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Abstract

Recent research on knowledge distillation has increasingly
focused on logit distillation because of its simplicity, effec-
tiveness, and versatility in model compression. In this paper,
we introduce Refined Logit Distillation (RLD) to address the
limitations of current logit distillation methods. Our approach
is motivated by the observation that even high-performing
teacher models can make incorrect predictions, creating a
conflict between the standard distillation loss and the cross-
entropy loss. This conflict can undermine the consistency of
the student model’s learning objectives. Previous attempts to
use labels to empirically correct teacher predictions may un-
dermine the class correlation. In contrast, our RLD employs
labeling information to dynamically refine teacher logits. In
this way, our method can effectively eliminate misleading
information from the teacher while preserving crucial class
correlations, thus enhancing the value and efficiency of dis-
tilled knowledge. Experimental results on CIFAR-100 and
ImageNet demonstrate its superiority over existing methods.
The code is provided at https://github.com/zju-SWJ/RLD.

1 Introduction
Knowledge distillation (Gou et al. 2021) utilizes pre-trained
high-performing teacher models to facilitate the training
of a more compact student model. Compared to other
model compression methods, such as pruning and quantiza-
tion (Choudhary et al. 2020), knowledge distillation exhibits
fewer constraints on the model architecture. This flexibility
significantly broadens its applicability, contributing to its in-
creasing prominence in recent research.

Hinton et al. (2015) were the first to introduce the con-
cept of logit distillation. It is designed to align the logits
of teacher and student models following the softmax opera-
tions, using Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence as the align-
ment measure. Most subsequent research has maintained the
original concept of logit distillation, instead focusing on ex-
ploring feature distillation (Romero et al. 2014; Komodakis
and Zagoruyko 2017; Tian, Krishnan, and Isola 2020; Chen
et al. 2021, 2022; Wang et al. 2022) in more depth, which
specifically investigates the process of selecting and align-
ing intermediate-level features between teacher and student
models. However, the potential architectural disparity be-
tween teacher and student models poses a significant chal-
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lenge for feature alignment. This is mainly due to the fact
that different architectures extract different features (Wang
et al. 2022). Moreover, the extensive diversity in feature se-
lection further amplifies the complexity of feature distilla-
tion and leads to an increase in training time in distilla-
tion (Chen et al. 2022). Recently, by decoupling the clas-
sical logit distillation loss, the study by Zhao et al. (2022)
demonstrates that logit distillation can yield results that are
on par with, or even superior to, those of feature distillation.
Consequently, logit distillation has garnered considerable at-
tention in the research community, thanks to its simplicity,
effectiveness, and versatility.

However, despite the impressive achievements of recent
logit distillation approaches (Li et al. 2023; Jin, Wang, and
Lin 2023; Sun et al. 2024a), most overlook the impact of
teacher prediction accuracy on the training process. Specifi-
cally, incorrect teacher predictions lead to a conflict between
teacher loss and label loss, which may severely impede the
potential for further enhancements of the student models.
Existing correction-based distillation approaches (Wen, Lai,
and Qian 2021; Cao et al. 2023; Lan et al. 2024) consistently
modify the teacher logits (target) using label information.
They either exchange the values between the predicted max-
imum class and the true class (Wen, Lai, and Qian 2021)
(the swap operation) or amplify the proportion of the true
class within the predicted probabilities (Cao et al. 2023; Lan
et al. 2024) (the augment operation). We argue that such ap-
proaches may alter the correlation among classes, as exem-
plified in Figure 1. This disruption can obstruct the transmis-
sion of “dark knowledge” (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015)
and hinder performance improvements.

We introduce Refined Logit Distillation (RLD) to address
these challenges. RLD aims to alleviate the loss conflicts that
arise in student training by empowering student models to
assimilate valuable knowledge from their teachers. Specifi-
cally, RLD consists of two types of knowledge, sample con-
fidence (SC) and masked correlation (MC). Sample confi-
dence refers to the binary probabilities derived from log-
its. In the context of the teacher model, SC comes from the
probability associated with the predicted class and the prob-
abilities of the remaining classes. This metric encapsulates
the teacher’s prediction confidence for the current sample
and can be employed to guide the student model. Consid-
ering the possible inaccuracies in the teacher’s prediction,
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Figure 1: A toy example of existing correction-based distil-
lation approaches. Classes represented by the same color
are closely related. The image displayed is a “lion”, yet the
teacher model incorrectly classifies it as the “forest”. Both
the swap and augment operations disrupt the close correla-
tion between “lion” and “tiger”. A more detailed example of
class correlation is provided in the appendix.

we align the student’s true class prediction probability with
that of the teacher’s. This alignment not only mitigates the
mistakes by the teacher, but also guides the student model
toward achieving a comparable level of confidence for the
current sample. Moreover, it can effectively prevent over-
fitting. Masked correlation denotes our dynamic approach
for selecting a subset of classes for teacher-student align-
ment. It is designed to mitigate the influence of potentially
incorrect teacher predictions on student models while con-
veying essential class correlation. More specifically, MC
involves masking all classes within the teacher logits that
have equal or superior rankings compared to the true class.
In essence, fewer classes are used for distillation when the
teacher makes more mistakes (i.e., lower ranking for the
true class), and more classes are used when it makes fewer
mistakes. Using these two complementary types of refined
knowledge, the student can achieve better performance.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We reveal that prevalent distillation approaches fail to ac-

count for the effects of incorrect teacher predictions, and
existing correction-based strategies tend to ruin the valu-
able class correlation.

• We introduce a novel logit distillation approach termed
Refined Logit Distillation (RLD) to prevent over-fitting
and mitigate the influence of incorrect teacher knowl-
edge, while preserving the essential class correlation.

• We conduct comprehensive experiments on CIFAR-100
and ImageNet datasets to verify the superior performance
of our proposed RLD method.

2 Related Work
The application of knowledge distillation historically con-
centrated on the image classification task, and progres-

sively extended to a wider range of tasks, including seman-
tic segmentation (Liu et al. 2020; Shu et al. 2021; Yang
et al. 2022; Sun et al. 2023b) and image generation (Sal-
imans and Ho 2022; Sun et al. 2023a; Meng et al. 2023)
within the realm of computer vision. Traditional knowl-
edge distillation typically involves a single teacher and a
single student model. As the field evolves, a variety of
other paradigms have been proposed, such as online distil-
lation (Chen et al. 2020; Wu and Gong 2021), multi-teacher
distillation (Yuan et al. 2021; Zhang, Chen, and Wang 2022),
and self-distillation (Furlanello et al. 2018; Kim et al. 2021;
Sun et al. 2024b). Since traditional knowledge distillation
remains the core foundation of research in this area, we will
focus solely on such methods in the discussion below.

In image classification task, existing algorithms can be
broadly classified into three categories: logit distillation,
feature distillation (Komodakis and Zagoruyko 2017; Kim,
Park, and Kwak 2018; Heo et al. 2019b; Tian, Krishnan,
and Isola 2020; Chen et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2022; Chen
et al. 2022), and relation distillation (Park et al. 2019; Liu
et al. 2019; Peng et al. 2019). Logit distillation has be-
come the main focus of current research because of its
straightforwardness, effectiveness, and adaptability. The ini-
tial logit distillation (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) lever-
ages KL divergence to align the softened output logits of
the teacher and student models, thereby significantly en-
hancing the performance of the student models. DKD (Zhao
et al. 2022) revitalizes logit distillation by decoupling this
classical loss, enabling it to perform comparably to feature
distillation. MLKD (Jin, Wang, and Lin 2023) leverages
multi-level logit knowledge to further enhance model per-
formance. CTKD (Li et al. 2023) introduces the curriculum
temperature, applying adversarial training and curriculum
learning to dynamically determine the distillation tempera-
ture for each sample. LSKD (Sun et al. 2024a) processes the
logits to adaptively allocate temperatures between teacher
and student and across samples, thereby achieving state-of-
the-art performance. However, the effect of incorrect teacher
predictions on distillation is rarely considered.

Given that logits are intrinsically related to prediction ac-
curacy, several methods leverage labels to adjust logits prior
to the distillation process. LA (Wen, Lai, and Qian 2021)
swaps the values of the true and predicted classes to correct
the teacher model’s predictions. RC (Cao et al. 2023) am-
plifies the predicted value for the true class with the high-
est predicted probability in the student’s output distribu-
tion, thereby aiding the student model in making accurate
and confident predictions. LR (Lan et al. 2024) combines
one-hot labels with the teacher’s soft labels to produce a
new, precise target for distillation. However, as previously
demonstrated, these methods may disrupt class correlations,
which can hinder performance improvement.

3 Preliminaries
We provide an overview of concepts related to knowledge
distillation to facilitate readers’ understanding.

Consider an image classification task involving C classes.
We have a pre-trained teacher model and a student model,
denoted as θT and θS, respectively. For a single input image
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Figure 2: An overview of our proposed Refined Logit Distillation (RLD). In RLD, the teacher model imparts two types of
knowledge, denoted as “sample confidence” and “masked correlation”, to the student model. Both kinds of knowledge are
obtained from logits, thus the distillation process does not introduce intermediate layer features.

x, the output logits z from teacher and student models are
denoted as zT = θT (x) and zS = θS (x), respectively. By
utilizing the softmax function σ (·), predicted distributions
pT and pS are calculated as follows:

pi =
exp (zi)∑C
c=1 exp (zc)

, (1)

where pi represents the predicted value of the i-th class.
To train the student model, the first loss is computed as the

cross entropy between the student prediction and the one-hot
ground-truth label y:

LCE = −
C∑

c=1

yc log p
S
c. (2)

The second loss aligns the softened predictions p̂ =
σ (z/τ) of the teacher and student models using the KL di-
vergence:

LKD = τ2KL
(
p̂T, p̂S) = τ2

C∑
c=1

p̂T
c log

p̂T
c

p̂S
c

, (3)

where τ denotes the temperature for the softmax operation.
By combining Eqs. 2 and 3, we get the classical logit dis-

tillation loss for stochastic gradient descent. Such an ap-
proach has been experimentally shown to perform better
than training solely with labels.

4 Methodology
In this section, we delve into a detailed introduction of our
proposed RLD. An overview of RLD is shown in Figure 2.

4.1 Sample Confidence Distillation
Sample confidence (SC) represents the binary distribution b
derived from the logits. It encapsulates the model confidence
for each sample, thereby aiding the student model in gener-
ating high-confidence predictions for the true class, without
unduly restricting the distribution for other classes.

In the context of teacher knowledge, one component of
the SC is the maximum predicted probability value p̂T

max,
while the other is the sum of predicted probabilities for the
remaining classes. However, the student SC consists of the
predicted probability for the true class p̂S

true, and the other in-
cludes the predicted probabilities for the remaining classes.
They can be summarized in the following formulas:

bT = {p̂T
max, 1− p̂T

max}, (4)

bS = {p̂S
true, 1− p̂S

true}. (5)
To transfer this knowledge, we align bT and bS using the

KL divergence:

LSCD = τ2KL
(
bT, bS) . (6)

Although entropy could potentially be employed to mea-
sure sample confidence, it would not be appropriate for our
purpose. The aim of SC is to enable the student model to
maintain a similar level of confidence for the true class with-
out hindering the predicted probabilities of the other classes.
However, a straightforward transfer of entropy does not im-
pose this constraint on the true class of the student model, as
shown in Figure 3(a) and (b).

4.2 Masked Correlation Distillation
Masked correlation (MC) denotes the probability distribu-
tion acquired after dynamically masking certain classes.
As shown in Figure 3(c), this masking operation relieves
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Figure 3: Toy examples elucidating the variances across
methods when the teacher and student models are well-
aligned. (a) Since entropy does not preserve the probabil-
ity rank of different classes, it may cause incorrect stu-
dent prediction. (b) Our proposed binary sample confidence
guarantees a high probability for the true class and elimi-
nates the necessity for the student model to match the intact
class probability distribution to that of the teacher model.
(c) Masked correlation imposes fewer constraints on the stu-
dent prediction than traditional knowledge distillation. For
the classes that are masked, their probabilities can diverge
entirely from those of the teacher model.

LSCD
Mask Accuracy

Mg Mge

✓ 75.50
✓ 75.64

✓ ✓ 75.53
✓ ✓ 76.64

Table 1: Top-1 accuracy (%) on the CIFAR-100 validation
set when training with different masking strategies. The
teacher is ResNet32×4, and the student is ResNet8×4.

the student model from aligning incorrect class rankings,
thereby allowing the student model to generate very differ-
ent output from the teacher without incurring a large loss.
Moreover, preserving partial class probabilities empowers
the student model to learn valuable class correlation, con-
sequently enhancing the model’s performance.

Specifically, the mask M is dynamically derived from
teacher logits and labels. We designate all classes whose
logit values are greater than or equal to (denoted as “ge”)
the logit value of the true class as the targets for the masking
operation, which can be represented as follows:

Mge = {i|zT
i ≥ zT

true, 1 ≤ i ≤ C}. (7)

Although masking off all classes that have values greater

than (denoted as “g”) the true class would similarly remove
the misinformation and preserve the class correlation, this
masking strategy (denoted as Mg) inadvertently incorporate
true class-related knowledge into both masked correlation
and sample confidence. As demonstrated in the Table 1, this
could potentially introduce conflicts among losses and im-
pact the model performance. Hence, we opt for Mge as the
masking strategy.

After obtaining the mask, we compute the probability dis-
tributions for alignment using the following formula:

p̃i =
exp (zi/τ)∑C

c=1,c̸∈Mge
exp (zc/τ)

, (8)

where 1 ≤ i ≤ C and i ̸∈ Mge are satisfied.
We summarize the distillation loss for the masked corre-

lation knowledge as follows:

LMCD = τ2KL
(
p̃T, p̃S) . (9)

When the teacher model makes a more accurate predic-
tion (ranking the true class higher), only a few classes are
subjected to the masking operation. It allows the majority
of class correlation to be preserved and transferred to the
student model. Conversely, if the teacher’s prediction is less
accurate, the majority of classes are masked. As a result,
the student model learns less knowledge, thereby reducing
the potential for misinformation to mislead the training pro-
cess. It also gives the student model more freedom to make
predictions for masked classes that differ significantly from
those of the teacher model.

4.3 Refined Logit Distillation
By combining Eqs. 2, 6, and 9, we obtain the final loss for
RLD, which is

LRLD = LCE + αLSCD + βLMCD, (10)
where α and β are hyper-parameters to adjust the impor-
tance of sample confidence and masked correlation, respec-
tively. A detailed algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1, where
temperature τ is omitted for concise.

Next, we elucidate the role of each loss function, which
collaboratively enhances the model performance.
• LCE encourages the student model to generate the highest

probability for the true class, but it may cause over-fitting
when deployed independently.

• LSCD expects the student model to attain a reasonable
level of confidence for the true class, thus averting over-
fitting. However, when used in isolation, it could yield
the probability assigned to one of the remaining classes
exceeds that of the true class. When LCE is amalgamated
with LSCD, the true class manages to retain the highest
and most suitable probability. However, this combination
falls short in transferring knowledge about the remaining
classes.

• LMCD lacks information about the true class (owing to
the consistent masking of the true class), but it has the
ability to eliminate misinformation and transfer valuable
class correlation to the student model. By integrating LCE
and LSCD with LMCD, we can ensure the delivery of sub-
stantial valuable knowledge.



Algorithm 1: Refined Logit Distillation
Input: Training dataset D = {(xn, yn)}Nn=1; Pre-trained
teacher model θT; Loss hyper-parameters α and β
Output: Student model θS

1: Randomly initialize θS.
2: while not converged do
3: for (x, y) in D do
4: Propagate x forward through θ to get logits z.
5: Calculate LCE using zS and y (Eqs. 1 and 2).
6: Obtain sample confidence b using z (Eqs. 4 and 5).
7: Calculate LSCD using bT and bS (Eq. 6).
8: Obtain mask Mge using zT and y (Eq. 7).
9: Obtain correlation p̃ using z and Mge (Eq. 8).

10: Calculate LMCD using p̃T and p̃S (Eq. 9).
11: Calculate LRLD with α and β (Eq. 10).
12: Backward LRLD and update θS.
13: end for
14: end while
15: return θS

Relevance to DKD. Intriguingly, although our approach
and DKD (Zhao et al. 2022) consider logit distillation
from distinct perspectives, they become equivalent when the
teacher model consistently makes accurate predictions. Be-
sides, DKD does not explicitly elucidate why it is effective
to underscore the non-target class knowledge, while our ap-
proach implies that by masking the true class during distri-
bution alignment, the student model is provided with greater
autonomy to adjust the ranking of the true class, thereby fa-
cilitating more accurate predictions.

5 Experiments
5.1 Settings
Datasets. We conduct the experiments on two standard
image classification datasets: CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky, Hin-
ton et al. 2009) and ImageNet (Russakovsky et al. 2015).
CIFAR-100 comprises 100 distinct classes, with a total of
50,000 images in the training set and 10,000 images in
the validation set. Each image in this dataset is of the size
32×32 pixels. ImageNet presents a larger and more com-
plex dataset, encompassing 1,000 classes. It includes 1.28
million images in the training set and 50,000 images in the
validation set, with each image resolution being 224×224
pixels after pre-processing.

Models. Models used by teachers and students include
ResNet (He et al. 2016), WideResNet (WRN) (Zagoruyko
and Komodakis 2016), VGG (Simonyan and Zisserman
2015), ShuffleNet (SHN) (Ma et al. 2018; Zhang et al. 2018),
and MobileNet (MN) (Howard et al. 2017; Sandler et al.
2018). The experimental results contain both the distillation
of heterogeneous and homogeneous teacher-student models.

Compared Methods. The compared methods involved in
the experiments include feature distillation and logit dis-
tillation methods. Feature distillation methods include Fit-
Net (Romero et al. 2014), AT (Komodakis and Zagoruyko

2017), RKD (Park et al. 2019), CRD (Tian, Krishnan, and
Isola 2020), OFD (Heo et al. 2019a), ReviewKD (Chen
et al. 2021), SimKD (Chen et al. 2022), and CAT-KD (Guo
et al. 2023). Logit distillation methods include KD (Hin-
ton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015), CTKD (Li et al. 2023),
DKD (Zhao et al. 2022), LA (Wen, Lai, and Qian 2021),
RC (Cao et al. 2023), and LR (Lan et al. 2024). Notably, the
latter three methods are based on correction techniques and
are re-implemented by us in a unified training framework.

We follow the conventional experimental settings of pre-
vious works (Tian, Krishnan, and Isola 2020; Zhao et al.
2022; Sun et al. 2024a). For more details on implementa-
tion, please refer to the appendix.

5.2 Main Results
CIFAR-100. The top-1 validation accuracy (%) compari-
son results of RLD and other distillation approaches are re-
ported in Table 2 (heterogeneous distillation pairs) and Ta-
ble 3 (homogeneous distillation pairs). We can see that RLD
is either the optimal or suboptimal logit distillation algo-
rithm in all cases, and is optimal in most cases. This un-
derscores the superiority of RLD and accentuates the sig-
nificance of making corrections to teacher predictions. Con-
currently, while feature distillation sometimes outperforms
logit distillation, the optimal algorithm for feature distilla-
tion demonstrates greater instability, failing to perform well
consistently with a certain algorithm. Moreover, feature dis-
tillation incurs a longer training duration and necessitates
a more intricate algorithm design, potentially impeding its
practical applicability.

ImageNet. The top-1 and top-5 validation accuracy (%)
comparison results of RLD and other distillation approaches
are reported in Table 4. On this more challenging dataset,
RLD successfully outperforms all existing feature and logit
distillation algorithms, consistently achieving optimal per-
formance and demonstrating the superiority of our approach.

5.3 Visualizations
In this section, we use visualization to more intuitively rep-
resent the differences between the different methods. The
teacher model is ResNet32×4, and the student model is
ResNet8×4.

Feature Visualization. We employ the t-SNE (Van der
Maaten and Hinton 2008) to visualize the output features of
student models derived from KD and RLD. As depicted in
Figure 4, the features obtained through RLD exhibit superior
discriminative properties.

Logit Difference Visualization. We quantify the absolute
difference in logits for each class between teacher and stu-
dent models obtained via DKD and RLD, visualizing these
results using the heat map in Figure 5. Despite RLD out-
performing DKD, it is observed that the logit discrepancy
yielded by RLD is larger than that of DKD. This obser-
vation aligns with our anticipation, given that RLD recti-
fies certain inaccuracies in teacher knowledge and provides
students with greater autonomy in formulating their own
predictions. This finding underscores that an unconsidered



Type
Teacher ResNet32×4 ResNet32×4 ResNet32×4 WRN-40-2 WRN-40-2 VGG13 ResNet50

79.42 79.42 79.42 75.61 75.61 74.64 79.34

Student SHN-V2 WRN-16-2 WRN-40-2 ResNet8×4 MN-V2 MN-V2 MN-V2
71.82 73.26 75.61 72.50 64.60 64.60 64.60

Feature

FitNet 73.54 74.70 77.69 74.61 68.64 64.16 63.16
AT 72.73 73.91 77.43 74.11 60.78 59.40 58.58
RKD 73.21 74.86 77.82 75.26 69.27 64.52 64.43
CRD 75.65 75.65 78.15 75.24 70.28 69.73 69.11
OFD 76.82 76.17 79.25 74.36 69.92 69.48 69.04
ReviewKD 77.78 76.11 78.96 74.34 71.28 70.37 69.89
SimKD 78.39 77.17 79.29 75.29 70.10 69.44 69.97
CAT-KD 78.41 76.97 78.59 75.38 70.24 69.13 71.36

Logit

KD 74.45 74.90 77.70 73.97 68.36 67.37 67.35
CTKD 75.37 74.57 77.66 74.61 68.34 68.50 68.67
DKD 77.07 75.70 78.46 75.56 69.28 69.71 70.35
LA 75.14 74.68 77.39 73.88 68.57 68.09 68.85
RC 75.61 75.17 77.58 75.22 68.72 68.66 68.98
LR 76.27 76.10 78.73 75.26 69.02 69.78 70.38
RLD (ours) 77.56 76.14 78.91 76.12 69.75 69.97 70.76

Table 2: Top-1 accuracy (%) on the CIFAR-100 validation set when the teacher and student models are heterogeneous. The best
and second best results of logit distillation are highlighted in bold and underlined text, respectively. For the case where the best
result of feature distillation is better than the best result of logit distillation, we highlight it with italic text. The reported results
are the mean of three trials.

Type
Teacher ResNet32×4 VGG13 WRN-40-2 WRN-40-2 ResNet56 ResNet110 ResNet110

79.42 74.64 75.61 75.61 72.34 74.31 74.31

Student ResNet8×4 VGG8 WRN-40-1 WRN-16-2 ResNet20 ResNet32 ResNet20
72.50 70.36 71.98 73.26 69.06 71.14 69.06

Feature

FitNet 73.50 71.02 72.24 73.58 69.21 71.06 68.99
AT 73.44 71.43 72.77 74.08 70.55 72.31 70.65
RKD 71.90 71.48 72.22 73.35 69.61 71.82 69.25
CRD 75.51 73.94 74.14 75.48 71.16 73.48 71.46
OFD 74.95 73.95 74.33 75.24 70.98 73.23 71.29
ReviewKD 75.63 74.84 75.09 76.12 71.89 73.89 71.34
SimKD 78.08 74.89 74.53 75.53 71.05 73.92 71.06
CAT-KD 76.91 74.65 74.82 75.60 71.62 73.62 71.37

Logit

KD 73.33 72.98 73.54 74.92 70.66 73.08 70.67
CTKD 73.39 73.52 73.93 75.45 71.19 73.52 70.99
DKD 76.32 74.68 74.81 76.24 71.97 74.11 71.06
LA 73.46 73.51 73.75 74.98 71.24 73.39 70.86
RC 74.68 73.37 74.07 75.43 71.63 73.44 71.41
LR 76.06 74.66 74.42 75.62 70.74 73.52 70.61
RLD (ours) 76.64 74.93 74.88 76.02 72.00 74.02 71.67

Table 3: Top-1 accuracy (%) on the CIFAR-100 validation set when the teacher and student models are homogeneous. The same
convention is used as in Table 2.

alignment with teacher knowledge may not be the optimal
strategy, and we believe that correction-based approaches
deserve more attention and research.

5.4 Extensions
Ablation Study. We perform ablation study on the com-
ponents of RLD and the results are shown in Table 5. The

results demonstrate that each component of RLD effectively
contributes to enhanced performance. Notably, when LSCD
or LMCD are deployed separately (rows 2 and 3), the op-
timal results are achieved at different temperature settings.
However, when integrating LSCD and LMCD (row 4), keeping
the same temperature for both components outperforms set-
ting different temperatures. This suggests that the interplay



Teacher/Student Res34/Res18 Res50/MN-V1

Accuracy Top-1 Top-5 Top-1 Top-5

Teacher 73.31 91.42 76.16 92.86
Student 69.75 89.07 68.87 88.76

AT 70.69 90.01 69.56 89.33
OFD 70.81 89.98 71.25 90.34
CRD 71.17 90.13 71.37 90.41
ReviewKD 71.61 90.51 72.56 91.00
SimKD 71.59 90.48 72.25 90.86
CAT-KD 71.26 90.45 72.24 91.13

KD 71.03 90.05 70.50 89.80
CTKD 71.38 90.27 71.16 90.11
DKD 71.70 90.41 72.05 91.05
LA 71.17 90.16 70.98 90.13
RC 71.59 90.21 71.86 90.54
LR 70.29 89.98 71.76 90.93
RLD (ours) 71.91 90.59 72.75 91.18

Table 4: Top-1 and top-5 accuracy (%) on the ImageNet val-
idation set. The best and second best results are highlighted
in bold and underlined text, respectively. The reported re-
sults are the mean of three trials.

(a) KD                                         (b) RLD

Figure 4: Visualized features learned by KD and RLD with
t-SNE on the CIFAR-100 validation set.

of losses is also critical to achieving better performance.

Logit Standardization. We investigate the efficacy of
each method when supplemented with logit standardization
technique (Sun et al. 2024a). The results are shown in Ta-
ble 6. The optimal results achieved by RLD underscore its
superior performance and the vast potential of its integration
with other methodologies.

6 Conclusion
Existing knowledge distillation methods did not consider the
impact of incorrect teacher predictions on students, or arbi-
trarily corrected predictions and disrupted class correlation.
In this paper, we introduce Refined Logit Distillation (RLD)
to address these issues. RLD enables teacher models to im-
part two distinct forms of knowledge to the student mod-
els: sample confidence and masked correlation. It effectively

(a) DKD                               (b) RLD
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Figure 5: Visualized teacher-student logit difference learned
by DKD and RLD on the CIFAR-100 validation set. To bet-
ter display, 100 classes are reshaped into a 10×10 matrix.

LCE LSCD LMCD Accuracy

✓ 72.50
✓ ✓ 73.55
✓ ✓ 75.64
✓ ✓ ✓ 76.64

Table 5: Ablation study on the importance of each compo-
nent in RLD. Top-1 accuracy (%) on the CIFAR-100 vali-
dation set is reported. The teacher is ResNet32×4, and the
student is ResNet8×4.

Teacher WRN-40-2 VGG13 ResNet50

KD 69.23 68.61 69.02
CTKD 69.53 68.98 69.36
DKD 70.01 69.98 70.45
RLD (ours) 70.35 70.63 71.06

Table 6: Top-1 accuracy (%) on the CIFAR-100 validation
set when training with logit standardization technique. The
student is MN-V2. The optimal results are highlighted in
bold text. The reported results are the mean of three trials.

mitigates over-fitting and eliminates potential misinforma-
tion from the teacher models, while maintaining class cor-
relation. Consequently, it enables student models to acquire
more valuable knowledge. Experimental results demonstrate
the superiority of our proposed method.

Future work. There are a few directions to improve our
proposed RLD. For instance, dynamic temperature (Li et al.
2023) and meta-learning (Hospedales et al. 2021) techniques
can be used to tune the hyper-parameters. Additional strate-
gies such as data augmentation (Cubuk et al. 2019) and sam-
ple selection (Lan et al. 2024) can be employed to distill
high-quality samples. Besides, combining RLD with state-
of-the-art feature distillation methods may be a promising
avenue of exploration to further improve the distillation per-
formance. We consider extending correction-based knowl-
edge distillation to the feature domain, utilizing techniques
such as Class Activation Mapping (Wang et al. 2020).
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Figure 6: Batch training time (ms) vs. top-1 validation
accuracy (%) on the CIFAR-100 dataset. The teacher is
ResNet32×4, and the student is ResNet8×4. Larger circle
denotes more extra parameters.

A Training Efficiency
Figure 6 presents the training time, accuracy, and extra pa-
rameters of various methods. Notably, feature distillation
methods (FitNet, OFD, ReviewKD, and CRD) yield a sub-
stantial performance enhancement compared to traditional
KD method, albeit at the cost of a significant increase in
training time and extra parameters. In contrast, our RLD
method, maintaining the same training time as KD without
extra parameters introduced, delivers superior performance.

B Implementation Details
We follow the conventional experimental settings of previ-
ous works (Tian, Krishnan, and Isola 2020; Zhao et al. 2022;
Sun et al. 2024a) and use Pytorch (Paszke et al. 2019) for our
experiments.

B.1 CIFAR-100
When training on CIFAR-100, the batch size, epoch num-
ber, weight decay, and momentum are set to 64, 240, 5e-4,
and 0.9, respectively. The initial learning rates are 0.01 for
ShuffleNet and MobileNet, and 0.05 for other model archi-
tectures. The learning rate is divided by 10 at 150, 180 and
210 epochs. The optimizer is SGD (Sutskever et al. 2013).
The training data is augmented using RandomCrop and Ran-
domHorizontalFlip operators.

For the hyper-parameters involved in RLD, we follow
DKD (Zhao et al. 2022) and LSKD (Sun et al. 2024a) to set
different values for different distillation pairs. We always set
α to 1, and determine the optimal β and τ using grid search
from the range of {2, 4, 8, 16} and {2, 3, 4, 5}, respectively.

Our experiments are carried out on the server equipped
with NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPUs. Each GPU has
11 GB of memory. Only one GPU is used per experiment.
The server’s operating system is Ubuntu 18.04 LTS.

B.2 ImageNet
When training on ImageNet, the batch size, epoch number,
weight decay, and momentum are set to 512, 100, 1e-4, and
0.9, respectively. The initial learning rate is 0.2 and divided
by 10 for every 30 epochs. The optimizer is SGD (Sutskever
et al. 2013). The training data is augmented using Random-
ResizedCrop and RandomHorizontalFlip operators.

For the hyper-parameters involved in RLD, we follow
DKD (Zhao et al. 2022) and LSKD (Sun et al. 2024a) to set
different values for different distillation pairs. We always set
α to 1, and determine the optimal β and τ using grid search
from the range of {0.5, 1, 2, 3} and {1, 2}, respectively.

Our experiments are carried out on the server equipped
with NVIDIA A100 Tensor Core GPUs. Each GPU has 80
GB of memory. Only one GPU is used per experiment. The
server’s operating system is Ubuntu 18.04 LTS.

C Class Correlation
In this section, we present results from a pilot experiment,
affirming the existence of scenarios similar to the one de-
picted in Figure 1 do indeed occur. We choose samples
specifically from 3 classes in CIFAR-100: leopard, televi-
sion, and dinosaur. Utilizing a well-trained model, we ob-
tain the top 10 output logits. The corresponding results are
displayed in Figure 7.

Figures 7(a), (b), and (c) illustrate that the model’s class
correlation aligns with our understanding, regardless of
whether the prediction is correct or not. For instance, leopard
exhibits higher similarity to tiger, while television resemble
clock more closely. When examining the overall samples, if
the label is “leopard”, the model cannot enhance prediction
confidence or accuracy by decreasing the logit values of its
actual similar classes (such as “tiger”).

Figure 7(d) reveals that even in the output logits of a sin-
gle sample, this inter-class relationship is well-maintained.
For the sample labeled “dinosaur”, the top 2 predictions are
“leopard” and “television”. Consequently, within its top 10
predicted classes, the proportion of classes similar to “leop-
ard” or “television” is significantly high, while classes re-
sembling “dinosaur” are rare. In such a scenario, merely cor-
recting the true class would lead to an adjusted prediction
that dinosaur are most similar to leopard (augment opera-
tion (Cao et al. 2023; Lan et al. 2024)) or television (swap
operation (Wen, Lai, and Qian 2021)), which starkly contra-
dicts the overall class-correlation observed in Figure 7(c).

However, our proposed RLD can eliminate all classes
with larger logit values than “dinosaur”, enabling the model
to correct the prediction based on its existing knowledge
without disrupting the class correlation.



(a) Results based on incorrect samples for “leopard” (b) Results based on correct samples for “television”

(c) Results based on correct samples for “dinosaur” (d) Results based on single incorrect sample for “dinosaur”

Figure 7: Prediction results for different classes on the CIFAR-100 validation set. The model for calculation is ResNet110. Bold
colored classes in (d) denote that they are among the top 10 classes most similar to either “leopard” (as inferred from (a)) or
“television” (as inferred from (b)), yet they do not appear in the top 10 classes most similar to “dinosaur” (as inferred from (c)).


