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Abstract

In the field of large language models (LLMs),
Knowledge Distillation (KD) is a critical tech-
nique for transferring capabilities from teacher
models to student models. However, existing
KD methods face limitations and challenges in
the distillation of LLMs, including efficiency
and insufficient measurement capabilities of
traditional Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence.
It is shown that LLMs can serve as an implicit
reward function, which we define as a supple-
ment to KL divergence. In this work, we pro-
pose Direct Preference Knowledge Distillation
(DPKD) for LLMs. DPKD utilizes distribution
divergence to represent the preference loss and
the implicit reward function. We re-formulate
KD of LLMs into two stages: first optimizing
an objective consisting of implicit reward and
reverse KL divergence and then improving the
preference probability of teacher outputs over
student outputs. We conducted experiments on
various datasets with LLM parameters ranging
from 120M to 13B and demonstrate the broad
applicability and effectiveness of our DPKD
approach. Meanwhile, we prove the value and
effectiveness of the introduced implicit reward
and output preference in KD through exper-
iments and theoretical analysis. The DPKD
method outperforms the baseline method in
both output response precision and exact match
percentage.

1 Introduction

In the era of Large Language Models (LLMs), a
series of models and techniques have demonstrated
great capabilities (Zhang et al., 2022a; Chowdhery
et al., 2023), and their powerful capabilities are
usually ascribed to the increase in the size of the
training data and the scale (Kaplan et al., 2020;
Anil et al., 2023). However, the increase in the
size of large models also brings expensive comput-
ing costs and difficulties (Hoffmann et al., 2022).

* Contribution during internship at Microsoft Research.

How to maintain performance and conduct efficient
training while increasing the scale of language
models has become an important issue. Knowl-
edge distillation (KD; Hinton et al., 2015) trains
a relatively compact student model by simulating
the output distribution and behavior of the teacher
model, which is an effective method under limited
computing resources.

Recent work has recognized the shortcomings of
KL divergence in traditional KD in which of LLMs
(Gu et al., 2023), and explored other forms of KL
divergence like reverse KL divergence. Work on
KL divergence (Wu et al., 2024) proposed different
KLD metrics for different stages of their respective
shortcomings, and proposed improvement meth-
ods to expand KL divergence into flexible distance
form. In fact, KL divergence is insufficient under
the condition of a stronger teacher model (Huang
et al., 2022; Cho and Hariharan, 2019; Son et al.,
2021), requiring the introduction of additional ob-
jectives and innovative knowledge distillation pro-
cedures. We start from another perspective and
consider a novel optimization objective to compen-
sate for the above problems while maintaining high
efficiency.

In this work, we propose Direct Preference
Knowledge Distillation (DPKD) for the knowledge
distillation of LLMs. It is shown that LLMs can
serve as an implicit reward function (Yuan et al.,
2024; Rafailov et al., 2024b). Due to the deficiency
of KL divergence (Gu et al., 2023; Huang et al.,
2022), we define implicit reward function as a sup-
plement to the KL distance. We re-formulate the
KD of white-box LLMs as follows, first maximize
the optimization function consisting of implicit re-
ward and reverse KL divergence, and then improve
the preference probability of teacher outputs over
student outputs. These settings compensate for the
shortcomings of KL divergence while preserving
high training efficiency. We derive the training ob-
jective to obtain a concise final form, and demon-
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strate the significance of the reward and prefer-
ence form we introduced in KD through theoretical
derivation.

Finally, we conducted experiments on our
DPKD method in the instruction tuning task. We
utilized various families of LLMs including GPT-
2 (Radford et al., 2019) and OPT (Zhang et al.,
2022b) with parameter sizes ranging from 120M to
13B and multiple datasets to validate our method.
We evaluate the results with Rouge-L (Lin, 2004)
metric. Our results show that the DPKD method
outperforms the baseline and has advantages over
a wide range of generation lengths. Additionally,
we conducted experiments on the implicit reward
function in the reformulation of distillation to ver-
ify its effectiveness, and experiments on the forms
of preference to show the potential of preference
modeling in KD and provide ideas for subsequent
research. Our contributions are thus three-fold:

• We propose a novel framework called Direct Pref-
erence Knowledge Distillation (DPKD), which
provides a new perspective besides designing dif-
ferent KL divergences for knowledge distillation
of large models.

• We compare DPKD to five baseline methods
across two commonly used LLMs (GPT-2 and
OPT) and three datasets. We also provide a
detailed derivation and theoretical analysis to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the reward and
preference model introduced in this paper.

• We provide additional experiments on other pref-
erence objectives and observations on implicit
reward. We illustrate the effectiveness and po-
tential of our reformulation of the KD process,
providing inspiration for subsequent work.

2 Methods

2.1 Preliminaries
2.1.1 Sequence-Level Knowledge Distillation
Sequence-level KD is often formulated as an
optimization problem. Given a fixed teacher
model with output distribution p and a student
model with output distribution qθ, the optimiza-
tion goal is to minimize the distribution distance
between p and qθ. The distance is measured
by Kullback-Leibler divergence (KLD). In the
case of KD for LLMs, forward-KLD and reverse-
KLD (rKLD) are the most studied, respective de-
fined as forward-KLD =Ex∼px,y∼p log p(y|x)

qθ(y|x) and

reverse-KLD =Ex∼px,y∼qθ
log qθ(y|x)

p(y|x) . The reverse
KL divergence is more suitable for KD while the
distribution of LLMs is more complicated.

2.1.2 Preference Model

Given two comparable objects or events, a com-
mon model for comparing the probabilities of their
selection is the Bradley-Terry (BT; Bradley and
Terry, 1952) model. We consider output y1 and y2,
and the reward function that measures the gain of
choosing an output is denoted r(y). BT model can
be used to measure the probability that we choose
y1 instead of y2:

P r (y1 ≻ y2) = exp (r (y1))
exp (r (y1)) + exp (r (y2))

= σ (r (y1) − r (y2)) ,

(1)

where σ is the function σ(x) := 1
1+exp(−x) .

2.2 DPKD: Direct Preference Knowledge
Distillation

In the context of knowledge distillation of LLMs,
the difference in distribution measured by KL di-
vergence is often regarded as the only criterion
for the distillation target. But KL divergence is
insufficient. KL divergence measures the differ-
ence between two distributions, but it is not really
a distance because it is asymmetric (Manning and
Schutze, 1999). Researchers have improved the KL
divergence by combining two symmetrical items
(Jensen-Shannon divergence (Nielsen, 2021)). In
the field of KD, researchers have explored the inad-
equacy of KL divergence in KD (Cho and Hariha-
ran, 2019; Mirzadeh et al., 2020). Some works (Gu
et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2024) hope to redesign KL
divergence, and some works(Huang et al., 2022)
add new objectives besides KL divergence. We
conducted a toy experiment to further illustrate the
inadequacy of KLD in Figure 2 and Section 4.3.

Based on the above considerations, we denote
the implicit reward rp (y|x) as a supplement to the
KL divergence in the optimization objective. We
formulate the optimization goal as:

max
θ

E [ rp(y|x) − β KLD (qθ(y|x))∥p(y|x)) ]. (2)

We can get the optimal solution of Equation 2
through the following steps. Firstly transform
Equation 2 as follows:
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min
θ

E
[

log qθ(y | x)
p(y | x) − 1

β
r(x, y)

]
= min

θ
E

[
log qθ(y | x)

q∗(y | x) − log Z(x)
]

,

(3)

where q∗(y|x) := 1
Z(x)p(y|x) exp

(
1
β r(x, y)

)
,

and Z (x) is the scaling function of the distribution,
which is required to be independent of θ and y. It
is defined as Z(x) :=

∑
y p(y|x) exp

(
1
β r(x, y)

)
.

Following the work, we can derive the optimal so-
lution of Equation 3:

qθ(y | x) = q∗(y | x). (4)

From Equation 4 we can obtain that:

r∗(x, y) = β log q∗(y | x)
p(y | x) + β log Z(x). (5)

Given the same prompt x, the outputs of the
student model and the teacher model are denoted
as ys and yt respectively. The purpose of KD is to
fit the distribution of the student model to teacher
model, which can also be understood as we expect
the student model to have a greater probability of
outputting results similar to those of the teacher
model. From the BT model, we can obtain the
following probability:

p∗ (yt ≻ ys | x)

= σ

(
β log qθ (yt | x)

p (yt | x) − β log qθ (ys | x)
p (ys | x)

)
.

(6)

The complete derivation of the above procedure
is in the Appendix A. Since our goal is to maxi-
mize the probability of model outputing yt rather
than ys, which is maxθ E log p∗ (yt ≻ ys | x). It
is formulated as:

min
θ

−E
[

log σ

(
β log qθ (yt)

p (yt)
− β log qθ (ys)

p (ys)

)]
. (7)

where qθ (yt) denotes qθ (yt | x) for short, and
same for p and ys.

2.2.1 Learning Objective
Following the framework derivation of DPKD, the
loss is defined as:

L = −E
[

log σ

(
β log qθ (yt)

p (yt)
− β log qθ (ys)

p (ys)

)]
. (8)

It is shown by works (Meng et al., 2024; Gu
et al., 2023) that models tend to introduce bias and

Algorithm 1 Direct Preference Knowledge Distil-
lation (DPKD)
Input:

Instruction tuning datasets D;
Pre-training corpus Dp;
Fine-tuned teacher model with distribution p;
Initialized student model conducted SFT on
Dp with output distribution qθ;

Output:
Student model parameter conducted distilla-
tion training;

1: for epoch in epochs do
2: for batch in datasets D and Dp do
3: Compute responses from teacher and stu-

dent model and obtain yt and ys;
4: Compute four log items log p(yt),

log p(ys), log qθ(yt) and log qθ(ys);
5: Compute distill loss Lkd = −

∑
(x∼D);

log σ
(

β
|yt| log qθ(yt)

p(yt) − β
|ys| log qθ(ys)

p(ys)

)
;

6: Compute language modeling loss Lpt =
−

∑
d∼Dp

log qθ(d);
7: Compute loss L = Lkd + λ · Lpt and

gradient ∇θL;
8: Gradient Update θ(t+1) = θ(t) − α∇θL;
9: end for

10: end for
11: return Student model parameter θ.

produce short responses without length normaliza-
tion. We add the length normalization factor to the
distillation loss as follows:

L = −E
[

log σ

(
β

|yt|
log qθ (yt)

p (yt)
− β

|ys| log qθ (ys)
p (ys)

)]
.

(9)

Following work (Ouyang et al., 2022; Gu et al.,
2023), we add the language modeling loss in order
to preserve performance on canonical NLP bench-
marks. The complete algorithm process is shown
in Algorithm 1.

3 Analysis

3.1 Gradient Derivation
Based on our target definition, we can derive the
gradient of DPKD through the basic chain rule and
perform analysis similar to work (Rafailov et al.,
2024b). From Equation 2.2.1, we can perform vari-
able substitution and define u := β log qθ(ys|x)

p(ys|x) −
β log qθ(yt|x)

p(yt|x) , and the gradient of the loss can be
expressed as

3



∇θL = −∇θE(x,yt,ys)∼D [log σ (u)]

= −E(x,yt,ys)∼D

[
σ′(u)
σ(u) ∇θ(u)

]
.

(10)

We can derive the complete form of gradient:

∇θL = − E
[

βσ

(
β log qθ (yt)

p (yt)
− β log qθ (ys)

p (ys)

)
[∇θ log qθ (yt) − ∇θ log qθ (ys)]] .

(11)

The full derivation of the gradient is in the Ap-
pendix B.

3.2 Optimizing DPKD Is Optimizing The Q
Function

Following work (Rafailov et al., 2024a), we con-
duct a theoretical analysis of DPKD and relate the
reward function in KD we introduced to the Q func-
tion..We consider the sequence generation task, and
the data set D = {(x, y)}N , where the prompt is
denoted as x = {x0, · · · , xl−1}. We denote the
vocabulary as V, each word x is included in the
vocabulary V. Given input prompt x, the model
output is y = {y0, · · · , ym−1}, where m is the
maximum generated length. At each time step, the
generated yt is conditionally generated based on
the generated sequence {x, yt−1}.

From another perspective of Markov Decision
Process (MDP), the process of sequence generation
by the model is regarded as the generation process
of a Markov decision chain. The state is denoted as
st = {x0, . . . , xl−1, y0, . . . , yt−1}, and the action
is yt ∈ V, which is chosen based on generated se-
quence st. The transition function from the current
state to the next state is the LLMs we selected. We
analyze the implicit reward function of DPKD from
Q function, which is a perspective in reinforcement
learning. The general represent of Q is:

Qθ(st, at) = E[Rt+1 + γRt+2 + ... | st, at]. (12)

Following the MDP perspective of sequence gen-
eration and according to the work , the fixed point
solution of Equation 12 is:

q∗
θ (at|st) = e(Q∗(st,at)−V ∗(st))/β . (13)

Any valid Q function needs to satisfy the Belm-
man equation, from which we can write the current
step Q∗ function for the optimal strategy (that is,
the most optimal student model parameters) and
the reward function r as:

Q∗(st, at) = r(st, at) + β log p(at|st) + V ∗(st+1), (14)

where V ∗(s) is defined to be zero if s is the end of
sequence (EOS). Following work (Rafailov et al.,
2024a), we can use the Q function instead of r and
substitute it into the Bellman equation.

Now we can use the Q function to re-derive
the DPKD method. By transforming the Equa-
tion 14 and summing over time t, and substitute
Equation 13 into the result, we could obtain:

T −1∑
t=0

r(st, at) = V ∗(s0) +
T −1∑
t=0

β log q∗
θ (at|st)
p(at|st)

. (15)

According to the multi-step generalization of
the Bradley-Terry preference model, namely the
Plackett-Luce model, and substituting the Equation
15 into it, we can obtain:

p(τ t ⪰ τs) = σ

(
β log qθ (yt)

p (yt)
− β log qθ (ys)

p (ys)

)
, (16)

where τ refers to the sequence trajectory generated
by the model, and in the sequence generation task
of the large model, it refers to the generated text.
Replace τ t and τ s with yt and ys respectively, and
the above formula is exactly the same as Equation 6.
Thus we get the complete process of deriving the
DPKD of this work from the Q function. Therefore,
we can link the DPKD method of this work with the
concept of Q function in reinforcement learning
and Markov decision chain.

3.3 Your Language Model Is Secretly Implicit
Reward Function During KD

We implicitly optimized a reward function during
the KD process by redefining the formula and ob-
jectives of KD, and our experimental results demon-
strate the significance of the reward function in the
KD training process. From the perspective of theo-
retical analysis, the reward function serves not only
as a weight term in the gradient of our DPKD but
also as a crucial link between our DPKD method
and the Q function in reinforcement learning.

Furthermore, the results presented in Section
4.4 indicate that various preference expressions re-
lated to reward functions yield significantly differ-
ent results. Notably, some preference expressions
demonstrate promising results, despite minimal pa-
rameter fine-tuning. This suggests that employing
reward functions to articulate preferences in the
knowledge distillation process is effective and high-
lights the potential for further exploration, which
also offers valuable insights for future research.
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4 Experiments

4.1 Experiments Setup

Tasks and Metrics. We conduct experiments and
analyses on the task of instruction tuning. The task
of instruction tuning range from summarizing to
completing requests, requiring the model to gener-
ate responses based on the provided instructions,
prompts, and inputs. To ensure that the model
produces high-quality results of sufficient length,
we specifically select data with instructions and
outputs exceeding 10 words in the dataset. The
Rouge-L score (Lin, 2004) is employed to assess
the quality of model generation, as Wang et al.
(2022) has shown that Rouge-L is appropriate for
large-scale instruction tuning evaluation.

Datasets. For the datasets, we use the follow-
ing datasets: (1) Dolly (Conover et al., 2023) in-
cluding ∼15k instruction/response generated in ca-
pability domains from the InstructGPT, (2) Self-
Inst (Wang et al., 2023) consisting of 252 expert-
written tasks and their instructions motivated by
user-oriented applications, (3) SUPERNATURAL-
INSTRUCTIONS (S-NI; Wang et al., 2022) contain-
ing over 1.5k tasks and covering 76 distinct task
types. We filter the data whose length exceeds the
model processing length and select the part with
response length [11, ∞] as training data to keep the
same settings as the validation set and test machine.

Models. For teacher models, we select GPT-2
(Radford et al., 2019) (1.5B) and OPT (Zhang et al.,
2022b) (13B). The student models are GPT-2 with
120M and 340M parameters and OPT with 1.3B
parameters respectively. These models have been
pre-trained on the Dp datasets.

Baselines. The baseline methods we selected in-
clude: (1) Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) directly
fine-tune on labels of dataset; (2) KD (Hinton et al.,
2015) is also called word-level KD, which uses
the teacher’s output distributions as supervision;
(3) Sequence-level KD (SeqKD; Kim and Rush,
2016; Zhou et al., 2024) directly distills the student
model on the data generated by the teacher model;
(4) MiniLLM (Gu et al., 2023) leverages reverse
KL divergence to perform distillation on LLMs ;(5)
Adaptive Kullback-Leiber (AKL; Wu et al., 2024)
uses a combination of forward and reverse KL with
dynamic weights to perform distillation.

Model #Param Method DollyEval SelfInst S-NI

GPT-2

1.5B Teacher 27.6 14.3 27.6

120M

SFT 23.3 10.0 16.3
KD 22.8 10.8 13.4

SeqKD 22.7 10.1 16.4
MiniLLM 24.6 13.2 25.3

AKL 23.9 - 19.2
DPKD (ours) 24.6 13.8 25.4

GPT-2

1.5B Teacher 27.6 14.3 27.6

340M

SFT 25.5 13.0 25.1
KD 25.0 12.0 23.7

SeqKD 25.3 12.6 22.9
MiniLLM 25.4 15.6 27.4

DPKD (ours) 26.0 14.3 27.6

OPT

13B Teacher 29.2 18.4 30.4

1.3B

SFT 26.0 11.4 23.1
KD 25.4 12.2 21.9

SeqKD 26.1 12.7 21.4
MiniLLM 26.7 14.8 28.6

DPKD (ours) 27.2 14.9 28.7

Table 1: Experimental results with GPT-2 and GPT
model families. The teacher models of the GPT-2 and
OPT are 1.5B and 13B respectively. The student model
ranges from 120M to 1.3B. The scores are RougeL
scores, and the experiments cover the DollyEval, Self-
Inst, and S-NI datasets. All experiments are conducted
with the same seed. AKL results are taken from (Wu
et al., 2024)

4.2 Results

We conducted experiments based on Algorithm 1
and the experimental settings in Section 4.1, and
the experimental results are presented in Table 1.
In this section, we conduct a preliminary analysis
of the results including the RougeL score, the GPT-
4 score, and an example of the implicit reward
function introduced in this article.

From the experimental results, we could see that
our method demonstrates great performance com-
pared to the various baseline. We conduct KD
experiments on datasets with different distributions
and LLMs of different sizes, showing that our
method is applicable to a wide range of models
and data and retains good performance. In some
specific datasets, the student model trained by our
knowledge distillation method is even close to the
performance of the teacher model.

We collected the output texts of DPKD and the
baseline method of GPT-2 Base, and evaluated
them together with the labels of the dataset by GPT-
4 to evaluate the quality of the instruction tracking
generated text of each method in Figure 1. Al-
though the output results of each method are still
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Figure 1: GPT-4 evaluation of different methods. Our
DPKD method outperforms other baselines and is clos-
est to the reference responses.

Figure 2: Illustration of the relation of rKLD, implicit
reward and Rouge-L. We construct differentiated mod-
els by adding random noise to the base model. Lighter
colors indicate higher Rouge-L scores.

a certain distance away from the label, the gener-
ation results of the method proposed in this paper
are closer to the label evaluations and surpass those
of the baselines.

4.3 Reward Observation

In this section, our analysis highlights the inade-
quacies of rKLD and emphasizes the significance
of the reward function introduced in this paper. We
conducted an experiment to further illustrate the
deficiencies of rKLD discussed in Section 2.2 and
the corresponding changes in reward and Rouge-
L. As shown in Figure 2, we added random noise
to the basic model and simultaneously calculated
both the rKLD and the estimated implicit reward
presented in this paper during inference. Notably,
while the rKLD fluctuates at a relatively low value
of 0.001, the Rouge-L score exhibits a fluctuation
as high as 6.23.

Furthermore, we analyze the implicit reward
function discussed in this paper and examine the
role of the reward function introduced in KD from
both theoretical and experimental perspectives. Ac-

Figure 3: We report the reverse KL divergence, and
estimated implicit reward during training. The color
of points represents the training epochs. The end of
the training falls in the upper left corner, where the KL
divergence is low and the reward is high.

cording to the gradient derivation presented in Sec-
tion 3.1, the reward function acts as a weight in
the gradient update process. When the estimate
of the reward function indicates that the current
output is biased towards an error, the weight value
will increase, resulting in a larger gradient. Con-
versely, when the model’s performance improves
and the output distributions of the student and
teacher models become similar, the previously men-
tioned weight term will decrease, leading the model
to converge.

We aim to analyze the trend of KL divergence
and the reward function of DPKD. To achieve this,
we utilize an unbiased approximation of the reward
function, which is r̂∗(x, y) = β log qθ(y|x)

p(y|x) . Based
on this and the definition of reward estimation, we
plot the reward function and KL divergence for the
same model (in this case, we use the GPT-2 Base)
at different training periods.

We illustrate the trend of reward during training
and the reverse KL divergence distance between the
student and teacher models across training epochs
in Figure 3. From the visualization results, we ob-
serve that while some model checkpoints exhibit
very close KL divergence values to those of the
teacher model (all within the range of 0.04 ± 0.02),
the differences in reward values still lead to varia-
tions in the RougeL scores. From the curve trend
in the figure, it can be seen that the optimal point
of model training occurs at a left-point arc vertex,
while the student model has the lowest KL diver-
gence from the teacher and the reward function is at
a higher value. The magnitude of the reward func-
tion may be related to the hyperparameter β used
during training, which adjusts the relative propor-

6



Figure 4: Reward, KLD, and reverse KLD curves during
the distillation process of GPT-2 Base. KLD and reverse
KLD show similar trends.

tions of the KL divergence and the reward function.
Figure 4 illustrates the changes in the implicit

reward function, KLD, and rKLD during training.
We can see that the estimated implicit reward grad-
ually increases within a specific range. The trends
of KLD and rKLD are generally similar, but the
exact values differ slightly, which is consistent with
the conclusions of previous work (Gu et al., 2023;
Wu et al., 2024).

4.4 Variants of Preference Objective

In the subject of fine-tuning language models with
human feedback, there are many optimization meth-
ods based on preference. These various optimiza-
tion techniques are all based on the original work
DPO, and modify aspects such as the preference
format and normalization methods. In the con-
text of knowledge distillation for large models, the
function form derived in this paper represents a rel-
atively basic form. So similarly, we also conducted
preliminary experiments on different methods for
calculating preferences, with the aim of inspiring
future research. It is important to note that the ex-
periments conducted in this chapter did not perform
special parameter fine-tuning.

We experimented with three other forms of pref-
erence: IPO, CPO, SimPO. Their experiment re-
sults and definitions are shown in Table 2. From
the experimental results, we could see that al-
though other forms of preference do not surpass
our method, they demonstrate a certain level of
effectiveness. (Pal et al., 2024) illustrated that in
the context of learning from preference data, the

Preference Form RougeL
IPO (Azar et al., 2024) 18.78
CPO (Xu et al., 2024) 24.31
SimPO (Meng et al., 2024) 24.46
DPKD (Ours) 24.62

Table 2: Variants of preference objective. The defini-
tions of each preference are as follows: (1) SimPO =
−E log σ

(
β

|yt| log qθ (yt|x) − β
|ys| log qθ (ys|x) − γ

)
;

(2) CPO = −E
[
log σ

(
β log qθ(yt|x)

qθ(yt|x)

)
− log qθ (yt|x)

]
;

(3) IPO = E
(

log qθ(yt|x)
p(yt|x) − log qθ(ys|x)

p(ys|x) − 1
2τ

)2
.

Setting RougeL ↑ rKLD ↓ Reward ↑
DPKD 24.62 0.07 0.97
w/o LM Loss 23.47 0.24 0.93
w/o Length Norm. 22.79 0.23 0.90

Table 3: Ablation studies of DPKD. “rKLD” (reverse
KL divergence) is the minimum value of the student dis-
tance from the teacher model during training. “Reward”
is the maximum value. LM loss represents the language
modeling loss introduced in Section 2.2.1

form of the preference also affects how the relative
scores of yt and ys grow during the training process.
Our findings suggest that these problems and solu-
tions are also applicable to the field of knowledge
distillation.

4.5 Ablation Studies

We conduct ablation experiments on the experi-
mental settings and measure the scores on the GPT-
2 Base model and DollyEval. We evaluate the
results of omitting length normalization and lan-
guage modeling loss. In Table 3, KLD and rKLD
represent the minimum values of KL divergence
and reverse KL divergence from the teacher model
during training, respectively. To ensure consistent
distribution conditions, the distribution difference
is calculated based on the output of the first token.
The reward is the maximum value during training
and is calculated using the same method described
above. From the results, we can see that the compo-
nents introduced in the experiment have a positive
effect on the results, especially the improvement
of implicit reward. The comprehensive method
performs well with the teacher model under both
reverse KL and forward KL metrics, achieving the
highest implicit reward and score.
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Figure 5: RougeL score with different ranges of genera-
tion lengths. In the case of different ranges of reference
label lengths, DPKD scores higher than the baseline. In
particular, DPKD stands out when the golden response
length is in the middle range. The raw RougeL scores
of each method are provided in the Appendix C.

Method (0, 30) (30, 70) (70, ∞)
SeqKD 5.15 0.00 0.00
MiniLLM 5.30 0.93 0.63
DPKD 5.57 1.85 0.63

Table 4: Exact match with different ranges of gener-
ation lengths. Our method outperforms the baselines
in different ranges of reference lengths, and the results
of other baselines tend to be 0 when the length of the
golden response is longer.

4.6 Results of Different Generation Lengths

In this section, we conduct experiments on sub-
sets of the test set with varying response lengths
to assess the effectiveness of our approach in sce-
narios with different output length requirements.
We divide the DollyEval test set into three sub-
sets according to the length of the golden response:
(0, 30), (30, 70) and (70, ∞), where 30 and 70 are
the median and mean of the response lengths, re-
spectively. We then evaluate the response results
of various baseline methods and DPKD on these
subsets.

The results of the RougeL and exact match are
shown in Figure 5 and Table 4. Our DPKD method
performs well on all subsets of response length
splits. Notably, DPKD exceeds the baseline by the
most in the results with response lengths in the mid-
dle. In the exact match results, the scores of many
baseline methods drop to 0 when the golden re-
sponse length is longer, while DPKD still performs
well and exceeds the baseline.

5 Related Work

Knowledge Distillation (KD) is a widely used
technique in model training and fine-tuning, and
was first proposed in the work (Bucila et al., 2006),
(Hinton et al., 2015) further enriched and con-
ducted studies on KD. Researchers have explored
the application of KD in text generation tasks (Song
et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2023; Jiao et al., 2020;
Sun et al., 2019). The standard form of KD in NLP
is to minimize the KLD between student model
and teacher, including train on teacher-generated
text (Kim and Rush, 2016; Taori et al., 2023) and
teacher output at each step (Sanh et al., 2019).
There are also many works (Agarwal et al., 2023;
Passalis and Tefas, 2018; Wen et al., 2023) ex-
ploring the metric of distribution distance in KD.
Works (Huang et al., 2022; Cho and Hariharan,
2019; Mirzadeh et al., 2020) proposed inadequacy
of KLD when the student and teacher model sizes
significantly differ.

KD for LLM has received attention in recent
years (Zhang et al., 2022a; Touvron et al., 2023).
KD in large models is usually divided into black-
box distillation (Taori et al., 2023; Chiang et al.,
2023) and white-box distillation (Kim et al., 2024).
The black-box KD takes the text generated by the
teacher as knowledge and performs distillation,
while the wite-box KD use the model intermediate
layers or output logits distribution (Jiao et al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2020). Recent works have recognized
the inadequacy of KL divergence in knowledge
distillation of LLMs (Gu et al., 2023) and applied
reverse KL divergence to KD of LLMs. Concurrent
work (Wu et al., 2024) illustrates the shortcomings
of reverse KLD and KLD and designs a KL diver-
gence that adaptively allocates weights.

6 Conclusion

In this work we propose a novel method for knowl-
edge distillation of LLMs from the perspective of
direct preference learning. We introduce implicit
reward and output preference models in knowledge
distillation of LLMs and re-formulate the goal of
KD. We perform theoretical derivation to obtain a
new distillation framework. Experiments show that
this framework performs well and is applicable to
a wide range of models and data. In addition, we
conducts extensive studies on the reward function,
preference formula form, showing its importance
and providing insights for subsequent work.
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Limitations

We recognize several limitations of this work.
Firstly, the form of preference will affect the situ-
ation of model learning yt and ys. In some cases,
direct preference learning will cause the model to
focus too much on the relative probability of the
two, rather than on the absolute probability of yt

that we expect to obtain. As mentioned in Section
4.4, there are many works that explore and improve
different forms of preference. This paper conducts
preliminary experiments on these forms of pref-
erence and shows that some of the methods may
be effective. However, in the field of instruction
fine-tuning involved in this paper, the above direct
preference situation is not serious. However, the
effectiveness of other methods in the preliminary
experiments of this paper shows that there may be
other problems caused by preferences in the field
of LLM KD, and the performance can be further
improved through design methods. Section 4.4
has introduced preliminary experiments, and we
hope that the DPKD methods and this part of the
experiment can provide inspiration for future work.
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A Complete Derivation of DPKD
Objective

The optimization goal of first step is defined as:

max
θ

E [ rp(y|x) − β KLD (qθ(y|x))∥p(y|x)) ] (17)

Transform Equation 17 as follows:

max
θ

E
[

r(x, y) − β log qθ(y | x)
p(y | x)

]
= min

θ
E

[
log qθ(y | x)

p(y | x) − 1
β

r(x, y)
]

= min
θ

E

[
log qθ(y | x)

1
Z(x) p(y | x) exp

(
1
β

r(x, y)
) − log Z(x)

]

= min
θ

E
[

log qθ(y | x)
q∗(y | x) − log Z(x)

]
(18)

where q∗(y|x) := 1
Z(x)p(y|x) exp

(
1
β r(x, y)

)
,

and Z (x) is the scaling function of the distribution,
which is required to be independent of θ and y. It
is defined as Z(x) :=

∑
y p(y|x) exp

(
1
β r(x, y)

)
.

Substituting into the optimization target, we can
get the optimization target:

min
θ

Ex

[
Ey

[
log qθ(y | x)

q∗(y | x)

]
− log Z(x)

]
= min

θ
Ex [KLD (qθ(y | x)∥q∗(y | x)) − log Z(x)]

(19)

Since Z (x) is a scaling function independent
of θ, the minimum value from the optimization
objective 19 is achieved by minimizing the first
KL divergence term. We can derive the optimal
solution of Equation 19:

qθ(y | x) = q∗(y | x) (20)

From Equation 20 we can obtain that:

r∗(x, y) = β log q∗(y | x)
p(y | x) + β log Z(x) (21)

Given the same prompt x, the outputs of the stu-
dent model and the teacher’s model are respectively
denoted as ys and yt. The purpose of KD is to fit
the distribution of the student model to teacher
model, which can also be understood as we ex-
pect the student model to have a greater probability
of outputting results similar to the teacher model.
From the BT model, we can obtain the following
probability:

p∗ (yt ≻ ys | x)

= σ

(
β log qθ (yt | x)

p (yt | x) − β log qθ (ys | x)
p (ys | x)

)
(22)

Since our goal is to maximize the probability of
model outputing yt rather than ys, which is:

max
θ

E log p∗ (yt ≻ ys | x) (23)

min
θ

−E
[

log σ

(
β log qθ (yt)

p (yt)
− β log qθ (ys)

p (ys)

)]
(24)

where qθ (yt) denotes qθ (yt | x) for short, and
same for p and ys.

B Complete Derivation of DPKD
Gradient

Based on our target definition, we can derive the
gradient of DPKD through the basic chain rule
and perform analysis. From Equation 2.2.1, we
can perform variable substitution and define u :=
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β log qθ(ys|x)
p(ys|x) − β log qθ(yt|x)

p(yt|x) , and the gradient of
the loss can be expressed as

∇θL = −∇θE(x,yt,ys)∼D [log σ (u)]

= −E(x,yt,ys)∼D

[
σ′(u)
σ(u) ∇θ(u)

]
(25)

Define the variable u as follows:

u = β log qθ (ys | x)
p (ys | x) − β log qθ (yt | x)

p (yt | x) (26)

Substitute and perform gradient deformation:

∇θLDPKD (θ) = −E(x,yt,ys)∼D

[
σ′(u)
σ(u) ∇θ(u)

]
(27)

Since σ′(x) = σ(x)(1 − σ(x)), we can derive
the complete form of gradient:

∇θL = − E
[

βσ

(
β log qθ (yt)

p (yt)
− β log qθ (ys)

p (ys)

)
[∇θ log qθ (yt) − ∇θ log qθ (ys)]]

(28)

For further analysis, we make a representable
approximation of the reward function form in Equa-
tion 21

r̂θ(x, y) = β log qθ(y | x)
p(y | x) (29)

and substitute it into the Equation 28:

∇θL = − β E [σ (r̂θ(x, yt) − r̂θ(x, ys))
[∇θ log qθ (yt) − ∇θ log qθ (ys)]]

(30)

C Complete Result of Different
Generation Lengths

Method (0, 30) (30, 70) (70, ∞)
KD 28.04 21.65 15.07

SeqKD 29.32 24.67 16.16
SFT 30.10 25.28 16.09

DPKD 30.98 26.69 17.26

Table 5: Exact value of RougeL with different ranges of
generation lengths.

The complete result of Figure 5 is shown in Table
5. From the results, we can see that as the length of
the golden response increases, the absolute value of
RougeL decreases. This is because the difficulty of
the corresponding task of the instruction increases.
However, we can still see the advantage of DPKD,
as well as the huge lead of DPKD in the middle
range of length.

12


	Introduction
	Methods
	Preliminaries
	Sequence-Level Knowledge Distillation
	Preference Model

	DPKD: Direct Preference Knowledge Distillation
	Learning Objective


	Analysis
	Gradient Derivation
	Optimizing DPKD Is Optimizing The Q Function
	Your Language Model Is Secretly Implicit Reward Function During KD

	Experiments
	Experiments Setup
	Results
	Reward Observation
	Variants of Preference Objective 
	Ablation Studies
	Results of Different Generation Lengths

	Related Work
	Conclusion
	Complete Derivation of DPKD Objective
	Complete Derivation of DPKD Gradient 
	 Complete Result of Different Generation Lengths 

