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Improve Knowledge Distillation via Label Revision
and Data Selection

Weichao Lan, Yiu-ming Cheung, Fellow, IEEE, Qing Xu, Buhua Liu, Zhikai Hu, Mengke Li, Zhenghua Chen

Abstract—Knowledge distillation (KD) has become a widely
used technique in the field of model compression, which aims to
transfer knowledge from a large teacher model to a lightweight
student model for efficient network development. In addition to
the supervision of ground truth, the vanilla KD method regards
the predictions of the teacher as soft labels to supervise the
training of the student model. Based on vanilla KD, various
approaches have been developed to further improve the per-
formance of the student model. However, few of these previous
methods have considered the reliability of the supervision from
teacher models. Supervision from erroneous predictions may
mislead the training of the student model. This paper therefore
proposes to tackle this problem from two aspects: Label Revision
to rectify the incorrect supervision and Data Selection to select
appropriate samples for distillation to reduce the impact of
erroneous supervision. In the former, we propose to rectify
the teacher’s inaccurate predictions using the ground truth. In
the latter, we introduce a data selection technique to choose
suitable training samples to be supervised by the teacher, thereby
reducing the impact of incorrect predictions to some extent.
Experiment results demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed
method, and show that our method can be combined with other
distillation approaches, improving their performance.

Impact Statement—Knowledge distillation has significance and
potential implications in the field of machine learning and
model compression, making it a powerful technique for model
optimization and deployment in real-world scenarios. It enables
the transfer of knowledge from a large, highly accurate teacher
model to a smaller, computationally efficient student model. This
process not only reduces the model size but also improves its
generalization capabilities. However, in knowledge distillation,
despite performing well on specific tasks, the teacher model
may make incorrect predictions which can potentially mislead
the training of the student model. In this paper, the proposed
method aims to address the issue of erroneous predictions from
the teacher model. By incorporating two key aspects, label
revision and data selection, these approaches seeks to minimize
the impact of incorrect supervision, with the potential to enhance
the accuracy and reliability of knowledge distillation.

Index Terms—Knowledge Distillation, Lightweight Model, Im-
age Classification

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, lightweight models have attracted more and
more attention for deploying deep neural networks (DNNs)
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on resource-constrained devices due to their property of being
less parameterized [1], [2], [3]. Among the various approaches
used to build and train lightweight models, knowledge distilla-
tion (KD) has been proven to be a highly effective method for
achieving model compression, and promoting the performance
of lightweight models in various applications [4], [5], [6], [7].
KD works by transferring knowledge from a high-capacity net-
work (the teacher) to a smaller one (the student) [8], [9], [10].
Typically, the teacher is a large neural network or network
set with a large number of parameters, whereas the student
network is compact and lightweight. Given a powerful teacher
network, it is used to supervise the training of the student by
utilizing the information (referred to as “knowledge”) such
as final predictions [8], [11], intermediate feature maps [12],
[13], or the relationships between different layers or samples
[14], [15]. Under the teacher’s supervision, the accuracy of
the student network will be significantly improved, with much
less storage and computation cost.

The seminal work of [8] trains the student using the logits
of the teacher, which provides additional knowledge of inter-
class probabilities and similarities. Specifically, the student is
trained to mimic the predictions of teacher by minimizing
the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. In addition to the
classical supervision of ground-truth labels, an extra logit loss
is introduced as a powerful regularization, where the teacher’s
predictions are regarded as the soft labels to supervise the
training of student. One drawback of this vanilla KD method
is that the knowledge of the teacher is only represented
by the final layer, ignoring the enriched intermediate-level
information that has been proven to be crucial for learning
representations [12], [16]. Recent works are built upon the
theoretical basis of vanilla KD, aiming at further capturing
the wealth of knowledge contained in intermediate feature
maps by exploiting auxiliary loss functions to overcome this
limitation [17], [18], [19], [20]. For instance, Yang et al.
[21] introduced additional feature matching and regression
losses to optimize the penultimate layer feature of the student.
SemCKD [19] uses an attention mechanism to minimize the
calibration loss in cross-layer knowledge distillation. There are
also some methods that focus on extending different training
strategy to improve transfer efficiency [14], [22]. Through
these approaches, the performance of the student models has
been constantly enhanced.

However, most of the algorithms are developed based on
the vanilla KD framework, under the supervision of teacher
models. Although the teacher usually has been trained well
on specific tasks, it still contains incorrect knowledge such as
wrong predictions. The previous works have not given much
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Fig. 1. An overview of training procedure with our proposed Label Revision (LR) and Data Selection (DS). For the entire training set, it is first split into
two parts through DS, i.e., Set I and Set II. For Set I, it is input to the student model, then Loss 1 is calculated as the cross-entropy loss between the obtained
Logits SI and Label yI. With respect to Set II, it is input to the student and teacher at the same time, where the teacher’s predictions Logits T is revised via
LR before computing the distillation loss Loss 3. Similar to Loss 1, Loss 2 is the cross-entropy loss between Logits SII and Label yII. Finally, the whole loss
is a weighted summation of the three losses. More details about the calculation of losses are provided in Section III.

consideration to the reliability of the teacher models. Since
the ground truth labels (hard labels) and teacher predictions
(soft labels) are both utilized to supervise the student in
vanilla KD, two problems will arise naturally during the
learning process. The first problem is that the teacher will
also assign probabilities to incorrect classes. Although this
kind of “dark knowledge” typically contains information on
relative probabilities that has been shown to be beneficial for
generalization, it is not fully trustworthy and some incorrect
knowledge such as wrong predictions will also be transferred
to student, misleading the direction of learning [22]. Addition-
ally, wrong predictions will contradict ground truth that may
cause confusion. Analogous to real-life learning in classes,
the students will not be able to make correct judgments if
they receive inconsistent information from different teachers
for the same task. Therefore, to alleviate the negative impact of
such incorrect supervision from the teacher and contradictions
with ground truth, we first propose Label Revision (LR) to
rectify the wrong predictions from the teacher via ground truth.
Specifically, the ground-truth label is first reformulated as one-
hot label, and then the soft labels of teacher are combined with
the one-hot label based on meticulously designed rules. In
this way, the wrong probabilities in teacher predictions can be
revised, while the relative information among different classes
can also be maintained.

The other concern is whether the student needs the super-
vision from teacher on the entire dataset. Intuitively, the more
guidance provided by the teacher, the greater the probability
of containing wrong predictions. Therefore, we further intro-
duce a Data Selection (DS) technique to select appropriate
data for distillation, thereby reducing the impact of incorrect
supervision to some extent. During the training of the student
model with a whole training set, only a portion of the training
samples are selected to be supervised by the teacher with
logits loss, while the remaining samples are directly supervised
by ground-truth using a single cross-entropy loss. The entire

procedure of the proposed method, including LR and DS, is
illustrated in Figure 1. First, the entire training set is split into
two parts (i.e., Set I and Set II) based on a certain criterion.
Next, Set I is input to both the teacher and student models
to obtain the logits loss, where the teacher’s predictions are
revised by LR before calculating the loss. For Set II, it is only
input to the student and the loss is computed as the cross-
entropy loss between student’s logits and ground truth. We
summarize our main contributions as follows:

1) To obtain more reliable supervision from the teacher
model, we propose to rectify the incorrect predictions
contained in teacher’s soft labels using the ground truth.
Without destroying hidden knowledge, the revised soft
labels still maintain the relative information among dif-
ferent classes.

2) We also introduce a data selection technique to select
appropriate training samples for distillation from the
teacher to the student, which further decreases the impact
of wrong supervision.

3) Extensive experiments with different datasets and net-
work architectures are conducted to illustrate the effec-
tiveness of our proposed method. It is also demonstrated
that our method can be applied to other distillation ap-
proaches and bring improvements on their performance.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Knowledge Distillation

The concept of knowledge distillation was first introduced
in the pioneering work of Hinton et al. [8]. This technique
leverages the knowledge contained in a larger teacher model
to train a smaller student model. Initially, the method regards
the output of the softmax layer of the teacher network, which
is referred to as logits, as soft labels to supervise the training
of the student. Building upon this idea, subsequent works
have introduced various knowledge representations to achieve
more accurate and efficient learning. These methods can be
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roughly divided into three categories according to the type of
knowledge: logits-based distillation, feature-based distillation,
and relation-based distillation [16].

Logits-based Distillation As used in [8], logits refer to
the final predictions of models. The vanilla method converts
the logits into soft probability through a softmax function,
where a temperature parameter is introduced for scaling small
probabilities that contain valuable information and play an
important role in supervision. To further improve accuracy,
numerous methods have explored the potential of soft labels
and made better use of logits. Zhou et al. [23] analyzed the
impact of soft labels on the bias-variance trade-off during
training and proposed to dynamically distribute weights to
different samples for balance. Mirzadeh et al. observed that
the performance of student network will greatly degrade when
the gap between the student and teacher is large. Thus, they
introduced a small assistant network to distill the knowledge
step by step. Kim et al. [24] explored mean squared error
(MSE) to replace the original KL divergence loss in vanilla
KD and achieved superior distillation performance. In SimKD
[10], the classifier of teacher model is reused to make pre-
dictions for student model, where the output of the student
is scaled by additional layers to match the dimensions of
the teacher’s output. However, the deployment cost will also
increase due to the additional layers and teacher’s classifier.
Instead of introducing extra components, Zhao et al. [25]
directly reformulated the loss of vanilla KD, which identified
the target class and non-target classes in classification tasks to
balance the contributions of training samples more effectively.

Feature-based Distillation Since the performance gap be-
tween the student and teacher models is still large after logits-
based distillation, new representations of knowledge have
been explored by leveraging the information of features. The
intermediate layers play an important role, especially when the
neural network is deep, and the information contained in these
layers can also be utilized as knowledge to train the student.
FitNets [12] first forces the student to mimic the corresponding
intermediate features of teacher. Rather than utilizing the
feature information, [26] further fitted the attention maps of the
student and teacher. Besides, [27] extended the attention map
by neuron selectivity transfer. To make it easier to transfer
the knowledge from the teacher to student, Kim et al. [28]
introduced several factors to represent the features in a more
understandable format. Jin et al. [13] proposed hint learning
with a constraint on the route, which supervised the student
by the outputs of hint layers in the teacher. VID [18] transfers
knowledge by maximizing variational information. Inspired by
contrastive learning, CRD [29] utilizes the representational
knowledge in the teacher to capture the relationship among
each dimension. CTKD [30] applies collaborative teaching
and trains the student using two teachers synchronously.
SRRL [21] focuses on training the student’s penultimate layer
by using teacher’s classifier. SemCKD [19] introduces an
attention mechanism that can automatically assign the most
semantically related layer in the teacher model for each student
layer, and the work is further extended to different scenarios
[31]. Kao et al. [6] proposed SEL that enables the student to
obtain various expertise knowledge from different networks.

Compared with logits-based distillation, feature-based meth-
ods can capture richer information, while the computation cost
will also increase due to heavy feature transformation.

Relation-based Distillation: Relation-based distillation
methods focus on the relationship between different data
samples or network layers. Lee et al. [14] proposed to use the
correlation between feature graphs as knowledge and extract
the key information via singular value decomposition. RKD
[32] transfers the structured relationship between the outputs
of the teacher to student. Passalis et al. [15] explored the
hint information, which utilizes the mutual information flow
from pairs of hint layers in the teacher to train the student.
In addition to the relationship among different layers, data
samples also contain rich knowledge. For example, Passalis
et al. [33] modeled the relationship of data samples as a
probability distribution via the feature representation of the
data, where the teacher and student can be matched by transfer-
ring the probability distribution. MASCKD [34] explores more
powerful relation knowledge and introduce attention maps to
build correlations between samples.

B. Data Selection

When training a model, different training samples will
have varying contributions to specific behaviors of model.
Measuring the effect of different samples and selecting more
appropriate ones for training can help improve the performance
of model to some extent [35], [36]. In fact, data selection
technique has been explored in many fields such as active
learning [37], [38], adversarial learning [39], [40], transfer
learning [41], [42] and reinforcement learning [43]. To quan-
tify the value of data samples for further selection, various
algorithms have been explored. Koh et al. [44] estimated the
effect of individual data through influence function [45], which
perturbs each training sample and measures changes in the
model’s output. Data Shapley [46] regards the improvement
of marginal performance as data values, where all the possible
subsets of the whole training set are considered. TracIn [47]
tracks the gradient information during training and monitors
the changes in model predictions as each training sample is
accessed. By quantifying the contributions of training data,
more appropriate samples can be selected to further improve
the performance or efficiency of model training.

III. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we first provide a brief introduction to the
vanilla KD method including some essential notations. Then,
we introduce the proposed method to revise soft labels of
the teacher and describe the data selection technique applied
before distillation in detail. For reference, the main notations
are listed in Table I.

A. Preliminaries

Vanilla Knowledge Distillation. The fundamental concept
behind vanilla KD is to train the student model to mimic the
outputs of the teacher model, by minimizing the difference
between their predictions for a given set of input data. This
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TABLE I
MAIN NOTATIONS.

D The entire training set, where D = {x(i),y(i)}Ni=1. x
and y are samples and labels, respectively.

Dt, Ds Training subsets, where Dt, Ds ⊂ D.
Θ Model parameter set.
θ∗, θ̂ Optimal model parameters, where θ∗, θ̂ ∈ Θ.
zt, zs The logits of the teacher and student, respectively.
zsr , z

s
w The right and wrong part of student’s logits, respec-

tively, which are split according to teacher’s prediction.
ϵ(i) Perturbation added on sample x(i).
pt Softmax probabilities of the teacher.
σ(·) The softmax function.
L(x, θ) Risk of model with parameter θ on sample x.
Lr,Lw The loss of right and wrong part, respectively.
λ1, λ2, η Hyper-parameters.

is accomplished by combining the original loss function (i.e.,
cross-entropy loss) with an additional distillation loss term.
Suppose the logits of the teacher and student model are zt

and zs, respectively. Then, the total loss function of vanilla
KD can be expressed as:

L = LCE(σ(z
s), y) + λ1LKD(zs, zt), (1)

where LKD donates the distillation loss and LCE is the cross-
entropy loss between model predictions and ground-truth label
y in classification. σ(·) refers to the softmax function. Here,
a hyperparameter λ1 is introduced as a weight to balance the
two losses.

In general, the distillation loss LKD is typically a soft
version of the original loss function, which encourages the
student to learn the same underlying information as the teacher
model. As used in [8], it is defined as the KL divergence
between the logits of student and teacher. In the original
softmax function, the output values are transformed into a
probability distribution over the set of possible classes. To
allow the student to capture more knowledge contained in
teacher, the distillation loss involves a temperature parameter
τ to the softmax function. Thus, the distillation loss LKD can
be reformulated as:

LKD = τ2LKL(σ(z
s/τ), σ(zt/τ)). (2)

A higher temperature τ will result in a softer and more diffuse
probability distribution. This softer distribution encourages
student to learn from the decision-making process of teacher
rather than simply mimicking its outputs.

Data Impact Estimation. There has been various algo-
rithms to estimate the impact of different training samples
that can help select data, such as influence-based methods and
shapley-based methods. Among these methods, the influence
function is one of the most popular tools for data selection due
to the advantage of low complexity without retraining models
[48], [49]. The influence function is first developed in the field
of statistics [45], [50], and has been applied to measure the
influence of data samples [44]. Without retraining the model,
it provides an efficient way to estimate the change on model

predictions or parameters if a sample is perturbed slightly.
Let D = {x(i),y(i)}Ni=1 donate a set of N data pairs, and
model parameter set is Θ, where the optimal parameter after
convergence is,

θ∗ = argmin
θ∈Θ

1

N

∑
x∈D

L(x, θ). (3)

When the i-th training sample x(i) is perturbed by an infinites-
imal step ϵ(i), the new optimal parameters will change to

θ̂ = argmin
θ∈Θ

1

N

∑
x∈D

L(x, θ) + ϵ(i)L(x(i), θ). (4)

Using influence function [45], the change on model param-
eters can be roughly estimated as:

dθ̂

dϵ(i)

∣∣
ϵ(i)=0

= −H−1
θ∗ ∇θL(x(i), θ∗), (5)

where Hθ∗ ≜ 1
N

∑
x∈D ∇2

θL(x, θ∗) is the Hessian matrix and
L(x(j), θ∗) is the loss at point x(j).

We can also approximate the change in model predictions
at a test sample x(j) based on the chain rule [44], that is,

dL(x(j), θ∗)

dϵ(i)

∣∣
ϵ(i)=0

=
dL(x(j), θ∗)

dθ̂

dθ̂

dϵ(i)

∣∣
ϵ(i)=0

= −∇θL(x(j), θ∗)H−1
θ∗ ∇θL(x(i), θ∗).

(6)

Then, using Eq. (5) and (6), the influence score of each
sample on model parameters or predictions can be obtained.
Further, we can select more appropriate data for training
according to the scores.

B. Revise Soft Labels of Teacher

The loss function in Equation (1) shows that the student
model is supervised by the logits of teacher zt and hard labels
(i.e., y) simultaneously. However, even if the teacher model
is pre-trained well, it can still make incorrect predictions,
which may conflict with the guidance provided by the hard
labels, leading to decline on accuracy of the student model.
The vanilla KD method utilizes an extra cross-entropy loss
to decrease the impact of wrong predictions, but the revision
is insufficient to make reliable supervision and there remains
noteworthy wrong information. To address this issue, we
propose to improve the reliability of the teacher’s supervision
by revising its soft labels. Specifically, we focus on the wrong
soft labels provided by the teacher and propose to revise them
via hard labels, where the revised label is a linear combination
of hard labels in one-hot form and teacher’s soft labels.
Assuming that the finally predicted probabilities of teacher
after softmax is pt = σ(zt) = [pt1, p

t
2, . . . , p

t
C ], where C is

the number of classes. Then, the new revised soft label can be
computed as:

p = βpt + (1− β)y. (7)

We donate ptmax as the corresponding probability of the
predicted class, that is, the maximum probability, and pttar as
the corresponding probability of the true target class. To rectify
the probability so that the maximum probability is consistent
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Fig. 2. A four-class example of Label Revision.

with the hard label, the choice of weight parameter β needs
to meet the constraint, that is,

β×pttar+(1−β)×1 > β×ptmax+0 ⇒ β <
1

ptmax − pttar + 1
(8)

The constraint can be reformulated as,

β =
η

ptmax − pttar + 1
, (9)

where η is a coefficient that is smaller than 1. Instead of
directly swapping the predicted probability of the target class
and incorrect class, as applied in [51], our proposed strategy
can maintain the relative probabilities between similar classes
from the perspective of feature representation, which has been
proved to be beneficial to generalization of networks [22].

Considering a simple case of a four-class classification,
suppose that there is a sample belonging to Class 3 and the
one-hot hard label is y = [0, 0, 0, 1]. However, the teacher
model makes a wrong prediction as Class 2 with probabilities
of pt = [0.1, 0.1, 0.5, 0.3]. According to the proposed strategy
of Eq. (7), the soft label with be rectified as p = [0.075, 0.075,
0.375, 0.475] if η is set as 0.9. As shown in Figure 2, the target
class obtains the maximum probability after revising.

After obtaining the new soft labels, we can then compute
the loss between student and teacher. To take full advantage of
logits information, we replace the original KL loss with Mean
Square Error (MSE) as suggested in [12], [24]. Thus, the new
loss of wrong predictions will be:

Lw = LMSE(σ(z
s
w), pw). (10)

The cross-entropy loss between ground truth and wrong
predictions is not considered here, because pw has already
contained the correct information from the true labels. The
logits of the student are also normalized using the softmax
function to match pw. For the remaining right predictions that
do not require revision, the loss Lr is calculated by Eq. (1).

By integrating the wrong and right parts, we can then obtain
the total new loss as:

L =Lr + λ2Lw

=LCE(σ(z
s
r), yr) + λ1LMSE(z

s
r , z

t
r)

+ λ2LMSE(σ(z
s
w), pw),

(11)

where {λ1, λ2} are the coefficients to balance each term,
which can be adjusted flexibly. The revised soft label of the
wrong part pw is calculated by Eq. (7).

C. Select Appropriate Data to Distill

Most previous KD methods concentrate on extracting more
information from the teacher to improve the accuracy of the
student, but few of them consider the impact of training data,
which has a significant effect on the performance of supervised
learning. To alleviate the wrong supervision from teacher,
we have proposed to revise the soft labels in the previous
section. From a different perspective of training data, it is
also worth considering whether the supervision of the teacher
is necessary to be applied to the entire training set. Therefore,
we introduce a data selection technique to further decrease the
risk of incorrect supervision.

To train a student model, we select only a portion of the
training samples to transfer the knowledge from the teacher,
the remaining samples are directly supervised by ground-truth.
Specifically, for a pre-trained teacher model, we first calculate
the influence score of each sample in training set D using Eq.
(5) and sort the samples based on these scores to form a new
set Dn. Then, we split Dn into two subsets Ds and Dt, where
Dt is supervised by the teacher with revised soft labels while
Ds is only supervised by ground-truth. The loss on subset Dt

is calculated using Eq. (11), while the loss on subset Ds is
the original cross-entropy loss between the student’s prediction
and ground-truth. Finally, the overall loss is the summation
of these two losses. It is worth noting that the split of Dn is
flexible, for example, we can select the top 50% (or 20%, 80%
and so on) of the samples as Dt and the remaining portion as
Ds. In the experimental section, we conduct an ablation study
to evaluate the performance of different split strategies.

To make a comprehensive view of our proposed method
of LR and DS, we summarize the whole process to train the
student model in Algorithm 1.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed method,
we conduct various experiments on image classification tasks.
Firstly, we present the results of using or not using LR and DS,
compared with vanilla KD. Next, we compare the performance
our method with state-of-the-art distillation approaches. We
also apply our method to other approaches to show that our
method is compatible with them and can help improve their
performance. Finally, ablation studies are also conducted to
illustrate the sensitivity of our method to different settings of
hyper-parameters.
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Algorithm 1: Knowledge Distillation with LR and DS.
Input: Training set D = {x,y}; A pre-trained teacher
model; A randomly initialized student model.
Output: A student model with better performance.

1: DS: For each example x in D, compute the score based
on Eq. (5) and obtain the new set Dn after sorting.

2: Split Dn into Dt and Ds.
3: for iter = 1 to maxIter do
4: Get a combined minibatch of training data in both Dt

and Ds.
5: LR: For data pair in Dt, compute the logits of the

teacher and revise it using Eq. (7).
6: Compute the loss of student on Dt with Eq. (11).
7: Get the cross-entropy loss on Ds between ground

truth and the student’s logits.
8: Update the parameters of student through backward

propagation the gradients of total loss on Dt and Ds.
9: end for

A. Experiment Setup

1) Dataset and Network Architectures: The experiments
involve three popular datasets on classification tasks.

CIFAR-100 [52]. The CIFAR-100 dataset consists of 100
classes with a total of 60K 32 × 32 colorful images, where
each class has 50K training images and 10K test samples.

ImageNet-2012 [53]. ImageNet-2012 is a large-scale
dataset that contains around 1.2M training images and 50K
validation samples from 1,000 different classes. The sizes of
images in ImageNet are various so that they are often cropped
as 224x224 for uniform.

With respect to the network architectures, different com-
binations of teacher-student model are applied for evaluation.
The selected architectures are all widely-used in classification,
that are, VGG [54], ResNet [55], ShuffleNet [56], [57] and
MobileNet [2], [58].

2) Compared Methods: We compare our proposed method
with both logit-based and feature-based methods. We also
combine our method with other distillation approaches to
illustrate that the proposed method is compatible and can help
improve their performance. The experimental settings of the
compared methods follow their original papers.

Logit-based distillation: Vanilla KD [8], VBD [59], DTD-
LA [51], DKD [25], CTKD [60].

Feature-based distillation: FitNet [12], PKT [61], VID
[18], SRRL [21] and SemCKD [31]

3) Training Details: To ensure fair comparison, we follow
the same training settings as in the previous works [29], [19].
In all experiments, stochastic gradient descent (SGD) with
momentum 0.9 is adopted as the parameter optimizer. For
CIFAR-100, the initial learning rate is set to 0.05 except
for ShuffleNet and MobileNet, whose initial learning rate is
0.01 instead. The learning rate is divided by 10 at the 150,
180 and 210 epoch during the whole training process of 240
epochs. The batch size for both training and test sets is 64.
For ImageNet, the model is trained 120 epochs, with an initial

TABLE II
COMPARISON BETWEEN INFLUENCE-BASED SELECTION AND RANDOM

SELECTION ON CIFAR-100. THE TEACHER AND STUDENT ARE
RESNET32X4 AND RESNET8X4, RESPECTIVELY.

Baseline Acc: 74.12%

PCT(%) Strategy Acc(%)

20
Random 70.54

70.10

71.13

50
Random 73.05

73.60

73.69

80
Random 74.70

74.59

74.81
1. The entire dataset is represented as a rectangle, where the samples are
arranged in ascending order of influence score.
2. The gray part represents Dt and the white part is Ds. For example,
the icon means that Dt contains 20% samples with lower
score and Ds contains the remaining 80% samples with higher score.

TABLE III
ACCURACY ON CIFAR-100 WITH OR WITHOUT DS AND LR. THE

TEACHER AND STUDENT ARE RESNET32X4 AND RESNET8X4,
RESPECTIVELY. ∆ REFERS TO THE PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT

COMPARED WITH BASELINE.

Method DS LR Acc (%) ∆

KD [8]

× × (KL) 74.12 -
× × (MSE) 74.34 0.22
× ✓ 75.33 1.21
✓ × 74.81 0.69
✓ ✓ 75.76 1.64

PKT [61]

× × 74.81 -
× ✓ 75.15 0.34
✓ × 74.93 0.12
✓ ✓ 75.53 0.72

learning rate of 0.1, which is divided by 10 every 30 epochs.
The batch size on ImageNet is set to 256.

Throughout the experiments, we set the temperature τ of
vanilla KD loss to 4, which is consistent with [29], [19]. In
terms of DS, we select 80% samples with higher influence
scores as Dt to be supervised by the teacher and the remaining
20% samples as Ds to be directly supervised by ground-truth
labels. When conducting LR, the hyper-parameter η is set
as 0.8. We further explore the impact of hyper-parameters in
the ablation study. The results on CIFAR-100 are reported as
the mean of three trials, while the results on ImageNet are
obtained from a single trial. As for hardware, the experiments
on CIFAR-100 are conducted on a single NVIDIA Tesla P40,
which three Tesla V100S are used for ImageNet.

B. Effect of LR and DS

Influenced-based selection v.s. Random selection. When
conducting DS, we propose to select appropriate samples
according to certain criterion (e.g., influence score), where the
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TABLE IV
COMPARISON WITH VANILLA KD ON THE CIFAR-100. ∆ IS THE PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.

Teacher
ResNet32×4 WRN-40-2 WRN-40-2 ResNet56 VGG13 ResNet32×4 ResNet32×4 ResNet32×4 WRN-40-2 WRN-40-2

79.42 76.31 76.31 72.41 74.64 79.42 79.42 79.42 76.31 76.31

Student
ResNet8×4 WRN-40-1 WRN-16-2 ResNet20 VGG8 VGG8 ShuffleNetV1 ShuffleNetV2 MobileNetV2 ShuffleNetV1

73.09 71.92 73.51 69.06 70.36 73.09 71.92 73.51 69.06 70.36

Vanilla KD [8] 74.12 73.42 74.92 70.66 72.66 72.73 74.07 74.45 69.07 74.83

Our 76.60 74.53 75.99 71.61 74.31 74.08 75.26 76.78 69.39 76.90

∆ 2.48 1.11 1.07 0.95 1.65 1.35 1.19 2.33 0.32 2.07

TABLE V
COMPARISON RESULTS ON THE CIFAR-100. TEACHERS AND STUDENTS HAVE SIMILAR ARCHITECTURES. “OA” REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL ACCURACY

(%), AND “LDA” REPRESENTS THE NEW ACCURACY (%) AFTER APPLYING LR OR DS, ∆ IS THE PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.

Type

Teacher
ResNet32×4 WRN-40-2 WRN-40-2 ResNet56 VGG13

79.42 76.31 76.31 72.41 74.64

Student
ResNet8×4 WRN-40-1 WRN-16-2 ResNet20 VGG8

73.09 71.92 73.51 69.06 70.36

- OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆

Logits

Vanilla KD [8] 74.12 74.81 0.69 73.42 74.25 0.83 74.92 75.39 0.47 70.66 71.32 0.66 72.66 73.49 0.83

DTD-LA [51] 73.78 75.15 1.37 73.49 73.76 0.27 74.73 75.54 0.81 70.99 71.24 0.25 72.98 73.87 0.89

DKD [25] 76.02 76.49 0.47 76.11 76.23 0.12 76.55 76.75 0.20 71.79 71.90 0.11 74.68 74.88 0.20

CTKD [60] 74.49 75.24 0.75 73.84 74.21 0.37 75.51 75.72 0.21 71.13 71.99 0.86 73.36 73.84 0.48

Features

FitNet [12] 74.32 75.72 1.40 74.12 74.56 0.44 75.04 75.68 0.64 71.52 71.96 0.44 73.54 73.86 0.32

PKT [61] 74.81 75.53 0.72 73.51 73.78 0.27 75.60 75.76 0.16 70.92 71.35 0.43 73.40 74.16 0.76

VID [18] 74.49 75.90 1.41 74.20 74.79 0.59 74.79 75.14 0.35 71.71 72.01 0.30 73.96 73.61 -0.35

SRRL [21] 75.39 76.15 0.76 74.98 75.16 0.18 75.55 76.20 0.65 72.01 71.79 -0.22 74.68 74.81 0.13

SemCKD [31] 75.58 76.35 0.77 74.78 74.57 -0.21 75.42 75.52 0.10 71.98 72.31 0.33 74.42 74.75 0.33

TABLE VI
COMPARISON RESULTS ON THE CIFAR-100. TEACHERS AND STUDENTS HAVE DIFFERENT ARCHITECTURES. “OA” REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL
ACCURACY (%), AND “LDA” REPRESENTS THE NEW ACCURACY (%) AFTER APPLYING LR OR DS, ∆ IS THE PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.

Type

Teacher
ResNet32×4 ResNet32×4 ResNet32×4 WRN-40-2 WRN-40-2

79.42 79.42 79.42 76.31 76.31

Student
VGG8 ShuffleNetV1 ShuffleNetV2 MobileNetV2 ShuffleNetV1

73.09 71.92 73.51 69.06 70.36

- OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆ OA LDA ∆

Logits

Vanilla KD [8] 72.73 72.92 0.19 74.07 74.21 0.14 74.45 75.45 1.00 69.07 69.54 0.47 74.83 75.50 0.67

DTD-LA [51] 72.67 73.00 0.33 73.99 74.88 0.89 75.05 76.24 1.19 68.99 69.57 0.58 74.90 75.87 0.97

DKD [25] 74.10 74.55 0.45 75.88 75.71 -0.17 76.87 77.06 0.19 69.47 69.58 0.11 76.41 76.52 0.11

CTKD [60] 73.54 74.27 0.73 74.37 75.49 1.12 75.42 75.51 0.09 69.21 69.45 0.24 75.80 76.14 0.34

Features

FitNet [12] 72.91 73.53 0.62 74.52 74.64 0.12 74.23 75.42 1.19 68.71 68.77 0.06 74.11 76.11 2.00

PKT [61] 73.08 73.82 0.74 74.05 74.94 0.89 74.69 75.84 1.15 68.80 69.06 0.26 75.68 75.87 0.19

VID [18] 73.19 74.04 0.85 74.28 75.58 1.30 75.22 76.01 0.79 68.91 68.33 -0.58 74.41 75.88 1.47

SRRL [21] 74.06 74.57 0.51 75.38 76.04 0.66 76.19 77.07 0.88 69.34 69.56 0.22 75.22 76.23 1.01

SemCKD [31] 75.27 75.51 0.24 75.41 76.45 1.04 77.63 77.85 0.22 69.88 69.98 0.10 76.83 77.46 0.63

entire dataset D is split into two parts Dt and Ds. Dt is input
to both the teacher and student models at the same time, while
Ds is only applied to the student. To investigate the effect of

this kind of specific selection and random selection, which is
the simplest way to realize DS, we evaluate the performance
on CIFAR-100. For detailed illustration, we also set different
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selection percentages of Dt (i.e., 20%, 50% and 80%), and
the baseline is vanilla KD.

Table II presents the results of our experiments on the
impact of the amount of data input to the teacher on the dis-
tillation accuracy. The results indicate that, when the amount
of data input to the teacher is relatively small, the distillation
accuracy is worse than vanilla KD. This finding highlights
the necessity of the guidance from the teacher model. For
instance, when only 20% samples are used for the teacher,
the accuracy is only around 71%, which is significantly lower
than vanilla KD. When there are enough samples to receive
supervision from the teacher, the performance of selecting
data based on influence score is relatively better than random
selection. Furthermore, the accuracy gain of selecting data
with higher scores is more significant. We ascribe this kind
of phenomenon to an hypothesis that the samples with higher
scores may be more difficult to be classified, so that they need
supervision from teacher model to provide more information
for classification. Thus, based on these observations, we follow
the strategy of selecting 80% samples with higher influence
score to be supervised by teacher in the following experiments.

Performance gain of each part. We also conduct a sim-
ple comparison on CIFAR-100 to evaluate the contribution
brought by the proposed LR and DS. The results are pre-
sented in Table III. To explore the effect of LR and DS, we
individually apply them on vanilla KD [8] and PKT [61]. The
results show that both DS and LR are helpful to improve
the distillation performance, but the gain from individually
applying one of them is limited (e.g., 0.12% of DS and
0.34% of LR on PKT). Therefore, the results suggest that
the combination of DS and LR is necessary to achieve better
performance. Besides, to eliminate the influence of MSE,
we also compare the performance of directly replacing KL
divergence with MSE for calculating the KD loss. It can be
noted that the performance gain is still lower than using LR
and DS, showing the effectiveness of the proposed method.
Furthermore, it is initially illustrated that DS and LR are
compatible with other distillation methods to improve their
performance. More combination results will be provided in
the following section.

C. Main Results
CIFAR-100. In Table IV-VI, we provide a comprehensive

comparison of our method with other distillation approaches,
including both logits-based and feature-based methods. We
also choose various combinations of the teacher and student
models, where the architectures of models are either similar
(Table V) or quite different (Table VI).

In Table IV, the accuracy of our proposed method can
be improved on all combinations of teacher and student
compared with vanilla KD, and the improvement are sig-
nificant in some cases. It is also inspired that our method
can achieve comparable or even better performance than
some of feature-based distillation. For example, for “WRN-
40-2” and “WRN-16-2” pair, our method achieves 75.99%
accuracy, which is higher than other feature-based approaches.
For the pair of “ResNet32x4 ResNet8x4” and “WRN-40-
2 ShuffleNetV1”, our method outperforms all competitors.

DKD

DTD-LA

KD

Our

SemCKD

SRRL

VID
FitNet

PKT

Fig. 3. Comparison of training time and accuracy on CIFAR-100. The teacher
and student are ResNet32x4 and ResNet8x4, respectively.

Moreover, our method incurs a lower computation cost than
feature-based methods, as the latter often requires tedious
computation to transform intermediate feature maps that may
hinder their application on resource-constrained devices. We
assess the training time of different methods on CIFAR-100 in
Figure 3, and the results demonstrate that our method achieves
a better trade-off between the training efficiency and accuracy
than feature-based approaches.

To further evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed LR and
DS, we also apply them to other distillation approaches, where
the hyper-parameters are set as the same as original papers.
For logits-based methods, only DS technique is combined
because the logits loss has already been modified. For feature-
based methods, both LR and DS are applied. The results
show that in most cases, the distillation performance can be
further boosted through applying DS and LR. For instance,
the original accuracy of VID [18] on the pair of “WRN-40-2”
and “ShuffleNetV1” is only 74.41%, which is even lower than
74.83% of vanilla KD. However, the accuracy is increased
by 1.47% after applying DS and LR, outperforming the
vanilla KD by 1.05%. These results strongly demonstrate the
effectiveness of our proposed LR and DS, and also illustrate an
encouraging property that LR and DS are highly compatible
with the state-of-the-art distillation methods.

ImageNet. We evaluate the performance of our proposed
LR technique on ImageNet using two popular teacher-student
model pairs, i.e., “ResNet34-ResNet18” and “ResNet50-
ResNet18”. The results are presented in Table VII. Compared
to vanilla KD, our LR achieves encouraging improvement on
Top-1 accuracy, further narrowing the gap between the student
and teacher models. This also validates that our method is
effective on large-scale datasets. Additionally, we apply LR
on other approachs such as SRRL and CTKD, and it obtains
more favourable performance compared to other competitors,
verifying the compatibility of our proposed method again.

D. Additional Analysis

Analysis of Coefficients λ1 and λ2. We also evaluate
the impact of coefficients λ1 and λ2 in Eq. (11), which are
introduced to balance each loss term. For evaluation, we set
various values of λ1 and λ2 ranging from 0 to 10, that
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TABLE VII
COMPARISON RESULTS ON IMAGENET. THE ACCURACY METRICS ARE

TOP-1 VALUES (%).

Teacher
ResNet34 ResNet50

73.31 76.26

Student
ResNet18 ResNet18

70.04 70.04

Vanilla KD [8] 70.66 71.29
LR 70.83 71.36

CTKD [60] 71.22 71.31
VID [18] 70.30 71.11

SRRL [21] 70.95 71.46
SemCKD [31] 70.87 71.41

SRRL+LR 71.10 71.58
CTKD+LR 71.30 71.43

TABLE VIII
ANALYSIS OF COEFFICIENT λ1 AND λ2 ON CIFAR-100. WHEN CHANGING

ONE OF THEM, WE FIX THE OTHER ONE AS 1 FOR SIMPLIFICATION.

Baseline: 74.81%
λ1 0 0.1 0.5 0.8 1 2 4 8 10

Acc(%) 72.96 73.73 75.02 75.30 75.76 75.75 76.60 76.54 76.46
λ2 0 0.1 0.5 0.8 1 2 4 8 10

Acc(%) 75.01 76.31 75.09 75.34 75.76 75.54 75.20 75.07 75.45

TABLE IX
DIFFERENT SETTING OF η ON CIFAR-100. WE SELECT DIFFERENT

VALUES OF η INCLUDING FIXED AND LEARNABLE VALUES.

Baseline: 74.81%

η
Fixed Learnable

0.5 0.7 0.8 0.85 0.9 0.95 ptmax pttar

Acc(%) 75.45 75.58 75.76 75.59 75.18 75.03 75.34 75.6

1. For learnable values, we set ptmax and pttar , that is, the probability of
predicted class and target class in teacher’s prediction, respectively.

is λ1, λ2 ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8, 1, 2, 4, 8, 10}. The results are
showed in Table VIII. Our method outperforms baseline in
most of the cases, showing the effectiveness again. It is also
indicated that both the logits loss of the right and wrong parts
are indispensable, the absence of either will result in a sharp
decline of accuracy, especially when λ1 = 0. As λ1 rises from
0 to 10, the accuracy first increases gradually and reaches a
maximum at the point of λ1 = 4. As for λ2, the performance
gain are relatively stable with different λ2 around 1.

Analysis of Coefficient η. We explore the sensitivity of the
hyper-parameter η in Eq. (9). Table IX reports the performance
with different η on CIFAR-100. Since η is a coefficient be-
tween 0 and 1, we first choose some fixed values as {0.5, 0.7,
0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95}. In addition to these fixed values, we also
set η as a learnable parameter that varies for different input
samples. For example, we directly regard the probabilities
of predicted class (ptmax) and target class (pttar) in teacher’s
prediction as η, whose value ranges are also 0-1. Here, other
hyper-parameters λ1 and λ2 are set as 1. It can be observed

that our method shows its superiority to baseline under varying
η, where the performance gain ranging from 0.22% to 0.95%,
and it achieves the best performance when η is set to around
0.8. From another perspective, the fluctuation of accuracy is
relatively small, demonstrating the robustness of our method
to hyper-parameter η.

V. CONCLUSION

Conclusions. Knowledge distillation has been hampered by
the issue of incorrect supervision from the teacher model.
In this paper, we have proposed to alleviate the impact of
such incorrect supervision from two aspects, which are simple
but effective. Firstly, we have proposed LR to rectify the
wrong predictions of the teacher according to the ground truth.
Secondly, we have also introduced DS to select appropriate
samples to be supervised by the teacher. Experiments on
both small and large-scale datasets have been conducted to
justify the effectiveness of the proposed LR and DS. The
statistical results have demonstrated that our proposed method
achieves better performance than vanilla KD or even feature-
based methods, and is more efficient for training without
tedious computation to transfer features. Furthermore, as a
plug-in technique, our method can be easily combined with
other distillation approaches that can further improve their
performance.

Limitations and Future Work. For LR, we rectify in-
correct predictions by combining the correct information
contained in the ground truth, with an assumption that the
training samples are labeled correctly. However, in real-world
applications, ground truth labels are sometimes incomplete
or missing, which limits the effectiveness of LR. Therefore,
revising wrong supervision without relying on ground truth
deserves further exploration.

Regarding DS, this paper only uses the influence function to
estimate the values of each sample. Other estimation methods
are also worth investigating in the future, as they may help
select more appropriate samples for distillation to further
enhance performance. Additionally, the current method of
estimating values needs to work on each sample, which would
be time-consuming for large-scale datasets. Designing more
efficient approaches is also a direction of future work.
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