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Abstract

Knowledge distillation (KD) remains challenging due to
the opaque nature of the knowledge transfer process from a
Teacher to a Student, making it difficult to address certain
issues related to KD. To address this, we proposed UniCAM,
a novel gradient-based visual explanation method, which
effectively interprets the knowledge learned during KD. Our
experimental results demonstrate that with the guidance of
the Teacher’s knowledge, the Student model becomes more
efficient, learning more relevant features while discarding
those that are not relevant. We refer to the features learned
with the Teacher’s guidance as distilled features and the
features irrelevant to the task and ignored by the Student
as residual features. Distilled features focus on key aspects
of the input, such as textures and parts of objects. In con-
trast, residual features demonstrate more diffused attention,
often targeting irrelevant areas, including the backgrounds
of the target objects. In addition, we proposed two novel
metrics: the feature similarity score (FSS) and the rele-
vance score (RS), which quantify the relevance of the dis-
tilled knowledge. Experiments on the CIFAR10, ASIRRA,
and Plant Disease datasets demonstrate that UniCAM and
the two metrics offer valuable insights to explain the KD
process.

1. Introduction

Knowledge Distillation (KD) has emerged as a crucial
technique in deep learning, especially in computer vision.
It aims to develop efficient models without compromising
performance [4, 5, 19, 31, 44]. By transferring knowledge
from typically a complex Teacher model to a simpler Stu-
dent model, KD can potentially address the increasing de-
mand for deploying robust yet lightweight models in prac-

tical scenarios [43]. Nevertheless, despite its widespread
adoption, the underlying mechanisms of KD remain some-
what opaque, thus impeding its broader application and the-
oretical comprehension.

The current research in knowledge distillation (KD) is
confronted with four main challenges, including (1) un-
derstanding the specific knowledge that is transferred from
Teacher to Student [3]; (2) evaluating whether KD improves
the Student’s focus on task-relevant features compared to
independent training [5, 40]; (3) measuring the importance
of features adopted or ignored by the Student for the tar-
get task; (4) addressing and resolving KD failures, mainly
when there are significant architectural differences between
Teacher and Student models [29, 37, 38].

Existing visual explainability methods for Convolutional
Neural Networks (CNNs), like Grad-CAM [35], are not
equipped to tackle these KD-specific challenges. While ef-
fective for single-model predictions, these methods cannot
capture the nuance of knowledge transfer between models
or quantify the relevance of distilled knowledge. Specif-
ically, Grad-CAM focuses on the importance of class-
specific features within a single model. However, it does not
distinguish between knowledge inherited from the Teacher
and knowledge independently learned by the Student.

To address these issues, we introduce a new framework
for improving the explainability of KD. We will first define
the key terms used in this paper to ensure clarity. Distilled
features are unique to the Student and are acquired through
KD-based training, which the Student considers relevant to
the task. Residual features are present in the Teacher (Base
model) but are not adopted by the Student, as the Student
finds them irrelevant to the task during KD-based training.
We used Unique features to collectively refer to the dis-
tilled and residual features, as they are unique to the Student
and the Base model, respectively. Throughout this text, we
will use the term Base model to refer to the model which
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has the same architecture as the Student but is trained using
only raw data. When the Teacher and Student have simi-
lar architecture, then the Teacher will act as a suitable Base
model.

Our framework consists of two main components:

• Visual explainability tool – We introduce UniCAM
(Unique Class Activation Mapping), a gradient-based
visual explanation method designed explicitly for KD
scenarios. UniCAM distinguishes between distilled
and residual features using partial distance correlation
to isolate unique features learned by each model. (de-
tailed methodology in Section 3.1).

• Knowledge transfer metrics – We introduce Feature
Similarity Score (FSS) and Relevance Score (RS). The
former, FSS, quantifies the alignment of attention pat-
terns between Student and Teacher (Base model) us-
ing distance correlation. The latter, RS, evaluates the
task relevance of distilled and residual features using
distance correlation between the extracted features and
BERT embeddings of the ground truth labels [12].

FSS and RS work in tandem to provide a comprehen-
sive analysis of KD’s effectiveness. While FSS measures
the similarity of learned representations between the Base
model and the Student, RS assesses their relevance to the
target task. This dual approach is crucial because high simi-
larity (FSS) does not always guarantee optimal task-specific
learning (RS). For example, a Student might closely imitate
a Teacher’s attention patterns (high FSS) but struggle to dif-
ferentiate between important and irrelevant features for the
specific task (potentially low RS).

Our key contributions are fourfold:

• Introducing Unique Class Activation Maps (Uni-
CAM), a novel method for visualising the knowledge
transfer process in KD. This approach offers insights
into how Students acquire relevant features and dis-
card less important ones under the Teacher’s guidance,
addressing challenges 1 and 2.

• Proposing the complementary FSS and RS metrics,
which enable quantitative analysis of KD effective-
ness. This dual-metric approach captures both the sim-
ilarity of learned representations (FSS) and their task-
specific relevance (RS), addressing challenges 2 and 3.

• Conducting extensive experiments across various KD
techniques and model architectures, demonstrating the
broad applicability of our approach. Our evaluation
encompasses standard image classification datasets
(CIFAR-10 [28], Microsoft PetImages [15]) and a
more challenging fine-grained plant disease classifica-
tion task [24]. This comprehensive assessment vali-
dates the effectiveness of our methods across diverse
scenarios.

• Providing a detailed examination of KD failure cases,
particularly those arising from significant capacity
gaps between Teacher and Student models. Through
this analysis, we demonstrate how our method can
guide the selection of appropriate Teacher models or
intermediate architectures (Teacher assistants) to im-
prove KD outcomes, addressing challenge 4.

2. Related Work
Recent works on KD have focused on improving the

performance of the Student [25], adapting the distillation
process to specific tasks [13], or developing alternative
methods for knowledge transfer [22]. In contrast to the
performance-oriented works, some studies have explored
KD explainability using various techniques. For instance,
Cheng et al. [3] used information theory and mutual in-
formation to visualise and measure knowledge during KD.
However, this method requires human annotations of the
background and foreground objects, which limits its appli-
cability and scalability. Moreover, using entropy to quantify
randomness might be unreliable in scenarios with highly
correlated data or multiple modes. Similarly, Wang et
al. [42] used the KD and generative models to diagnose and
interpret image classifiers, but this approach does not ac-
count for the knowledge acquired by the Student.

Existing visual explainability techniques offer valuable
insights into how CNNs make decisions (e.g., [2, 7]). Ap-
plying these methods to KD could reveal if the Student fo-
cuses on the same input areas as a Base model and learns
similar or superior features. For example, DeepVID [40]
visually interprets and diagnoses image classifiers through
KD. Haselhoff et al. [20] proposed a probability density
encoder and a Gaussian discriminant decoder to describe
how explainers deviate from concepts’ training data in KD.
However, existing visual explainability techniques cannot
visualise the saliency maps of distilled and residual fea-
tures. Similarity metrics offer a promising strategy to mea-
sure and identify features unique to one model [45], which
could be useful to effectively quantify and explain the dis-
tilled knowledge.

Similarity measures have been widely employed across
various disciplines, including machine learning [1,8,10,11],
information theory [6, 9, 16], and computational neuro-
science [27]. These measures offer valuable insights into
how information is processed and encoded in different con-
texts. In deep learning, similarity metrics have been use-
ful to (1) quantify how DNNs replicate the brain’s en-
coding process [41], (2) compare vision transformers and
convnets [26, 33], (3) gain insights into transfer learn-
ing [14, 30], and (4) explain the mechanisms behind deep
model training [18]. In this study, we propose a novel
gradient-based visual explainability technique and quanti-
tative metrics that leverage similarity measures to isolate



unique features of each model and quantify their relevance,
enhancing the transparency of the KD process.

3. Methodology

Given a Student model trained using KD and a Base
model trained solely on data, our objective is to explain
and quantify the amount of knowledge distilled during KD.
Our approach leverages gradient-based explainability tech-
niques to compute gradients with respect to input features,
along with distance correlation (dCor) [39] and partial dis-
tance correlation (pdCor) [39, 45]. dCor measures the de-
pendence between two random vectors that capture their
multidimensional associations. Similarly, pdCor extends
dCor to measure the association between two random vec-
tors after adjusting for the influence of a third vector. It is
computed by projecting the distance matrices onto a Hilbert
space and taking the inner product between the U-centered
matrices. Zhen et al. [45] used pdCor to condition multiple
models and identify their unique features1, which means re-
moving the common features and assessing the remaining
ones. This enables us to introduce a novel visual explana-
tion and metrics to assess the knowledge the student learned
(distilled features) and that it may have overlooked (residual
features).

3.1. UniCAM: Unique Class Activation Mapping

Our goal is to generate saliency maps that highlight the
distilled and residual features of the Student model, empha-
sising their importance and revealing their attention patterns
to enable a deeper understanding of KD. Existing gradient-
based visual explanations [2,7,35] generates saliency maps
based on the gradients of the target class, effectively re-
vealing the relevance of features for the target prediction.
However, these techniques are not suited for KD, as they
do not identify the distilled or residual features compared
to the Base model. To overcome this limitation, we intro-
duce UniCAM, a novel gradient-based explainability tech-
nique tailored for KD. UniCAM leverages pdCor to adjust
feature representations and remove the shared features be-
tween the Student and the Base model. This process isolates
the distilled and residual features, which correspond to the
knowledge the Student has acquired or overlooked, provid-
ing insights into the relevance of these features for the target
task.

Let xs and xb represent the features extracted from a spe-
cific convolutional layer of the Student and the Base model,
respectively. The UniCAM method follows the following
key steps: (1) First, we compute the pairwise distance ma-
trices for both xs and xb, which capture the relationships be-
tween different feature vectors within the Student and Base

1Unique features are the features specific either to the Base model
(residual features) or to the Student (distilled features).

models. (2) Next, we normalise these distance matrices to
create adjusted distance matrices, denoted as P s and P b,
which ensure the distance information is centred and stan-
dardised. (3) We then calculate the mutual influence be-
tween the Student and Base models’ features and remove
the shared components, effectively isolating the unique fea-
tures that each model has learned. (4) Finally, we generate
heatmaps of these unique features, which localise the im-
portance and relevance of the distilled features compared to
the Base model.

Following the approach explained in [39], we first com-
pute the pairwise distance matrix D(s) = (D

(s)
i,j ) for the

Student’s feature set. The pairwise distance matrix captures
the relationship between every pair of feature vectors within
the Student model:

D
(s)
i,j =

√
(xi − xj)2 + ϵ, (1)

where ϵ is a small positive number added for numerical sta-
bility. This matrix helps us quantify how closely related the
feature vectors are, which forms the basis for identifying
unique and shared features.

Next, we normalise the distance matrix using Eq. 2 to ob-
tain the adjusted distance matrix P (s). This normalisation is
a U-centred projection, which centres the matrix around the
mean and adjusts it for the overall distribution of distances.

P
(s)
i,j =



D
(s)
i,j − 1

n− 2

n∑
l=1

D
(s)
i,l − 1

n− 2

n∑
k=1

D
(s)
k,j

+
1

(n− 1)(n− 2)

n∑
k=1

n∑
l=1

D
(s)
k,l , i ̸= j;

0, i = j.
(2)

This step ensures that the distance information is prop-
erly centred and scaled, making it easier to compare features
across models. To isolate the unique features learned by the
Student model, we adjust for the mutual influence between
the Student and Base models. This step subtracts the shared
features between the Student and Base model:

xs|unique = P (s) − ⟨P (s), P (b)⟩
⟨P (b), P (b)⟩

· P (b). (3)

Here, we compute the inner product between the ad-
justed distance matrices of the Student and Base models,
⟨P (s), P (t)⟩, which captures their shared information as:

⟨P (s), P (b)⟩ = 1

n(n− 3)

∑
i ̸=j

(
P

(s)
i,j · P (b)

i,j

)
. (4)

We subtract the common features to isolate the unique ones
in each model (distilled and residual features) and reflect
what it has learned beyond the Base model.



Algorithm 1 UniCAM: Unique Class Activation Mapping
Require: xs, xb – Features from Student and Base models.
Ensure: UniCAM maps for distilled and residual features.
1: Compute pairwise distance matrix for xs:
2: for i, j = 1 to n do
3: D

(s)
i,j =

√
(xsi

− xsj
)2 + ϵ

4: end for
5: Normalise the distance matrix to compute P (s) using Eq. 2
6: Extract the distilled features by adjusting for the mutual influence:

7: xs|unique = P (s) − ⟨P (s),P (b)⟩
⟨P (b),P (b)⟩

· P (b)

8: Compute the importance of the distilled features:

9: β
(xs|unique,c)

k = 1
N

∑
i

∑
j

∂yc

∂A
(xs|unique)

ij

10: Generate UniCAM:

11: L
(xs|unique,c)

UniCAM = ReLU
(∑

k β
(xs|unique,c)

k A
(xs|unique)

)
12: return UniCAM maps for xs|unique

Once the unique features are extracted, we compute their
importance for the target task prediction by calculating the
gradients of the prediction with respect to these features.
The gradient-based importance of each unit k for class c is
given by:

β
(xs|unique,c)

k =
1

N

∑
i

∑
j

∂yc

∂A
(xs|unique)

ij

, (5)

where Aij represents the activation at position (i, j) in the

feature map, yc is the output score for class c, β
(xs|unique,c)

k

is the weight of unit k for class c calculated from the unique
features xs|unique, and N is a normalisation factor.

Finally, we generate the UniCAM saliency map by com-
bining these weights and applying a ReLU function to high-
light the most important areas of the input image:

L
(xs|unique,c)

UniCAM = ReLU

(∑
k

β
(xs|unique,c)

k A(xs|unique)

)
. (6)

This process creates a heatmap that visualises the impor-
tant features the Student learned from the Teacher, making
the KD process more explainable. To identify the residual
features, we follow the same procedure, but instead of the
Student, we consider the Base model in the previous steps.
These residual features represent areas where the Student,
with the guidance of the Teacher’s knowledge, has deter-
mined that certain features (such as background elements
or irrelevant parts of the object) are not important for the
target task. Analysing residual features is crucial to under-
standing whether the Student is effectively ignoring irrele-
vant features or potentially overfitting. The above procedure
is summarised in the algorithm 1.

3.2. Quantitative analysis of KD features

While visualising the heatmaps using UniCAM provides
insights to make the KD process transparent, it is equally
important to quantify the relevance and significance of the

distilled and residual features. To this end, we introduce
two novel metrics: Feature Similarity Score (FSS) and Rel-
evance Score (RS). These metrics allow us to evaluate both
the overall features learned by the Student compared to the
Base model, as well as the distilled and residual features.

To compute these metrics, we first extract the relevant
features from the salient regions identified by UniCAM.
Next, we apply a perturbation technique proposed by Rong
et al. [34], which modifies image pixels based on their pre-
diction relevance. This perturbation preserves the most
important pixels and replaces the irrelevant ones with the
weighted average of their neighbours. As a result, the per-
turbed images retain the most salient features while reduc-
ing noise and redundancy. Fig. 1 shows this process with
examples of input images, UniCAM explanations, and per-
turbed images.

Figure 1. Residual and distilled features after perturbation.

The feature extraction function takes the perturbed im-
ages in Fig. 1 as input and extract the features (See Eq. 7)
from the corresponding layer as:

x̂s = fs(I ⊙H), x̂b = fb(I ⊙H), (7)

where fs and fb are the feature extractor functions for the
Student and Base model, respectively, I is the input image,
H is the heatmap generated by UniCAM, ⊙ is the element-
wise multiplication operator. These features are the numer-
ical representations of the perturbed image that capture the
essential information for prediction, and their dimension de-
pends on the number of filters and the size of the activation
maps in each layer. Hence, using these features, we quan-
tify the similarity of the attention patterns and the relevance
of distilled and residual features.

3.2.1 Feature similarity score (FSS)

FSS is designed to quantify the degree of alignment between
the features learned between the Student and Base model at
a specific layer. Since the Student is trained with the guid-
ance of the Teacher’s knowledge, FSS provides insight into
how much the Student’s focus has shifted or aligned with



the Base model features. A higher FSS value suggests that
the Student and Base models are focusing on similar regions
of the input, indicating that the Teacher’s knowledge has not
significantly altered the core feature focus of the Student or
that the task is such that both models naturally converge on
similar important features. Conversely, a lower FSS would
suggest that the Student has diverged, potentially learning
a more refined or generalised feature representation due to
the knowledge from the Teacher. The FSS is computed as
follows:

FSS = R2(x̂s, x̂b) =
1

k

k∑
i=1

dCor(x̂si , x̂bi), (8)

where k is the number of batches, x̂si and x̂bi are the mini-
batch features of the Student and Base model. FSS ranges
from 0 to 1, where 0 means no similarity and values close
to 1 indicate higher attention pattern similarity.

3.2.2 Relevance score (RS)

While FSS measures the similarity between the features
learned by the Student and Base model, it does not quan-
tify how relevant these features are to the target task. To
address this, we propose the Relevance Score (RS), which
evaluates the relevance of the distilled and residual features
for the target task.

To capture the semantic information of the target task
more effectively, we use a pre-trained BERT embedding of
the ground truth labels [12]. Unlike traditional one-hot en-
codings, which provide limited information, BERT embed-
ding represents the labels in a high-dimensional space that
captures richer semantic relationships between different la-
bels. This allows us to compute meaningful correlations
between the feature vectors encoded by the models and the
ground truth, offering a more robust measure of relevance
for the task. Hence, we compute the RS as follows:

RS = R2(x̂s, gt) =
1

k

k∑
i=1

dCor(x̂si , gti), (9)

where x̂si is the features extracted by the Student for each
minibatch, and gti is the ground truth BERT embeddings
for the corresponding targets in each batch. To compute the
RS for the Base model, we replace x̂si with x̂bi .

Both FSS and RS provide a comprehensive quantitative
technique to evaluate the similarity of the attention patterns
and the relevance of the features learned during KD. This
helps us understand whether the Student is acquiring fea-
tures that are both similar and meaningful for the target task,
offering deeper insights into explaining the KD process.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets and Implementation Details

We evaluate the proposed method on three public
datasets for image classification: ASIRRA (Microsoft

PetImages) [15], CIFAR10 [28] and Plant disease classi-
fication dataset [24]. ASIRRA contains 25,000 images of
cats and dogs, while CIFAR10 contains 60,000 images of
10 classes. These datasets are widely used as benchmarks
for image classification tasks and have different levels of
complexity and diversity. Plant disease classification has
a more challenging and realistic problem than fine-grained
image classification, where the differences between classes
are subtle and require more attention to detail. More results
of plant disease classification are provided in the supple-
mentary material Sec. A.

We performed various experiments to analyse and ex-
plain the KD process. First, we used ResNet-50 [21] as
both the Student and Teacher models, effectively making
the Teacher a Base model. This allows us to isolate the ef-
fects of KD without introducing the complexity bias that
can arise when using a more powerful Teacher model. It
ensures that any observed differences are due to the KD
process itself rather than architectural disparities between
the Teacher and Student. This experiment addresses key
questions (1)-(3) by analysing the performance of the Stu-
dent and the Base model, the similarity in attention patterns,
and the relevance of the distilled and residual features. In
the second experiment, we analysed different combinations
of ResNet-18, ResNet-50, and ResNet-101 as Teacher and
Student models to address the fourth question, which ex-
plores the impact of architecture differences on KD. We
applied our approach to three state-of-the-art KD meth-
ods for classification: response-based KD [23], overhaul
feature-based KD [22], and attention-based KD [31]. We
implemented2 the proposed method using PyTorch [32] and
open source libraries from KD [36], pdCor [45] and Grad-
CAM [17].

4.2. Results

We trained the models using 5-fold cross-validation. De-
tails about each training setting are given in the supplemen-
tary material Sec. D. We assessed the performance and
visual explanations of the Student and Base model trained
with different KD. As shown in Fig. 2, the models trained
with KD achieved higher accuracy compared to the equiva-
lent Base model.

4.2.1 Comparison of Student and Base model attention
patterns

We hypothesise that KD enhances the Student model’s abil-
ity to learn more relevant features while discarding irrele-
vant ones. To test this hypothesis, we begin by using Grad-
CAM, a widely adopted explainability technique, to provide
an initial qualitative comparison of the feature localisation
in both the Student and Base model across different layers.

2Code is available https://github.com/gadhane/UniCAM

https://github.com/gadhane/UniCAM
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Figure 3. Grad-CAM visualisation of the Base model and Student
trained with various KD techniques.

While Grad-CAM alone does not explain the KD process,
it serves as a first step to visually compare which model en-
codes more relevant features based on attention maps. This
initial visualisation offers insight into the general behaviour
of the models, which is then complemented by our proposed
quantitative analysis using FSS and RS. These metrics allow
us to precisely measure the similarity and relevance of the
learned features for the target task.

Fig. 3 shows the Grad-CAM visualisation at L1, L2, L3,
and L4 of the last residual blocks in the four layers of the
ResNet-50. The Base model relies on low-level features
such as edges and spreads the attention over the entire im-
age, including the background, in the first and intermediate
layers. The saliency maps generated by Student models,
however, localise more salient regions and focus on the ob-
ject in all layers. This suggests that KD helps a model learn
better features and improve its localisation ability by direct-
ing attention to more salient features earlier in the network.

We then use FSS and RS metrics to quantify the atten-
tion pattern similarity and relevance of the features between
the Student and Base models. Fig. 4 (a) and (b) show the
feature similarity of the attention patterns (FSS) and their

relevance score (RS) between the Base model and Student
across different layers, respectively. The FSS is higher for
the deeper layers than for the input and intermediate lay-
ers, indicating that the Student models either learn more
salient features in the input layers or fail to learn more ir-
relevant features. However, the Grad-CAMs in Fig. 3 show
that the Student models have localised far better salient fea-
tures than the Base model, especially in the input and in-
termediate layers. Therefore, the lower FSS at input and
intermediate layers suggests that the Students have learned
more relevant features that the Base model has not learned
yet. Moreover, the Student models achieve higher RS than
the Base model across all layers, implying that the models
trained with KD have learned more relevant features with
the guidance of the Teacher knowledge.

0.9 • • Base Model
(1) 

Base Mod. vs Resp. KD 
Base Mod. vs Att. KD � 0.12 Resp. KD1,,-4 ,; -

0 

� 

u 
• Base Mod. vs Feat. KD u 

• Att. KDr./J r./J 

0 • 
·- � 0.08 Feat. KD 
� 0.6 Ci;:$ >-
·-

.§ 
r./J 

(1) 
-

� 0.04 

0. 3 ---�������������....--------1 0. 00 ..l:=::::::==::::::==::::::==::::::==���������--.--------1

Layerl Layer2 Layer3 Layer4 Layerl Layer2 Layer3 Layer4 
(a) FSS (b) RS

Figure 4. (a) FSS and (b) RS between Student (ResNet-50) and
Base model (ResNet-50), localised by Grad-CAM.

In general, Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 demonstrate that KD enables
the Student models to encode more relevant features, which
enhance the prediction accuracy and ability to generalise.

4.2.2 Visualising and quantifying distilled knowledge

Here, we use our proposed method, UniCAM, to visu-
alise the distilled and residual knowledge during KD. The
saliency maps generated using UniCAM show that KD is
not a simple feature copying process from the Teacher to the
Student but a guided training process where the Teacher’s
knowledge assists the Student to learn existing or new fea-
tures. This is illustrated in Fig. 5, where the distilled fea-
tures mainly focus on the primary object, whereas the resid-
ual features localise regions in the background or seem-
ingly less relevant parts of the object. In certain cases,
UniCAM does not highlight any part of the object in the
Base model. This occurs because, after the removal of com-
mon features, the remaining features from the Base model
are less significant or lack relevance to the target task. In
the plant disease classification3, distilled features accurately
identify segments of leaves essential for disease classifica-
tion, demonstrating that KD helps models learn more rele-
vant features.

In addition, Table 1 quantifies the relevance of the dis-
tilled, residual, and layer-specific features. Distilled and

3More results for plant disease experiments are presented in Sec. A of
the supplementary material



(a) Pet Images

(b) Potato Early Blight

Figure 5. Sample visualisation of Distilled and residual features
on PetImages and Plant disease dataset.

residual features are extracted from the areas localised by
UniCAM, while layer-specific features are extracted from
regions localised using Grad-CAM. Distilled features indi-
cate how relevant the knowledge learned from the Teacher
is for the Student. In contrast, residual features represent
features the Student deemed less useful for the task and thus
ignored. Layer-specific features provide an overall view of
features encoded at each layer, helping assess which model
has better localisation and a higher RS, indicating more rel-
evant features. Models trained with various KD techniques
show higher RS than their equivalent Base models, with
overhaul feature distillation achieving the best performance
by transferring intermediate feature representations, allow-
ing the Student to learn more fine-grained and diverse fea-
tures.

4.2.3 Exploring the capacity gap impact

The Student’s performance often declines when there is a
large architecture (capacity) gap between the Teacher and

Table 1. Relevance of features (RS) learned by Student (ResNet-
50) and Base model (ResNet-50).

Dataset KD-Technique Layer# Layer-Specific Features Residual / Distilled Features
Base Model Student Base Model Student

ASIRRA [15]

Response-based

L1 0.0092 0.0189 0.0024 0.0017
L2 0.0054 0.0130 0.0001 0.0040
L3 0.0100 0.0365 0.0007 0.008
L4 0.0141 0.0861 0.0043 0.006

Attention-based

L1 0.0092 0.0107 0.0049 0.0047
L2 0.0054 0.0189 0.0022 0.0035
L3 0.0100 0.0431 0.0045 0.0100
L4 0.0141 0.0583 0.0082 0.0102

Feature-based

L1 0.0092 0.0465 0.0063 0.0101
L2 0.0054 0.0453 0.0027 0.0048
L3 0.0100 0.0570 0.0036 0.0196
L4 0.0141 0.0953 0.0012 0.0258

CIFAR10 [28]

Response-based

L1 0.0063 0.0304 0.0040 0.0155
L2 0.0133 0.0378 0.0090 0.0148
L3 0.0282 0.0432 0.0046 0.0113
L4 0.0417 0.0585 0.0090 0.0106

Attention-based

L1 0.0063 0.0232 0.0043 0.0136
L2 0.0133 0.0280 0.0099 0.0101
L3 0.0282 0.0256 0.0087 0.0063
L4 0.0417 0.0437 0.0017 0.0021

Feature-based

L1 0.0063 0.0311 0.0028 0.0185
L2 0.0133 0.0388 0.0017 0.0153
L3 0.0282 0.0457 0.0070 0.0117
L4 0.0417 0.0794 0.0024 0.0150

the Student [29,38]. The drop in the Student’s performance
may stem from either its own challenges in learning relevant
features or the overwhelming knowledge of the Teacher. To
investigate this issue, we employ two distillation strategies
in our experiments using ResNet-101 as the Teacher and
ResNet-18 as the Student, which have a significant capacity
disparity. In the first approach, we conduct direct distilla-
tion from ResNet-101 to ResNet-18. The second approach
introduces an intermediate “Teacher assistant” [37] to help
bridge the capacity gap between ResNet-101 and ResNet-
18. We use UniCAM and RS to analyse the KD process in
these settings, with a focus on how well the smaller model
manages to learn relevant features.

Using the proposed methods, we first examine the impact
of a large capacity gap on the knowledge transfer between
Teacher and Student. We use ResNet-101 as the Teacher
and ResNet-18 as the Student and apply KD to train the
Student model. Fig. 6 demonstrates that, in this setting, the
Base Model captures more relevant features than the Stu-
dent model. This suggests that a large capacity gap impedes
knowledge transfer, as the Student model cannot effectively
learn from the complex Teacher’s knowledge.

To bridge the capacity gap, we use an intermediate
Teacher assistant [29] to enable a more effective and fo-
cused knowledge transfer from ResNet-101 to ResNet-18
via ResNet-50. Figure 7 compares the saliency maps of the
distilled features learned by two Students: ResNet-18 di-
rectly distilled from ResNet-101 (R18-R101) and ResNet-
18 distilled from ResNet-101 through Teacher assistant
ResNet-50 (R18-R50-R101). The saliency maps, visu-
alised using UniCAM, reveal that the Teacher assistant helps
learn more relevant features that highlight the object parts.
In contrast, R18-R101 learns some irrelevant features and
misses the salient features for the gt prediction. In fact,



Figure 6. Relevant features learned by Student (ResNet-18) dis-
tilled from ResNet-101 compared to Base Model.

incorporating the Teacher assistant model facilitates the
Student model in learning compatible knowledge from the
complex Teacher and provides more appropriate supervi-
sion and feedback.

Figure 7. Grad-CAM (2nd and 4th rows) and UniCAM (3rd and
5th rows) visualisations.

We compare the relevance of features learned by the Stu-
dent trained with the Teacher assistant and its equivalent
Base model. We used UniCAM to generate the saliency
maps of the distilled and residual features of each model.
Fig. 8 shows that the saliency maps of the distilled features
are more focused on the salient regions of the input images,
while the residual features are more dispersed.

Table 2. RS of Students trained using Response-based KD with
varying Teacher complexity level.

Layer# Layer-Specific Features Residual / Distilled Features
Base model R18-R101 R18-R50-R101 Base model R18-R101 R18-R50-R101

Layer 1 0.0037 0.0022 0.0052 0.0014 0.0007 0.005
Layer 2 0.0039 0.0035 0.005 0.0016 0.0014 0.0031
Layer 3 0.0057 0.0045 0.0074 0.0012 0.0008 0.006
Layer 4 0.0063 0.0052 0.0082 0.0018 0.0011 0.0076

Finally, Table 2 quantifies the relevance of the features
learned by the Base model and equivalent Student model
at different layers. The model trained with the Teacher
assistant has learned more relevant features compared to
the model directly distilled from ResNet-101 and the Base
model.

The empirical findings presented above indicate that the
capacity gap between the Teacher and Student models in-

Figure 8. Comparison of distilled and residual features between
Student (R18-R50-R101) and Base Model.

fluences the quality and efficiency of KD. We demonstrate
the benefit of our methods to explain the Student model’s
behaviour, both when it succeeds and fails to learn relevant
knowledge from the Teacher. Therefore, our visual expla-
nation and metrics can help to select the optimal Teacher-
Student pairs for improved performance.

5. Discussion and Future Works
This paper presented novel techniques to explain and

quantify the knowledge during KD. We proposed UniCAM,
a gradient-based visual explanation method to explain the
distilled knowledge and residual features during KD. Our
experimental results show that UniCAM provides a clear
and comprehensive visualisation of the features acquired or
missed by the Student during KD. We also proposed two
metrics: FSS and RS to quantify the similarity of the atten-
tion patterns and the relevance of the distilled knowledge
and residual features. The proposed method has certain lim-
itations. The experiments were exclusively conducted on
classification tasks, which is one of the many potential ap-
plications of KD. In addition, we acknowledge the added
computational cost introduced by the need to compute pair-
wise distances, gradients for feature localisation, and the
proposed metrics. As part of future work, we aim to extend
UniCAM to more complex datasets and explore its applica-
bility to tasks beyond classification to enhance the robust-
ness and versatility of the proposed method.
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A. Additional Results: Explaining distilled and
residual features on Plant Disease Dataset

In the experimental sections, we evaluated our proposed
method to explain and quantify Knowledge Distillation
(KD) on well-established datasets such as ASIRA and CI-
FAR10, showing its versatility and effectiveness in various
scenarios. To further validate the generalisability of our
method, especially for identifying distilled and residual fea-
tures, we also applied it to the plant disease classification.
This additional analysis confirmed the suitability of the pro-
posed explainability technique in challenging datasets. In
this section, we summarise the results, highlighting the abil-
ity of our method to detect salient features essential for di-
agnosing plant diseases and demonstrating its wide applica-
bility to real-world problems.

We generate additional results to visualise distilled
and residual features for plant disease images. Fig. A.1
shows that the Student model (ResNet-50) more accu-
rately localises salient features compared to the Base model
(ResNet-50). Specifically, the distilled features predom-
inantly highlight regions relevant for accurate prediction,
whereas the residual features tend to be distributed over ar-
eas irrelevant to the prediction. This implies that the Student
model learns to ignore the features that are not useful for
the prediction and focus on the salient parts. These saliency
maps align with the findings presented in the main body of
our work (in Fig. 4 and Fig. 6), explaining that the Student
model consistently learns features of better relevance across
different datasets compared to its equivalent Base model.

Figure A.1. Sample visualisation of unique (distilled and residual)
features in Plant disease classification.

Next, we analyse a specific case of the Strawberry Leaf
Scorch plant disease classification, and the Student shows
an improved focus on the crucial signs of the disease on the
leaves (Fig. A.3). The Student model can detect more rele-
vant features for diagnosing Potato Early Blight and Straw-
berry Leaf Scorch.

Figure A.2. Strawberry Leaf Scorch

Figure A.3. Sample visualisation of distilled and residual features
on Strawberry Leaf Scorch plant disease classification.

In our further analysis, we visualised the distilled and
residual features from Layer-3 and Lyer-2(Fig.A.4). The
distilled features mainly localise the diseased areas of the
input image, even though they are challenging to locate.
Meanwhile, the residual features highlighted the areas of
the leaf image that had little impact on plant disease clas-
sification. To conclude, the proposed novel visual explana-
tion and quantitative metrics help to explain and quantify
the knowledge that the Student model learned and failed to
learn from the Teacher model during Knowledge Distilla-
tion.

B. Distance and Partial Distance Correlation
Here, we provide the detailed steps of distance and par-

tial distance correlation following Szelkely et al. [39]. Dis-
tance correlation (dCor) measures linear and nonlinear asso-
ciations or dependence between two random vectors. For an
observed random sample (x, y) = (Xk, Yk) : k = 1, . . . , n
drawn from a distribution of random vectors, the empirical
distance correlation R2

n(x, y) for n samples is derived from
the distance covariance of the samples. To compute the dis-
tance covariance between the samples, we first compute the
n by n distance matrices (aj,k) and (bj,k) containing all
pairwise distances:

aj,k = ∥Xj −Xk∥ , j, k = 1, 2, · · · , n,
bj,k = ∥Yj − Yk∥ , j, k = 1, 2, · · · , n

(B.1)

where ∥.∥ represents the Euclidean norm. Taking all the
doubly centred distances as:

Aj,k := aj,k − aj· − a·k + a··,

Bj,k := bj,k − bj· − b·k + b··,
(B.2)



(a) Layer-3

(b) Layer-2

Figure A.4. Sample visualisation of Distilled and residual features
on Plant disease classification from Layer-3 and Layer-2

where aj· is the jth row mean, a·k is the kth column mean,
and a·· is the grand mean of the distance matrix of the sam-
ple x (the notation is similar for b of sample y), then we
compute the squared sample distance covariance V (x, y) as
the arithmetic average of the products Aj,kBj,k:

V 2
n (x, y) =

1

n2

n∑
j,k=1

Aj,kBj,k. (B.3)

and the distance variance V (x) and V (y) as follows:

dVar2n(x) := V 2
n (x, x) =

1

n2

n∑
j,k=1

A2
j,k. (B.4)

dVar2n(y) := V 2
n (y, y) =

1

n2

n∑
j,k=1

B2
j,k. (B.5)

Distance variance is a measure of the complexity or di-
versity of a single random vector, while distance covariance

is a measure of the dependence or similarity between two
random vectors. Distance variance is a special case of dis-
tance covariance when the two random vectors are identical,
meaning that they have the same information and knowl-
edge. In our context, distance covariance and distance vari-
ance functions are used to measure the amount of knowl-
edge transferred from Teacher to student models during
knowledge distillation. They calculate the degree of depen-
dence or similarity between the Teacher and student models
and the degree of complexity or diversity within each model
based on their outputs or features. The meaning of the result
is as follows:

• A high distance covariance between Teacher and stu-
dent models means that they have a high degree of
similarity or alignment in their information and knowl-
edge, which implies a successful knowledge transfer.

• A low distance covariance between Teacher and stu-
dent models means that they have a low degree of simi-
larity or alignment in their information and knowledge,
which implies an unsuccessful knowledge transfer or a
potential overfitting or underfitting problem.

• A high distance variance for either the Teacher or stu-
dent model means that it has a high degree of com-
plexity or diversity in its information and knowledge,
which implies a high capacity or expressiveness of the
model.

• A low distance variance for either the Teacher or stu-
dent model means that it has a low degree of com-
plexity or diversity in its information and knowledge,
which implies a low capacity or expressiveness of the
model.

Definition 1 (Distance correlation) [39]. For an observed
random sample (x, y) = (Xk, Yk) : k = 1, . . . , n drawn
from a distribution of random vectors X in Rp and Y in
Rq , the empirical distance correlation R2

n(x, y) for n sam-
ples is defined as:

R2
n(x, y) =


V 2
n (x,y)√

V 2
n (x,x)V 2

n (y,y)
, V 2

n (x, x)V
2
n (y, y) > 0

0 , V 2
n (x, x)V

2
n (y, y) = 0

(B.6)
where V 2

n (x, y), V 2
n (x, x) and V 2

n (y, y) are the squared
sample distance covariance. Distance correlation is zero
when the random vectors are independent and one when
they are dependent, indicating a strong correlation between
each other.

Distance correlation (dCor) is a measure of the similar-
ity of the information contained in two random variables.
However, in some situations, we may want to measure the



association between two random vectors after adjusting for
a third random vector. This leads to the concept of par-
tial distance correlation (pdCor), which is an extension of
dCor proposed by Szekely et al. [39]. They introduced a
Hilbert space where the squared distance covariance is an
inner product and showed how to obtain U-centered matri-
ces Ã from the distance matrices (aj,k) such that their inner
product is the distance covariance.

Definition 2 (U − centered matrix) [39]: Let A = (aj,k)
be a symmetric, real valued n×n matrix with zero diagonal,
n > 2. The U-centred matrix of A at the (j, k)th entry is
defined by:

Ãj,k =


aj,k − 1

n−2

∑n
l=1 al,k − 1

n−2

∑n
i=1 aj,i

+ 1
(n−1)(n−2)

∑n
l,i=1 al,i, j ̸= k,

0, j = k

(B.7)

and the inner product between Ã, B̃ is defined as (Ã ·B̃) :=
1

n(n−3)

∑
j ̸=k Ãj,kB̃j,k,

Definition 3 (Partial distance correlation) [39]: Let
(x, y, z) be random variables observed from the joint dis-
tribution of (X,Y, Z), then the partial distance correlation
between x and y controlling for z (assuming it as a con-
founding variable) is given by:

R∗2(x, y; z) :=

{
(P⊥

z (x)·P⊥
z (y))

∥P⊥
z (x)∥∥P⊥

z (y)∥ , ∥P⊥
z (x)∥ · ∥P⊥

z (y)∥ ≠ 0,

0 , Otherwise
(B.8)

where, P⊥
z (x) = Ã − (Ã·C̃)

(C̃·C̃)
C̃, P⊥

z (y) = B̃ −
(B̃·C̃)

(C̃·C̃)
C̃ denotes the orthogonal projection of Ã(x) and

B̃(y) onto C̃(z)⊥ respectively, and (P⊥
z (x) · P⊥

z (y)) =
1

n(n−3)

∑
j ̸=k(P

⊥
z (x)j,k)P

⊥
z (y))j,k) is sample partial dis-

tance covariance.

To summarise, we utilised distance correlation (dCor), a
robust statistical method, to measure the degree of associa-
tion between the Base model and the Student during Knowl-
edge Distillation (KD). Furthermore, we used partial dis-
tance correlation (pdCor) to extract the distilled and residual
features. This approach, coupled with gradient-based vi-
sual explainability techniques, helped to propose UniCAM,
which explains the KD process and provides a better un-
derstanding of the knowledge it acquired and overlooked
during KD.

B.1. Theoretical Basis of Feature Subtraction in
UniCAM

The subtraction operation in the formulation of UniCAM
is used to remove the shared feature representations be-

tween the Student and the Base model or vice versa, identi-
fying features unique to each model. This approach is con-
ceptually similar to orthogonal projection in linear algebra,
where a vector is decomposed into components: one that
lies along a reference direction and another orthogonal to it.
In this case, consider the features xs (Student features) and
xb (Base model features). The shared features between xs

and xb are represented by their projection:

projxb
(xs) =

⟨xs, xb⟩
⟨xb, xb⟩

xb, (B.9)

where ⟨·, ·⟩ represents the inner product, and this term quan-
tifies the component of xs aligned with xb.

Now, xs can be decomposed into two orthogonal com-
ponents: 1. The component is aligned with xb (shared fea-
tures): projxb

(xs). 2. The component orthogonal to xb

(unique features): xs|unique = xs − projxb
(xs).

Thus, the subtraction is valid and justified because:

xs = projxb
(xs) + (xs − projxb

(xs)),

where projxb
(xs) identifies the shared features, and xs −

projxb
(xs) gives the unique features.

In UniCAM, we work in the transformed space of pair-
wise distance matrices and the features are adjusted for mu-
tual influence using a U-centered distance matrix, P (s) and
P (b). This provides a robust mechanism to capture the re-
lational structure of the features rather than their absolute
values. This approach is invariant to shifts or rotations in
the feature space, and the analysis focuses on the geomet-
ric relationships between features. The shared features are
calculated as follows:

Sharedxs
=

⟨P (s), P (b)⟩
⟨P (b), P (b)⟩

P (b). (B.10)

The unique features of the Student, after removing the
shared features, are:

xs|unique = P (s) − Sharedxs . (B.11)

This subtraction extracts the component of P (s) orthogo-
nal to P (b), preserving only the unique features of xs that do
not exist in xb. The operation is mathematically valid due to
the properties of vector spaces, where such decomposition
is meaningful in terms of orthogonal projections.

C. Steps on Feature Extraction
In this section, we explain the step-by-step feature ex-

traction from the relevant regions (which was briefly intro-
duced in Eq. 7, Section 3.2 in the main paper). Given a
Base model or a Student, then we can extract the features as
follows:

x̂ = f(I ⊙H) (C.1)



where I is the input image, H is the saliency map gener-
ated using UniCAM, ⊙ is the element-wise multiplication
operator, and f is a feature extraction function. We ex-
tract the features by applying perturbation technique [34]
that modifies the input image I by replacing each pixel Iij
with the weighted average of its neighbouring pixels in the
highlighted region as follows:

I ′ij =
∑
k,l

wklIkl (C.2)

where wkl is a weight that depends on the relevance of pixel
Ikl for prediction. The relevance of each pixel is determined
by the saliency map generated using UniCAM, which pro-
duces a heatmap H that assigns a value to each pixel based
on its contribution to the relevant features learned by one
model. The higher the value, the more relevant the pixel is.
The weight wkl is proportional to H, such that:

wkl =
Hkl∑
k,l Hkl

(C.3)

Therefore, we can write Eq. C.2 as:

I ′ij =
∑
k,l

Hkl∑
k,l Hkl

Ikl. (C.4)

We can simplify this equation by using element-wise
multiplication and division operators and rewrite Eq. C.4
as follows:

I ′ =
I ⊙H∑

H
, (C.5)

where
∑

H is a scalar that represents the sum of all ele-
ments in H. This equation shows how we obtain a modified
image I ′ that contains only the features of interest for each
model. To extract these features into a vector representa-
tion, we apply a feature extraction function f to I ′:

x̂ = f(I ′). (C.6)

We substitute Eq. C.5 into Eq. C.6 to obtain:

x̂ = f(
I ⊙H∑

H
). (C.7)

Since
∑

H is a scalar, we can ignore it for feature ex-
traction purposes, as it does not affect the relative values of
the pixels. Therefore, we simplify Eq. C.7 to:

x̂ = f(I ⊙H). (C.8)

This is the step-by-step formulation to extract features from
the regions identified as relevant using UniCAM or other
gradient-based visual explainability.

Fig. C.1 illustrates the results of the perturbed images
I ′ = I ⊙ H for plant disease classification. First, we use

Figure C.1. The residual and distilled features.

UniCAM to extract and explain the distilled and residual
features from the original images. The distilled features fo-
cus on the diseased areas of the leaves, which are crucial for
diagnosis, while the residual features are spread across the
background or non-essential parts of the leaves. Next, we
apply a perturbation technique proposed by Rong et al. [34]
to modify the images based on pixel relevance. We then
feed the modified images to the Student or Base model and
obtain the corresponding feature vectors, x̂s or x̂b. Finally,
we use FSS and RS to measure the feature similarity and rel-
evance of the feature vectors. The heatmap intensity for dis-
tilled features indicates a higher contribution to the classifi-
cation decision, resulting in more distinct and less perturbed
images of the critical areas for diagnosis after perturbation.

D. Experimental Details

D.1. Training Setup

For our experiments, we employed three widely-used
KD techniques: Response-based KD, Overhaul feature-
based KD, and Attention-based KD. The training of the Stu-
dent model followed an offline KD setup, where the Teacher
model was pre-trained before being used to guide the Stu-
dent. For the Teacher model, we used the Cross Entropy
(CE) loss to optimise its performance based solely on the
training data.

The Student model’s training incorporated both the CE
loss for the training data and the additional loss func-
tion specific to the KD technique applied, as recom-
mended in their respective literature. For Response-based
KD, the distillation loss minimised the divergence be-
tween the Teacher and Student outputs. Overhaul feature-
based KD introduced intermediate feature-level supervi-
sion, and Attention-based KD utilised attention maps from
the Teacher to align the Student’s attention patterns.

In cases where the Student and Teacher shared the same



architecture, we used the Teacher model as the Base model
for comparison. When the Teacher and Student had dif-
ferent architectures, the Base model was trained using the
same experimental settings as the Student, except without
the Teacher’s guidance, and optimised using only the CE
loss.

D.2. Selecting Layers

We mainly employ ResNet family models, ResNet-18,
ResNet-50, and ResNet-101, as the main convolutional neu-
ral network architectures for our implementation. We gen-
erate Grad-CAM and UniCAM outputs from the last resid-
ual blocks in each of the four layers of the ResNet models.
We denote these blocks as L1, L2, L3 and L4 and the details
of these blocks are as follows:

ResNet-18: This network has four layers with 2 resid-
ual blocks each. Each residual block has two convolutional
layers, batch normalisation and ReLU activation. The first
convolutional layer has a kernel size of 3× 3 and preserves
the number of channels. The second convolutional layer
has a kernel size of 3 × 3 and also preserves the number
of channels. The skip connection may have a convolutional
layer to match the dimensions of the input and output. The
last blocks in each layer have 64, 128, 256 and 512 output
channels, respectively. Hence, each layer Li represents the
following:

• L1: This block is the second and last block in the first
layer. It has two convolutional layers with 64 output
channels each.

• L2: This block is the second and last block in the sec-
ond layer. It has two convolutional layers with 128
output channels each.

• L3: This block is the second and last block in the third
layer. It has two convolutional layers with 256 output
channels each.

• L4: This block is the second and last block in the
fourth layer. It has two convolutional layers with 512
output channels each.

ResNet-50: This network has four layers with 3, 4, 6
and 3 residual blocks, respectively. Each residual block
has three convolutional layers with batch normalisation and
ReLU activation. The first convolutional layer has a kernel
size of 1×1 and reduces the number of channels by a factor
of 4. The second convolutional layer has a kernel size of
3× 3 and preserves the number of channels. The third con-
volutional layer has a kernel size of 1× 1 and increases the
number of channels by a factor of 4. The skip connection
may also have a convolutional layer to match the dimen-
sions of the input and output. The last blocks in each layer
have 256, 512, 1024 and 2048 output channels, respectively.
Hence, each layer Li represents the following:

• L1: This block is the third and last block in the first
layer. It has three convolutional layers with 64, 64 and
256 output channels, respectively. The skip connection
does not have a convolutional layer.

• L2: This block is the fourth and last block in the sec-
ond layer. It has three convolutional layers with 128,
128 and 512 output channels, respectively.

• L3: This block is the sixth and last block in the third
layer. It has three convolutional layers with 256, 256
and 1024 output channels, respectively.

• L4: This block is the third and last block in the fourth
layer. It has three convolutional layers with 512, 512
and 2048 output channels, respectively.

ResNet-101: This network has four layers with 3, 4,
23 and 3 residual blocks, respectively. Each residual block
has three convolutional layers with batch normalisation and
ReLU activation. The first convolutional layer has a kernel
size of 1×1 and reduces the number of channels by a factor
of 4. The second convolutional layer has a kernel size of
3× 3 and preserves the number of channels. The third con-
volutional layer has a kernel size of 1× 1 and increases the
number of channels by a factor of 4. The skip connection
may have a convolutional layer to match the dimensions of
the input and output. The last blocks in each layer have 256,
512, 1024 and 2048 output channels, respectively. Hence,
each layer Li represents the following:

• L1: This block is the third and last block in the first
layer. It has three convolutional layers with 64, 64 and
256 output channels, respectively.

• L2: This block is the fourth and last block in the sec-
ond layer. It has three convolutional layers with 128,
128 and 512 output channels, respectively.

• L3: This block is the twenty-third and last block in the
third layer. It has three convolutional layers with 256,
256 and 1024 output channels, respectively.

• L4: This block is the third and last block in the fourth
layer. It has three convolutional layers with 512, 512
and 2048 output channels, respectively.
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