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Abstract— Lightweight and effective models are essential for
devices with limited resources, such as intelligent vehicles.
Structured pruning offers a promising approach to model
compression and efficiency enhancement. However, existing
methods often tie pruning techniques to specific model ar-
chitectures or vision tasks. To address this limitation, we
propose a novel unified pruning framework Comb, Prune,
Distill (CPD), which addresses both model-agnostic and task-
agnostic concerns simultaneously. Our framework employs a
combing step to resolve hierarchical layer-wise dependency
issues, enabling architecture independence. Additionally, the
pruning pipeline adaptively remove parameters based on the
importance scoring metrics regardless of vision tasks. To
support the model in retaining its learned information, we
introduce knowledge distillation during the pruning step. Ex-
tensive experiments demonstrate the generalizability of our
framework, encompassing both convolutional neural network
(CNN) and transformer models, as well as image classification
and segmentation tasks. In image classification we achieve a
speedup of up to ×4.3 with a accuracy loss of 1.8% and in
semantic segmentation up to ×1.89 with a 5.1% loss in mIoU.

I. INTRODUCTION

The surge in artificial intelligence popularity largely stems
from large-scale models in data centres [1], [2], but many
scenarios lack such extensive computing resources. These
limitations, due to space or energy constraints in autonomous
vehicles [3], [4], [5] in the intelligent transportation systems
(ITS), assistive technologies [6], [7] and robotics [8] or the
desire for efficiency in unconstrained environments to reduce
latency, necessitate more resource-efficient models. To alle-
viate this issue, various model compression approaches have
been proposed. One promising approach is network prun-
ing [9], [10], which works by removing parameters from a
well-trained model while preserving its accuracy. Numerous
works are dedicated to the pruning of specific models [11],
[12], such as for convolution-based or transformer-based
models. However, the common challenge associated with
these methods is the over-reliance on a specific underlying
network architecture or family, which in turn limits their
generalizability to other model types. Expanding these meth-
ods to other architectures is a time-consuming endeavor that
requires a deep understanding of the underlying structures.

To tackle this problem, we propose a unified model
compression framework called CPD that includes three steps:
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(a) Comparison of image classification. ResNet-50 as backbone.
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(b) Comparison of semantic segmentation.

Fig. 1: Model compression results. (a) For image classification,
our CPD method achieves ×2.15 speedup over ResNet-50. (b) For
semantic segmentation on ADE20K, our method reduces ∼48%
and ∼26% latency of ViT-DeiT-S and SeaFormer-L, respectively.

(1) Combing; (2) Pruning; (3) Distillation. Specifically, it
employs a combing process prior to pruning, which incorpo-
rates a task- and model-agnostic algorithm for resolving de-
pendencies on architecture. The design of the combing step is
crucial as it can automatically extract structural information
about any given model, so as to ensure the whole framework
as model-agnostic. Furthermore, our framework removes the
need for experts to manually define the dependency structure
for new models which, in some cases, can be extremely time
consuming. The extracted information from the combing step
contains the dependency structure between layers which is
needed for the next step, i.e., pruning. To this end, we present
a new algorithm which uses the internal structure of the
model to find dependencies between the input and outputs of
the layers. Additionally, some more complex structures such
as Transformer blocks introduce additional constraints which
our algorithm can also automatically take into account.

While the combination of combing and pruning compress
the model by removing redundant parts, Knowledge Distil-
lation (KD) serves as an additional technique for enhancing
the performance of a pre-existing compact architecture. The
models with superior performance are typically resource-
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intensive, resulting in higher latency, whereas compact mod-
els are efficient but may exhibit lower effectiveness. KD
methods are used to transfer the knowledge from an effective
but cumbersome model (teacher) to a compact one (student).
In our case, we use the original model as the teacher which
guides the pruned model as the student during our pruning
process. To maximize the performance gains from KD for
pruned models, we systematically investigate various KD
techniques, compare their effects on the pruning process, and
find the best solution for our framework.

To verify the model-agnostic nature of our CPD frame-
work, we apply it to two widely used architectures,
CNNs [13] and Transformers [14], [15]. Additionally, we
conduct extensive experiments on two diverse datasets: Im-
ageNet [16] for image classification, and ADE20K [17] for
semantic segmentation, to evaluate the task-agnostic capabil-
ities of CPD. Our proposed method achieves a speedup of up
to ×4.31 on ResNeXt-50 and ×2.15 on ResNet-50 (Fig 1) in
image classification. In semantic segmentation, our method
obtains reductions in latency of ∼48% and ∼26% with losses
in mIoU of 5.1% and 1.7% for ViT-DeiT-S and SeaFormer-L
respectively, as shown in Fig. 1.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:
(1) We propose a unified model compression framework:

Combing, Pruning and Distillation. Our combing step
can extract the dependency structure of any given archi-
tecture, enabling the pruning to be fully model-agnostic.

(2) We investigate the combination of pruning and knowl-
edge distillation to further improve the results of the
model after pruning and finetuning.

(3) We compare our pruned models to their baselines and
show that our method can improve the efficiency of the
models with an acceptable trade off in predictive per-
formance. For example, our method achieves a speedup
of over ×2 on ResNet-50.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Model-agnostic Pruning

Manually defining the pruning structure is time-consuming
for complex models and lacks transferability to new architec-
tures. To solve this issue, Li et al. [18] propose a method to
prune CNN-based architectures including residual networks
with skip connections. Similarly, Liu et al. [19] show another
method for pruning CNNs by using mask sharing for coupled
channels. Their methods support group-/depth-wise convolu-
tions with DFS identifying coupled layers. For Transformer-
based architectures, Yang et al. [12] present a pruning
scheme for vision transformers. They focus on pruning the
structures of a ViT model independently while keeping
the dimensions between the structures consistent. Fang et
al. [20] propose a model-agnostic framework for general
structural pruning of arbitrary networks. Their solution still
requires manual effort for novel architectures. In this paper
we therefore propose a layer-wise dependency resolving
algorithm which uses no prior knowledge to generate a
complete pruning scheme. This allows us to prune novel
architectures while showing good results in respective tasks.

Architecture

Dependency
Structure

Pruning
Teacher
Model

Initialization

Pre-trained Weights

Combing Distillation

Pruned
Model

Fig. 2: Overview of CPD pipeline including Combing, Pruning,
Distillation. In the combing step (Sec. III-B), our dependency
resolving algorithm extracts the dependency structure of the given
architecture. Afterwards we initialize the to be pruned model
(student) and the original model (teacher) with the same weights
and start pruning (Sec. III-C) the model. While pruning, we use
KD (Sec. III-D) to help the student to retain more information.

B. Knowledge Distillation Assisted Pruning

The previous work [21] proposes a network-compression
method for convolutional architectures by combining weight
pruning and knowledge distillation (KD). In [22], a two-
stage KD method is adopted to perform model compression
on SegFormer [23] models for semantic segmentation. The
HomoDistil method [24] further investigate the use of KD
in combination with iterative neuron pruning for transformer
architectures. In addition to the student’s task loss, they
propose a combination of distillation losses between student
and teacher. In this work, we further explore the effectiveness
of using KD in unified pruning methods, i.e., task-agnostic
and model-agnostic at the same time during pruning.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Framework Overview

An overview of our method is given in Figure 2. Our
method relies on the combination of three components. As
mentioned before, it is needed to ensure matching dimen-
sions of the inputs to specific operations in the model such as
additions and multiplications. For this purpose, we introduce
a layer-wise dependency resolving algorithm designed to
detect such dependencies. The algorithm produces a set of
coupling groups that include the parameters requiring simul-
taneous pruning to maintain coherent channel dimensions.

Based on these coupling groups, we can start pruning
a given model. Instead of randomly picking a group and
pruning the contained neurons, we use a Hessian-based
importance score to rank the neurons according to their
importance. At each iteration, we remove the least important
neurons from the model. To assist with the pruning and
retention of predictive performance, we also investigate the
use of KD in combination with the task-specific loss of the
model. We detail the three major steps in the following.

B. Combing Pipeline

Firstly, we formalize a model ϕ consisting of its set of n
operations fi as ϕ = {fi}i=0,...,n. To find the output-input
dependencies between layers of a model, we need to define
the direct relation between two operations fi,fj ∈ ϕ.
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Fig. 3: Example of direct relation between operations in a model.
Operations with the same color are directly related

Definition III.1 (Direct Relation). δ(fi,fj) = 1 ↔ fi and fj
are directly connected without a stop operation in between.

A stop operation in this context is an operation that may
change the size of the channel dimensions between its input
and output, e.g. linear layers or convolution layers. Note
that operations such as reshaping are not regarded as stop
operations, because they don’t alter the size but only change
the layout of the channel dimensions. Figure 3 shows an
example of direct relations in a model.

Another type of operation to consider in a network is what
we define as coupling operations. The main characteristic
of coupling operations is that they take multiple inputs and
require the inputs to have a matching channel dimension
in at least one of their channels. The coupling operations
“couple" the two inputs, whose channel dimensions must
be kept consistent when pruning, so the previous layers of
the inputs are supposed to be pruned together. Common
examples of such operations are additions or matrix-matrix
multiplications. We denote the set of all coupling ops in a
model ϕ as cpl(ϕ).

Based on these definitions we can therefore find all the
directly following coupling operations c(wi) for a given stop
operation wi by:

c(wi) = {fj | fj ∈ cpl(ϕ), δ(wi,fj)}. (1)

Finally, to find the final coupling groups gi in the model
we accumulate all operations that share at least one common
coupling operation as illustrated in Figure 4, i.e.:

gi = ∪{{v,w} ∈ ϕ× ϕ | c(v) ∩ c(w) ̸= ∅}. (2)

At this point, these coupling groups solely serve to specify
which operations’ output channels should be pruned together
at a given pruning step. However, each of the operations
in a coupling group also has a set of directly following
operations. These following operations depend on the output
channel dimensions of their previous operations, resulting in
an inherent output dependency. Therefore, we must prune the
input channel dimensions of the following operations as well
to ensure consistency between inputs and weights of layers.

C. Pruning Pipeline

Once our dependency-resolving algorithm identifies the
coupling groups, the pruning process of the model can be
started. Firstly, we should decide what operations and which
channels to remove at a given pruning step. For this purpose,

Add
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Add

Fig. 4: Merging of coupled subgroups based on their common
parent coupling operation

we employ a Hessian-based importance scoring method
that quantifies the significance of a parameter or channel
to the predictive performance of the model. To preserve
performance while reducing the model size, we enhance the
pruning process by incorporating KD, using the unpruned
model as the teacher.
Importance Scoring. While removing parameters randomly
from a model may lead to some success [25], adopting a
systematic parameter ranking and selection strategy proves
to be a more effective approach. Such strategies quantify
the importance of parameters with a given model. To this
end, multiple importance scoring methods have been pro-
posed [26], [27], [28], [29]. In this work, we choose to
use a greedy strategy based on Hessian importance scoring.
Note that our pruning method is independent of the actual
importance score. We propose a Hessian-based importance
function due to its effectiveness in pruning. Research has
shown that a flatter curvature profile of the loss function
is more resistant to small perturbations of the input which
are introduced by pruning [30], [12]. Coincidentally, the
curvature profile of the loss function corresponds to the set
of eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix [30]. For a given loss
function L, the Hessian matrix is defined as

Hi,j =
δ2L

δxi,δxj
, (3)

where wi, wj represent elements of the model weight w.
Since we only need the eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix,
or more specifically, the Frobenius norm of the eigenvalues∑

i λ
2
i , we can skip the difficult computation of the Hessian

matrix and instead calculate∑
i

λ2
i = E||Hz||2, z ∼ N(0,Id), (4)

where z is a random vector in the normal distribution [31].
Rather than directly calculating Hz, we can further ap-

proximate the above equation with a finite difference Hz ≈
▽(x+hz)−▽L(x)

h , where h is a small positive constant. Ad-
ditionally, instead of directly pruning a given weight w
we instead introduce a binary mask gw to every prunable
parameter in the model where the mask is initialized as
gw = 1. This leads us to the gated weights Gw = gww.
Finally, we can define importance score for binary gates gw



and the channels of the corresponding weight as:

I(gw) = Ez||(▽gwL(gw + hz)− ▽gwL(gw))/h||2

= Ez||((1 + hz)▽wL(w)w − ▽wL(w)w)/h||2

= Ez||(hz▽wL(w)w)/h||2

= (▽wL(w)w)2Ez||z||2

= (▽wL(w)w)2.

(5)

Here we use the relation ▽gwL(gw) = δL
δGw

δGwGw

δgw
=

L(w)w to further simplify the equation. Due to the availabil-
ity of the weights and their gradients during the backprop-
agation pass, this importance score can be calculated in an
efficient manner. Additionally, we introduce a regularization
parameter R, which aims to normalize the importance based
on the expected performance impact of pruning. Since we
can’t easily precompute the exact impact, we use a proxy
score instead. Since memory reduction correlates with net-
work speedup more directly compared to other metrics like
FLOPs [19], we use memory normalization specifically.

To obtain the memory complexity for removing a single
channel of a given weight or rather operation, we calculate
msingle = b× h×w where b is the batch size, h and w are
the height and width of the output tensor respectively. To
calculate the total memory complexity for the whole masked
parameter Gw, we calculate mtotal,w = msingle ×

∑
i gw

. Since gw is a binary mask, only the remaining unpruned
parameters will affect the memory complexity. Therefore, the
final importance score is given by

IR(Gw) =
I(Gw)

mtotal,w
. (6)

Pruning the Model. With a method in place for ranking
the importance of neurons within a model, we can mask
them gradually until we have reached the desired overall
threshold of pruned parameters. With this aim, we employ a
greedy strategy to prune parameters at a fixed interval with
n training iterations. During this interval, we calculate the
importance score for every neuron in the backpropagation
pass and accumulate the scores over the whole interval. Since
we are not only pruning individual neurons but groups of
neurons instead, we aggregate the individual scores at the
end of the iteration to calculate an importance score for the
whole group. Finally, we remove the least important, i.e.,
the lowest importance score, group of neurons at the pruning
interval by masking them.

D. Knowledge Distillation
In addition to using the normal task loss, we use knowl-

edge distillation (KD) to assist the pruning and fine-tuning
process. The idea behind KD is to use a larger teacher
to guide a smaller student model during training. In its
simplest form, this is done by trying to match the output of
the student to the output of the teacher. Specifically, when
given a teacher model ϕT , a student model ϕS and their
respective output class probability distributions f(ϕ·) ∈ RC ,
our objective is to optimize the following equation:

min
ϕS

L(ϕS) + LKL(f(ϕ
T ),f(ϕS)), (7)

where L(ϕS) is the loss and LKL(f(ϕ
T ),f(ϕS)) is the KL-

Divergence between the student’s and the teacher’s output
class prediction probability distributions [32].

Following the simple form of vanilla KD, various logit-
based KD frameworks have been introduced to align the
teacher and student model outputs while eliminating struc-
tural redundancy. We select some of these works to investi-
gate their applicability and generalizability when combined
with our proposed pruning pipeline. This means that we
strictly focus on model-agnostic KD methods and exclude
e.g., transformer-specific KD methods. In contrast, we in-
clude task-specific KDs in our experiments because it does
not affect the generalizability of our pruning pipeline.
Channel-wise Knowledge Distillation (CWD) is for dense
prediction tasks [33]. The main difference of CWD compared
to the basic KL-based distillation is to minimize the KL
distance between the channel-wise output probability dis-
tributions. Specifically, instead of only calculating the KL
distance between each class probability, CWD calculates the
KL distance at each pixel in a channel-wise manner.

We denote the output activation probability distributions,
i.e. feature activation maps, as h(ϕ·

c,i) ∈ RC×(H×W ), where
c = 1, . . . , C is the channel index and i = 1, . . . ,H×W the
spatial position. Thus, the definition of the CWD loss is:

LCWD =
T 2

C

C∑
c=1

H×W∑
i=1

h(ϕT
c,i) · log(

h(ϕT
c,i)

h(ϕS
c,i)

), (8)

where T is the same temperature hyperparameter as used
to calculate the output probability distributions. LCWD is
then used to replace the standard LKL in Eq. 7. The authors
hypothesize that, due to the asymmetry of the KL divergence
used in Eq. 8, the student is led to more effectively minimize
the information loss in cases where h(ϕT

c,i) is large, i.e. in
high saliency regions of the feature activation map. In our
dense prediction experiments, we find that using CWD leads
to better results than the standard KL formulation which also
supports this hypothesis.
Cross-Image Relational Knowledge Distillation is another
KD method specifically designed for semantic segmenta-
tion [34]. The main idea of the authors is to introduce cross-
image relational knowledge to the KD process. This method
augments the standard KD form given by Eq. 7 by three
additional losses. First, they introduce a mini-batch pixel-to-
pixel loss Lbatch_p2p which aims to implement a pixel-wise
alignment among the output feature maps within the same
mini-batch. This is accomplished by guiding the student
to learn the pair-wise cross-image relational information
generated by the teacher for all images within one mini-
batch. In particular, our goal is to ensure that the student’s
pairwise similarity matrices of the feature maps closely
match those generated by the teacher.

Since Lbatch_p2p captures relationships only within the
confined mini-batch, the authors introduce a second type
of loss: the memory-based pixel-to-pixel loss, denoted as
Lmemory_p2p. This component relies on a global class-aware
memory queue across all mini-batches to involve global



Table I. Results of image classification on ImageNet.

Method Base Pruned ∆ Acc. FLOPs Speedup
R

es
N

et
-5

0

ResNet-50 76.34 - - 4.13 -
Taylor [11] 76.18 74.50 -1.68 2.25 1.83
GFP [19] 76.79 76.42 -0.37 2.04 2.02
AutoSlim [37] 76.10 75.60 -0.50 2.00 2.06
SFP [38] 76.15 74.61 -1.54 2.40 1.72
GReg-2 [39] 76.13 75.36 -0.77 2.77 1.49
DepGraph [20] 76.15 75.83 -0.32 1.99 2.07
Ours 76.34 75.91 -0.43 1.92 2.15

M
N

et
V

2 MobileNet-v2 71.02 - - 0.33 -
Meta [40] 74.70 68.20 -6.50 0.14 2.35
GFP [19] 75.74 69.16 -6.58 0.15 2.2
DepGraph [20] 71.87 68.46 -3.41 0.15 2.2
Ours 71.02 67.98 -3.04 0.13 2.53

R
N

ex
t-

50 ResNext-50 77.33 - - 4.27 -
SSS [41] 77.57 74.98 -2.59 2.43 1.75
GFP [19] 77.97 77.53 -0.44 2.11 2.02
DepGraph [20] 77.62 76.48 -1.14 2.09 2.04
Ours 77.33 75.92 -1.41 0.99 4.31

dependencies among pixels. For each output embedding the
student and teacher produce, they sample a specified number
of embeddings from the memory queue. Then, similar to
Lbatch_p2p the similarity matrices are calculated for the
student and teacher separately. Finally, the student is guided
to mimic the teacher’s similarity matrices by adjusting the
student to minimize the KL divergence between matrices.

We found that discrete pixel embeddings may be not
enough to fully capture the complex relations inside the im-
ages, and introduce a third term, the memory-based pixel-to-
region loss Lmemory_p2r. The formulation is similar to that
of Lmemory_p2p, with the distinction that the memory queue
now stores region embeddings instead of pixel embeddings.
Collectively, we derive the following equation for the loss:

LCIRKD = L+ LKL + αLbatch_p2p

+ βLmemory_p2p + γLmemory_p2r,
(9)

where α, β, γ ∈ [0.1, 1].

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Settings

Implementation Details. The models used in our experi-
ments are off-the-shelf models from MMPretrain [35] and
MMSegmentation [36]. All trainings and evaluations were
done on NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPUs. To train and
finetune the models, we used the original configurations as
given by the authors of the respective models.
Datasets. We conduct experiments on the ImageNet [16]
dataset to evaluate the performance on different architectures.
To prove our pruning method on dense prediction tasks like
semantic segmentation, we use the ADE20K [17] dataset. It
comprises 150 diverse classes of objects and stuff. It is split
up in over 20K training, 2K validation and 3K test images.
Furthermore, we also conduct our ablation studies on KD in
the pruning process with this dataset.

B. Image Classification

Table I shows the results of our pruning method com-
pared to previous state-of-the-art approaches. To show the
generalizability of our approach, we choose to use several

Table II. Results of semantic segmentation on ADE20K.

Model mIoU (%) Latency (ms)

Swin-T [44] 44.41 70.60
PP-MobileSeg-Base [45] 41.57 60.13
ConvNext + UperNet [46] 46.11 59.60
DANet (R-50-D8) [47] 42.90 43.83
FastFCN (R50-D32) + PSP [48] 42.12 35.93

ViT-DeiT-S [15] 42.96 18.80
ViT-DeiT-S (Ours) 40.77 9.92
SeaFormer Large [14] 42.04 9.28
SeaFormer Large (Ours) 41.29 6.84

0 10 20 30 40 50

25

30

35

40

Sparsity (%)
m

Io
U

(%
)

ViT-DeiT-S
SeaFormer-L

Fig. 5: Sparsity and mIoU of ViT-DeiT-S on ADE20K.

architecturally different models. This includes ResNet [13]
for the use of residual connections, MobileNet-v2 [42]
for depth-wise convolutions and ResNext [43] for grouped
convolutions. We show that our approach which combines
a simple pruning criterion with KD can achieve or surpass
current SOTA pruning methods achieving speedups of over to
×2.15 compared to their baseline while keeping the accuracy
loss at an acceptable level. In the case of ResNext-50 we even
manage to reduce the FLOPs by over ×4.31 with a relative
accuracy loss of only 1.8%.

C. Semantic Segmentation

We evaluate the performance of SeaFormer [14] and
ViT [15] on the ADE20K [17] dataset for semantic seg-
mentation. For all experiments in Table II we use channel-
wise KD [33] (CWD) as our KD method. For example,
we reduce the measured latency of ViT-DeiT-S by over
47%. For the SeaFormer-L we achieve a smaller latency
improvement of 26% with a even smaller performance loss of
1.7%. The latency is calculated using the exported ONNX
model respectively. This is done approximate a real-world
usage scenario. Each results is the mean latency over a large
number (n ≥ 1000) of evaluations.

D. Ablation Study

Tradeoff between Sparsity and Performance. In Figure 5
we present our findings regarding the impact of sparsity
on the predictive performance of a model. The sparsity is
calculated as the relative percentage of parameters removed
in a model. For this example we use CWD KD with the
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Fig. 6: Per-class results for selected classes of ADE20K evaluated on different KD methods compared to the unpruned (teacher) model.

Table III. Results for SeaFormer Small using KD with different
sized teachers on ADE20K.

Teacher Student mIoU ∆ Acc.

SeaFormer-Large SeaFormer-Small 37.36 -1.05
SeaFormer-Small SeaFormer-Small 37.73 -0.68

Table IV. Effect of using different KD methods on our CPD
framework. The mIoU results are evaluated on ADE20K.

Method mIoU ∆ mIoU

No KD 40.46 -1.58
KL [32] 41.07 -0.97
CIRKD [34] 41.13 -0.91
CWD [33] 41.29 -0.75

ViT-DeiT-S model. In this case, we can observe a expected,
relatively stable drop in performance up until the critical
point with a sparsity of about 40%. Afterwards a rather large
drop in accuracy occurs. Similar behavior can also be seen
with other models although the critical point of sparsity may
occur at a lower or higher amount depending on the model.
We hypothesize that the critical point may scale with the size
of the original model, i.e., larger models tend to have this
critical point at a higher sparsity then smaller models.
Effect of Teacher Selection. Since many models provide
different architecture variants, we conduct tests on the ad-
vantage of using larger teachers of the same family instead
of the same, unpruned model as the teacher. Table III shows
that in our experiments, our method can use the unpruned
model instead of a larger teacher.
Effect of KD Methods. To test different KD methods, we
chose to use SeaFormer-Large as a baseline on the ADE20K
dataset. In our experiments in Table IV we find that using
CWD when pruning retains the most performance of the
original model. In the context of our pruning experiments we
find that CWD performs better than CIRKD. We hypothesize
that this is because that during pruning we use a already
pre-trained model as a starting point and, in contrast to the
original works, do not start from a untrained student model.
Therefore, the more global semantic information that CIRKD
is focused on is already learned by the model at this point and
this information is retained in the pruning process while the

smaller details are predominantly removed. Due to this, we
theorise that during the pruning process the most important
part of KD is to make sure that no details are lost.

Figure 6 shows some of the individual class scores of the
different KD methods on the ADE20K dataset. Due to the
large number of classes we selected the 16 classes with the
highest mIoU on the unpruned teacher model. Each included
KD method was evaluated at a model sparsity of 20%. We
can observe that generally pruned models tend to perform
similar to their unpruned teacher regardless of KD method.
The selection of KD method also does not seem have a large
impact on the individual class performance as the class scores
are similar in the pruned models. The largest differences
compared to the unpruned model can be observed for smaller
and more uncommon classes. On those classes we can also
measure the largest differences between KD methods.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a novel unified model com-
pression framework called CPD, which includes three ma-
jor steps: combing, pruning, and distillation. To solve the
limitations of previous model-specific pruning methods re-
lying on network architecture, our framework incorporates
a dependency-resolving algorithm, ensuring its flexibility to
be applied to various architectures. Furthermore, we combine
Knowledge Distillation (KD) into the framework to improve
the pruned model. We show that compared to previous
state-of-the-art approaches, using KD in the pruning process
can improve the retention of performance when pruning a
model. Extensive experiments on two datasets prove the
effectiveness of our CPD framework.
Limitations. Our proposed pruning framework is currently
verified on the image classification and semantic segmen-
tation tasks. There are two different architectures included
in the experiments, i.e., the CNN-based and Transformer-
based architectures. In the future work, we plan to explore
the unified framework in MLP-based architectures and to
include more different vision tasks. Furthermore, applying
this unified framework to compress large language model or
vision-language models is a promising direction.
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