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Abstract
We introduce a novel technique for knowledge transfer,
where knowledge from a pretrained deep neural network
(DNN) is distilled and transferred to another DNN. As the
DNN maps from the input space to the output space through
many layers sequentially, we define the distilled knowledge
to be transferred in terms of flow between layers, which is
calculated by computing the inner product between features
from two layers. When we compare the student DNN and the
original network with the same size as the student DNN but
trained without a teacher network, the proposed method of
transferring the distilled knowledge as the flow between two
layers exhibits three important phenomena: (1) the student
DNN that learns the distilled knowledge is optimized much
faster than the original model; (2) the student DNN outperforms the original DNN; and (3) the student DNN can learn
the distilled knowledge from a teacher DNN that is trained
at a different task, and the student DNN outperforms the
original DNN that is trained from scratch.

1. Introduction
Over the past several years, various deep neural network
(DNN) models have provided state-of-the-art performance
in many tasks, ranging from computer vision [8, 23] to natural language processing [1, 19]. Recently, several studies on the knowledge transfer technique have been conducted [11, 20]. Hinton et al. [11] first proposed the concept of knowledge distillation (KD) in the teacher–student
framework by introducing the teacher’s softened output. Although the KD training achieved improved accuracy over
several datasets, this method has limitations such as difficulty with optimizing very deep networks. To improve
the performance of the KD training for deeper networks,
Romero et al. [20] devised a hint-based training approach
that uses the pretrained teacher’s hint layer and student’s

Figure 1. Concept diagram of the proposed transfer learning
method. The FSP matrix, which represents the distilled knowledge from the teacher DNN, is generated by the features from two
layers. By computing the inner product, which represents the direction, to generate the FSP matrix, the flow between two layers
can be represented by the FSP matrix.

guided layer. Thanks to the additional hint-based training, the trained deep student network showed better accuracy with fewer parameters compared to the original wide
teacher network.
The knowledge transfer performance is very sensitive to
how the distilled knowledge is defined. The distilled knowledge can be extracted by various features in the pretrained
DNN. Considering that a real teacher teaches a student the
flow for how to solve a problem, we defined high-level distilled knowledge as the flow for solving a problem. Because
a DNN uses many layers sequentially to map from the input
space to the output space, the flow of solving a problem can
be defined as the relationship between features from two
layers.
Gatys et al. [6] used the Gramian matrix to represent
the texture information of the input image. Because the
Gramian matrix is generated by computing the inner product of feature vectors, it can contain the directionality between features, which can be thought of as texture information. Similar to Gatys et al. [6], we represented the
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flow of solving a problem by using Gramian matrix consisting of the inner products between features from two layers. The key difference between the Gramian matrix in [6]
and ours is that we compute the Gramian matrix across layers, whereas the Gramian matrix in [6] computes the inner
products between features within a layer. Figure 1 shows
the concept diagram of our proposed method of transferring
distilled knowledge. The extracted feature maps from two
layers are used to generate the flow of solution procedure
(FSP) matrix. The student DNN is trained to make its FSP
matrix similar to that of the teacher DNN.
Distilling the knowledge is a useful technique for various
tasks. In this study, we verified the usefulness of the proposed distilled knowledge by using it to perform three tasks.
The first was fast optimization. A DNN that understands the
flow of solving a problem can be a good initial weight for
solving a main task and can learn faster than a normal DNN.
Fast optimization is a very useful technique. Researchers
have focused on achieving fast optimization not only by using advanced learning rate scheduling techniques [13, 27, 4]
but also by finding good initial weights [5, 9, 18, 20]. Our
approach is based on the initial weight method, so we only
compared it with other initial weight methods. We compared the number of training iterations and performance of
our scheme with various other techniques.
The second task was to improve the performance of a
small network, which is a shallow network with fewer parameters. Because a small network learns distilled knowledge from the teacher network, it is more powerful than using the student network alone without help from the teacher
network. We compared the performance of the original network and a network using various knowledge transfer techniques.
The third task was transfer learning. Although a new
task may provide only a small dataset, transfer learning can
take advantage of a deep and heavy DNN pretrained with
a huge dataset [2]. Because our proposed method has the
advantage of being able to transfer the distilled knowledge
to a small DNN, the small network can perform similarly to
a large DNN that uses a normal transfer learning method.
Our paper makes the following contributions: 1. We propose a novel technique to distill knowledge. 2. This approach is useful for fast optimization. 3. Using the proposed
distilled knowledge to find the initial weight can improve
the performance of a small network. 4. Even if the student
DNN is trained at a different task from the teacher DNN, the
proposed distilled knowledge improves the performance of
the student DNN.

2. Related Work
Knowledge Transfer Deep networks with many parameters usually perform well in computer vision tasks. The
depth of most architectures is being increased to improve

performance. When deep learning first began, Alexnet [16]
had only five convolution layers. However, the recent wellknown network GoogleNet [23] has 22 convolution layers,
and the residual network [8] has 152 layers.
A deep network with many parameters requires heavy
computation for both training and testing. These deep networks are difficult to use in real-life applications because a
normal computer cannot handle this work, let alone mobile
devices. Therefore, many researchers have been trying to
make networks smaller while maintaining the performance
level. A typical way is to distill knowledge from trained
deep networks and transfer it to a small network that can
be used without large storage and heavy computation. Recently, Hinton et al. [11] introduced the model compression
method based on the concept of dark knowledge. It uses
a softened version of the final output of a teacher network
to teach information to a small student network. With this
teaching procedure, a small network can learn how a large
network studied given tasks in a compressed form. Romero
et al. [20] used not only the final output but also intermediate hidden layer values of the teacher network to train the
student network and showed that using these intermediate
layers can improve the performance of deeper and thinner
student networks. Net2Net [3] also uses a teacher–student
network system with a function-preserving transform to initialize the parameters of the student network according to
the parameters of the teacher network.
Fast Optimization A deep convolutional neural network
(CNN) takes a relatively long time to reach its global optimum or a good local optimum. It is easy to train small
datasets such as MNIST [17] or CIFAR10 [15]. In cases
of big datasets like the ILSVRC datasets [21], however, a
big network can take a few weeks for training. Therefore,
fast optimization has become another important subject of
research recently. There are several different approaches
to fast optimization, such as finding good initial weights or
reaching the optimal point with a different technique than
the standard stochastic gradient descent (SGD) method.
In the early days, initialization by Gaussian noise with
a zero mean and unit variance became very popular. Other
various initialization techniques such as Xavier initialization [7] are also used widely. However, these simple initializations are poor at training very deep networks. Therefore,
some new techniques [18, 22, 14] have appeared that are
based on mathematical approaches. With good initialization, if training starts at an appropriate location, then the
parameters can rapidly reach the global optimum.
Optimization algorithms have also evolved with the development of deep learning. Conventionally, the SGD algorithm is widely used as a baseline. However, using SGD
can make it difficult to escape from many saddle points. Because of this problem, several other algorithms have been
suggested [13, 27, 4]. These algorithms help with get24134

ting out of saddle points and reaching the global optimum
quickly.
Transfer Learning Transfer learning is a simple technique of modifying the parameters of an already trained
network to adapt to a new task. Typically, input-side layers
that play the role of feature extraction are copied from a pretrained network and kept frozen or fine-tuned, whereas a top
classifier for the new task is randomly initialized and then
trained at a slow learning rate. Fine-tuning often outperforms training from scratch because the pretrained model
already has a great deal of information. For example, many
researchers [19, 28, 1, 2] have recently used a model pretrained with the ILSVRC dataset to extract visual features
from an image and fine-tuned the model to improve the
final accuracy for the VQA [1] and CUB200 [25] tasks.
Many other tasks such as detection and segmentation also
use this ImageNet pre-trained model for the initial values
of the model because the ILSVRC dataset can be helpful
for generalization. Our approach also uses this fine-tuning
technique with our own good initialization method.

we believe that demonstrating the solution process for the
problem provides better generalization than teaching the intermediate result.

3.2. Mathematical Expression of the Distilled
Knowledge
The flow of the solution procedure can be defined by the
relationship between two intermediate results. In the case
of a DNN, the relationship can be mathematically considered by the direction between features of two layers. We
designed the FSP matrix to represent the flow of the solution process. The FSP matrix G ∈ Rm×n is generated by
the features from two layers. Let one of the selected layers generate the feature map F 1 ∈ Rh×w ×m , where h, w,
and m represent the height, width, and number of channels,
respectively. The other selected layer generates the feature
map F 2 ∈ Rh×w ×n . Then, the FSP matrix G ∈Rm×n is
calculated by
Gi,j (x; W ) =

s=1 t=1

3. Method
The main concept of our proposed method is how to
define the important information of the teacher DNN and
transfer the distilled knowledge to the other DNN. This section is divided into four parts to describe our main concept. Sec. 3.1 presents the useful distilled knowledge that
we used in this study. Sec. 3.2 introduces the mathematical expression of our proposed distilled knowledge. Based
on the carefully designed distilled knowledge, we define the
loss term in Sec. 3.3. Finally, Sec. 3.4 presents the whole
learning procedure of the student DNN.

3.1. Proposed Distilled Knowledge
The DNN generates features layer by layer. Higher layer
features are closer to the useful features for performing a
main task. If we view the input of the DNN as the question
and the output as the answer, we can think of the generated
features at the middle of the DNN as the intermediate result
in the solution process. Following this idea, the knowledge
transfer technique proposed by Romero et al. [20] lets the
student DNN simply mimic the intermediate result of the
teacher DNN. However, in the case of the DNN, there are
many ways to solve the problem of generating the output
from the input. In this sense, mimicking the generated features of the teacher DNN can be a hard constraint for the
student DNN.
In the case of people, the teacher explains the solution
process for a problem, and the student learns the flow of the
solution procedure. The student DNN does not necessarily have to learn the intermediate output when the specific
question is input but can learn the solution method when
a specific type of question is encountered. In this manner,

w
h ∑
2
1
∑
(x; W ) × Fs,t,j
(x; W )
Fs,t,i

h×w

, (1)

where x and W represent the input image and the weights
of the DNN, respectively. We prepared residual networks
with 8, 26, 32 layers that were trained with the CIFAR-10
dataset. There are three points in the residual network for
the CIFAR-10 dataset where the spatial size changes. We
selected several points to generate the FSP matrix, as shown
in Figure 2.

3.3. Loss for the FSP Matrix
In order to help the student network, we transfer distilled knowledge from the teacher network. As described
before, the distilled knowledge is represented in the form
of an FSP matrix that contains information about the flow
of the solution procedure. We can assume that there are
n FSP matrices GiT , i = 1 , . . . ,n, which are generated by
the teacher network, and n FSP matrices GiS , i = 1 , . . . ,n,
which are generated by the student network. In this study,
we only considered a pair of FSP matrices between the
teacher and student networks (GiT ,GiS ), i = 1 , . . . ,n with
the same spatial size. We took the squared L2 norm as the
cost function for each pair. The cost function of transferring
the distilled knowledge task is defined as
LF SP (Wt , Ws )
n
1 ∑∑
λi × ∥(GTi (x; Wt ) − GSi (x; Ws )∥22 ,
=
N x i=1

(2)

where λi and N represent the weight for each loss term
and the number of data points, respectively. We assumed
that whole loss terms are equally significant. Therefore, we
used the same λi for all experiments.
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Figure 2. Complete architecture of our proposed method. The numbers of layers of the teacher and student networks can be changed.
The FSP matrices are extracted at the three sections that maintain the same spatial size. There are two stages of our proposed method. In
stage 1, the student network is trained to minimize the distance between the FSP matrices of the student and teacher networks. Then, the
pretrained weights of the student DNN are used for the initial weight in stage 2. Stage 2 represents the normal training procedure.

3.4. Learning Procedure

4. Experiments

Our transfer method uses the distilled knowledge generated by the teacher network. To clearly explain what the
teacher network represents in our paper, we define two conditions. First, the teacher network should be pretrained by
some dataset. This dataset can be the same or different from
the one that the student network will learn. The teacher network uses a different dataset from that of the student network in the case of a transfer learning task. Second, the
teacher network can be deeper or shallower than the student
network. However, we consider a teacher network that is
the same or deeper than the student network.
The learning procedure contains two stages of training.
First, we minimize the loss function LFSP to make the FSP
matrix of the student network similar to that of the teacher
network. The student network that went through the first
stage is now trained by the main task loss at the second
stage. Because we used the classification task to verify
the effectiveness of our proposed method, we can use the
softmax cross entropy loss Lori as the main task loss. The
learning procedure is explained below in Algorithm 1.

We conducted three experiments to verify the effectiveness of our proposed knowledge transfer technique. For all
experiment settings, we used a deep residual network [8]
for the base architecture. Interestingly, the deep residual network has shortcut connections to make an ensemble structure [24]. Furthermore, the shortcut connections
allow training of much deeper networks. Because of these
two reasons, many researchers use the residual network for
various tasks. Figure 2 shows the base architecture of the
deep residual network. There are several sections that maintain the same spatial size of feature maps by using the zero
padding. For example, the deep residual network in this
figure consists of three sections. Although there are no constraints on how to select the two layers to make the FSP
matrix, we selected the first and last layers in a section. Furthermore, because the FSP matrix can be generated by two
layer features with the same spatial size, we used the max
pooling layer to make the same spatial size if the sizes of
two layer features are different.
We used three representative tasks to verify the usefulness of the proposed knowledge transfer technique. By
learning the flow of the solution procedure, the student network can study a task faster than usual, as discussed in
Sec. 4.1. Furthermore, the FSP matrix generated by the
teacher network allows the student network to outperform
a student network that is trained alone, as described in
Sec. 4.2. We considered the case where the teacher and student networks are trained by the same dataset for the same
task. Sec. 4.3 expands on the ideas for application by deal-

Algorithm 1 Transfer the distilled knowledge
Stage 1: Learning the FSP matrix
Weights of the student and teacher networks: Ws , Wt
1: Ws = arg minWs LFSP (Wt , Ws )
Stage 2: Training for the original task
1: Ws = arg minWs Lori (Ws )
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ing with the transfer learning task.
For all experiments, we compared the proposed method
with the existing knowledge transfer method, FitNet [20].
For the first stage of FitNet, hint-based training was implemented by minimizing the L2 loss between outputs of
the two layers during 35 000 iterations, where the hint and
guided layer were set to the middle layer of each DNN.
The learning rate started with 1e-4 initially. Then, it was
changed to 1e-5 after 25 000 iterations. To ensure a fair
comparison of the recognition accuracy, the FitNet in the
second stage also had the same learning rate policy and
training iterations as the proposed method. At this stage, the
softening factor tau was set to 3, and the value of lambda in
the KD loss function was linearly decreased from 4 to 1.

4.1. Fast optimization
Because recent DNNs have become deeper to increase
performance, the training procedure takes many days [26,
8]. Furthermore, although a DNN takes a long time to train,
many researchers use an ensemble of DNNs to outperform
the performance of single DNN [23]. In this case, if we
use an ensemble of n DNNs, training takes n times longer.
Because of this, interest in the fast optimization technique
has been rising in recent years.
We first prepared the teacher DNN with the normal training procedure. The teacher DNN was used to train the
student DNNs with the learning procedure described in
Sec. 3.4. By using one teacher network, we generated multiple student networks. The goal of the proposed fast optimization technique is to reach a similar performance with
the ensemble of student networks as that of the teacher network by using less training time than the normal training
procedure.
4.1.1

CIFAR-10

The CIFAR-10 dataset [15] contains 50 000 training images
with 5000 images per class and 10 000 test images with
1000 images per class. The CIFAR-10 dataset comprises
32 × 32 pixel RGB images with 10 classes. However, we
padded 4 pixels on each side to make the image size 40×40
pixels. Randomly cropped 32 × 32 pixel images were used
for training, and the original 32×32 pixel images were used
for testing.
We used a residual network with 26 layers for the teacher
DNN, which provided 92% accuracy for the CIFAR-10
dataset as reported in [8]. Furthermore, we used the same
structure of the teacher DNN for the student DNN. The
teacher network was trained according to the parameters described below. For all experiments, we used a batch size of
256. The learning rate started with 0.1, was changed to 0.01
and 0.001 at 32 000 and 48 000 iterations, respectively, and
terminated at 64 000 iterations. We used a weight decay

Figure 3. Analysis of the optimization speed and test accuracy.
We compared the teacher DNN and student DNN that learned the
distilled knowledge (i.e., the FSP matrix).

of 0.0001 and momentum of 0.9 with the MSRA initialization [9] technique and BN [12].
A student network with the same structure as the teacher
network was used in stage 1 to set the initial weights as described in algorithm 1. We used learning rates of 0.001,
0.0001, and 0.00001 until 11 000, 16 000, and 21 000 iterations, respectively. We used a weight decay of 0.0001
and momentum of 0.9. We then trained the student DNN by
using the normal procedure and the initial weights provided
at the end of stage 1. Note that we trained several student
networks in stage 2 by using the same initial weights provided by the student network trained in stage 1. As the result of stage 1 is copied to many student networks as initial
weights, stage 1 is an efficient way of initializing many student networks. One potential drawback of sharing the same
initial weights across all student networks is that the networks can be more correlated than if the student networks
are independently initialized.
Figure 3 represents the test accuracy and change in the
training loss over time. The student network showed faster
optimization than the teacher network. The student network
was three times faster at reaching the saturation region than
the teacher network. Because we used the MSRA initialization technique for the teacher network, which is not a naive
initialization method but a high performance method, we
believe that the FSP matrix provides good distilled knowledge for initializing the weights of the student network.
We trained student networks with one-third of the original number of iterations in stage 2 to demonstrate the fast
optimization. In stage 2, we used learning rates of 0.1, 0.01,
and 0.001 until 11 000, 16 000, and 21 000 iterations, which
are less than one-third the original number of iterations.
From the results in Table 1, we observed that using onethird of the iterations was enough for the student networks
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with the proposed method. Although the student networks
used fewer iterations, the proposed method outperformed
the FitNet as well as the original teacher network.
We also experimented with the FitNet method of taking
three losses applied to three intermediate layers as well as
one loss applied to the middle layer only. It turned out that
the one-loss FitNet outperformed the three-loss FitNet as in
Table 1.
The proposed method can decompose the entire network
into several modules, and each module’s behavior is captured by its FSP matrix. If the student’s FSP matrix of a
module is similar to that of the teacher network, it implies
that the module in the student network behaves similarly to
the corresponding module in teacher network. Further, each
module can be trained independently in that the module can
be trained from the correlations between inputs and outputs
of that module alone, even though the other modules are not
fully trained. In contrast, the three-loss FitNet’s upper modules, which are trained by matching only the outputs of the
module without considering the relation between the input
and the output, are less efficiently trained until the modules
below in the student network are sufficiently trained so that
the input to the upper module begins to be meaningful. This
explains why the one-loss FitNet outperformed the threeloss FitNet. For the three-loss FitNet, the network had four
modules. The second and third modules would be difficult
to train by the intermediate results. In addition, FSP is less
restrictive than FitNet. If the student network and teacher
network have the same intermediate feature maps, they will
have the same FSP matrix. However, the converse is not
true, which allows diversity in feature maps given the same
FSP matrix.
As both teacher networks and student networks are of
the same architecture, one can also transfer knowledge by
directly copying weights. We also compared the proposed
method and the knowledge transfer by copying weights. To
this end, we simply trained three copies of one teacher network for additional 21 000 iterations, which is equivalent to
copying the weights from a single teacher network and starting from there. This did not provide a better result than student*. As given in Table 1 (Teacher ‡), the individual performances were slightly better than the original teacher performance, but they provided a poor ensemble performance.
FSP is less restrictive than copying the weights and allows
for better diversity and ensemble performance.
In addition, the ensemble of student networks with fewer
iterations provided a similar performance as the ensemble
of teacher networks, but FitNet did not. Although the ensemble performance of the student networks was close to
the ensemble performance of the teacher networks, there
was an obvious loss in gain achieved by the former (92.14
→ 93.26) compared to the gain achieved by the latter (91.75
→ 93.48). This is because the student networks were more

Teacher
Teacher *
Teacher ‡
1 loss FitNet [20]*
3 loss FitNet [20]*
Student *
Student *†

Net 1
91.61
90.47
91.84
91.69
88.90
92.28
92.28

Net 2
91.56
90.83
92.26
91.85
89.35
92.08
91.89

Net 3
92.09
90.62
92.01
91.64
89.02
92.07
92.08

Avg Ensemble #Iter
91.75
93.48
192k
90.64
92.6
63k
92.04
92.71
63k
91.72
92.98
98k
89.09
89.92
98k
92.14
93.26
84k
92.08
93.67
126k

Table 1. Recognition rates (%) on CIFAR-10. The symbol * indicates that each network was trained with 21 000 iterations, which
is less than one-third of the iterations for the original case, which
used 64 000 iterations. Student * was trained with 21 000 iterations in stage 1, whose results are copied to net 1, net 2, and net
3, and each student network was trained with 21 000 iterations in
stage 2 to result in total 84 k iterations. The symbol ‡ represents
the teacher network trained with 21 000 iterations, which started
from the one of the teacher network trained with 64 000 iterations.
The symbol † indicates the student network that learned the randomly shuffled FSP matrix in stage 1. In the case of Student * †,
each net was trained with 21 000 iterations in stage 1 and 21 000
iterations in stage 2.

closely correlated from sharing initial weights.
Interestingly, we developed a very simple but effective
way to train less correlated student networks using the same
single teacher network. The idea is that we can generate
multiple FSP matrices that are essentially equivalent but apparently different. By using apparently different FSP matrices for the student networks instead of sharing the same
FSP matrix, we can reduce the correlation among student
networks. The FSP matrix was generated by features from
two selected layers. Note that we can permute feature channels in the teacher network to obtain an equivalent teacher
network that behaves essentially the same way. This means
that the rows or columns of the FSP matrix can be shuffled without affecting the transfer of the distilled knowledge. The different FSP matrices obtained by row and column shuffling can be used in stage 1 to generate multiple
student networks with different initial weights. Then, after
stage 2, the resulting student networks would be less correlated, and an improved ensemble can be obtained. As indicated in Table 1, despite the fewer iterations, the ensemble
of student networks using a randomly shuffled FSP matrix
outperformed even the ensemble of teacher networks.
In terms of the training times instead of the number of iterations, the original model took 16 s/100 iterations, while
the proposed model took 35 s/100 iterations for stage 1.
Therefore, in terms of the total learning time, it took 8.6
h to train three teacher DNNs with the original method and
take 4.84 h to train three student DNNs with the proposed
method. The latter is 1.78 times faster. However, by learning more efficiently (e.g., storing the FSP matrices and using it directly instead of calculating the FSP matrix every
time (took 19 s/100 iterations)) student * and student *†
could be trained 2.18 and 1.39 times faster, respectively.
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Teacher
Teacher *
FitNet [20]*
Student *

Net 1
64.06
61.29
62.85
64.66

Net 2
64.19
61.26
62.46
64.64

Net 3
64.21
61.41
62.35
64.65

Avg
64.15
61.32
62.55
64.65

Ensemble
69.3
67.2
67.6
68.8

#Iter
192k
63k
98k
95k

Table 2. Recognition rates (%) on CIFAR-100. The symbol * indicates that the network was trained with one-third of the iterations
for the original case, which used 64 000 iterations.

4.1.2

CIFAR-100

The CIFAR-100 dataset uses 50 000 training images with
500 images per class and 10 000 test images with 100 images per class. The CIFAR-100 dataset contains 32 × 32
pixel RGB images with 100 classes. Because of the small
number of images per class with 100 classes, we used a
residual network with 32 layers and four times as many
channels as the one described in Sec. 4.1.1.
We did not use augmentation methods unlike the CIFAR10 case to make the various experiment settings. The
teacher and student networks used the same parameters as
those described in Sec. 4.1.1. The only difference was that
we used learning rates of 0.001, 0.0001, and 0.00001 until
16 000, 24 000, and 32 000 iterations, respectively, in stage
1.
Table 2 presents the recognition rates for different settings. Each setting was performed three times. The second
column from the right shows the performance of the ensemble of three DNNs. Considering the difference in accuracy
between the prepared deep residual network with 32 layers
with an average of 64.15% accuracy and the same network
trained with one-third of the original iterations with an average of 61.32% accuracy, we can conclude that the number of
iterations is important for high performance. However, even
though the student network used fewer iterations for training, the student network that used the distilled knowledge
from the teacher network generated a similar performance
as the original teacher network.
We compared the other distilled knowledge transfer
method FitNet with our proposed method. As given in Table
2, the student network with FitNet outperformed the teacher
network with fewer iterations. However, when an ensemble
of three networks was used, the teacher network with fewer
iterations and student network with FitNet had similar accuracies. There was not that much improvement. In terms
of the performance and number of iterations, the proposed
method was more efficient than the existing method of FitNet, as presented in Table 2.

4.2. Performance improvement for the small DNN
Recently, many researchers have used a very deep neural
network with a huge number of parameters for high performance. For example, one residual network uses more than
1000 layers for the classification task [10]. The wide residual network [26] increases the width of the residual net-

Teacher-original
Student-original
FitNet [20]
Proposed Method

Accuracy
91.91
87.91
88.57
88.70

Table 3. Recognition rates (%) on CIFAR-10. We used a residual DNN with 8 layers for the student DNN and 26 layers for the
teacher DNN.

work. However, there are many defects. Even if we use the
DNN as an inference network, we have to prepare a highperformance system, which is very expensive. Furthermore,
many iterations are needed to train a deep and wide neural
network. It is also expensive. Thus, methods to improve the
performance of a small DNN are very important.
We conducted experiments to verify that our proposed
method can be used with DNNs of different sizes. The goal
of our proposed method is to improve the performance of a
small student network by learning the distilled knowledge
of a deep teacher network. Once again, we defined a small
network as a shallow network with few weights. As shown
in Figure 2, the teacher DNN was deeper than the student
DNN. The student DNN was constructed by simply reducing the number of residual modules in the teacher DNN.
Therefore, the student DNN used fewer parameters than the
teacher DNN.
The learning procedure was the same as that described
in Sec. 4.1. Because the student DNN and teacher DNN
had the same number of channels, the sizes of the FSP matrices were the same. By minimizing the distance between
the FSP matrices of the student network and teacher network, we found a good initial weight for the student network. Then, the student network was trained to solve the
main task.
4.2.1

CIFAR-10

We used a residual network with 26 layers for the teacher
DNN and a residual network with 8 layers for the student
DNN. For the parameter settings and learning procedure,
we use the same parameters as described in Sec. 4.1.1 but
not the same training iterations for stage 2. The student
DNNs used the same number of training iterations as the
teacher DNN.
For fair comparison, we prepared a student DNN that
was trained from scratch. As indicated in Table 3, the methods of transferring distilled knowledge outperformed the
student DNN that used the original learning procedure. This
means that distilled knowledge from the teacher DNN can
be useful information for even a shallow student DNN. We
can conclude that the proposed method is more useful than
the existing method.
4.2.2

CIFAR-100

We also verified the network minimization ability of proposed method at the CIFAR-100 dataset. As a similar exper74139

Teacher-original
Student-original
FitNet [20]
Proposed Method

Accuracy
64.06
58.65
61.28
63.33

Table 4. Recognition rates (%) on CIFAR-100. We used a residual
DNN with 14 layers for the student DNN and 32 layers for the
teacher DNN.

imental setting to Sec. 4.1.2, we used residual networks with
32 and 14 layers for the teacher DNN and student DNN, respectively. For all experiments in this section, we used the
full 64 000 iterations.
Table 4 presents the recognition rates for different settings. Because we did not use any augmentation methods,
the teacher DNN showed the 64% accuracy. Furthermore,
the student DNN that used the normal learning method
showed a 58.65% recognition rate. Surprisingly, the proposed method made the student network generate the similar performance to the teacher DNN. The existing knowledge distillation method (i.e., FitNet) also showed improved
performance. However, when we compared the performance of the student network with two distilled knowledge
methods and the student network with the original method,
the proposed method with distilled knowledge clearly performed better than the existing ones.

4.3. Transfer Learning
In this section, we explain the applications to which the
proposed methods can be applied. The teacher DNN and
student DNN can learn not only the same task, but also
different tasks. To deal with this problem, we focused on
the transfer learning task. Transfer learning is widely used
when the dataset is too small to generate useful features. In
this case, most existing methods use a pretrained DNN that
is trained by a huge dataset, such as ImageNet dataset [21].
However, the most important issue is that most existing
methods directly use the pretrained DNN, which contains
many layers and a huge number of weights. This means that
a high-quality machine needs to be prepared to improve the
performance with a small dataset. Therefore, because the
distilled knowledge can be transferred to a small DNN, the
knowledge transfer technique can be the effective solution
for this problem.
We prepared a 34-layer residual DNN [8] that was pretrained with the ImageNet dataset. For the different task
containing a small number of images, we used the CaltechUCSD Birds (CUB) 200-2011 dataset [25]. The CUB 2002011 dataset contains 11,788 images of 200 bird subordinates. Because of the small number of images per class, it
is difficult to generate a high level of performance by using
only this dataset. As given in Table 5, although we used the
deep structure of the 34-layer residual DNN, the accuracy
was very poor when we trained it from scratch.

Teacher - fine tuning
Teacher - training from scratch
Student - training from scratch
FITNET [20]
Proposed Method

Accuracy
77.72
47.53
47.73
70.19
74.26

Table 5. Recognition rates (%) on CUB200. We used a residual
DNN with 20 layers for the student DNN and 34 layers for the
teacher DNN.

For the shallow DNN, we prepared a 20-layer residual
DNN. The 34-layer residual DNN consisted of four parts
that generated features of the same spatial size in the same
part. The four parts contained three, four, six, and three
residual modules. The prepared student DNN (20-layer
residual DNN) contained two, two, three, and two residual modules, respectively. For all settings, we used learning rates of 0.1, 0.01, and 0.001 up to 10 000, 20 000, and
30 000 iterations. The fine-tuning technique usually uses
small learning rates. However, because we found that the
base learning rate of 0.1 was better than the learning rate of
0.001, we decided to report the results of 0.1.
Because proposed methods have to transfer the FSP matrix of the teacher DNN to the student DNN, we used learning rates of 0.1, 0.01, and 0.001 up to 11 000, 16 000, and
21 000 iterations for stage 1. In this stage, we extracted
the FSP matrices at each part of the DNN. As reported in
Table 5, the proposed method generated a high level of performance close to that of the teacher DNN with fine-tuning
methods. Considering that the student DNN was 1.7 times
shallower than the teacher DNN, we believe that proposed
method is an effective technique for transferring the knowledge even to a different task.

5. Conclusion
We proposed a novel approach to generate distilled
knowledge from the DNN. By determining the distilled
knowledge as the flow of the solving procedure calculated
with the proposed FSP matrix, the proposed method outperforms state-of-the-art knowledge transfer methods. We verified the effectiveness of our proposed method in three important aspects. The proposed method optimizes the DNN
faster and generates a higher level of performance. Furthermore, the proposed method can be used for the transfer
learning task.
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