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Abstract—Conventional 2D human pose estimation methods
typically require extensive labeled annotations, which are both
labor-intensive and expensive. In contrast, semi-supervised 2D
human pose estimation can alleviate the above problems by
leveraging a large amount of unlabeled data along with a small
portion of labeled data. Existing semi-supervised 2D human pose
estimation methods update the network through backpropaga-
tion, ignoring crucial historical information from the previous
training process. Therefore, we propose a novel semi-supervised
2D human pose estimation method by utilizing a newly designed
Teacher-Reviewer-Student framework. Specifically, we first mimic
the phenomenon that human beings constantly review previous
knowledge for consolidation to design our framework, in which
the teacher predicts results to guide the student’s learning and
the reviewer stores important historical parameters to provide
additional supervision signals. Secondly, we introduce a Multi-
level Feature Learning strategy, which utilizes the outputs from
different stages of the backbone to estimate the heatmap to guide
network training, enriching the supervisory information while
effectively capturing keypoint relationships. Finally, we design a
data augmentation strategy, i.e., Keypoint-Mix, to perturb pose
information by mixing different keypoints, thus enhancing the
network’s ability to discern keypoints. Extensive experiments
on publicly available datasets, demonstrate our method achieves
significant improvements compared to the existing methods.

Index Terms—Semi-supervised Learning, 2D Human Pose
Estimation, Teacher-Reviewer-Student Framework

I. INTRODUCTION

2D Human pose estimation (HPE) [1]–[3], [12], [15], [16]
aims to infer human pose information from images, i.e., the
positions of keypoints and the connected relationships among
them. As an essential task in the multimedia domain, it
is widely applied in many downstream tasks, e.g., action
recognition [6], [7], person re-identification [8], [9], 3D human
pose estimation [10], [11], etc.

Existing 2D HPE methods are primarily categorized
into heatmap-based and regression-based. The heatmap-based
methods [3], [16] estimate a likelihood heatmap for each
keypoint by predicting confidence at each position. Compared
to regression-based methods [12], [15] that directly predict the
keypoint coordinates of images, it can more accurately capture
the spatial relationships between keypoints, resulting in better
performance. Thus, this work mainly focuses on heatmap-
based pose estimation. Nevertheless, these methods require
extensive detailed annotations for fully supervised training,
limiting their application to areas where annotating large-scale
images is costly.

One promising solution to address this issue is semi-
supervised learning, which leverages both abundant unlabeled
data and a limited amount of labeled data to improve the
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Fig. 1. Illustrations of our proposed Teacher-Reviewer-Student framework
for semi-supervised 2D HPE task. Unlike fully supervised methods that rely
solely on labeled data for pose estimation, our semi-supervised method utilizes
both labeled and unlabeled data to estimate human pose. Furthermore, we
propose the reviewer network based on the teacher-student framework to
provide additional supervisory signals.

model’s predictive capacity, as illustrated in Figure 1. Semi-
supervised learning is primarily based on the teacher-student
framework and can be classified into consistency-based [36],
[39] and pseudo-label based [37], [40]. The former aims to
ensure that teacher and student networks make similar pre-
dictions for the same data under different perturbations, while
the latter employs the teacher network to predict pseudo-labels
to supervise the student network. Recent semi-supervised 2D
HPE studies mainly concentrate on consistency-based semi-
supervised learning. For example, Xie et al. [21] perform easy-
hard augmentation to perturb the data in the same input and
then feed it into the teacher-student framework for consistency
learning. In this way, the parameters of teacher and student
networks are updated separately. Huang et al. [23] correct
pseudo-labels by computing the inconsistency score between
the predicted results generated by two teacher networks,
thereby providing more accurate results for student network.

However, these methods utilize backpropagation to optimize
the network, which usually focuses only on the parameter
updates at the current moment and ignores historical variation
of model parameters during training, thus failing to retain
essential historical information [36], [41], [42], [45]. In con-
trast, exponential moving average (EMA) [36] incorporates
historical parameter information during training by employing
a weighted average of historical model parameters. Therefore,
it is worth exploring how to leverage the advantages of EMA
to enhance the performance of semi-supervised 2D HPE.

In this study, we introduce a newly designed Teacher-
Reviewer-Student framework for semi-supervised 2D HPE,
which is inspired by the phenomenon that people gradually
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forget past knowledge as they continue to receive new infor-
mation, and so they need to consolidate what they have pre-
viously learned through review. Especially, we integrate two
reviewer networks into the existing teacher-student framework,
in which the teacher network and student network update
parameters separately by alternating roles with each other, and
the reviewer networks retain historical parameter information
of both the teacher and student networks during the training.
More precisely, the parameters of the reviewer networks are
updated by the teacher and student networks via EMA after
each training step. This enables the reviewer networks to
promptly consolidate key training information by aggregating
the weights learned by both the teacher and student networks.

Furthermore, how to uncover extra supervisory information
from unlabeled data is crucial in semi-supervised learning.
While we have explored training manner, we aim to fur-
ther uncover potential supervisory information from the data
and its features to enhance the model’s learning ability and
improve pose estimation performance with limited labeled
data. From the feature perspective, current semi-supervised
2D HPE methods exploit the final output generated by the
backbone to estimate the heatmap. However, this manner
focuses primarily on the semantic information in deep features
while ignoring the spatial information present in features from
other stages. Therefore, we propose a Multi-level Feature
Learning strategy, which involves upsampling the outputs of
the multiple stages from the backbone to generate heatmaps.
This strategy integrates information across stages to learn
keypoint relationships, thereby enhancing estimation accuracy.

In terms of data, considering that data augmentation is
frequently employed in semi-supervised training to generate
hard samples, we design a new data augmentation strategy,
named Keypoint-Mix, which scrambles the keypoint informa-
tion by mixing image patches around different keypoints, and
then covers the blended generated image patch back to the
original region. This strategy perturbs the pose information
while preserving crucial pose details, thereby enhancing the
network’s capability to distinguish keypoints.

The contributions can be summarized as follows:
(1) We propose a novel Teacher-Reviewer-Student frame-

work for semi-supervised 2D HPE, where reviewer networks
store crucial training information of both teacher and student
networks to provide more supervision.

(2) We design a Multi-level Feature Learning strategy to
enrich the supervisory signals, which utilize different levels
of features to learn the relationships between keypoints.

(3) We introduce the Keypoint-Mix to perturb pose infor-
mation, enabling the network to better discern keypoints.

(4) Extensive experiments demonstrate that our proposed
method obtains substantial improvements and achieves state-
of-the-art performance.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
summarizes recent progress in 2D human pose estimation
and semi-supervised learning. Then, section III expresses the
preliminaries of our method. Second, section IV presents the
proposed semi-supervised 2D human pose estimation method
in detail. Afterward, experimental results and discussions are
reported in section V. Finally, section VI draws the conclusion.

II. RELATED WORK

This section summarizes recent advances in 2D human pose
estimation and semi-supervised Learning domains.
2D Human Pose Estimation. Current 2D HPE methods [3]–
[5], [12]–[16], [27]–[32] can be divided into two classes:
regression-based and heatmap-based. Regression-based meth-
ods [12]–[15] can directly predict the keypoint coordinates of
the input data. Direct regress joint coordinates is first proposed
by Toshev et al. [12]. DirectPose [13] performs multi-person
human pose estimation within a one-stage object detection
framework that directly regresses joint coordinates rather than
bounding boxes. SimCC [14] represents pose estimation as
two classification tasks in horizontal and vertical coordinates.
RLE [15] captures the underlying distribution by normalizing
the flow and then utilizes residual log-likelihood estimation
to learn the variation between the original and underlying
distributions. Heatmap-based methods [3], [5], [16] predict
scores for each location to represent the confidence that the
location belongs to a keypoint, thus generating a likelihood
heatmap for each keypoint. For example, SimpleBaseline [3]
generate heatmaps from low-resolution images by introducing
deconvolutional layers to scale features to the original image
size. HRNet [16] parallelizes multiple resolution branches
while interacting information between different branches to
improve the performance. Heatmap-based methods can explic-
itly learn more spatial information by generating probability
than regression-based methods, so we primarily focus on such
methods. However, above methods typically undergo training
in a fully supervised way, and the process of data labeling is
time-consuming and laborious. In contrast, our method aims
to enhance 2D HPE performance with only a limited number
of labeled data.
Semi-supervised Learning. Semi-supervised learning [33]–
[36], [38]–[40] plays an important role in tackling computer
vision problems, as it effectively leverages both a large amount
of unlabeled data and a small portion of labeled data. Existing
semi-supervised learning contains two dominant approaches:
consistency-based [36], [39] and pseudo-label based [38],
[40]. Consistency-based methods leverage regularization loss
to ensure that teacher and student networks with different
perturbation inputs can have consistent predictions for the
same data. Mean Teacher [36] employs the exponential mov-
ing average (EMA) [36] to update the parameters of the
student network to the teacher network, where the teacher
and student networks handle strong and weak perturbation
data, respectively. Pseudo-label based methods employ the
teacher network to predict pseudo-label for unlabeled data,
providing supervision for the student. FixMatch [37] generates
pseudo-labels from weak augmentation unlabeled samples and
subsequently utilizes them to supervise the predictions of
strong augmentation samples.

Semi-supervised 2D HPE [21], [23] aims to maximize the
model’s pose estimation capability by effectively leveraging
both labeled and unlabeled data. Xie et al. [21] conduct easy-
hard augmentation to the same input, which is then fed into a
teacher-student framework for consistency learning between
the predictions for easy and hard augmented data. During
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Fig. 2. Overview of our framework. Our method comprises network G, network F and reviewer networks R1, R2. Network G and network F both take
turns playing the roles of teacher and student. The teacher network generates predicted results for unlabeled data to guide the training of the student network.
Reviewer networks retain crucial information from network G and network F during the training while providing additional supervision, which parameters
are updated from network G and network F via EMA. Multi-level Feature Learning indicates upsampling the outputs of the multiple stages of the backbone
to estimate the heatmap. Keypoint-Mix is a data augmentation strategy. Me→h denotes the mapping of the predicted results of easy augmented data and
hard augmented data to the same coordinate space.

this process, the roles of teacher and student are alternated
to update the parameters. Huang et al. [23] observed that
noisy pseudo-labels affect the training process. Therefore,
they employ two teacher networks to generate pseudo-labels
for supervising the student network’s training, in which the
outliers are removed by calculating the inconsistency score
between the two teachers’ pseudo-labels. Unlike the above
methods, we recognize the significance of historical parameter
information. Therefore, we introduce the Teacher-Reviewer-
Student framework to effectively leverage unlabeled data, in
which the teacher network predicts results to guide the training
of the student network, and the reviewer network enhances
supervision by storing essential historical parameter training
information.

III. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we will describe the problem definition of
the semi-supervised 2D HPE task and provide details of the
teacher-student framework.

Problem definition. In semi-supervised 2D HPE, given a
training set D comprising a labeled subset Dl = {(I li , Sl

i)}Ni=1

and a unlabeled subset Du = {Iuj }Mj=1. Specifically, I li and Iuj
denote labeled and unlabeled images, Sl

i represents the ground
truth of I lj , N and M refer to the number of labeled and
unlabeled data. In practice, where N ≪ M . Semi-supervised
2D HPE aims to simultaneously leverage the limited labeled

data Dl as well as unlabeled data Du for training, and then
perform pose estimation for each test image to get the positions
of different keypoints.
Teacher-student framework. We adopt the traditional
teacher-student framework as a basis for our semi-supervised
method. Specifically, this framework contains the teacher
network and the student network, where the parameters θt of
the teacher network are updated from the student network’s
parameters θs by EMA [36]:

θt = ηθt + (1− η)θs (1)

where η ∈ (0, 1) indicates the momentum. During the training
phase, labeled data is fed into the student network, and the
difference between the predicted results of the student network
and the ground truth is calculated to optimize the student
network. For unlabeled data, different data augmentations are
first performed and then the augmented data are sent to the
teacher network and student network, respectively. Then, the
teacher network generates pseudo-labels to guide the training
of the student network.

IV. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we will begin by presenting a pipeline
of our proposed method in IV-A. Next, we will describe
the different components of our method in detail. First, we
describe the Teacher-Reviewer-Student framework in IV-B.



Then, the Multi-level Feature Learning is presented in IV-C,
which is used to enrich the supervisory signal by leveraging
different levels of features. Second, we describe the data
augmentation strategy Keypoint-Mix in IV-D, which enhances
the network’s capability to distinguish keypoint by perturbing
the pose information. Finally, we introduce the training details
of optimizing the Teacher-Reviewer-Student framework in
section IV-E. The descriptions of all symbols used in our
method are shown in Table I.

A. Pipeline

The overview of our method is shown in Figure 2. Our
training process contains two main parts: 1) For labeled
data: We separately input the labeled data I li into network
G, network F and reviewer networks R1, R2 for training
and update their parameters accordingly. 2) For unlabeled
data: During network G acts as the teacher, network F
plays the role of the student. Specifically, teacher network G
and reviewer network R1 generate predicted results to guide
student’s training. Hard data augmentation is performed to the
input data of student network F and easy data augmentation
is applied to the input data of teacher network G and reviewer
network R1. The student network F updates its parameters.
Conversely, when network G takes on the role of the stu-
dent, network F acts as the teacher. Predicted results are
generated by teacher network F and reviewer network R2 to
guide the student’s training. The student network G updates
its parameters. Meanwhile, the parameters of the reviewer
networks R1 and R2 are updated by network G and network
F through EMA, respectively. During the training process, we
introduce a Multi-level Feature Learning strategy to enrich
the supervisory signals by utilizing the output of different
stages of the backbone. In addition, we design the Keypoint-
Mix to provide additional challenging samples by blending
information from diverse keypoint positions.

B. Teacher-Reviewer-Student Framework

Different from traditional teacher-student framework, where
the roles of teacher and student are fixed and the teacher’s
parameters are updated by the student. Our method contains
a network G, a network F and two reviewer networks R1,
R2. Specifically, network G and network F alternate between
acting as teacher and student by inputting different augmented
data. The parameters of both networks remain independent.
Reviewer networks R1, R2 are used to record the crucial
parameters information of network G and network F during
the training process and then provide additional information
to guide the training of the student network. The parameters
of reviewer networks R1, R2 are updated by the network G
and network F , respectively. In the training of a batch, both
labeled and unlabeled data are included simultaneously.
Labeled data. For each labeled data I li , it needs to learn with
the ground truth. We first feed it into network G, network F ,
reviewer networks R1 and R2 to obtain predicted results ŜlG

i ,
ŜlF

i ŜlR1

i and ŜlR2

i . It can be defined as:

ŜlW

i = W(I li), W ∈ {G,F ,R1,R2} (2)

TABLE I
THE LIST OF USED SYMBOLS AND THEIR DESCRIPTIONS IN OUR METHOD.

Symbol Description
Dl Labeled set
Du Unlabeled set
I li Labeled images
Iuj Unlabeled images
Sl
i The ground truth of labeled images

N , M The number of labeled and unlabeled images
G, F Teacher network and student network

R1, R2 Reviewer networks

Ŝ
lGz
i , Ŝ

lGp
i Predicted results of network G on labeled data

Ŝ
lFz
i , Ŝ

lFp
i Predicted results of network F on labeled data

Ŝ
lR1
z
i , Ŝ

lR1
p

i Predicted results of network R1 on labeled data

Ŝ
lR2
z
i , Ŝ

lR2
p

i Predicted results of network R2 on labeled data

S̃uG

j , S̃uR1

j
Predicted results of teacher network G

and reviewer network R1 on unlabeled data

S̄
uF
z

j , S̄
uF
p

j

Predicted results of student network
F on unlabeled data

S̃uF

j , S̃uR2

j
Predicted results of teacher network F

and reviewer network R2 on unlabeled data

S̄
uG
z

j , S̄
uG
p

j

Predicted results of student network
G on unlabeled data

θG , θF The parameters of network G and networkF
θR1

, θR2
The parameters of network R1 and network R2

L The loss function of our method

where G(·), F(·), R1(·) and R2(·) denote the networks G, F ,
R1 and R2, respectively.

Then, we utilize the Mean Squared Error (MSE) to calculate
the difference between the predicted results and the ground
truth, which is used to train and update the parameters θG ,
θF , θR1

, θR2
of networks G, F , R1 R2. The loss function

can be defined as

Lsup =
∑
i∈N

∑
W∈{G,F,R1,R2}

(ŜlW

i − Sl
i)

2 (3)

where Sl
i denotes ground truth of I li .

Unlabeled data. For each unlabeled data Iuj , we first perform
easy data augmentation on it. Then, we pass it through
network G, network F , reviewer networks R1 and R2 to
obtain different predicted results S̃uG

j , S̃uF

j , S̃uR1

j and S̃uR2

j ,
respectively. The process can be formulated as:

S̃uW

j = W(Iuj ), W ∈ {G,F ,R1,R2} (4)

When network F is the student, network G plays the role
of the teacher, while reviewer network R1 provides additional
supervision for the student network. For each unlabeled data
Iuj , we first perform hard data augmentation and then seed
it into student network F to obtain prediction result S̄uF

j .
Subsequently, the predicted results S̃uG

j and S̃uR1

j generated
by teacher network G and reviewer network R1, respectively,
are used to calculate consistency with the prediction result S̄uF

j



from the student network. The process can be formulated as
follows:

L1
un =

∑
j∈M

∑
W∈{G,R1}

(S̄uF

j −Me→h(S̃
uW

j ))2 (5)

where Me→h denotes mapping S̃uG

j , S̃uR1

j and S̄uF

j to the
same coordinate space. During the above process, the pa-
rameters of the student network F are updated. In contrast,
when network G plays the role of the student, network F as
the teacher, while reviewer network R2 provides additional
supervision for the student network:

L2
un =

∑
j∈M

∑
W∈{F,R2}

(S̄uG

j −Me→h(S̃
uW

j ))2 (6)

where S̄uG

j denotes the predicted result from the student
network G, S̃uF

j , S̃uR2

j are the predicted results of teacher
network F and reviewer network R2. The parameters of
the student network G can be updated during the above
process. The parameters θR1 of reviewer network R1 and
the parameters θR2 of reviewer network R2 are updated from
parameters θG of network G and parameters θF of network F
via EMA, respectively. The process can be formulated as:

θR1
= αθR1

+ (1− α)θG ,

θR2
= βθR2

+ (1− β)θF ,
(7)

where α ∈ (0, 1) and β ∈ (0, 1) indicate the momentum.
With this updated strategy, the reviewer networks R1 and R2

can immediately aggregate previously the weights learned by
network G and network F after each training step.

C. Multi-level Feature Learning

Heatmap-based methods [21], [23] usually exploit the
last output of the backbone for upsampling to estimate the
heatmap. However, these methods primarily emphasize the
semantic information of the deep feature while neglecting
the spatial information present in features from other stages.
Hence, we design a Multi-level Feature Learning strategy to
upsample the outputs of the multiple stages of the backbone
to estimate the heatmap for supervising training. This strategy
fully utilizes different level features and offers extra supervi-
sion signals to guide training.

Since the optimal results are achieved by using the output
features from the last two stages of the backbone network, we
use this process as an example to demonstrate how our strategy
uncovers additional supervision information. Specifically, we
designate the output features of the last stage of the backbone
as Fz and the output features of the penultimate stage as Fp.
Subsequently, Fz and Fp are upsampled to the same size to
obtain features F̂z and F̂p. These features are then used to es-
timate the heatmap and obtain prediction results. Specifically,
we fed each labeled data I li into different networks G, F , R1,
R2 to predict results:

Ŝ
lWz
i , Ŝ

lWp
i = W

(
I li
)
, W ∈ {G,F ,R1,R2} (8)

Then, we exploit MSE to calculate the difference between
the predicted results from different networks and the ground
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Fig. 3. Illustration of data augmentation strategy Keypoint-Mix. Unlabeled
data is fed into the teacher network to generate keypoint predictions, which are
then randomly sampled, with image patches extracted from the surrounding
regions. Afterward, these image patches are mixed to obtain a blended patch
to cover back the original regions.

truth, respectively. The loss function can be as follows:

L̂sup =
∑
i∈N

∑
W∈{G,F,R1,R2}

∑
V∈{z,p}

(Ŝ
lWV
i − Sl

i)
2 (9)

where Sl
i denotes ground truth of I li .

For each unlabeled data Iuj , we utilize predicted results
generated by the teacher network and the reviewer network
to supervise the student ones. When network G acts as the
teacher, the consistency loss function is as follows:

L̂1
un =

∑
j∈M

∑
W∈{G,R1}

∑
V∈{z,p}

(S̄
uF
V

j −Me→h(S̃
uW

j ))2 (10)

where S̄
uF
z

j and S̄
uF
p

j denote the predicted results of student
network F , S̃uG

j and S̃uR1

j indicate the predicted results of
teacher network G and reviewer network R1, respectively.
When network F serves as the teacher, we calculate the
consistency between the predictions of teacher network F and
student network G, as well as between reviewer network R2

and student network G separately. The loss function is defined
as L̂2

un:

L̂2
un =

∑
j∈M

∑
W∈{F,R2}

∑
V∈{z,p}

(S̄
uG
V

j −Me→h(S̃
uW

j ))2 (11)

D. Data Augmentation

Data augmentation can provide additional challenging sam-
ples for model training, prompting the model to learn robust
feature representations and enhancing its generalization capa-
bilities. In the 2D HPE task, accurately locating keypoints and
learning the relationships between them are crucial. Therefore,
we design a data augmentation strategy called Keypoint-Mix,
which aims at blending information from different keypoint
positions, making it challenging for the model to distinguish
which specific category the current keypoint belongs to. This
perturbs the pose information while preserving important pose
details, thereby increasing the network’s ability to discern
keypoints.

Specifically, as shown in Figure 3, we first input the
image into the teacher network to estimate heatmeap, i.e., the
coordinates {{x1, y1}, ..., {xn, yn}} of each keypoint. Then
we randomly sample K keypoints among these keypoints
and extract image patches {p1, ..., pk} from their surrounding
regions. We then mix these patches using averaging to obtain
the blended region patches, and then cover the blended ones



back to the original regions of K keypoints. Finally, we can
generate a hard augmentation sample for each data, which is
subsequently fed to the student network for learning.

E. Training Loss

The final training loss of our method contains both super-
vised loss L̂sup and unsupervised loss L̂1

un and L̂2
un. The total

loss function L can be defined as:

L = λ · L̂sup + L̂1
un + L̂2

un (12)

where λ denotes trade-off factors. The complete training
process of our method is described in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: The training process of our method.

Input: Labeled data (I li , S
l
i) ∈ Dl, unlabeled data

Iuj ∈ Du, maximum iteration E.
Output: Model θG of network G, model θF of

network F .
1 for e < E do
2 Sample a batch of labeled data {(I li , Sl

i)}bi=1 and
unlabeled data {Iuj }cj=1 from Dl and Du;

3 for each labeled data I li do

4 Predict results Ŝ
lGz
i , Ŝ

lGp
i , ŜlFz

i , Ŝ
lFp
i , ŜlR1

z
i , Ŝ

lR1
p

i ,

Ŝ
lR2
z
i , Ŝ

lR2
p

i by teacher network G, student
network F , reviewer networks R1, R2;

5 Calculate L̂sup by Eq.(9);
6 end
7 for each unlabeled data Iuj do
8 Predict results S̃uG

j , S̃uR1

j by teacher network
G, reviewer network R1, and predict results
S̄
uF
z

j , S̄
uF
p

j by student network F ;

9 Calculate L̂1
un with (S̄

uF
z

j , S̄
uF
p

j , S̃uG

j , S̃uR1

j ) by
Eq.(10);

10 Predict results S̃uF

j , S̃uR2

j by teacher network
F , reviewer network R2 and predict results
S̄
uG
z

j , S̄
uG
p

j by student network G;

11 Calculate L̂2
un with (S̄

uG
z

j , S̄
uG
p

j , S̃uF

j , S̃uR2

j ) by
Eq.(11);

12 end
13 Update θG , θF , θR1

and θR2
by L in Eq.(12);

14 Update θR1
by θG and θR2

by θF with EMA in
Eq.(7);

15 end
16 Return θG and θF

V. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we evaluate and analyze the proposed
method through experiments. In section V-A, we start with the
datasets and evaluation metrics. Then, section V-B presents the
implementation details. Next, we compare our method with
recent state-of-the-art methods on three benchmark datasets
and verify the performance of our method in section V-C.

Subsequently, section V-D conducts ablation studies to analyze
the impact of different components. Furthermore, we visualize
the qualitative results in section V-E.

A. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

COCO Dataset [20] is mainly divided into four subsets, i.e.,
TRAIN, VAL, TEST-DEV and TEST-CHALLENGE. It also
contains 123K WILD unlabeled images. We randomly select
1K, 5K, and 10K from the TRAIN to construct different
training sets as the labeled set, and the remaining images
in TRAIN form the unlabeled set. In addition, we conduct
experiments where the entire TRAIN serves as the labeled set
and WILD serves as the unlabeled set.
MPII Dataset [19] involves 25K images and 40K human
instance annotations, where the validation set contains 3K
human instances. AI Challenger Dataset [22] includes 210K
images with 370K human instances.
Evaluation Metrics. Following previous works [21], [23], we
mainly report the commonly used metric of mAP (mean AP
over 10 OKS thresholds) on the COCO dataset to evaluate the
performance and the metric of PCKh@0.5 [43] on the MPII
and AI Challenger datasets.

B. Implementation Details

We implement our method with PyTorch [17] and train
the model using the Adam optimizer [18]. Following the
prior works [21], [23], we utilize the SimpleBaseline [24] for
estimating heatmaps. λ is set as 0.5. For the COCO dataset,
the size of input images is resized to 256×192, and the initial
learning rate is set as 0.001, with the learning rate decaying
by a factor of 10 at 70, 90 epoch in turn. For the MPII and AI
challenger datasets, input images are resized into 256×256, the
learning rate is 0.001. For a fair comparison, consistent with
previous studies [21], [23], we adopt the same random rotation
and random scale for easy data augmentation and hard data
augmentation during training process. Network G and Network
F have close performance at the end, so we follow [21] to
report their average accuracy.

C. Comparison with State-of-the-Art Methods

Results on COCO dataset. We compare our method with
the state-of-the-art methods on the COCO dataset, and the
experimental results are shown in Table II. These methods con-
tain fully supervised method (i.e., Supervised [24]) and semi-
supervised methods (i.e., PseudoPose [25], DataDistill [26],
Single [21], Dual [21] and SSPCM [23]). The experiments
are mainly conducted under 1K, 5K and 10K labeled data.
From the results, we can see that our method outperforms
the supervised training with only labeled data. Specifically,
when ResNet18 is the backbone, our method surpasses the
previous best performance by 4.0, 2.9, and 2.2 in terms of
AP in 1K, 5K, and 10K, respectively. The reasons for the
improved performance stem from: 1) As discussed previously,
Dual and SSPCM utilize backpropagation to optimize net-
works, neglecting to retain crucial historical information. In
contrast, our method utilizes the reviewer networks to retain



TABLE II
COMPARISON OF AP RESULTS WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON
COCO VAL DATASET, WHERE 1K, 5K, AND 10K SAMPLES FROM THE

COCO TRAIN DATASET ARE USED AS THE LABELED SET AND THE
REMAINING IMAGES IN COCO TRAIN AS THE UNLABELED SET. * DENOTE
THE FULLY SUPERVISED METHOD. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED

IN BOLD AND THE PREVIOUS BEST RECORD WITH UNDERLINE.

Methods Backbone 1K 5K 10K
Supervised* ResNet18 31.5 46.4 51.1
PseudoPose ResNet18 37.2 50.9 56.0
DataDistill ResNet18 37.6 51.6 56.6
Single ResNet18 42.1 52.3 57.3
Dual ResNet18 44.6 55.6 59.6
SSPCM ResNet18 46.9 57.5 60.7
Ours ResNet18 50.9↑ 4.0 60.4↑ 2.9 62.9↑ 2.2

Supervised* ResNet50 34.4 50.3 56.3
Dual ResNet50 48.7 61.2 65.0
SSPCM ResNet50 49.4 61.6 65.4
Ours ResNet50 52.2 ↑ 2.8 63.5 ↑ 1.9 67.6 ↑ 2.2

TABLE III
COMPARISON WITH EXISTING METHODS ON COCO VAL DATASET UNDER
DIFFERENT BACKBONE, WHERE COCO TRAIN DATASET IS USED AS THE
LABELED SET AND COCO WILD DATASET SEVERS AS THE UNLABELED

SET. * DENOTE THE FULLY SUPERVISED METHOD. THE BEST RESULTS ARE
HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Backbone AP AP .5 AR AR .5
Supervised* ResNet50 70.9 91.4 74.2 92.3
Dual ResNet50 73.9 92.5 77.0 93.5
SSPCM ResNet50 74.2 92.7 77.2 93.8
Ours ResNet50 74.9 93.5 77.6 94.0

Supervised* ResNet101 72.5 92.5 75.6 93.1
Dual ResNet101 75.3 93.6 78.2 94.1
SSPCM ResNet101 75.5 93.8 78.4 94.2
Ours ResNet101 75.8 93.6 78.5 94.3

important parameter information from both the teacher and
student networks, thus bringing significant improvements; 2)
Our method uncovers extra supervisory signals from both data
and feature levels. Compared to Dual and SSPCM, which only
use the last stage of the backbone to estimate the heatmap,
our method supervises the network by leveraging output fea-
ture from different stages. Moreover, our method utilizes the
data augmentation strategy Keypoint-Mix to confuse keypoint
features, thereby improving keypoints of discrimination.

In addition, following the previous works [21], [23], we
compare with existing semi-supervised 2D HPE methods (i.e.,
Dual [21] and SSPCM [23]) under different backbone (i.e.,
ResNet50 and ResNet101) as shown in Table III, where COCO
TRAIN severs as the labeled set and WILD as the unlabeled
set. It can be seen from the table that our method outperforms
other methods in different backbone settings.
Results on MPII and AI Challenger datasets. We selected

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF PCKH@0.5 RESULTS WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART

METHODS DUAL [21] AND SSPCM [23] ON MPII AND AI CHALLENGER
DATASETS. RESNET18 IS THE BACKBONE. THE BEST RESULTS ARE

HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Hea Sho Elb Wri Hip Kne Ank Total
Dual 95.6 93.8 85.0 78.4 85.8 79.4 74.2 85.3
SSPCM 95.5 93.6 84.7 78.3 85.9 79.4 74.3 85.3
Ours 95.7 93.9 85.7 79.3 86.3 79.1 74.9 85.7

TABLE V
COMPARISON OF PCKH@0.5 RESULTS WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART

METHODS DUAL [21] AND SSPCM [23] ON MPII DATASET. ALL MODELS
UTILIZE RESNET18 AS THE BACKBONE. THE BEST RESULTS ARE

HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Hea Sho Elb Wri Hip Kne Ank Total
Dual 92.9 87.8 74.7 68.1 72.5 64.4 59.6 75.4
SSPCM 93.0 88.1 74.7 67.0 72.3 65.0 59.4 75.3
Ours 94.0 91.0 80.6 72.9 76.2 69.0 62.9 79.1

10K samples from the MPII dataset as the labeled set and
100K samples from the AI-Challenger dataset as the unlabeled
set for training, using the MPII validation for testing. The
results are shown in Table IV, it can be observed that our
method outperforms other semi-supervised methods Dual [21],
SSPCM [23] and proves the effectiveness of our method.
Results on MPII dataset. We conducted experiments using
1K samples as labeled data and 10K samples as unlabeled data
in the MPII dataset, and the validation set of the MPII dataset
is used to test. The results are presented in Table V, and we
can find that our method achieves optimal performance. This
further demonstrates the generality of our method.

D. Ablation Study

Impact of different components. We evaluate the impact of
different components of our method using labeled data with
1K, 5K, and 10K samples, as presented in Table VI. We use
ResNet18 as the backbone. First, we set up our model without
Multi-level Feature Learning (MFL) and Keypoint-Mix (KM)
as the baseline, and then gradually incorporate MFL and KM
into the baseline. In addition, we perform an experiment in
which the reviewer networks are removed, while MFL and
KM are retained. From the results, it can be observed that
with the increase of different components, the results gradually
improve under different labeled data used, which is sufficient
to prove the effectiveness of different components.
Impact of Multi-level Feature Learning. We perform exper-
iments on different feature learning stages using the COCO
dataset under 1k labeled samples in Table VII, where “1”
denotes the final stage, “2” and “3” represent the last two
and three stages, respectively. The results demonstrate that our
model achieves the best performance when the last two stages
are used to learn the relationship between keypoints.
Impact of Keypoint-Mix strategy. We explore the effect
of Keypoint-Mix (KM) with different numbers of keypoints
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Fig. 4. Qualitative comparison of our method and other semi-supervised 2D HPE methods Dual [21] and SSPCM [23] on COCO VAL dataset, where all
models are trained with 1K labeled data using ResNet18 as the backbone. The first and second rows indicate single-person scenario, the third row denotes
multiple-person scenario, and the fourth row represents occlusion scenario.

TABLE VI
THE EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT COMPONENTS ON COCO DATASET. MFL

AND KM DENOTE MULTI-LEVEL FEATURE LEARNING AND
KEYPOINT-MIX, RESPECTIVELY. WE REPORT AP RESULTS UNDER

DIFFERENT LABELED DATA. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN
BOLD.

MFL KM Reviewer 1K 5K 10K
× × ✓ 45.7 56.9 60.6
✓ × ✓ 47.3 58.2 61.3
× ✓ ✓ 48.4 58.6 61.8
✓ ✓ × 44.8 56.8 60.5
✓ ✓ ✓ 50.9 60.4 62.9

TABLE VII
IMPACT OF DIFFERENT FEATURE LEARNING STAGES ON COCO DATASET

WITH 1K LABELED DATA. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Backbone 1 2 3
Ours ResNet18 48.4 50.9 50.0

trained on 1k labeled data of COCO in Table VIII. We find that
our method achieves optimal performance when the number
of keypoints (K) is 5. Meanwhile, the results indicate that
the performance of the KM strategy varies less with different
numbers of keypoints, demonstrating its robustness and insen-
sitivity to hyperparameter variations. In addition, to further

TABLE VIII
IMPACT OF KEYPOINT-MIX WITH DIFFERENT NUMBER OF KEYPOINTS ON
COCO DATASET. WE REPORT THE AP RESULT UNDER 1K LABELED DATA.

THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Backbone 3 5 7 9
Our ResNet18 50.2 50.9 50.0 49.8

GT Oursw/o MFL GT Oursw/o MFL

(a) (b)

Fig. 5. Heatmap visualization of two samples from COCO dataset. The
columns are arranged from left to right as follows: ground truth (GT),
heatmap estimation results of our method without using the Multi-level
Feature Learning (w/o MFL), and heatmap estimation results of our full
method.

prove the effectiveness of the KM, we compare it with other
data augmentation methods, i.e., Cutout [44], Mixup [46],
CutMix [47], Rand Augment [48], JC [21] and SSCO [23]),
the results shown in Tabel IX. The results indicate that our
KM outperforms other methods. We argue that the validity of
KM lies in its ability to mix features from different keypoints,
thus blurring the boundaries between keypoint features and
making it difficult to distinguish between confused keypoint



TABLE IX
ABLATION STUDY OF DIFFERENT DATA AUGMENTATION. WE COMPARED
KEYPOINT-MIX (KM) WITH OTHER METHODS SUCH AS CUTOUT [44],

MIXUP [46], CUTMIX [47], RAND AUGMENT [48], JC [21] AND
SSCO [23]. TRAINING IS CONDUCTED ON 1K LABELED DATA FROM THE
COCO TRAIN DATASET, WITH TESTING ON THE COCO VAL DATASET.

THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Augmentation Backbone AP
Dual JC ResNet18 44.6
SSPCM SSCO ResNet18 46.9
Ours Cutout ResNet18 47.4
Ours Mixup ResNet18 46.2
Ours CutMix ResNet18 49.6
Ours Rand Augment ResNet18 49.5
Ours JC ResNet18 49.6
Ours SSCO ResNet18 50.1
Ours KM ResNet18 50.9

TABLE X
THE EFFECTS OF EMPLOYING DIFFERENT NETWORK STRUCTURES FOR

TEACHER AND STUDENT WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS DUAL [21]
AND SSPCM [23] ON COCO VAL DATASET. THE BEST RESULTS ARE
HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD. * DENOTE THE FULLY SUPERVISED METHOD.

Methods Teacher Student 5K 10K
Supervised* - ResNet18 46.4 51.1
Supervised* - ResNet50 50.3 56.3

Dual ResNet18 ResNet18 55.6 59.6
Dual ResNet50 ResNet50 61.2 65.0
Dual ResNet50 ResNet18 57.2 60.4

SSPCM ResNet18 ResNet18 57.5 60.7
SSPCM ResNet50 ResNet50 61.6 65.4
SSPCM ResNet50 ResNet18 58.9 61.9

Ours ResNet18 ResNet18 60.4 62.9
Ours ResNet50 ResNet50 63.5 67.6
Ours ResNet50 ResNet18 61.4 63.7

features, hence further motivating the network to improve the
discernable ability for keypoints.
Impact of different network structures. We evaluate the
impact of different network structures for teacher and student
in 5K and 10K labeled data and compare with other methods
(i.e., Supervised [24], Dual [21] and SSPCM [23]), the results
are shown in Table X. In the table, our method achieves com-
petitive performance when network G and network F using
different backbones and different labeled data. In addition,
it can also be seen that when network G exploits ResNet50
and network F adopts ResNet18, the performance improves
compared to using ResNet18 in both networks F and G. This
improvement stems from the accurate supervision provided
by ResNet50 over ResNet18, resulting in enhanced estimation
performance. The results demonstrate that our method enables
lightweight and large models to learn together and improve the

GT

（b）

Teacher Reviewer

（a）

GT Teacher Reviewer

Fig. 6. Heatmap visualization of two samples on COCO dataset. Arranged
from left to right as follows: ground truth (GT), heatmap estimation from the
teacher network, and heatmap estimations from the reviewer network.

accuracy of estimation compared to existing methods.

E. Qualitative Results

To further help understand the effect of our method, we
present some qualitative results in this subsection. First, we
present qualitative results of different examples from the
COCO VAL dataset in Figure 4. All models train on 1k labeled
data with ResNet18 serving as the backbone. We show (a)-(f)
for the single-person scenario in the first and second rows, (g)-
(i) for the multi-person scenario in the third row, and (j)-(l) for
the occlusion scenario in the fourth row, respectively. As can
be seen from the figure, our method outperforms Dual [21]
and SSPCM [23] in various scenarios.

For example, in the single-person scenario, our method
predicts the keypoint positions in the lower body better than
Dual and SSPCM in (a) and (b). In addition, we can accurately
predict the wrist, elbow, and shoulder positions on both sides
compared to Dual and SSPCM in (d) and (f). Meanwhile,
our method can better predict the correct position of the
children’s ankles in (e), unlike Dual and SSPCM, which
incorrectly swap the left and right ankle positions. As evident
in multi-person scenario, our method accurately predicts the
leg posture of the right person (g) compared to Dual and
SSPCM, respectively. Also, we can accurately predict the
left person’s knee position in (h) and the left person’s ankle
position in (i). Additionally, our method also performs better in
occlusion scenario, accurately predicting the ankle in the case
of suitcase occlusion (j) and the arm position of the man near
the woman’s side (k), as well as the posture of the woman on
the left side and the person behind her (l). This implies that our
method can better learn the relationships between keypoints,
thereby facilitating improved network learning and leading to
accurate prediction.

In addition, we present the heatmap results of our method,
both with and without the Multi-level Feature Learning (MFL)
strategy, in Figure 5. All models train on 1k labeled data
with ResNet18 serving as the backbone. From the figure,
our method inaccurately predicts the keypoint locations when
without employing the MFL strategy. More precisely, our
method without MFL only provides rough estimations of the
elbow position in (a) and rough knee position estimates in
(b). In contrast, our method accurately predicts the position in
two samples. The reason is that we utilize additional spatial
information as a supervisory signal, assisting in precisely
localizing keypoints.

Then, we show the different heatmap results of the teacher
and reviewer in Figure 6. As shown in (a), when the teacher



network incorrectly predicts the right ankle as the left ankle,
the reviewer network predicts the right ankle correctly. Simi-
larly, when the teacher network predicts the ankle with lower
confidence, the reviewer network offers a more precise loca-
tion in (b). The above results show that the information from
the reviewer network and teacher network is complementary
yet distinct. Therefore, we argue that the reviewer network
can provide diverse feedback to the student network, thereby
enhancing robustness.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present a novel Teacher-Reviewer-Student
framework for the semi-supervised 2D human pose estimation
task, where the teacher network is used to predict results for
unlabeled data to guide the student network’s training, and
reviewer networks are proposed to store important historical
parameters training information while providing additional
supervision. In addition, we introduce a Multi-level Feature
Learning strategy to enrich the supervisory signals by utiliz-
ing different features, and a new data augmentation named
Keypoint-Mix to perturb the pose information while retaining
crucial pose details. Comprehensive experiment results demon-
strate the effectiveness and superiority of our proposed method
on public benchmarks. In the future, we plan to integrate
semi-supervised pose estimation with tasks such as anomaly
action detection, and design more general and efficient models
through multi-task learning applied in the social security
governance.
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