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Abstract. The goal of coreset selection methods is to identify repre-
sentative subsets of datasets for efficient model training. Yet, existing
methods often ignore the possibility of annotation errors and require
fixed pruning ratios, making them impractical in real-world settings.
We present HyperCore, a robust and adaptive coreset selection frame-
work designed explicitly for noisy environments. HyperCore leverages
lightweight hypersphere models learned per class, embedding in-class
samples close to a hypersphere center while naturally segregating out-
of-class samples based on their distance. By using Youden’s J statistic,
HyperCore can adaptively select pruning thresholds, enabling automatic,
noise-aware data pruning without hyperparameter tuning. Our experi-
ments reveal that HyperCore consistently surpasses state-of-the-art core-
set selection methods, especially under noisy and low-data regimes. Hy-
perCore effectively discards mislabeled and ambiguous points, yielding
compact yet highly informative subsets suitable for scalable and noise-
free learning.

1 Introduction

Modern deep learning excels with scale, but scale comes at a cost. Training
on massive datasets drains resources and introduces noise, creating a growing
need for efficient and robust data selection [4, 13, 34, 41]. In practice, acquiring
or maintaining such large datasets is often infeasible due to storage limits, pri-
vacy constraints, or annotation costs [8, 37]. Coreset selection seeks to address
this challenge by identifying a small, informative subset that preserves the per-
formance of training on the full dataset [?, 3, 9, 31]. Beyond efficiency, coresets
can improve robustness by excluding noisy, redundant, or overly difficult exam-
ples, reducing overfitting and sharpening generalization [2, 13]. As highlighted
by Sorscher et al. [31], with the right pruning ratio, a well-selected coreset can
even outperform full-data training, a surprising and powerful result, which has
been verified in some applications [6, 21–23,38].

Despite these benefits, selecting an optimal coreset remains nontrivial [29,41].
Most methods rely on gradient heuristics [14,20,25], influence estimation [25,33],
or decision boundary estimates [7,19]. Yet, current methods struggle with noise,
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computational overhead, and lack of class-awareness - key challenges in real-
world applications [40]. Crucially, these approaches often prune via fixed sam-
pling budgets rather than adapting to the natural density or ambiguity within
each class [1, 9, 31,41].

Our method, HyperCore, offers a new perspective. We train lightweight
hypersphere models [18, 28, 32] that learn to separate in-class from out-of-class
samples in a class-conditional embedding space. Here, “out-of-class” refers not
only to samples from other classes but also to mislabeled, ambiguous, or cor-
rupted inputs that appear atypical when measured against a given class distri-
bution. Treating such points as outliers is natural in a per-class setting, since
they provide conflicting training signals for that class. By measuring the distance
of each point to its class-specific hypersphere center, we obtain an interpretable
conformity score.

To determine the hypersphere decision boundary, we adaptively select prun-
ing thresholds without tuning hyperparameters. More explicitly, we exploit the
Youden’s J statistic [39], a well-known criterion from signal detection theory, to
filter uncertain or atypical examples in a per-class, data-driven way. This thresh-
olding adapts automatically to class imbalance, ambiguity, and noise, in contrast
to fixed global ratios.

HyperCore is computationally lightweight: each class-specific model is trained
independently, enabling parallelization across classes; thresholding reduces to a
one-pass scan over sorted distances, i.e., O(nc log nc) per class. In practice, this
cost scales linearly with the number of classes and can be amortized by parallel
workers or shared backbones.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

– We introduce a simple class-wise hypersphere formulation with fixed centers
and pseudo-Huber loss, yielding interpretable conformity scores and avoiding
costly center estimation.

– We propose adaptive pruning via Youden’s J statistic, eliminating the need
for global ratio tuning and naturally adjusting to per-class density and noise.

– We demonstrate robustness under label noise and high pruning ratios, where
HyperCore outperforms state-of-the-art methods across ImageNet-1K and
CIFAR-10.

– We provide scalability analysis, showing that HyperCore remains efficient
due to embarrassingly parallel training and near-linear complexity.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Coreset Selection

Consider a supervised learning setup, where the training set T = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1

contains N i.i.d. samples drawn from an unknown distribution P . Each input
xi ∈ X is paired with a label yi ∈ Y.
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Definition 1 (Coreset Selection). The goal is to extract a subset S ⊂ T with
|S| ≪ |T |, such that training a model θS on S achieves comparable generalization
to training θT on the full dataset T :

S∗ = argmin
S⊂T :

|S|
|T |≈1−α

E(x,y)∼P

[
L(x, y; θS)− L(x, y; θT )

]
, (1)

where α ∈ (0, 1) denotes the pruning ratio and (1 − α) is the retained fraction.
L is the task-specific loss.

Notation. Throughout the paper we use α for the pruning ratio and (1−α) for
the retained fraction.

While simple in form, this objective is difficult to achieve in practice. Effec-
tive coreset selection depends on identifying training samples that best support
generalization. Popular approaches estimate sample importance via gradients,
influence scores, or diversity heuristics [24, 30, 36, 41]. Yet, these methods are
often sensitive to noise, expensive to compute, or agnostic to class structure.

2.2 Hypersphere Classifier

Hypersphere classifiers, such as Deep SVDD [28] and FCDD [18], represent a
class of anomaly detection methods that embed nominal data into a compact
region of the feature space while mapping anomalies away.

Definition 2 (Hypersphere Classifier). Given a set of samples x1, . . . ,xn

with labels yi ∈ {0, 1} (where yi = 0 denotes a nominal sample and yi = 1
denotes an anomaly), a hypersphere classifier seeks to learn a neural network
mapping ϕ(x;W ) with parameters W and a randomly (non-trivial) center c ∈ Rd

by optimizing the objective:

min
W

1

n

n∑
i=1

[
(1−yi)h (∥ϕ(xi;W )− c∥)−yi log (1− exp (−h (∥ϕ(xi;W )− c∥) ) )

]
,

(2)
where h : R → R is the pseudo-Huber loss [11] defined as h(a) =

√
a2 + 1 − 1.

This loss function robustly penalizes deviations, interpolating from a quadratic
penalty for small distances to a linear penalty for larger deviations.

Coreset Selection Context. This geometric intuition naturally facilitates
threshold-based selection of representative data points, making hypersphere clas-
sifiers particularly suitable for robust coreset selection tasks. In a one-vs-rest
view, we ask if a sample is typical of class c. Four sources tend to fall farther
from the c-center in a class-conditional embedding: (i) true out-of-class samples,
(ii) mislabeled instances whose content supports another class, (iii) borderline
examples mixing evidence from multiple classes, and (iv) low-quality or cor-
rupted inputs. All four inject conflicting gradients for class c, so excluding them
when curating c’s coreset improves representativeness. In our experiments sec-
tion, we show empirically that our derived coresets preferentially retain clean,
central exemplars.
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Coreset-
Boundary

Fig. 1: Left: Visualization of HyperCore. In-class samples are pulled toward the
center, while out-of-class samples are pushed away, creating a clear separation. Right:
Illustration of adaptive pruning ratio selection via Youden’s J statistic. Two candidate
thresholds are compared, with the purple threshold yielding a higher J value and thus
being considered more optimal for pruning.

3 Methodology

Our method is built upon class-wise hypersphere models that assess the repre-
sentativeness of each sample by measuring the distance to a fixed hypersphere
center, as illustrated in Figure 1 (left). Specifically, we classify samples from the
target class as normal, and all others as anomalies.

3.1 HyperCore Loss with Zero Center

A key simplification of HyperCore is anchoring the hypersphere center at the
origin, i.e. c = 0, which avoids explicit center estimation and enables lightweight
optimization. Let ϕ(x;W ) ∈ Rd denote the learned embedding of input x under
parameters W . The embedding norm ∥ϕ(x;W )∥ is then used as a measure of
conformity.

Definition 3 (HyperCore Loss). Given a sample x with label y ∈ {0, 1}
(where y = 0 denotes an in-class sample and y = 1 an out-of-class sample), the
HyperCore loss is defined as

LHyperCore(x;W ) = (1− y)h(∥ϕ(x;W )∥)− y log

(
1− exp

(
−h(∥ϕ(x;W )∥)

))
,

(3)
where h(a) =

√
a2 + 1−1 is the pseudo-Huber loss [11]. This loss penalizes small

embedding norms for anomalies and encourages in-class samples to lie close to
the origin.

We now show that the trivial solution W = 0 (mapping all inputs to 0) is
not optimal.
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Lemma 1 (Balanced Sampling Prevents Trivial Collapse). Assume that
each training batch is balanced, i.e. the number of in-class (y = 0) samples
equals the number of out-of-class (y = 1) samples. Let W0 be the all-zero weight
configuration such that ϕ(x;W0) = 0 for all x. Then the HyperCore loss at W0

is unbounded:
LHyperCore(x;W0) → ∞, (4)

which rules out the trivial solution as optimal.

Proof. At W → W0, we have ϕ(x;W ) → 0 and hence ∥ϕ(x;W )∥ → 0. Since
h(0) = 0, the loss for in-class samples (y = 0) vanishes. For out-of-class samples
(y = 1), the term becomes

− log
(
1− exp

(
−h(0)

))
= − log(1− e0) = − log(0) → ∞. (5)

Thus, even a single out-of-class sample in a batch makes LHyperCore(x;W0) di-
verge.

3.2 Static Pruning: A Baseline for Comparison

As a baseline, we adopt fixed pruning ratios. Let T in
c denote the in-class dataset

for class c. Each sample xi ∈ T in
c is mapped to an embedding with norm

di = ∥ϕc(xi)∥. (6)

Given a pruning fraction α, we retain the (1−α) · |T in
c | samples with the smallest

di. Formally,
Sfixed
c = {(xi, c) ∈ T in

c | di ≤ τfixedc }, (7)

where τfixedc is chosen such that exactly (1 − α) · |T in
c | samples are kept. The

global coreset is Sfixed =
⋃C−1

c=0 Sfixed
c .

Although simple, this approach does not adapt to class-specific density or
noise levels. Furthermore, finding an effective α typically requires testing multiple
candidates, increasing overhead.

3.3 HyperCore with Adaptive Pruning Ratio

Instead of fixing α, we determine class-specific thresholds via Youden’s J statis-
tic [39]. For each class c, let

Din
c = {di = ∥ϕ(xi;W )∥ : (xi, c) ∈ T in

c }, and

Dout
c = {dj = ∥ϕ(xj ;W )∥ : (xj , c) ∈ T \ T in

c }. (8)

For any candidate threshold τ , we define

TPRc(τ) =
|{d ∈ Din

c : d ≤ τ}|
|Din

c |
, FPRc(τ) =

|{d ∈ Dout
c : d ≤ τ}|
|Dout

c |
. (9)
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Youden’s J statistic, as illustrated in Figure 1 (right), is then

Jc(τ) = TPRc(τ)− FPRc(τ). (10)

The optimal threshold is

τ∗c = argmax
τ∈Din

c

Jc(τ). (11)

The class-specific coreset is

Sc = {(xi, c) ∈ T in
c | di ≤ τ∗c }, (12)

and the global coreset is again the union S =
⋃C−1

c=0 Sc.

Lemma 2 (Threshold search complexity). For class c, computing τ∗c =
argmaxτ∈Din

c
Jc(τ) requires sorting Din

c and a single linear scan, i.e., O(nc lognc)
time and O(nc) memory. Summed over classes, the total time is

∑
c O(nc log nc)

and memory
∑

c O(nc), with
∑

c nc = N .

3.4 Practical Remarks and Complexity

Training overhead. Each ϕc is a small network trained on T in
c ∪T out

c , typically
much cheaper than full-dataset gradient-based selection.

Thresholding overhead. For each class, sorting Din
c costs O(nc log nc),

where nc = |T in
c |. Across classes, the complexity is near-linear in N .

No fraction tuning. HyperCore automatically derives class-specific prun-
ing ratios without requiring α. A global budget can be enforced if needed, but
allowing classes to self-threshold often yields greater robustness.

4 Experiments

In this section, we present experiments on ImageNet-1K [5] and CIFAR-10 [16]
that assess HyperCore across several dimensions, including overall coreset qual-
ity, runtime efficiency, and robustness.

Backbone and training. For all experiments, we use ResNet-18 [10], fol-
lowing training protocols from DeepCore [9]. Models are trained with SGD for
200 epochs using a cosine-annealed learning rate (initial 0.1), momentum 0.9,
weight decay 5 × 10−4, and standard data augmentation (random crop + flip).
On CIFAR-10, we use a batch size of 128; on ImageNet-1K, a batch size of 256.
To establish upper-bound references, we also train ResNet-18 on random subsets
of varying fractions of the full dataset.

HyperCore training. Each class-specific HyperCore model is trained on
balanced batches (half in-class, half out-of-class). We use Adam with learning
rate 10−4, batch size 128 for CIFAR-10 and 512 for ImageNet, and train for 100
epochs per class. Since classes are independent, training runs fully in parallel,
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Table 1: Coreset selection performance on ImageNet-1K. We evaluate various
pruning methods by training randomly initialized ResNet-18 models on their selected
subsets and testing on the full ImageNet validation set. DeepFool and GraNd are
excluded due to their substantial memory and computational demands.

Fraction (1− α) 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 100%

Herding [35] 29.17±0.23 41.26±0.43 48.71±0.23 54.65 ± 0.07 58.92 ± 0.19 69.52±0.45
k-Center Greedy [29] 48.11±0.29 59.06±0.22 62.91±0.22 64.93 ± 0.22 66.04 ± 0.05 69.52±0.45

Forgetting [33] 55.31±0.07 60.36±0.12 62.45±0.11 63.97 ± 0.01 65.06 ± 0.02 69.52±0.45

CAL [19] 46.08±0.10 53.71±0.19 58.11±0.13 61.17±0.06 63.67 ±0.28 69.52±0.45

Craig [20] 51.39±0.13 59.33±0.22 62.72±0.13 64.96±0.00 66.29 ±0.00 69.52±0.45
GradMatch [14] 47.57±0.32 56.29±0.31 60.62±0.28 64.40±0.33 65.02 ± 0.50 69.52±0.45

Glister [15] 47.02±0.29 55.93±0.17 60.38±0.17 62.86±0.07 65.07±0.08 69.52±0.45

HyperCore (ours) 49.94±0.02 58.12±0.11 62.96±0.01 64.96±0.04 65.32±0.13 69.52±0.45

Table 2: Fixed coreset selection accuracy on CIFAR-10 using randomly ini-
tialized ResNet-18 models [10]. Bold entries indicate the highest performance at each
data fraction.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding [35] 19.8±2.7 29.2±2.4 31.1±2.9 50.7±1.6 63.1±3.4 75.2±1.0 80.8±1.5 85.4±1.2 88.4±0.6 90.9±0.4 94.4±0.1 95.6±0.1
k-Center Greedy [29] 19.9±0.9 25.3±0.9 32.6±1.6 55.6±2.8 74.6±0.9 87.3±0.2 91.0±0.3 92.6±0.2 93.5±0.5 94.3±0.2 95.5±0.2 95.6±0.1

Forgetting [33] 21.3±1.2 29.7±0.3 35.6±1.0 51.1±2.0 66.9±2.0 86.6±1.0 91.7±0.3 93.0±0.2 94.1±0.2 94.6±0.2 95.4±0.1 95.6±0.1
GraNd [25] 14.6±0.8 17.2±0.8 18.6±0.8 28.9±0.5 41.3±1.3 71.1±1.3 88.3±1.0 93.0±0.4 94.8±0.1 95.2±0.1 95.5±0.1 95.6±0.1

CAL [19] 23.1±1.8 31.7±0.9 39.7±3.8 60.8±1.4 69.7±0.8 79.4±0.9 85.1±0.7 87.6±0.3 89.6±0.4 90.9±0.4 94.7±0.2 95.6±0.1
DeepFool [7] 18.7±0.9 26.4±1.1 28.3±0.6 47.7±3.5 61.2±2.8 82.7±0.5 90.8±0.5 92.9±0.2 94.4±0.1 94.8±0.1 95.6±0.1 95.6±0.1

Craig [20] 19.3±0.3 29.1±1.6 32.8±1.8 42.5±1.7 59.9±2.1 78.1±2.5 90.0±0.5 92.8±0.2 94.3±0.2 94.8±0.1 95.5±0.1 95.6±0.1
GradMatch [14] 17.4±1.6 27.1±1.1 27.7±2.0 41.8±2.4 55.5±2.3 78.1±2.0 89.6±0.7 92.7±0.5 94.1±0.2 94.7±0.3 95.4±0.1 95.6±0.1

Glister [15] 18.4±1.3 26.5±0.7 29.4±1.9 42.1±1.0 56.8±1.8 77.2±2.4 88.8±0.6 92.7±0.4 94.2±0.1 94.8±0.2 95.5±0.1 95.6±0.1

HyperCore (ours) 24.5±1.3 35.4±1.0 40.7±1.0 60.3±1.3 71.1±0.9 83.5±0.5 88.6±0.4 91.1±0.3 92.3±0.1 93.1±0.1 95.0±0.2 95.6±0.1

making the overall wall-clock cost scale with available compute rather than the
number of classes.

Robustness protocol. To evaluate label noise tolerance, we adopt the poi-
soning setup of Zhang et al. [40], injecting label noise and malicious relabeling
into the training data.

4.1 ImageNet-1K Results

Our evaluation on ImageNet-1K in Table 1 demonstrates that HyperCore achieves
consistently strong performance, positioning itself among the top-performing
coreset selection methods despite being explicitly designed with robustness as its
primary objective. Specifically, at moderate to high retained fractions (30–50%),
HyperCore matches or slightly surpasses established state-of-the-art methods
such as Craig and GradMatch. Even at more aggressive pruning (e.g., (1−α) =
10%–20% retained), HyperCore closely follows the best-performing methods and
achieves highly competitive results.



8 Moser et al.

Table 3: Fixed coreset selection performance under label noise on CIFAR-
10, where 10% of the training labels are randomly corrupted by assigning them to
incorrect classes. Bold entries indicate the highest performance at each data fraction.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding [35] 11.4±0.9 10.8±0.5 11.1±0.9 10.6±1.1 11.7±0.9 26.0±3.4 50.1±1.3 71.0±0.6 79.1±1.8 84.6±0.6 90.4±0.1 90.8±0.1
-8.4 -18.4 -20.0 -40.1 -51.4 -49.2 -30.7 -14.4 -9.3 -6.3 -4.0 -4.8

k-Center Greedy [29] 12.6±1.3 14.3±0.8 16.1±1.0 29.6±1.6 41.7±3.0 62.0±2.0 73.8±1.8 80.2±0.7 83.9±0.7 86.6±0.5 90.4±0.3 90.8±0.1
-7.3 -11.0 -16.5 -26.0 -32.9 -25.3 -17.2 -12.4 -9.6 -7.7 -5.1 -4.8

Forgetting [33] 21.8±1.6 31.1±1.0 35.0±1.3 52.8±1.2 66.4±1.3 83.2±1.0 88.9±0.2 90.7±0.2 91.0±0.4 91.5±0.4 90.9±0.1 90.8±0.1
+0.5 +1.4 -0.6 +1.7 -0.5 -3.4 -2.8 -2.3 -3.1 -3.1 -4.5 -4.8

GraNd [25] 11.5±0.9 11.9±0.8 11.1±0.6 10.8±1.1 10.6±1.2 25.4±0.9 44.8±2.0 67.2±2.6 79.4±1.3 86.3±0.3 90.2±0.2 90.8±0.1
-3.1 -5.3 -7.5 -18.1 -30.7 -45.7 -43.5 -25.8 -15.4 -8.9 -5.3 -4.8

CAL [19] 21.3±1.7 30.8±1.0 36.8±1.3 59.9±0.8 71.3±1.0 80.0±0.2 83.9±0.6 87.1±0.3 89.1±0.2 90.6±0.2 91.9±0.1 90.8±0.1
-1.8 -0.9 -2.9 -0.9 -1.6 +0.6 -1.2 -0.5 -0.5 -0.3 -2.8 -4.8

DeepFool [7] 17.4±0.9 21.6±1.4 25.3±1.3 33.6±0.4 43.9±3.2 65.5±1.6 77.0±1.3 84.5±0.5 86.6±0.9 88.7±0.5 90.8±0.2 90.8±0.1
-1.3 -4.8 -3.0 -14.1 -17.3 -17.2 -13.8 -8.4 -7.8 -6.1 -4.8 -4.8

Craig [20] 19.5±1.4 20.2±1.4 24.8±1.1 30.4±0.9 31.7±1.6 39.2±1.5 58.4±2.9 73.1±1.4 81.4±0.6 85.3±0.4 90.5±0.3 90.8±0.1
+0.2 -8.9 -8.0 -12.1 -28.2 -38.9 -31.6 -19.7 -12.9 -9.5 -5.0 -4.8

GradMatch [14] 15.7±2.0 21.4±0.7 23.0±1.6 27.6±2.4 31.4±2.5 37.7±2.1 55.6±2.5 72.0±1.4 80.3±0.4 85.3±0.5 90.2±0.2 90.8±0.1
-1.7 -5.7 -4.7 -14.2 -24.1 -40.4 -34.0 -20.7 -13.8 -9.4 -5.2 -4.8

Glister [15] 14.9±2.0 20.9±1.5 24.5±1.3 29.0±1.9 31.7±2.1 40.2±2.3 57.2±1.3 72.2±1.3 80.6±0.4 85.4±0.5 90.2±0.2 90.8±0.1
-3.5 -5.6 -4.9 -13.1 -25.1 -37.0 -31.6 -20.5 -13.6 -9.4 -5.3 -4.8

HyperCore (ours) 20.9±1.5 32.6±1.1 41.4±1.0 60.5±1.4 70.0±0.9 84.2±0.9 89.1±0.4 91.0±0.5 92.6±0.1 93.5±0.2 93.7±0.3 90.8±0.1
-3.6 -2.8 +0.7 +0.2 -1.1 +0.7 +0.5 -0.1 +0.3 +0.4 -1.3 -4.8

4.2 CIFAR-10 Results
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Fig. 2: Time-Measurement on CIFAR-10.
HyperCore ranks among the fastest tech-
niques, including training, averaging only 4
minutes per class and benefiting from a par-
allelizable design.

Comparisons to other coreset base-
lines are shown in Table 2. HyperCore
achieves up to 5.6% higher accuracy
than the best baseline at aggressive
pruning levels. More specifically, Hy-
perCore is on par for larger retained
fractions while reaching the overall
best results between (1 − α) = 0.1%
and 10%. Furthermore, the paralleliz-
able design of HyperCore enables us
to obtain these outcomes with sig-
nificantly reduced execution times, as
shown in Figure 2.

In Table 3, we investigate how
each coreset selection strategy holds
up when 10% of the CIFAR-10 training labels are corrupted with random mis-
assignments [40]. As one might expect, most approaches struggle at very small
retained fractions (e.g., (1− α) = 0.1% or 0.5%). In fact, if we look at the left-
most columns, methods such as GraNd or DeepFool perform particularly poorly,
sometimes falling below 15% accuracy. Yet even at these high pruning levels, it is
notable that Forgetting stands out with a slightly higher result at (1−α) = 0.1%.

For larger retained fractions (0.5% and beyond), one sees the advantages of
HyperCore sharpen. For instance, at 1% of the data, HyperCore achieves 41.4%
accuracy, surpassing the second-best method (CAL) by a margin of about 4.6%.
This gap widens in the mid-range fractions (10%, 20%, 30%), underscoring the
resilience of our method to label noise: whereas other approaches tend to plateau
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or fade noticeably, HyperCore keeps the performance or advances. As expected,
accuracies converge at 90% dataset usage since almost all data is included. No-
tably, from 40% onward, HyperCore empirically validates the theory of Sorscher
et al. [31] by surpassing even full dataset performance. Further experiments (see
appendix) with VGG-16, InceptionNet, ResNet-50, and WRN-16-8 confirm these
observations: HyperCore is exceptionally efficient under noisy conditions.

4.3 Adaptive Coreset Selection

Table 4: CIFAR-10 performance for train-
ing on full dataset vs on adaptively derived
coresets (HyperCore).

Poisoning Accuracy [%]
αHyperCore [%]Full Dataset HyperCore

0% 95.6±0.1 95.6±0.2 00.6±0.4
10% 90.8±0.1 94.8±0.2 16.4±1.3
20% 87.5±0.4 93.5±0.3 29.4±2.4
30% 85.9±0.3 91.1±0.3 41.2±2.7
40% 83.7±0.5 86.9±1.3 50.5±4.0

Table 4 demonstrates the adaptive
coreset selection across various lev-
els of label poisoning. When no label
noise is present, HyperCore matches
the accuracy obtained by training
on the full dataset, illustrating that
adaptive selection does not compro-
mise model performance. More no-
tably, as the level of label noise in-
creases, HyperCore significantly out-
performs training on the full dataset.
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Fig. 3: Average hypersphere radii (adap-
tive thresholds) and their standard devia-
tions as a function of the relabeling per-
centage. The plot reveals that both the
mean radius and its variability increase
with higher levels of label poisoning, reflect-
ing a broader dispersion in the embedding
space and an adaptive expansion of the de-
cision boundary to accommodate noise.

The Figure 3 shows that as
the percentage of relabeling increases
(i.e., as the level of label poisoning
grows), the adaptive thresholds - the
hypersphere radii - tend to increase.
This behavior suggests that with more
noise, the embeddings become more
dispersed; in order to retain as many
true inlier samples as possible, the
model adapts by enlarging the deci-
sion boundary. Moreover, the rising
standard deviation across classes indi-
cates that the impact of label noise is
not uniform: some classes experience
a greater shift in their radii than oth-
ers. In short, the model compensates
for increased uncertainty by raising
the threshold, which, though it might
seem counterintuitive at first, is necessary to maintain robust discrimination
between inliers and outliers under noisy conditions.

4.4 Analysis of Youden’s J Statistics

Regarding adaptiveness, Figure 4 compares the key performance curves of Hy-
perCore under increasing levels of artificially introduced label noise. In the left
panel, we plot the confusion-based rates, namely True Positive Rate (TPR),
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Fig. 4: Left: Confusion-based metrics (TPR, FPR, TNR, FNR) under increasing label
poisoning in CIFAR-10. Right: Youden’s J (orange) and fraction of removed samples
(blue). Both plots highlight HyperCore’s robust selection behavior across varying de-
grees of poisoned labels (error-bands highlight the variance between classes).

False Positive Rate (FPR), True Negative Rate (TNR), and False Negative
Rate (FNR), as a function of the poisoning percentage. Broadly speaking, posi-
tive rates denote included samples, while negative rates mean they are excluded.
Despite the growing noise, we observe that TPR and TNR remain consistently
higher than FPR and FNR, indicating that our hypersphere models selectively
exclude corrupted or ambiguous samples. Meanwhile, FPR and FNR only mod-
erately increase, suggesting that HyperCore successfully mitigates the risk of
discarding genuine samples or retaining mislabeled ones.

In the right panel, we plot Youden’s J in orange, alongside the fraction of
removed data in blue. Even as the fraction removed escalates for severe noise,
Youden’s J remains relatively stable. This interplay demonstrates that the prun-
ing decisions of HyperCore are not overly conservative. Although HyperCore
discards an increasingly large portion of the data under extreme mislabeling, it
still identifies informative inliers with sufficient reliability to maintain a viable
Youden’s J . Overall, the figure underscores strong resilience to label noise.

5 Related Work

Distance-Based Pruning and Anomaly Detection. In parallel, a rich literature on
anomaly or outlier detection capitalizes on distance metrics. One-class methods
such as Support Vector Data Description (SVDD) [32] enclose normal samples in
a minimal-radius hypersphere, labeling points outside as outliers. Deep SVDD
extends this idea to a learned representation, forcing inliers near a randomly-
sampled center in feature space [18, 28]. These methods align with the hyper-
sphere concept in HyperCore: Like one-class approaches, HyperCore identifies
“inlier” samples with small norm while pushing outliers away. Unlike hypersphere
classifiers, HyperCore uses simpler per-class MLPs with Youden’s J thresholds,
and a modified loss function.
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Norm-Based Confidence Scores in Distillation and Noise Removal. Several ap-
proaches for dataset distillation or data pruning measure “confidence” using
norms in feature space. For example, Lee et al. [17] compute class-conditional
Gaussians on deep embeddings (Mahalanobis distance) and exclude points far
from the nearest class center. Similarly, Pleiss et al. [26] track margin-based
criteria to detect possible mislabels, effectively removing outlier examples. In
coreset selection under noisy labels, Kang et al. [12] highlight that samples near
the class centroid are typically correct, while label errors lie on the distribution
fringe. This principle resonates with HyperCore’s geometry-driven approach: we
train a binary in/out classifier per class to separate inlier vs. out-class data, then
threshold based on distance.

Lightweight vs. Full-Model Coreset Approaches. While gradient or influence-
based selection can yield high-quality coresets [14, 25], such methods typically
incur substantial overhead: they require partial or entire model training to com-
pute per-sample gradients or forgetting events [33]. By contrast, HyperCore re-
mains partially trained (it fits a class-wise MLP to discriminate in/out), but each
MLP sees only a subset of the dataset and does not require a large architecture
or global alignment. This design reduces computation while flexibly adapting to
each class’s unique geometry.

Prototype Selection and Continual Learning. Prototype-based selection methods
identify exemplars that approximate the class mean. For instance, iCaRL [27]
selects a small set of class representatives that minimize the distance to that
class’s mean embedding. When data are mislabeled or heavily imbalanced, how-
ever, simple centroid-based picks can inadvertently keep outliers if they exhibit
subtle bias in embedding space. HyperCore addresses such issues by actively
learning a boundary between inliers and outliers for each class, producing a more
robust subset. In continual learning, HyperCore could replace iCaRL’s herding
by selecting reliably central class samples.

Relation to Our HyperCore Approach. We draw on the success of minimal, class-
wise boundaries (like SVDD), but unify them with a simple per-class in/out MLP
plus a Youden’s J threshold to auto-prune ambiguous points. As a result, Hyper-
Core effectively discards label noise and yields a representative coreset without
requiring a large network or full-model backprop. This blend of geometry-driven
inlier detection, threshold-based selection, and partial learning stands in contrast
to existing coreset methods that rely on global fractions or heavy optimiza-
tion of large models. HyperCore complements existing methods by providing a
lightweight, noise-robust, class-specific alternative.

6 Limitations

HyperCore has several limitations that are worth noting despite its significant
strengths. The hypersphere models depend heavily on learning meaningful em-
beddings from relatively small per-class data subsets. In classes with extremely
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limited or highly imbalanced data, the learned boundaries might degrade, re-
ducing the robustness of HyperCore’s adaptive pruning. Also, training separate
hypersphere models per class could become computationally expensive as the
number of classes scales (e.g., beyond thousands of classes) and the amount of
GPUs/CPUs is limited, although HyperCore significantly reduces computational
overhead compared to full-model coreset methods.

In addition, Youden’s J implicitly treats false positives and false negatives
as equally costly. In domains with highly asymmetric costs or constraints (e.g.,
extreme class imbalance or safety-critical false negatives), alternative threshold-
ing rules may be preferable—such as optimizing a weighted J (cost-sensitive
TPR/FPR), setting a target precision/recall operating point, or calibrating
thresholds via validation risk minimization.

7 Conclusion & Future Work

We introduced HyperCore, a robust coreset selection framework leveraging hy-
persphere models. Unlike existing methods, HyperCore utilizes class-conditional
embeddings with adaptive pruning thresholds determined by Youden’s J statis-
tic, enabling automatic and noise-aware subset selection without extensive hyper-
parameter tuning. HyperCore raises the bar for robust coreset selection, setting
new benchmarks for pruning accuracy and label noise tolerance. By effectively
discarding mislabeled or ambiguous data points, HyperCore ensures that the
retained coresets are compact yet highly representative, thereby promoting effi-
cient and robust model training.

Future work includes applying HyperCore to semi-supervised, continual learn-
ing, and large-scale tasks. Additionally, analyzing dynamic updates to hyper-
sphere boundaries could further enhance HyperCore’s versatility.
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A Hardware and Software

All experiments were run on a workstation equipped with an NVIDIA RTX
A6000 GPU (48GB VRAM). Our implementation uses PyTorch 1.10.1 with
torchvision 0.11.2, and we build upon the DeepCore library for coreset selection
routines.

B Datasets

We evaluated HyperCore on two widely used image-classification benchmarks:

– CIFAR-10: 50,000 training and 10,000 test images across 10 classes, each
of size 32× 32 pixels. Its small, balanced format makes it ideal for studying
the behavior of coreset methods at extreme pruning levels.

– ImageNet-1K: 1,281,167 training and 50,000 validation images spanning
1,000 object categories. Following standard practice, we resize all images to
224× 224 pixels before selection and training.
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C Additional Cross-Architecture Evaluations

Table 5: Coreset selection performances on CIFAR-10 with five randomly initialized
VGG-16 models. The best results are marked in bold.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 11.6±1.2 12.7±0.6 16.0±3.9 54.1±3.1 66.0±3.5 71.5±1.5 78.3±1.0 80.9±0.5 85.7±1.5 88.2±0.7 93.2±0.3 94.3±0.0
k-Center Greedy 12.3±1.0 14.5±2.9 14.7±1.3 38.7±12.0 75.6±1.3 85.5±0.3 89.0±0.4 91.0±0.2 91.8±0.3 92.7±0.2 94.1±0.1 94.3±0.0

Forgetting 12.5±0.8 13.8±2.8 25.6±4.3 55.9±1.3 75.2±1.4 86.2±0.2 89.0±0.2 91.3±0.2 91.9±0.2 92.8±0.0 94.1±0.2 94.3±0.0
GraNd 11.7±0.6 12.5±0.0 16.6±3.0 28.1±0.0 42.4±0.9 73.4±0.7 86.5±0.7 91.2±0.0 93.1±0.4 93.6±0.2 94.1±0.2 94.3±0.0

CAL 12.9±2.0 15.8±4.1 19.2±4.5 63.0±1.4 72.2±0.2 78.1±0.9 82.6±0.5 85.0±0.2 87.6±0.7 89.6±0.4 93.0±0.2 94.3±0.0
DeepFool 11.6±0.7 14.6±1.3 15.6±4.1 47.3±6.8 71.7±1.1 84.2±0.4 90.0±0.2 91.6±0.1 92.4±0.2 93.2±0.2 94.1±0.1 94.3±0.0

Craig 13.3±1.4 14.2±1.4 13.6±0.0 46.6±0.0 67.3±3.1 82.4±0.6 88.8±0.3 91.4±0.0 92.7±0.2 93.4±0.1 94.2±0.1 94.3±0.0
GradMatch 13.4±2.0 13.0±2.3 13.0±0.0 44.6±3.7 53.9±1.4 77.9±0.4 87.2±0.3 90.2±0.6 92.6±0.0 93.4±0.0 94.2±0.1 94.3±0.0

Glister 15.7±0.0 13.9±3.0 18.9±5.0 44.0±4.0 53.5±0.9 78.2±2.2 86.4±0.1 89.7±0.0 92.5±0.2 93.3±0.2 94.2±0.1 94.3±0.0

HyperCore (ours) 15.7±0.6 16.6±1.2 24.2±2.2 59.7±0.3 73.3±0.4 83.5±0.1 87.2±0.2 89.3±0.2 90.6±0.2 91.5±0.1 93.7±0.1 94.3±0.0

Table 6: Coreset selection performances on CIFAR-10 with five randomly initialized
ResNet-50 models. The best results are marked in bold.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 16.2±2.4 23.0±2.4 29.5±2.8 46.3±2.8 58.5±5.2 73.1±2.1 80.0±0.9 84.1±0.5 86.4±0.9 89.6±0.9 94.6±0.3 95.4±0.3
k-Center Greedy 15.4±1.8 18.8±3.1 25.0±4.6 53.1±1.9 68.8±2.1 86.6±0.4 90.2±0.6 91.7±0.2 93.4±0.3 94.2±0.3 95.3±0.3 95.4±0.3

Forgetting 17.0±2.2 26.9±2.7 34.0±1.0 49.5±2.9 67.5±2.6 86.2±0.7 89.9±0.4 92.0±0.3 92.8±0.2 93.6±0.1 95.2±0.1 95.4±0.3
GraNd 15.1±1.7 17.2±1.4 19.7±1.2 23.6±1.6 34.9±2.4 70.3±5.0 85.5±1.4 92.0±0.3 94.2±0.4 94.9±0.4 95.4±0.2 95.4±0.3

CAL 19.9±1.3 27.5±0.6 35.9±1.2 56.4±1.4 66.2±1.1 77.6±0.8 83.0±0.4 85.5±0.5 88.2±0.5 90.5±0.6 94.2±0.2 95.4±0.3
DeepFool 14.4±2.0 19.8±1.4 26.4±1.1 42.7±2.9 65.7±2.8 86.3±0.9 91.1±0.5 92.9±0.3 93.9±0.2 94.5±0.2 95.3±0.2 95.4±0.3

Craig 17.0±1.1 21.5±1.4 28.1±2.6 42.0±1.5 55.1±2.7 80.8±2.8 89.9±0.7 92.5±0.7 93.5±0.2 94.7±0.1 95.4±0.2 95.4±0.3
GradMatch 14.3±2.8 21.7±0.9 28.2±0.9 37.4±2.6 50.5±3.5 74.0±2.3 87.6±1.1 92.3±0.4 93.8±0.3 94.7±0.5 95.2±0.2 95.4±0.3

Glister 14.9±0.9 20.4±1.5 24.2±3.3 37.0±1.9 50.1±3.0 79.6±2.5 88.6±0.8 92.0±0.3 93.5±0.2 94.5±0.3 95.2±0.2 95.4±0.3

HyperCore (ours) 20.3±1.8 23.0±1.6 36.9±0.5 56.4±2.7 69.2±1.4 82.4±1.0 88.0±0.4 90.4±0.2 91.6±0.2 92.9±0.3 94.8±0.2 95.4±0.3

Table 7: Coreset selection performances on CIFAR-10 with five randomly initialized
InceptionNetV3 models. The best results are marked in bold.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 14.6±0.7 21.8±1.7 28.5±1.4 42.9±4.0 61.1±2.2 74.0±1.3 80.5±1.0 84.7±0.4 87.7±0.9 90.3±0.8 94.8±0.2 95.6±0.1
k-Center Greedy 15.1±2.0 22.1±3.0 26.6±1.4 51.2±2.3 72.9±1.7 85.8±0.4 89.8±0.4 92.2±0.3 93.6±0.3 94.4±0.4 95.4±0.2 95.6±0.1

Forgetting 18.5±0.6 28.5±1.0 32.2±0.9 50.9±1.5 69.3±1.3 85.4±0.9 90.4±0.4 92.4±0.1 93.4±0.2 94.3±0.3 95.4±0.2 95.6±0.1
GraNd 14.8±2.3 17.4±1.2 20.1±0.8 27.1±1.1 38.1±1.4 70.0±2.0 86.8±0.6 92.9±0.4 94.4±0.3 95.0±0.3 95.5±0.1 95.6±0.1

CAL 17.9±1.2 31.6±1.5 36.3±1.1 60.2±2.0 70.6±0.6 78.7±0.7 83.1±0.5 86.3±0.8 88.9±0.4 90.3±0.3 94.3±0.1 95.6±0.1
DeepFool 14.5±1.6 22.3±1.1 26.8±1.6 47.7±3.0 70.2±2.1 83.6±1.2 90.2±0.4 92.8±0.2 94.0±0.2 94.6±0.3 95.6±0.2 95.6±0.1

Craig 16.5±2.5 24.7±1.3 27.8±2.0 44.5±1.8 58.8±2.5 79.5±1.4 88.0±1.1 92.3±0.2 94.0±0.2 95.0±0.2 95.6±0.1 95.6±0.1
GradMatch 16.5±1.2 24.2±0.8 29.1±1.0 40.1±2.7 53.1±2.2 76.9±2.6 87.1±0.3 91.8±0.7 94.2±0.5 94.9±0.3 95.4±0.2 95.6±0.1

Glister 14.8±1.5 22.9±1.8 29.3±1.8 41.3±1.8 52.4±3.1 77.5±1.7 87.8±0.7 91.8±0.4 94.0±0.1 94.9±0.1 95.6±0.1 95.6±0.1

HyperCore (ours) 20.8±0.7 32.6±0.8 37.9±0.6 57.2±1.6 71.0±0.8 83.2±0.9 87.5±0.4 90.2±0.2 92.4±0.2 93.4±0.3 95.2±0.1 95.6±0.1
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Table 8: Coreset selection performances on CIFAR-10 with five randomly initialized
WRN-16-8 models. The best results are marked in bold.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 23.8±1.4 31.3±3.5 39.6±2.8 60.2±1.2 66.9±2.3 77.3±1.0 81.9±0.7 86.4±1.3 89.0±0.6 92.3±1.0 95.2±0.1 96.0±0.1
k-Center Greedy 19.2±0.6 27.7±0.6 34.6±0.2 67.9±0.8 81.6±0.5 89.4±0.2 92.1±0.3 93.6±0.2 94.3±0.1 94.9±0.1 95.9±0.1 96.0±0.1

Forgetting 21.5±1.0 30.1±0.9 36.3±0.6 58.5±1.0 74.9±0.8 88.8±0.5 93.3±0.1 94.5±0.1 95.0±0.1 95.4±0.1 95.9±0.1 96.0±0.1
GraNd 15.0±1.8 19.5±0.7 21.4±0.3 37.8±1.0 58.7±1.0 81.8±0.7 92.1±0.1 94.3±0.2 95.3±0.1 95.7±0.2 96.0±0.2 96.0±0.1

CAL 22.2±2.4 37.1±2.5 45.5±1.4 66.2±0.6 74.2±0.9 82.7±0.5 86.3±0.8 89.2±0.6 91.0±0.3 92.4±0.2 95.3±0.1 96.0±0.1
DeepFool 18.9±1.9 29.2±1.0 35.0±1.8 57.4±3.2 74.0±1.8 87.5±0.4 92.0±0.3 93.5±0.2 94.6±0.1 95.2±0.1 96.0±0.1 96.0±0.1

Craig 21.9±1.5 30.0±0.8 38.1±1.4 60.1±1.4 69.2±0.8 86.5±0.4 91.4±0.2 93.8±0.1 94.8±0.1 95.4±0.1 95.9±0.1 96.0±0.1
GradMatch 20.1±1.8 27.8±1.2 31.4±2.1 54.4±2.6 70.5±2.0 84.6±0.7 90.7±0.5 93.3±0.3 94.7±0.4 95.3±0.1 96.0±0.1 96.0±0.1

Glister 20.1±1.2 28.0±1.4 31.6±0.8 49.3±3.3 67.9±1.7 83.6±0.8 90.5±0.9 93.6±0.1 94.6±0.1 95.2±0.2 96.0±0.2 96.0±0.1

HyperCore (ours) 26.9±0.7 39.3±0.2 45.9±0.2 67.4±0.3 79.1±0.3 86.5±0.2 90.3±0.1 92.2±0.2 93.2±0.2 94.0±0.2 95.6±0.1 96.0±0.1

Table 9: Fixed coreset selection performance of five randomly initialized VGG-16 un-
der label noise on CIFAR-10, where 10% of the training labels are randomly corrupted
by assigning them to incorrect classes. Bold entries indicate the highest performance
at each data fraction.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 12.5±0.7 11.7±1.6 11.8±1.4 10.5±0.8 14.6±2.8 33.7±4.3 57.2±2.0 71.9±1.8 81.1±0.7 83.3±0.4 88.6±0.3 88.8±0.2
+0.9 -1.0 -4.2 -43.6 -51.4 -37.9 -21.1 -9.0 -4.6 -5.0 -4.5 -5.5

k-Center Greedy 12.0±1.4 12.2±1.3 12.6±1.2 17.0±4.7 40.6±3.8 68.2±1.7 76.0±0.6 79.6±0.5 82.6±0.3 85.1±0.3 88.3±0.2 88.8±0.2
-0.4 -2.2 -2.1 -21.6 -35.0 -17.4 -13.1 -11.3 -9.2 -7.6 -5.8 -5.5

Forgetting 12.6±0.9 14.4±1.2 21.5±5.0 55.8±1.0 72.5±2.0 83.0±0.8 86.0±0.8 87.8±0.2 88.1±0.4 88.2±0.3 88.6±0.1 88.8±0.2
+0.1 +0.6 -4.1 -0.1 -2.8 -3.1 -2.9 -3.5 -3.8 -4.6 -5.4 -5.5

GraNd 12.8±1.2 11.4±0.5 12.1±1.1 10.9±0.4 11.1±0.4 24.9±0.8 45.4±0.6 64.1±2.2 76.2±0.9 82.9±0.6 88.8±0.2 88.8±0.2
+1.1 -1.1 -4.5 -17.3 -31.3 -48.5 -41.1 -27.1 -17.0 -10.8 -5.3 -5.5

CAL 13.9±1.5 13.2±1.3 18.0±5.3 57.6±2.0 69.6±2.1 76.1±0.7 81.8±0.5 84.1±0.5 86.3±0.4 88.0±0.3 89.6±0.2 88.8±0.2
+0.9 -2.6 -1.2 -5.4 -2.6 -1.9 -0.8 -0.9 -1.3 -1.6 -3.4 -5.5

DeepFool 13.1±2.0 13.2±1.0 17.4±2.2 36.1±4.3 62.5±2.9 74.5±0.7 82.0±0.4 84.8±0.3 86.5±0.4 87.1±0.2 88.6±0.1 88.8±0.2
+1.5 -1.4 +1.8 -11.2 -9.2 -9.6 -8.0 -6.8 -6.0 -6.0 -5.5 -5.5

Craig 13.7±2.0 11.5±0.3 13.0±1.5 22.8±2.1 36.0±3.3 55.2±4.6 67.3±1.8 78.5±1.5 82.2±0.5 85.3±0.4 88.7±0.3 88.8±0.2
+0.3 -2.7 -0.7 -23.8 -31.3 -27.1 -21.4 -12.9 -10.5 -8.1 -5.5 -5.5

GradMatch 12.1±0.8 12.7±1.4 13.7±2.9 31.6±1.9 41.5±2.6 48.3±2.3 61.4±1.4 72.7±1.1 79.0±1.5 84.6±0.4 88.8±0.3 88.8±0.2
-1.3 -0.4 +0.7 -13.0 -12.4 -29.6 -25.9 -17.5 -13.6 -8.8 -5.5 -5.5

Glister 12.7±1.4 13.0±0.7 13.7±2.4 30.4±1.0 42.6±3.2 49.3±3.8 61.5±1.0 71.1±2.3 79.3±1.5 84.5±0.4 88.7±0.3 88.8±0.2
-2.9 -0.9 -5.2 -13.6 -11.0 -28.9 -24.9 -18.6 -13.2 -8.8 -5.5 -5.5

HyperCore (ours) 14.0±0.6 21.9±3.4 26.0±6.1 62.6±1.9 70.7±3.4 83.4±0.3 87.3±0.3 89.5±0.3 91.0±0.3 92.1±0.1 92.2±0.1 88.8±0.2
-1.8 5.3 1.7 2.9 -2.6 -0.1 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 -1.5 -5.5

Table 10: Fixed coreset selection performance of five randomly initialized ResNet-
50 under label noise on CIFAR-10, where 10% of the training labels are randomly
corrupted by assigning them to incorrect classes. Bold entries indicate the highest
performance at each data fraction.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 11.4±1.1 12.4±1.9 10.6±0.7 11.4±0.8 11.3±0.7 36.5±3.8 56.6±2.1 71.5±2.6 79.3±1.0 84.5±0.8 89.7±0.3 89.8±0.4
-4.8 -10.6 -18.9 -34.9 -47.2 -36.7 -23.4 -12.6 -7.1 -5.1 -4.9 -5.6

k-Center Greedy 11.0±0.6 14.0±0.9 14.8±1.8 27.7±1.4 42.5±3.1 64.6±2.9 75.7±1.7 81.6±0.7 84.6±0.6 86.1±0.4 89.4±0.4 89.8±0.4
-4.4 -4.8 -10.3 -25.4 -26.3 -22.0 -14.4 -10.1 -8.9 -8.1 -5.9 -5.6

Forgetting 17.6±3.3 26.0±4.1 32.6±2.1 53.8±2.5 68.9±3.2 82.4±0.8 87.1±0.7 88.5±0.3 89.9±0.3 90.2±0.3 90.1±0.4 89.8±0.4
+0.6 -0.9 -1.4 +4.3 +1.4 -3.8 -2.8 -3.5 -2.9 -3.4 -5.2 -5.6

GraNd 13.5±1.3 13.5±0.8 12.8±1.7 11.3±1.1 12.0±1.2 22.4±1.3 44.8±1.5 62.9±1.4 77.1±0.2 84.6±1.0 89.5±0.4 89.8±0.4
-1.6 -3.6 -6.9 -12.3 -22.9 -48.0 -40.7 -29.2 -17.1 -10.3 -6.0 -5.6

CAL 16.9±4.1 27.0±2.2 34.5±2.4 52.2±2.9 65.2±0.3 76.8±1.2 81.7±1.0 84.5±0.5 86.9±0.4 88.5±0.5 90.5±0.1 89.8±0.4
-3.0 -2.5 -2.4 -4.1 -1.0 -0.8 -1.3 -1.1 -1.3 -2.0 -3.7 -5.6

DeepFool 16.0±3.4 19.8±1.2 24.5±1.6 38.0±1.2 52.4±4.1 75.0±2.6 84.1±0.5 86.2±0.5 87.8±0.5 88.7±0.4 90.1±0.2 89.8±0.4
+1.6 0.0 -1.9 -4.7 -13.4 -11.3 -7.0 -6.7 -6.1 -5.8 -5.2 -5.6

Craig 17.0±1.0 15.5±2.3 20.6±2.1 31.9±0.9 33.8±3.0 46.7±2.4 65.9±3.5 75.6±2.1 83.3±0.3 85.6±0.3 89.7±0.2 89.8±0.4
-0.1 -6.0 -7.5 -10.1 -21.3 -34.0 -24.0 -16.8 -10.2 -9.1 -5.7 -5.6

GradMatch 13.9±1.7 17.7±1.8 24.1±2.0 29.2±0.5 35.7±2.7 46.9±6.1 59.3±2.6 73.1±1.1 80.9±1.0 84.4±0.3 89.6±0.4 89.8±0.4
-0.4 -4.0 -4.1 -8.3 -14.8 -27.0 -28.4 -19.1 -12.9 -10.3 -5.6 -5.6

Glister 13.6±0.9 18.9±1.9 22.0±2.1 28.6±2.0 34.5±2.1 47.4±4.1 58.6±0.9 71.5±2.6 80.3±0.6 84.6±1.2 89.2±0.5 89.8±0.4
-1.3 -1.6 -2.2 -8.4 -15.6 -32.2 -30.0 -20.5 -13.2 -9.9 -6.1 -5.6

HyperCore (ours) 20.3±1.4 28.8±1.7 36.4±1.6 56.1±2.4 68.5±0.7 83.5±0.7 87.8±0.3 90.7±0.3 92.1±0.1 93.1±0.2 93.2±0.3 89.8±0.4
-0.1 -1.2 -0.5 -0.2 -0.8 +1.1 -0.2 +0.3 +0.5 +0.1 -1.6 -5.6
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Table 11: Fixed coreset selection performance of five randomly initialized Inception-
NetV3 under label noise on CIFAR-10, where 10% of the training labels are randomly
corrupted by assigning them to incorrect classes. Bold entries indicate the highest per-
formance at each data fraction.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 12.4±1.2 12.1±0.6 10.8±0.7 10.1±0.2 10.6±0.6 34.5±4.0 54.5±2.3 69.3±1.8 77.9±1.0 83.8±1.1 90.9±0.4 90.9±0.4
-2.2 -9.7 -17.7 -32.9 -50.5 -39.5 -26.1 -15.4 -9.9 -6.5 -3.9 -4.6

k-Center Greedy 12.7±1.8 13.6±0.8 14.2±0.8 27.6±1.9 45.7±3.8 66.1±1.4 73.1±1.0 81.0±0.5 83.7±0.8 86.4±0.7 90.2±0.3 90.9±0.4
-2.4 -8.5 -12.4 -23.6 -27.1 -19.7 -16.6 -11.2 -9.9 -7.9 -5.2 -4.6

Forgetting 17.1±2.4 28.6±0.7 33.1±1.7 50.0±1.0 71.2±0.8 83.1±1.2 87.3±0.7 89.4±0.1 90.2±0.3 90.6±0.3 90.8±0.3 90.9±0.4
-1.4 0.0 +0.9 -1.0 +1.9 -2.3 -3.1 -2.9 -3.1 -3.7 -4.6 -4.6

GraNd 12.9±1.0 12.5±1.0 11.2±0.6 10.9±0.5 11.3±0.3 25.0±1.0 44.9±1.0 61.8±1.9 77.0±0.9 83.3±0.9 90.6±0.3 90.9±0.4
-1.9 -4.9 -8.9 -16.2 -26.8 -45.0 -41.9 -31.0 -17.4 -11.6 -5.0 -4.6

CAL 15.9±1.5 26.8±1.9 30.9±1.6 56.3±3.5 67.8±2.7 77.0±0.7 82.3±0.5 84.5±0.5 87.1±0.3 89.1±0.4 91.5±0.3 90.9±0.4
-2.1 -4.8 -5.4 -3.9 -2.7 -1.7 -0.7 -1.8 -1.8 -1.2 -2.8 -4.6

DeepFool 17.0±1.0 19.9±1.5 24.7±2.2 38.1±1.0 54.7±5.2 76.1±0.7 83.2±0.6 87.2±0.5 89.1±0.3 89.9±0.4 91.3±0.2 90.9±0.4
+2.4 -2.4 -2.1 -9.7 -15.5 -7.5 -7.0 -5.5 -5.0 -4.7 -4.2 -4.6

Craig 17.8±2.5 21.0±1.1 23.4±1.4 29.8±2.0 36.2±3.2 45.0±3.5 58.6±2.2 71.4±1.1 78.5±1.1 84.3±0.8 90.7±0.4 90.9±0.4
+1.3 -3.7 -4.4 -14.7 -22.6 -34.4 -29.4 -20.9 -15.5 -10.6 -4.9 -4.6

GradMatch 14.4±1.6 21.5±1.0 22.2±1.0 29.3±2.4 38.3±3.3 42.7±3.3 57.4±0.9 68.3±0.8 75.3±2.0 83.1±0.8 90.8±0.2 90.9±0.4
-2.1 -2.7 -6.9 -10.8 -14.7 -34.2 -29.7 -23.5 -19.0 -11.8 -5.0 -4.6

Glister 15.0±1.4 20.2±1.4 22.9±0.7 32.3±1.7 38.3±3.4 43.1±2.3 54.8±3.6 67.4±2.9 77.0±1.0 82.9±0.6 90.9±0.2 90.9±0.4
+0.2 -2.7 -6.3 -9.0 -14.0 -34.4 -33.0 -24.4 -17.1 -12.0 -4.7 -4.6

HyperCore (ours) 20.1±1.8 31.2±0.2 37.4±0.7 57.3±1.8 72.8±1.6 83.5±0.3 87.6±0.3 90.4±0.2 92.3±0.3 93.5±0.3 93.6±0.3 90.9±0.4
-0.7 -1.3 -0.5 0.0 +1.8 +0.2 0.0 +0.3 -0.1 +0.1 -1.6 -4.6

Table 12: Fixed coreset selection performance of five randomly initialized WRN-
16-8 under label noise on CIFAR-10, where 10% of the training labels are randomly
corrupted by assigning them to incorrect classes. Bold entries indicate the highest
performance at each data fraction.

Fraction (1− α) 0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 90% 100%

Herding 11.3±0.8 10.7±1.6 8.9±1.7 8.6±1.4 12.9±2.5 32.8±1.7 56.0±1.5 71.7±1.6 79.5±1.0 85.1±0.8 91.3±0.3 91.6±0.2
-12.5 -20.5 -30.7 -51.6 -53.9 -44.5 -25.9 -14.7 -9.6 -7.2 -3.9 -4.4

k-Center Greedy 12.6±1.0 15.0±0.9 18.3±0.7 31.4±1.6 47.8±3.9 68.8±2.3 78.3±0.9 82.4±0.6 85.5±0.3 87.8±0.2 91.1±0.2 91.6±0.2
-6.6 -12.7 -16.3 -36.5 -33.8 -20.6 -13.8 -11.2 -8.8 -7.2 -4.8 -4.4

Forgetting 21.7±2.2 31.7±1.6 36.0±1.5 62.0±0.7 77.4±0.7 88.1±0.2 91.0±0.1 91.5±0.3 91.8±0.3 91.7±0.2 91.5±0.3 91.6±0.2
+0.2 +1.6 -0.4 +3.5 +2.6 -1.7 -2.4 -3.0 -3.2 -3.7 -4.4 -4.4

GraNd 12.7±1.7 10.8±0.5 8.7±0.9 8.6±0.7 10.5±0.8 29.2±1.1 50.5±1.2 67.1±0.7 79.5±0.6 84.9±0.4 91.4±0.2 91.6±0.2
-2.3 -8.8 -12.8 -29.1 -48.2 -52.5 -41.6 -27.2 -15.8 -10.7 -4.6 -4.4

CAL 24.9±2.0 36.2±1.3 44.2±2.2 67.4±1.3 73.9±0.9 82.5±0.5 85.5±0.6 88.7±0.3 90.6±0.3 91.6±0.3 92.8±0.2 91.6±0.2
+2.6 -1.0 -1.3 +1.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.7 -0.5 -0.4 -0.9 -2.6 -4.4

DeepFool 17.2±1.7 22.2±1.4 27.3±2.3 43.2±1.7 54.7±4.1 70.4±1.7 80.4±1.5 84.7±0.6 87.7±0.4 89.3±0.2 91.3±0.2 91.6±0.2
-1.7 -7.0 -7.7 -14.2 -19.4 -17.1 -11.6 -8.8 -6.9 -5.9 -4.7 -4.4

Craig 20.6±0.9 24.6±2.3 27.0±2.5 28.5±1.8 33.2±1.8 46.8±4.0 62.5±1.8 74.6±0.6 82.2±0.5 86.5±1.0 91.2±0.2 91.6±0.2
-1.3 -5.4 -11.1 -31.6 -36.0 -39.6 -28.8 -19.2 -12.5 -8.9 -4.7 -4.4

GradMatch 16.4±1.7 23.6±1.8 24.9±2.6 29.9±2.6 36.9±5.3 49.7±3.7 63.9±4.2 75.7±2.0 80.9±0.9 86.1±0.3 91.1±0.1 91.6±0.2
-3.8 -4.2 -6.6 -24.5 -33.5 -34.9 -26.8 -17.6 -13.8 -9.3 -4.8 -4.4

Glister 17.1±0.7 24.8±1.4 28.8±2.6 28.3±2.9 39.3±2.7 47.8±3.8 63.4±5.0 74.0±1.2 81.5±0.4 86.5±0.2 91.0±0.1 91.6±0.2
-3.0 -3.3 -2.8 -21.0 -28.5 -35.8 -27.1 -19.5 -13.2 -8.7 -4.9 -4.4

HyperCore (ours) 22.7±0.8 39.6±0.8 47.4±0.5 70.2±0.7 79.2±0.5 86.7±0.2 90.0±0.3 92.2±0.1 93.4±0.1 94.2±0.2 94.1±0.1 91.6±0.2
-4.3 +0.4 +1.5 +2.8 +0.1 +0.2 -0.2 0.0 +0.2 +0.2 -1.5 -4.4
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