distortion.

Figure 9: SRe2L (Yin et al., 2023) Figure 10: CDA (Yin & Shen, 2024)

Figure 11: G-VBSM (Shao et al., 2024a) Figure 12: LPLD (Xiao & He, 2024)
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Figure 13: DWA (Du et al., 2024) Figure 14: RDED (Sun et al., 2024)
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E.2. Visualization of Dataset Pruning Methods

Figure 15 visualizes the result of Forgetting (Toneva et al., 2019). Figure 16 visualizes the result of AUM (Pleiss et al.,
2020). Figure 17 visualizes the result of EL2N (Paul et al., 2021). Figure 18 visualizes the result of CCS (Zheng et al.,
2023). The visualization results of all pruning methods followed the pruning rules, allowing for the clear observation that
most of the selected images are distinct and visually easy to identify.

Figure 15: Forgetting (Toneva et al., 2019) Figure 16: AUM (Pleiss et al., 2020)

Figure 17: EL2N (Paul et al., 2021) Figure 18: CCS (Zheng et al., 2023)
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E.3. Visualization of PCA

Figure 19 shows the images of our PCA framework which uses EL2N (Paul et al., 2021) as the selection metric. Even
when adhering to pruning rules, the cobined images may not appear visually similar. For example, the ”sax” class (first
row, second column) demonstrates distinct contexts (i.e., placing the sax on a purple background or a musician playing the
sax). This further demonstrates the importance of scaling-law aware augmentation, as inappropriate subsequent training
augmentations can lead to a significant difficulty increase in the images.

Figure 19: Ours (PCA based on EL2N).
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F. Limitation
Our augmentation procedures, including patch extraction, are heuristically designed. While they demonstrate strong
empirical effectiveness, their optimality is not theoretically guaranteed.

G. Future Work
Given that the proposed PCA functions as a framework, there is potential to explore different choices of the modules, such
as pruning metrics, combining strategies, and specific augmentation methods. It is notable that pruning can extend beyond
the original dataset. Instead of only developing new pruning metrics, one could target different datasets. In this paper, the
primary reason for pruning on the original dataset is that most existing dataset distillation methods do not outperform random
baselines, indicating that original images are sufficiently effective. Hence, there is significant value in considering pruning
on potentially high-performing distilled datasets (e.g., YOCO; He et al. 2024) or on generated datasets (e.g., diffusion-based
DD methods; Su et al. 2024). Beyond accuracy, future frameworks might also jointly optimize additional metrics, such as
robustness, fairness, or interpretability, while maintaining the same compressed dataset constraint.
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