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Figure 1. StyleDiT showcases dual capabilities: it synthesizes child faces from parents’ images and generates partner faces from a child’s
and one parent’s face. For child prediction, it produces diverse child faces from parents, accommodating different ages and genders.
Similarly, in partner prediction, it effectively creates varied parental images using a child’s and one parent’s face.

Abstract

Kinship face synthesis is a challenging problem due to the
scarcity and low quality of the available kinship data. Ex-
isting methods often struggle to generate descendants with
both high diversity and fidelity while precisely controlling
facial attributes such as age and gender. To address these
issues, we propose the Style Latent Diffusion Transformer
(StyleDiT), a novel framework that integrates the strengths
of StyleGAN with the diffusion model to generate high-
quality and diverse kinship faces. In this framework, the
rich facial priors of StyleGAN enable fine-grained attribute
control, while our conditional diffusion model is used to
sample a StyleGAN latent aligned with the kinship relation-

*indicates equal contribution.

ship of conditioning images by utilizing the advantage of
modeling complex kinship relationship distribution. Style-
GAN then handles latent decoding for final face generation.
Additionally, we introduce the Relational Trait Guidance
(RTG) mechanism, enabling independent control of influ-
encing conditions, such as each parent’s facial image. RTG
also enables a fine-grained adjustment between the diver-
sity and fidelity in synthesized faces. Furthermore, we ex-
tend the application to an unexplored domain: predicting a
partner’s facial images using a child’s image and one par-
ent’s image within the same framework. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate that our StyleDiT outperforms existing
methods by striking an excellent balance between generat-
ing diverse and high-fidelity kinship faces.
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1. Introduction
Recent advances in computational facial analysis have sig-
nificantly improved our understanding of parent-child vi-
sual relationships in photographs. This progress is evident
in kinship verification [27, 38] and genetic studies [2, 5],
which explore familial facial similarities. Simultaneously,
developments in face synthesis and editing have sparked in-
terest in high-fidelity child face generation. This emerging
field, focused on creating descendants’ faces from parental
features, has potential applications in crime investigation,
kinship verification, and finding long-lost family member.

Early research on kinship face synthesis [11, 24, 32] ap-
proached the task as an image-to-image translation prob-
lem, learning direct parent-to-child mappings from lim-
ited, low-quality kinship data. This often resulted in low-
resolution blurry images with little variation. In contrast,
several works [4, 20, 22, 40] extracted genetic features
from parental face images to generate more faithful child
faces. Recent methods [4, 20, 22] leveraged the rich se-
mantic information in the latent space of the pre-trained
StyleGAN [1, 18, 19] to produce high-quality child faces.
StyleGAN’s smooth and disentangled latent space allows
for seamless fusion of parental features through latent inter-
polation. However, these approaches still struggle to strike
a balance between both high diversity and fidelity in the
generated faces while precisely controlling facial attributes.

Moreover, the control of diversity is essential in kinship
face generation since child faces generated from a parent
pair can vary widely in resemblance, mirroring the natural
variation seen among siblings in a family. Thus, a kinship
generation model should produce diverse child faces for a
given parental pair while allowing users to control the de-
gree of resemblance to the parents. Furthermore, an inno-
vative and potentially valuable task of partner face predic-
tion remains largely unexplored. In our empirical study in
Appendix D.1, a simple linear operation, as used in previ-
ous approaches [1, 18, 19], between a child and the other
parent in the StyleGAN latent space fails to yield satisfac-
tory results. This highlights the need for a learning-based
approach to tackle this challenging task, as kinship distri-
bution is inherently complex to model.

Inspired by previous works [6, 10, 21, 25] that combine
the strengths of StyleGAN and diffusion models, and rec-
ognizing the need for precise control over age and gen-
der in kinship tasks, we propose the Style Latent Diffu-
sion Transformer (StyleDiT) to address kinship generation
challenges. StyleDiT synergizes the fine-grained and con-
tinuous attribute control of StyleGAN’s style latent space
with the diverse generative capabilities of diffusion models
[15, 34], leveraging their superior ability to capture the un-
derlying distribution of kinship relationships. In this frame-
work, StyleGAN handles the final face generation, while
our conditional diffusion model samples a StyleGAN la-

tent that aligns with the characteristics of the condition-
ing images. The proposed StyleDiT excels in generat-
ing high-fidelity kinship faces with precise control over at-
tributes like age and gender, while ensuring a diverse range
of outputs. Additionally, we introduce the Relational Trait
Guidance (RTG) mechanism, an advanced Classifier-Free
Guidance [14] technique for kinship face generation. RTG
uniquely allows independent control of each influencing
condition, such as individual parental facial images. This
control ability not only enhances the similarity of the gen-
erated results to the input conditions but also enables users
to achieve an optimal balance between diversity and fidelity
in the images generated based on their specific needs. Fur-
thermore, we are the first to address the challenging task of
predicting a partner’s facial features using a child’s image
and one parent’s image. This innovative task setting holds
significant potential in forensic science for reconstructing
missing persons’ appearances, as well as in social and ge-
netic research for studying inherited facial traits. Our main
contributions are summarized as follows:
• We propose StyleDiT, a unified framework for generat-

ing diverse and accurate kinship faces with precise con-
trol over attributes like age and gender.

• Our Relational Trait Guidance allows independent con-
trol of each influencing factor, enabling users to balance
diversity and fidelity in the generated images effectively.

• Extensive evaluation and user study show that StyleDiT
strikes an excellent balance between identity similarity
and diversity, outperforming state-of-the-art methods and
highlighting its effectiveness and innovation.

2. Related Work
Deep Image Generation and Manipulation. Recent ad-
vancements in image generation and manipulation have
been driven by innovative generative models. Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANs) [12], particularly in frame-
works like StyleGAN [17–19], enable precise manipula-
tion and adjustment within high-dimensional latent spaces
via GAN inversion, facilitating detailed edits of real im-
ages [31, 37]. Additionally, diffusion models [15, 34] have
emerged as powerful tools, progressively refining image
quality through iterative processes. Moreover, a promising
trend is emerging in frameworks that combine the strengths
of StyleGAN and diffusion models [6, 10, 21, 25]. These
approaches synergize the disentangled and fine-grained fa-
cial attribute control of StyleGAN’s latent space with the
versatility of text-driven image generation in diffusion mod-
els. Our StyleDiT framework advances this concept by in-
tegrating the precise facial attribute manipulation of Style-
GAN’s latent space with the diffusion model’s ability to
capture the underlying distribution of kinship relationships.
Specifically, we incorporate the S space [36] of StyleGAN
into a one-dimensional transformer-based diffusion model
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Figure 2. The overview of the proposed framework. For both child and partner prediction tasks, input images are first encoded using
an image encoder. The encoded style latents, Sin1 and Sin2 , serve as conditions during the diffusion process. The sampled noisy latent
undergoes processing through multiple Denoising Transformer blocks, resulting in the predicted face’s latent Sout. Finally, StyleGAN2
decodes this predicted latent to generate a high-fidelity kinship face. The lock icon indicates that the block is frozen during training.

[9, 26], moving beyond the conventional focus on predict-
ing latent codes in the W or W+ spaces [28, 39].

Kinship Face Synthesis Past works in kinship face syn-
thesis [11, 24, 32] usually use supervised learning for
parent-to-child mapping. ChildPredictor [40] introduces a
disentangled representation learning approach to separate
genetic influences, enhancing parental trait transfer to syn-
thesized faces. However, due to scarcity and the low-quality
of kinship data, these methods are prone to overfitting and
often produce images with low-quality. In contrast, re-
cent works [4, 20, 22] leverage StyleGAN to generate high-
resolution child faces by latent interpolation. StyleDNA
[22] learns the parent-to-child mapping in W space by su-
pervised learning, while KinStyle [4] employs an image
encoder accurately capturing facial traits with precise at-
tribute control and further fine-tunes with real data to try
to learn the underlying kinship relationship. However, Kin-
Style is limited to generating a single outcome per parent
pair and often struggles with unnatural skin tones. Style-
Gene [20] develops a regional facial gene extraction frame-
work with the gene pool to diversify the results, but lacks
precise age and gender control. Despite these advances, op-
timally balancing between diversity and fidelity with fine-
grained age and gender manipulation remains challenging
for these models.

To overcome these challenges, our proposed StyleDiT
framework merges the strengths of StyleGAN and diffusion

model. This approach enables the generation of highly di-
verse and faithful descendants, with fine-grained and con-
tinuous control over age and gender. Additionally, our RTG
allows for independent control of each condition and en-
ables users to achieve an optimal balance between diversity
and fidelity according to their specific needs.

3. Method
To our knowledge, the proposed method is the first uni-
fied framework designed for dual capabilities: synthesiz-
ing child faces from parental faces and generating partner
faces using the child’s face and one parent’s image. A no-
table feature of our method is its ability to produce diverse
results while maintaining high fidelity in both tasks and of-
fering fine-grained and continuous attribute control.

3.1. Preliminary
Child and Partner Face Synthesis. For the task of pre-
dicting the child faces, denoted as IC , our method requires
a pair of parental face images: the father’s face, IF , and the
mother’s face, IM . In the task of synthesizing the partner
faces, represented as IPout

, the input consists of the child’s
image, IC , and a partner face image, IPin

. In this context,
IPout and IPin refer to either the father’s image (IF ) or the
mother’s image (IM ), depending on the target partner face.
Our framework is designed to synthesize kinship faces with
high fidelity and diversity for both tasks with a specified age
α and gender β. Formally, the objective of our framework
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F , which predicts a face based on two input images Iin1

and Iin2 , age α and gender β, is defined as follows:

Iout = F (Iin1 , Iin2 , α, β). (1)

Diffusion Model. To understand our architecture, we be-
gin with a primer on diffusion models [15, 33] which in
general consist of forward noising and backward denoising
processes. For the forward noising process, it incrementally
adds noise to the initial data x0, formalized in q(xt|x0) =
N (xt;

√
ᾱtx0, (1 − ᾱt)I), where ᾱt are key hyperparam-

eters. The sampling of this process is achieved using the
reparameterization trick: xt =

√
ᾱtx0+

√
1− ᾱtϵt, with ϵt

drawn from a standard normal distribution. In addition, the
reverse process of the model, aimed at removing the added
noise, is defined as pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (µθ(xt),Σθ(xt)),
with neural networks predicting pθ’s parameters. Training
is guided by optimizing the variational lower bound on the
data’s log-likelihood, represented in Eq. 2.

L(θ) = −p(x0|x1)+
∑
t

DKL(q
∗(xt−1|xt, x0)||pθ(xt−1|xt)).

(2)
The Kullback-Leibler divergence DKL between the Gaus-
sian distributions q∗ and pθ is computed via their means and
covariances, while training minimizes Mean Squared Error
(MSE), either between the denoised and input data or the
predicted and actual noise.

3.2. Pipeline
Motivated by previous works [21, 25] that merges the
strengths of StyleGAN and diffusion model, and recogniz-
ing the importance of precise control over age and gen-
der in kinship tasks, our proposed framework, illustrated
in Fig. 2a, combines the fine-grained attribute control of
StyleGAN’s style latent space with the diverse generative
capabilities of diffusion models to effectively fitting com-
plex distribution. In our framework, input face images Iin1

and Iin2 are first encoded into style latent codes, Sin1 and
Sin2 , using our pre-trained image encoder for precise age
and gender control. For more implementation details of our
pre-trained image encoder, please refer to Appendix A. We
then introduce StyleDiT, which integrates these style latents
with a transformer-based conditional diffusion model. By
leveraging the diffusion model’s strength in capturing so-
phisticated kinship relationship distributions, StyleDiT uses
Sin1

and Sin2
to generate a diverse set of predicted latent

codes, Sout, overcoming the limitations of previous meth-
ods [4, 22] that could only produce a single deterministic
prediction. Finally, StyleGAN2 decodes Sout to produce
the final image, Iout.

3.3. Style Latent Diffusion Transformer
We present Style Latent Diffusion Transformer (StyleDiT),
an innovative architecture tailored for kinship tasks that ef-

ficiently models the style latent space of StyleGAN. In our
approach, we model the predicted style latent, based on the
condition latent, using a diffusion process as depicted in
Fig. 2b. The transformer architecture, denoted as T , func-
tions as denoising network. As shown in Fig. 2c, the trans-
former receives an initial arbitrary Gaussian noise ST

noise ∼
N (0, I), alongside condition inputs Sin1

and Sin2
. It then

iteratively denoises ST
noise into S0

noise = Sout, based on
Sin1

and Sin2
. At each denoising timestep t, St

noise, Sin1
,

and Sin2 are fed into a tokenizer (see Fig. 2d) which cate-
gorize style latents into distinct groups, each governing spe-
cific facial feature.

According to StyleSpace [36], the style latent dimen-
sion S ∈ R9088 represents the total number of style pa-
rameters affecting various layers and tRGB blocks in Style-
GAN2 [18]. The style parameters in StyleGAN2, which
differ across its various layers, are initially segmented from
a set S in the 9088-dimensional real space (R9088). Each
group of these parameters is then mapped onto tokens with a
uniform embedding size of 512 using separate linear layers.
Given that there are 26 distinct groups of style parameters,
26 unique linear layers are used for this projection. After the
style parameters being tokenized, tokens S ∈ R26×512 are
obtained. The sinusoidal embedding of timestep t is trans-
formed into a timestep token via an additional linear projec-
tion layer. This token, along with the noisy token S

t

noise, is
combined with a learnable positional encoding vector and
serves as the input for the transformer.

Conversely, Sin1
and Sin2

are concatenated and
summed with the same learnable positional encoding vec-
tor as S

t

noise and act as conditions in the denoising pro-
cess, guided by a cross-attention mechanism. The trans-
former outputs denoised tokens S

t−1

noise ∈ R26×512, which
are then reverted to St−1

noise ∈ R9088 through an untokenizer
comprising another set of linear layers. Notably, the trans-
former T directly predicts the denoised style latent rather
than the noise. We employ Denoising Diffusion Implicit
Models (DDIM) [34] for our diffusion process. The train-
ing phase involves adding noise into the initial style latent
S, through a forward diffusion process. We train the net-
work by MSE loss to compare the denoised style latent S∗

against the original style latent S. Note that the image en-
coder and StyleGAN2 remain frozen during StyleDiT train-
ing. More details for training, please refer to Appendix C.2.
During inference, a variety of outcomes are generated by
sampling different instances of ST

noise under the consistent
conditions of Sin1

and Sin2
, thus capitalizing on the diffu-

sion process’s capability for diverse output generation.

3.4. Multi-Conditional Classifier-Free Guidance
Our innovative framework, utilizing a diffusion process, is
adept at producing a range of results from a single pair
of input images. This versatility addresses a key limita-
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Figure 3. The effect of different guidance scales during inference. Progressing from left to right, each image results from varying pairs of
guidance scales, with higher scales producing synthesized images that more closely resemble the specified conditions.

tion observed in some prior studies [4, 22], which were
restricted to generating deterministic outcomes based on
fixed conditions of input faces, age, and gender. Specifi-
cally, these methods could only provide a single prediction,
without the capability to sample multiple variations, thereby
reducing flexibility in kinship face generation tasks. To
better manage the trade-off between fidelity and diversity,
we introduce Relational Trait Guidance (RTG), inspired by
Classifier-Free Guidance [3, 14]. RTG enables precise con-
trol over each condition’s influence, allowing for indepen-
dent modulation of the final outcome.
Relational Trait Guidance (RTG). With RTG, it allows
conditional and unconditional models simultaneously and
blending their outputs during inference. Our conditional
diffusion model is formulated as S∗

T (S
t
noise|{Sinj

}2j=1),
following a dual-style latent conditioning setup that allows
for precise control over each condition during inference
[3]. In the training phase, each condition Sinj is replaced
by the null condition ∅ with a fixed probability. During
inference, the direction of each condition is identified as
∆t

j = S∗
T (S

t
noise|Sinj

)−S∗
T (S

t
noise|∅), calculated individ-

ually. These directions are subsequently integrated using
two guidance scales {gj}2j=1 as follows:

Ŝ∗T (S
t
noise|{Sinj

}2j=1) = S∗
T (S

t
noise|∅)+

2∑
j=1

gj∆
t
j . (3)

During training, we randomly assign Sin1
= ∅ for 10%

data, Sin2 = ∅ for 10% data, and both Sin1 = ∅ and
Sin2 = ∅ for 1% data. ∅ symbolizes the learnable style
latent corresponding to various age and gender group com-
binations, as determined from our training data. Please refer
to Appendix B for detailed design of null conditions.

4. Experiments
We first outline our experimental settings, including
datasets and baselines in Section 4.1. We then present quali-
tative results to demonstrate our RTG can synthesize highly
diverse results with high-fidelity, compare it with baseline
methods in child prediction, and showcase partner face syn-
thesis outcomes in Section 4.2. Next, we provide quantita-
tive results, measuring diversity scores to identify the most

diverse approach and calculating identity similarity to deter-
mine which method best balances diversity and fidelity. We
include a user study to evaluate our method’s performance
in child and partner face prediction and assess the effec-
tiveness of our attribute control in Section 4.3. Finally, we
conduct ablation studies to evaluate the effectiveness of us-
ing real data and assess the impact of the diffusion process
and RTG in Section 4.4. For more implementation details,
please refer to Appendix C.

4.1. Experimental Settings
Datasets. To train the diffusion component of our frame-
work, we create a simulated dataset to overcome the
limitations of real kinship datasets, including issues with
resolution, quality, quantity, and diversity. Our approach is
inspired by prior studies [4, 20] suggesting that a child’s
facial features can be inferred through linear interpolation
of parental traits. Additionally, medical research [2, 7]
supports the idea that offspring inherit genes through
random genetic combinations, reinforcing the concept
that a child’s facial features can be deduced through
the interpolation of parental traits. The dataset includes
100,000 synthetic triplets of father, mother, and child,
generated using the process described below. We randomly
select 70,000 male and female pairs from the CelebA-HQ
dataset as parental images, map them into StyleGAN2’s
latent space, and apply 200 combinations of age and gender
attributes (0-99 years old × 2 genders). StyleGAN2 then
generates child faces through linear interpolation between
the parental style latents, employing variable weights to
control the resemblance to either the mother or father, thus
ensuring diversity in the resulting child images. Moreover,
we sample 30,000 male and female faces directly from
StyleGAN2’s latent space and follow the same generation
procedure as with CelebA-HQ. This simulated dataset is
used for training both child and partner face prediction.

For evaluation, we use the test splits of the FIW [30],
TSKinFace [29], and FF-Database [40] datasets. Prepro-
cessing involved facial alignment and quality enhancement
using CodeFormer [41], followed by resizing all images to
256 × 256 pixels. Additionally, since the FIW and TSKin-
Face datasets lack predefined splits and the FF-Database
includes only training and validation sets, we conducted
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Ours

w/o RTG

StyleGene

ChildPredictor

Figure 4. This figure compares the facial diversity in results of
our method, StyleGene [20] and ChildPredictor [40]. All faces are
generated with specified attributes of 15 years old and female.
custom dataset splits: 296 test triplets for FIW, 149 for
TSKinFace, and 368 for FF-Database.

Baselines. Our method is benchmarked against state-of-
the-art baselines in the child face synthesis task, including
ChildPredictor [40], StyleGene [20], and KinStyle [4]. We
replicate these models’ results by adhering to the settings
in their original source code and the implementation details
described in their respective papers. This allows for a com-
prehensive comparison of our approach in both quantitative
and qualitative assessments. For the partner face synthesis
task, we found no existing studies formally addressing this
problem at the time of our submission. Therefore, we fo-
cus on showcasing the visual quality of the faces generated
by our framework for partner face synthesis and provide the
corresponding quantitative scores.

4.2. Qualitative Evaluation
Effectiveness of Relational Trait Guidance. Our innova-
tive Relational Trait Guidance technique offers the flexibil-
ity to prioritize either diversity or fidelity in the generated
images. With RTG, our method produces diverse child pre-
diction results shown in Fig. 4. In comparison, our method
without RTG produces high-fidelity but less varied results.
StyleGene [20] generates varied faces but lacks the capabil-
ity to precisely manipulate age and gender attributes, partic-
ularly when the objective is to maintain higher resemblance
to parents. KinStyle [4], while generating high-fidelity kin-
ship faces, offers limited diversity, producing only a sin-
gle prediction result. Finally, ChildPredictor [40] generates
diverse child faces with lower-quality images compared to
other approaches. By employing RTG, as depicted in Fig. 3,
we can selectively generate child faces to resemble either
the father or mother by adjusting their respective guidance
scales during inference for child prediction.
Comparison with the State-of-the-Art. Fig. 5 presents
more qualitative results for child prediction task on the
FIW and TSKinFace datasets. We conduct a comparative
analysis of our approach with StyleGene, KinStyle, and

Methods DS (↓) ID Sim (↑)

FIW TSKinFace FF-Database FIW TSKinFace FF-Database

ChildPredictor 0.7805 0.7811 0.7702 0.4996 0.4989 0.4979
KinStyle — — — 0.7707 0.7768 0.7772
StyleGene 0.6757 0.7496 0.6966 0.7132 0.7242 0.6887
StyleDiT (Ours) 0.6140 0.6780 0.7078 0.7003 0.7244 0.7124

Table 1. Quantitative results of diversity (DS) and identity similar-
ity (ID Sim) between predicted child and ground truth child. Our
method strikes an excellent balance between diverse synthesis and
reasonably high fidelity, although it does not surpass KinStyle in
identity similarity, as it can only generate deterministic results.

ChildPredictor on these kinship datasets. ChildPredictor
shows limitations in generating high-quality images, pri-
marily due to the absence of utilizing the StyleGAN gen-
erator. While KinStyle can produce high-quality faces with
well-preserved parental identity similarity, its deterministic
framework lacks generation diversity and often generates
faces with inaccurate skin tones. StyleGene excels at cre-
ating diverse, high-quality child face images but struggles
to balance the fidelity to parental features with accurate age
and gender representation within its gene pool framework.
In contrast, our method achieves an exceptional balance in
generating diverse, high-quality images that maintain strong
parental traits across various racial backgrounds while also
offering fine-grained control over age and gender.
Partner Face Synthesis. In our framework, we extend its
functionality beyond synthesizing child face images to gen-
erate high-fidelity partner faces. By training on the same
datasets and utilizing the same model structure, the frame-
work can synthesize partner faces given a child image and
an image of the other partner. Additionally, it showcases
the ability to produce diverse synthetic results across var-
ious races, as illustrated in Fig. 6. For more results and
details, please refer to Appendix D.

4.3. Quantitative Evaluation
For our quantitative evaluation, we use the test splits from
the FIW, TSKinFace, and FF-Database datasets. For each
family, we generate 20 children for the child prediction task
and 20 partners for the partner prediction task. These gen-
erated images are used to calculate Identity Similarity and
measure diversity. We present the result of child prediction
task in the below sections, while the partner prediction task
results are detailed in the Appendix D.2.
Diversity Measurement. We measure diversity by calcu-
lating the pairwise cosine similarity of ArcFace [8] features
from various predicted outcomes. These outcomes are de-
rived by sampling with different random seeds or specific
parameters, yet all originate from the same pair of parent
images. While these results exhibit diversity, they are lim-
ited by the requirement to maintain consistent age and gen-
der across all outcomes. For diversity assessment, each im-
age is first transformed into a facial feature using ArcFace,
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Father Mother Real Child Ours StyleGene KinStyle ChildPredictor

(a) FIW dataset
Father Mother Real Child Ours StyleGene KinStyle ChildPredictor

(b) TSKinFace dataset

Figure 5. The qualitative comparison of synthesized children’s faces by StyleDiT and baselines. The first three columns in both (a) FIW
and (b) TSKinFace datasets display the father, mother, and real children, followed by four different methods of synthesized child images.
The results include faces with different races and skin tones to demonstrate the framework’s ability to generalize across various racial
backgrounds. Each method generates faces according to the gender and age of the real child in each family.

Father or Mother Child Ground Truth Prediction with different stochastic noise 𝑆𝑛𝑜𝑖𝑠𝑒

Figure 6. The results demonstrate our framework can synthesize
high-fidelity and diverse partner faces across various races.

pre-trained on the MS-Celeb-1M [13] dataset, to capture
critical semantic and facial details. The diversity score DS
is calculated as per Eq. 4, considering N as the number of
samples and xi, xj as individual feature vectors.

DS =
1

N(N − 1)

∑
i ̸=j

xi · xj

∥xi∥∥xj∥
(4)

A lower mean similarity score signifies greater diversity,
implying that the generated images, despite sharing the
same input condition, exhibit less resemblance to each other
when sampled with varying parameters like random seeds.

In Table 1, we compare the DS score of StyleGene,
ChildPredictor, and our method. We exclude KinStyle due
to its single-result limitation. Our method shows the low-
est DS in the FIW and TSKinFace datasets, and the second
lowest in FF-Database, highlighting its superior ability to
generate diverse images over other state-of-the-art methods.
Identity Similarity. To evaluate the effectiveness of our
child and partner face synthesis methods, we employ the

Age MSE (↓) Gender ACC (↑) ID Sim (↑)

StyleDiT (Ours) 0.0023 0.9990 0.7032
StyleGene † 0.0146 0.7315 0.6887
StyleGene ‡ 0.0047 0.9090 0.6985

Table 2. Comparison of attribute control. ID Sim represents the
identity similarity between predicted child and real child. Style-
Gene † denotes 10% utilization of the gene pool in the linear com-
bination of parents and the gene pool, while StyleGene ‡ indicates
90% usage. StyleDiT uses 2.0 for both parental guidance.

Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic (AUC-
ROC) curve as the principal metric. This curve measures
the model’s ability to produce high-fidelity child and partner
faces by plotting the true positive rate against the false posi-
tive rate at various discrimination thresholds. For a more ac-
curate assessment, we utilize ArcFace to extract facial fea-
tures before computing the AUC-ROC. This step ensures a
comprehensive and robust evaluation of our model’s perfor-
mance in synthesizing both child and partner faces.

We generate 20 faces per family from the test split of
each dataset for each method, creating positive and nega-
tive pairs by comparing images of the same person for pos-
itive pairs and images of different individuals for negative
pairs. The results, shown in Table 1, reveal that while our
method does not surpass KinStyle in identity similarity for
child prediction task, it achieves a superior balance between
generating diverse outputs and maintaining high fidelity. In
contrast, KinStyle can only generate deterministic results.
Effectiveness of Fine-grained Age and Gender Control.
In our framework, StyleGAN’s style latent space offer dis-
entangled and fine-grained attribute control. Similarly,
StyleGene also generate diverse kinship faces with con-
trolled attributes such as age and gender. However, their
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ChildPredictor StyleGene KinStyle StyleDiT (Ours)

# of 1st Votes of Child (↑) 76 334 209 381
Child Avg. Rank (↓) 3.55 2.09 2.38 1.99

Table 3. The number of 1st votes and average rank of different
approaches for child prediction task in the user study.

attribute control relies on a varied gene pool encompassing
multiple ages, genders, and races. This reliance can poten-
tially compromise the fidelity of the input images, particu-
larly when a significant amount of gene pool information is
required for precise attribute control.

To evaluate our framework’s ability to balance attribute
control with image fidelity, we conducted a comparative
analysis using 100 randomly selected families from the FIW
dataset. For each family, we generated 20 child images.
The analysis, as illustrated in Table 2, included assessing
the MSE for age and the accuracy of gender predictions.
We also measured the preservation of input characteristics
by calculating the ID Sim between the predicted child and
the real child. Our results indicate that, unlike other ap-
proaches, our framework effectively balances attribute con-
trol with high fidelity. However, the findings also highlight
an inherent trade-off in StyleGene between precise attribute
control and fidelity, which is influenced by the extent of the
gene pool used. For qualitative results demonstrating pre-
cise age and gender control, please refer to Appendix E.
User Study. Building on the methodology outlined in
StyleGene, we undertake a comparable user study with 100
participants to assess the effectiveness of our approach.
Child faces generated by StyleDiT, StyleGene [20], Kin-
Style [4], and ChildPredictor [40], based on 7 parents, are
presented to each evaluator who ranks the synthetic child of
different methods in terms of similarity with parents. Addi-
tionally, a separate assessment focuses on the similarity be-
tween predicted and real children, where three children are
generated based on three other parents, and evaluators then
rank the methods according to identity similarity. Com-
bining the results from both parts, as shown in Table 3,
our method received the highest number of votes among all
first-place votes, totaling 1,000 votes, surpassing KinStyle
and StyleGene by 172 votes and 47 votes, respectively. Ad-
ditionally, our method achieved the highest average ranking,
demonstrating that our model excels in child face synthe-
sis compared to other baselines. Moreover, we extend the
study to partner face synthesis within our framework where
the participants are asked to give a score from 1 to 5 (from
most dissimilar to most similar). For more details and re-
sults, please refer to Appendix F.

4.4. Ablation Study
In this section, we conduct ablation studies to evaluate the
effectiveness of incorporating real data and assess the im-
pact of the diffusion process and RTG.

Methods FIW TSKinFace FF-Database

StyleDiT (Ours) 0.7003 0.7244 0.7124
StyleDiT † 0.6817 0.6198 0.6398
StyleDiT ‡ 0.5362 0.5181 0.5261

Table 4. Performance comparison of identity similarity between
our configuration, fine-tuning, and training solely on the real kin-
ship dataset. StyleDiT † indicates the fine-tuned version, and
StyleDiT ‡ denotes training solely on the real kinship dataset.

Transformer Diffusion RTG ID Sim (↑) DS (↓)

✓ ✓ ✓ 0.7003 0.6140
✓ ✓ 0.7636 0.9984
✓ 0.7666 —

Table 5. Ablation study on FIW dataset.

Effectiveness of Using Real Data. In our experiments, we
did not observe overall performance improvements when
fine-tuning our model or training solely on the real kin-
ship dataset. As shown in Table 4, both fine-tuning under
our configuration and training from scratch on the kinship
dataset led to reduced identity similarity. We hypothesize
that this is due to the low quality and scarcity of real kinship
data, even with the application of super-resolution tech-
niques [41], which limits the model’s ability to effectively
learn complex kinship distributions. Consequently, all re-
sults presented in this paper are based on models trained
solely on simulated data, which we determined to be the
optimal setting. The FF-Database was used as the real kin-
ship dataset in Table 4. For additional results on other kin-
ship datasets and further discussion on fine-tuning with real
data, please refer to Appendix G.
Effectiveness of Diffusion Process and RTG. The assess-
ment includes identity similarity (ID Sim) and diversity
(DS), computed through the test split of the FIW dataset.
Table 5 demonstrates that integrating the diffusion process
leads to improvements in DS for the synthesized descen-
dants. As expected, the use of RTG effectively enhances
the diversity of synthesized faces with a favorable ID Sim.

5. Conclusion
We present StyleDiT, a unified framework for generating
diverse and high-fidelity kinship faces with precise age
and gender manipulation. Our Relational Trait Guidance
enables independent control of each influencing factor,
allowing users to effectively balance diversity and fidelity.
Extensive benchmark evaluations and user studies show
that StyleDiT outperforms state-of-the-art methods, strik-
ing an excellent balance between identity similarity and
diversity, underscoring its effectiveness and innovation.
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StyleDiT: A Unified Framework for Diverse Child and Partner Faces Synthesis
with Style Latent Diffusion Transformer

Supplementary Material

A. Image Encoder
Inspired by KinStyle’s [4] effective control over age and
gender attributes, as well as its ability to accurately frontal-
ize faces, we adopt its framework as the foundation for our
image encoder. However, KinStyle often produces inaccu-
rate skin tones. To address this, we integrate a pre-trained
StyleGAN encoder [35] and an Attribute Block, which not
only controls age and gender but also frontalizes the face
simultaneously. This approach preserves the identity, aligns
age and gender, frontalizes the face, and maintains the orig-
inal skin tone, enabling more effective facial attribute ma-
nipulation. Figure 2 illustrates a comparison between Kin-
Style’s image encoder and our own in controlling pose, age,
and gender. The framework of our image encoder is shown
in Figure 1. The design and implementation of each com-
ponent are detailed in the following sections.

A.1. StyleGAN Encoder
We employ a pre-trained Encoder for Editing (e4e) to map
input images to the W+ space in StyleGAN2 [18], ensur-
ing the preservation of identity. This encoder generates la-
tent codes by combining a base latent and a residual, both
represented in R18×512, which enhances the editability and
consistency of the resulting latent codes, making them more
suitable for fine-grained facial manipulations.

A.2. Attribute Block
The Attribute Block is further designed to align age, gender,
and pose of input latent codes in the W+ space by adjust-
ing latent codes with an offset vector. This vector is learned
using MLPs with leaky ReLU, based on several inputs: the
concatenated latent codes, a 0-1 age scale α (where 0 repre-
sents infancy and 1 represents 100 years old), binary gender
values β and pose parameters γ. For pose conditioning, the
yaw angle is divided into 13 dimensions, each representing
a 15◦ interval from -90◦ to 90◦. To generate a more continu-
ous pose transformation, we interpolate between two neigh-
boring pose dimensions. For example, a 7.5◦ pose, located
between 0◦ and 15◦, is represented by interpolating as [0, 0,
0, 0, 0, 0, 0.5, 0.5, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0].

During training, we utilize the FFHQ-Aging dataset [17],
which provides images annotated with age and gender la-
bels. For pose annotation, we employ FaceXFormer [23], a
pre-trained model capable of a wide range of facial analy-
sis tasks. To mitigate data imbalance in age, gender, and
pose categories, we implement weighted sampling based
on the number of training instances in each category. The

block creates three latent code variations—synthesized, re-
constructed, and cycle-consistent—derived from the actual
age, gender, and pose data. Denoted by M , these MLPs
operate as follows:

w′
syn = w +M(w,α, β, γ)

w′
rec = w +M(w,αgt, βgt, γgt)

w′
cyc = w′

syn +M(w′
syn, αgt, βgt, γgt)

(5)

These latent codes are then used to produce corresponding
images Isyn, Irec, and Icyc. The loss function consists of
several components. Age, gender, and pose losses are com-
puted using pre-trained classifiers and cross-entropy, where
Ca(·), Cb(·), and Cc(·) are the classifiers for age, gender,
and pose, and H(·) represents cross-entropy loss:

Lage = ||α− Ca(Isyn)||2 + ||αgt − Ca(Irec)||2+
||αgt − Ca(Icyc)||2

Lgen =H(β,Cb(Isyn)) +H(βgt, Cb(Irec))+

H(βgt, Cb(Icyc))

Lpose = ||γ − Cc(Isyn)||2 + ||γgt − Cc(Irec)||2+
||γgt − Cc(Icyc)||2 ,

(6)

The identity loss LID ensures the person’s identity is pre-
served across transformations, where ξ prevents identity
degradation:

LID = ξ · (1− < R(Isyn), R(I) >)+

(1− < R(Irec), R(I) >)+

(1− < R(Icyc), R(I) >),

(7)

We also apply perceptual similarity loss using a pre-trained
AlexNet feature extractor P (·) trained on the ImageNet
dataset. The term Ienc refers to the reconstructed image
obtained by passing the latent codes through e4e and then
through StyleGAN2. Additionally, L2 regularization is
used on the latent codes to ensure they remain within the
W+ space.

Lreg =||M(w,α, β, γ)||2 + ||M(w,αgt, βgt, γgt)||2+
||M(w′

syn, αgt, βgt, γgt)||2,
Lper =||P (Ienc)− P (Isyn)||2 + ||P (Ienc)− P (Irec)||2+

||P (Ienc)− P (Icyc)||2 ,
(8)

These losses are combined into a total loss function, with
λID = 0.5, λage = 8, λgen = 1, λpose = 8, λreg = 0.05, and
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e4e
A

 

Attribute Block

Figure 1. The overview of our image encoder. The input image is first encoded into latent code using e4e. Then, the latent code is adjusted
for age, gender, and pose attributes using an attribute block, and finally projected into the S space through affine transformer layers.

Original 5 15 25 35 45 55 65

Ours

KinStyle

Figure 2. The comparison of controlling age, gender, and frontalization while preserving skin tone. For the first and second rows, our
image encoder was used, and for the third and fourth rows, the Kinstyle image encoder was used, with all images generated by StyleGAN2.

λper = 0.5.

Lattr =λIDLID + λageLage + λgenLgen+

λposeLpose + λregLreg + λperLper ,
(9)

Finally, the paper follows the approach suggested by
Kafri et al. [16], applying affine transform layers from
StyleGAN2 to convert each input’s adjusted latent code into
the S space to serve as conditional inputs for our diffusion
transformer.

B. Relational Trait Guidance (RTG)
In this section, we introduce two types of style latents: mean
style latents and learned style latents, which serve as null
conditions, in Sections B.1 and B.2, respectively. Finally,
we compare the performance of these two types of style la-
tents in Section B.3 to determine which offers the best re-
sults.

Age (year-old)/Gender

0-2/male 3-9/male 10-19/male 20-29/male 30-39/male
40-49/male 50-59/male 60-69/male 70-99/male

0-2/female 3-9/female 10-19/female 20-29/female 30-39/female
40-49/female 50-59/female 60-69/female 70-99/female

Table 1. Age and gender group combinations. The table enumer-
ates 18 group combinations of age and gender, covering 9 age cat-
egories for each of the two genders.

B.1. Mean Style Latent

Our mean style latents represent 18 distinct age and gender
group combinations, as shown in Table 1. During training,
these style latents are aligned with the target age α and gen-
der β using the Attribute Block. To generate the mean style
latents, we start by sampling 10,000 latent codes z from
the input latent space Z of StyleGAN2. The mapping net-
work f → W in StyleGAN2 then produces latent vectors

2



DS (↓) ID Sim (↑)

Dataset Learned Mean Learned Mean

FIW 0.6140 0.9011 0.7003 0.7487
TSKinFace 0.6780 0.9752 0.7244 0.7607

FF-Database 0.7078 0.9895 0.7124 0.7389

Table 2. Performance comparisons of various types of null condi-
tions. The initial row of the table specifies the type of null condi-
tion, while the table showcases the performance metrics of diver-
sity (DS) and identity similarity (ID Sim) across different dataset.

w ∈ R18×512. These w latents are transformed to match
specific age and gender groups through the Attribute Block
in our Image Encoder. Finally, the w latents are converted
into style latents s ∈ R9088 using affine transformation lay-
ers, and the mean style latents for each age and gender
combination are obtained by averaging the 10,000 resulting
style latents.

B.2. Learned Style Latent
During training, we initialize a learnable embedding,
p ∈ R1×18×512, as the null condition. To preserve informa-
tion about age and gender, we pass this embedding through
the Attribute Block. Additionally, we randomly assign con-
dition inputs as the null condition with a fixed probability
during each training step. In the inference stage, we directly
employ the learned embedding as the null condition in each
denoising step.

B.3. Performance Comparison of Null Conditions
The experimental results in Table 2 indicate that although
mean style latents achieve better identity similarity, they
generate less diverse results compared to learned style la-
tents. By using learned style latents as the null condition, a
superior trade-off between diversity and identity similarity
is achieved across all evaluation datasets. This enhance-
ment is hypothesized to arise from the greater adaptability
of learned style latents, which are better equipped to capture
variations in attributes such as age and gender, compared to
the more constrained mean style latents.

C. More Implementation Details

C.1. Model Architecture
Given the success of transformers in processing long vec-
tors in language models, we find them equally well-suited
for managing StyleGAN’s style latent space. Our model
architecture draws inspiration from HyperDiffusion [9],
which flattens MLP weights into 1D vectors as input of the
diffusion model. Our transformer model is designed with
an embedding size of 512, 8 layers, and 8 attention heads,

effectively handling the complex structure of StyleGAN’s
latent space.

C.2. Training Details
We use the AdamW optimizer with a batch size of 1,000
and a learning rate of 0.001, training the model for 4,000
epochs and 500 diffusion timesteps. The training process
takes approximately 20 hours on 4 NVIDIA RTX A5000
24GB GPUs.

C.3. Evaluation Settings
All evaluation experiments were conducted using a diffu-
sion process with 50 steps. For child prediction, the guid-
ance scale for parents was set to 1.2. For partner prediction,
the scale was 1.2 for the child and 0.0 for the parent. Gen-
erating a 1024 × 1024 image takes 0.58 seconds on a single
RTX 2080Ti.

D. Partner Face Synthesis
D.1. Empirical Study
Following previous works [4, 20], a child representation,
denoted as SC , can be generated through a linear combi-
nation of the style latent codes of the father, SF , and the
mother, SM , using an equal weighting (half scale) for both
in the style latent space. Formally, this can be expressed as:

SC =
1

2
(SF + SM ). (10)

Additionally, to generate a parent’s representation from the
child and the other parent’s latents, we could analogically
rearrange the equation:

SM/F = (2× SC − SF/M ). (11)

However, as illustrated in Figure 4, this linear operation
often fails to produce optimal results, while our learning-
based method achieves superior outcomes in terms of di-
versity and fidelity. We hypothesize that the failure of this
linear approach stems from its reliance on latent extrapola-
tion. Extrapolation involves shifting a latent vector beyond
the distribution on which the model was trained, poten-
tially resulting in unpredictable outputs. While StyleGAN
can manage controlled extrapolation—such as age progres-
sion—reasonably well, extreme shifts beyond the training
distribution degrade the quality of the generated results.
Notably, while linear operations can achieve child predic-
tion by blending parent latent codes proportionally [4, 20],
partner prediction proves more challenging as it often re-
quires synthesizing representations outside the range of ex-
isting latent distributions. For child prediction, interpola-
tion confines the transformation within a range defined by
two valid endpoints, ensuring that the output remains real-
istic and effectively combines characteristics from both par-
ents.
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FIW FIW-SR Simulated dataset

Figure 3. The visual comparison showcases images from the FIW dataset, the FIW dataset after applying super-resolution [41], and our
simulated dataset. In each block, rows represent families, with images of the father, mother, and child displayed from left to right. Red
bounding boxes highlight artifacts in the FIW dataset after applying super-resolution.

Methods DS (↓) ID Sim (↑)

FIW TSKinFace FF-Database FIW TSKinFace FF-Database

Father 0.3243 0.3068 0.3292 0.5678 0.5608 0.5597
Mother 0.3231 0.3166 0.3416 0.5470 0.5787 0.5567

Table 3. Quantitative results of diversity (DS) and identity similar-
ity (ID Sim) between predicted partners and their real counterparts.

Child Parent
Ground 
Truth

Linear
Interpolation Ours

Figure 4. The visual comparison of partner face synthesis.

Overall, the inability of linear operations to reliably pre-
dict partner representations highlights the necessity of our
proposed learning-based method, which addresses these
limitations by leveraging data-driven learning to generate
more accurate and diverse results.

D.2. Quantitative Results
Being pioneers in partner face synthesis, we lack compara-
ble baselines. We use the same evaluation protocol to mea-

StyleDiT (Ours) Real

Partner Avg. Score (↑) 3.84 2.84

Table 4. The average score of partner prediction in the user study.

sure identity similarity between predicted partners and the
ground truth partners in Table 3. Our results indicate rea-
sonably high accuracy in partner face prediction, both when
using a child and father to predict the mother, and when
using a child and mother to predict the father.

E. Fine-grained Age and Gender Control

In Figure 5, the result showcases our proposed method can
generate faces with fine-grained age and gender control.

F. User Study

We conduct a user study with 100 participants. Our subjec-
tive test is authorized by the Academia Sinica IRB commit-
tee under the approval number AS-IRB-HS 24031.

F.1. Partner Face Synthesis

In Table 4, we extend the user study to partner face synthe-
sis, where participants evaluate two parent images (a ground
truth and a synthesized image by our model) against a ref-
erence photo of a real child. Both images are adjusted to
the same age and gender, with evaluators unaware that one
image is synthesized.
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Parents 5 15 25 35 45 55 65 75

Figure 5. Our framework allows for fine-grained age and gender control, ranging from 0 to 99 years, offering flexibility to generate faces
at any arbitrary age within this range.

Father Mother

A B C D

OursStylegene KinStyle Child predictor
(a)

Target

A B C D

OursStylegene KinStyle Child predictor

(b)

A B

Ours GT inversion

Child

(c)

Figure 6. Example questions in our user study. (a) An example question in our survey assessing the resemblance of synthesized child faces
to the reference face of the parents. (b) An example question in our survey that evaluates the similarity of synthesized child faces to the
reference face of the corresponding real child (target). (c) An example question in our survey that asks users to identify the parent (father
or mother) based on child face.

F.2. Weighted Average Rank Calculation

To compute the weighted average rank, we assign the
weight of each rank as the number of individuals who se-
lected that rank and then calculate the average weighted by
these ranks. For example, if there are four images in a ques-
tion with ranks ranging from 1 to 4, and an image is ranked
as 1 by ten people, 2 by thirty people, 3 by twenty people,
and 4 by five people, the weighted average rank for the im-
age is calculated as

1× 10 + 2× 30 + 3× 20 + 4× 5

10 + 30 + 20 + 5
= 2.3 (12)

F.3. Sample Questions and Response Details

Fig. 6 illustrates three example question types from our
questionnaire. Fig. 6a visually represents a question about
the resemblance of a child to parents. Participants are given
a pair of parental faces and four options (one from our ap-
proach and three from baselines) and are instructed to rank
A, B, C, D based on resemblance to the parent images. Sim-
ilarly, Fig. 6b presents another example question in which
participants assess the similarity of a child’s face and four
options (one from our approach and three from baselines),
ranked A, B, C, D based on the similarity to the child’s im-
age. Additionally, Fig. 6c illustrates an example question
where participants evaluate the similarity between a child
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and two options (one generated by our approach and the
other representing the real parent), and participants are in-
formed the two options. Participants assign an absolute
score (ranging from 1 to 5, with 1 being the least similar
and 5 being the most similar) based on the perceived resem-
blance to the child’s face.

Figure 7a displays the weighted rank of images in the
questions related to resemblance from the first two types of
examples, while Figure 7b illustrates the distribution of the
absolute scores from the third type of example, related to
partner similarity.
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Figure 7. Raw result that we collect from the user study. (a)
The weighted ranks in questions regarding parent and child resem-
blance from the initial and second sessions. (b) The absolute score
in questions related to partner similarity from the third session.

G. Real Data Utilization

In this section, we present the fine-tuning results and the
outcomes of training solely on real data, comparing them to
our model, and discuss potential reasons for any shortcom-
ings.

Methods DS (↓) ID Sim (↑)

FIW TSKinFace FF-Database FIW TSKinFace FF-Database

StyleDiT (Ours) 0.6140 0.6780 0.7078 0.7003 0.7244 0.7124
StyleDiT † 0.5872 0.5840 0.6119 0.6856 0.6227 0.6092
StyleDiT ‡ 0.3578 0.3448 0.3522 0.5840 0.5371 0.5316

Table 5. Performance comparison of diversity (DS) and identity
similarity (ID Sim) between our configuration, fine-tuning, and
training solely on the FIW dataset. StyleDiT † indicates the fine-
tuned version, and StyleDiT ‡ denotes training solely on the real
kinship dataset.

Methods DS (↓) ID Sim (↑)

FIW TSKinFace FF-Database FIW TSKinFace FF-Database

StyleDiT (Ours) 0.6140 0.6780 0.7078 0.7003 0.7244 0.7124
StyleDiT † 0.7558 0.7839 0.7119 0.6442 0.6861 0.6293
StyleDiT ‡ 0.3625 0.3814 0.3361 0.5632 0.5505 0.5239

Table 6. Performance comparison of diversity (DS) and identity
similarity (ID Sim) between our configuration, fine-tuning, and
training solely on the TSKinFace dataset. StyleDiT † indicates the
fine-tuned version, and StyleDiT ‡ denotes training solely on the
real kinship dataset.

Methods DS (↓) ID Sim (↑)

FIW TSKinFace FF-Database FIW TSKinFace FF-Database

StyleDiT (Ours) 0.6140 0.6780 0.7078 0.7003 0.7244 0.7124
StyleDiT † 0.5625 0.6022 0.6147 0.6817 0.6198 0.6398
StyleDiT ‡ 0.3040 0.3133 0.3160 0.5362 0.5181 0.5261

Table 7. Performance comparison of diversity (DS) and identity
similarity (ID Sim) between our configuration, fine-tuning, and
training solely on the FF-Database. StyleDiT † indicates the fine-
tuned version, and StyleDiT ‡ denotes training solely on the real
kinship dataset.

G.1. Quantitative Results
For fine-tuning, we utilized each kinship dataset, FIW [30],
TSKinFace [29], and FF-Database [40], experimenting with
100 epochs and a learning rate of 1e-6. However, as shown
in Tables 5, 6 and 7, the fine-tuned models did not outper-
form our original setting. While fine-tuning improved di-
versity, it failed to maintain or even significantly degraded
performance in terms of identity similarity. Similarly, when
training solely on real data with the same kinship datasets
and training settings as the original configuration, the re-
sults remained consistent: improved diversity came at the
cost of a significant decline in identity similarity compared
to the original model. We hypothesize that the observed ef-
fects of using a real kinship dataset arise from the inher-
ent complexity of kinship relationships between children
and parents in real data, which cannot be fully captured
by simple linear interpolation between the style latents of
parents. While leveraging real data can produce more di-
verse results, the limitations imposed by the low quality
and scarcity of the dataset significantly affect the gener-
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ation quality and compromise identity similarity, thereby
constraining the overall performance of the model.

G.2. Discussion
The results from our quantitative evaluation and user study,
as discussed in the main paper, align with previous medical
research [2, 7], further validating the use of our simulated
dataset to address the issues of low quality and scarcity in
kinship data.

In Figure 3, we compare the image quality of the FIW
dataset, the FIW dataset after applying super-resolution,
and our simulated dataset. The FIW dataset faces several
limitations, including blurry, low quality, low resolution
(108 × 124), and data scarcity (1,000 families with 1,997
triplets). While super-resolution enhances overall clarity,
many facial details, such as wrinkles, textures, and even
identity features, remain underdeveloped. Furthermore, it
struggles to accurately reconstruct key facial components,
such as the eyes. In contrast, our simulated dataset pro-
vides significantly better quality, higher resolution (1024 ×
1024), and unlimited data.

H. Limitation
Our system relies on GAN inversion, which raises questions
about how accurately it can reconstruct images. We can fur-
ther improve our framework by employing more advanced
GAN inversion modules, especially for uses that need pre-
cise control over image details and high-quality reconstruc-
tions.

I. Societal Impact
Our paper introduces methods for creating predictive im-
ages of children and partners, serving as a genetic counsel-
ing aid for parents to grasp the inheritance of genetic traits.
Furthermore, the final output of the method utilizes Style-
GAN, whose images are detectable by Deepfake detec-
tors (https://github.com/NVlabs/stylegan3-
detector). Consequently, it does not pose a great risk of
social consequences.
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