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Abstract

Concept bottleneck models (CBM) aim to produce inherently
interpretable models that rely on human-understandable con-
cepts for their predictions. However, existing approaches to
design interpretable generative models based on CBMs are
not yet efficient and scalable, as they require expensive gener-
ative model training from scratch as well as real images with
labor-intensive concept supervision. To address these chal-
lenges, we present two novel and low-cost methods to build
interpretable generative models through post-hoc techniques
and we name our approaches: concept-bottleneck autoen-
coder (CB-AE) and concept controller (CC). Our proposed
approaches enable efficient and scalable training without
the need of real data and require only minimal to no concept
supervision. Additionally, our methods generalize across
modern generative model families including generative ad-
versarial networks and diffusion models. We demonstrate
the superior interpretability and steerability of our methods
on numerous standard datasets like CelebA, CelebA-HQ,
and CUB with large improvements (average ∼25%) over
the prior work, while being 4-15× faster to train. Finally,
a large-scale user study is performed to validate the inter-
pretability and steerability of our methods.

1. Introduction
Deep generative models [37–39] have become increasingly
powerful and widely used in many high-stakes domains and
applications, including realistic data generation [11], sim-
ulating hypothetical scenarios or environments [19], and
scientific discovery [1]. It is therefore important to ensure
that the generation process is interpretable, which will allow
us to understand and audit the generation, and further miti-
gate potential biases and harms (e.g. content moderation).

Unfortunately, most of the advances in deep learning uti-
lize complex, black-box neural network architectures that are
difficult to interpret and understand. This leads to user mis-
trust of model predictions due to the absence of explanations.

*Equal contribution
1Code: github.com/Trustworthy-ML-Lab/posthoc-generative-cbm
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Figure 1. A. Prior work on interpretable generative models requires
expensive generative model training from scratch. B. Our CB-AE
and CC can be trained efficiently for post-hoc interpretability in a
pretrained, frozen generative model g2◦g1. C. Example concept
intervention with CB-AE and corresponding concept vectors.

To address this, there has been work on developing inherently
interpretable deep vision models using concept bottlenecks
[20, 32, 41, 45–47]. These approaches train a concept bottle-
neck layer after the feature extractor (backbone) to embed a
set of human-understandable concepts, followed by an inter-
pretable sparse linear layer for the final classification based
on the concept prediction. However, current development
of CBMs is primarily focused on classification tasks, and
only one prior work, CBGM [16], has extended it to image
generation, indicating this area is under-explored.

The key idea of the seminal work CBGM [16] is to rep-
resent concepts as learnable embeddings [48] at an inter-
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Table 1. Comparison of our CB-AE and CC with prior work CBGM [16] (green indicates desirable properties). CC trades-off inherent
interpretability for better steerability, image quality, and faster training. We could not reproduce CBGM [16] to evaluate concept accuracy.

Method Post-hoc
training

Training without concept-
labeled real images

Inherently
interpretable model

Concept
Acc. (%)

Steerability
(%) (↑)

FID
(↓)

Train time (V100-hrs) (↓)

StyleGAN2 DDPM

CBGM [16] ✗ ✗ ✓ - 25.60 9.10 50 240
CB-AE (Ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ 86.56 47.34 (+21.74) 9.52 14 (3.5× faster) 29.5 (8.1× faster)
CC (Ours) ✓ ✓ ✗ 87.65 51.14 (+25.54) 7.65 6 (8.3× faster) 8.3 (28.9× faster)

mediate location in the generative model, and combine the
embeddings to compute the generative model latent. How-
ever, the CBGM-based generative model has to be trained
from scratch using concept-labeled real images, which could
be difficult to scale and computationally intensive (e.g. 240
V100-hours for DDPM-256×256 [15]) as shown in Fig. 1A.
To address these limitations, in this work, we develop an effi-
cient and scalable post-hoc concept bottleneck to transform
any pretrained generative model into an interpretable model.
In contrast to CBGM [16], our approach works well by only
training a few layers with minimal concept supervision.

Specifically, we propose a novel concept-bottleneck au-
toencoder (CB-AE) f that can be inserted into the interme-
diate layers of a pretrained generative model g = g2 ◦ g1 as
shown in Fig. 1B (top). The CB-AE input and output are
the generator latent w and its reconstruction w′ respectively,
and the overall generative model now becomes g2 ◦ f ◦ g1.
The CB-AE latent space is the concept space c which is used
to reconstruct the generator latent space. In our framework,
given a pretrained generative model g = g2 ◦ g1, only the
encoder E and decoder D in the CB-AE f = D ◦ E need
to be trained, while g1, g2 are frozen pretrained weights, i.e.
CB-AE uses post-hoc training. The benefit of the proposed
CB-AE is that it allows us to debug the model easily with
concept-level control by modifying the CB-AE concept la-
tent during image generation (Fig. 1C). Further, our training
requires only concept pseudo-labels achievable with minimal
concept supervision (e.g. zero-shot CLIP classifier [36]).

We also propose novel optimization-based concept inter-
ventions to achieve higher success rate and intervention qual-
ity. Based on the CB-AE, we propose an even more efficient
post-hoc concept controller (CC) method (Fig. 1B, bottom)
with simplified training, that can provide concept predictions
and leverage optimization-based concept interventions. Note
that while CB-AE is part of the new interpretable genera-
tive model, CC is a post-hoc control method that is not part
of the generative model. Finally, we evaluate our CB-AE
and CC on various generative models, including GANs and
diffusion models, for standard datasets including CelebA,
CelebA-HQ, and CUB. We show that CB-AE and CC signif-
icantly outperform prior work CBGM [16] w.r.t. steerability
(or intervention success rate) on CelebA (average +23%)
while also having 4-15× faster training (Table 1).
Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We are the first to propose a post-hoc concept bottleneck

autoencoder (CB-AE) for interpretable generative models.
CB-AE can be trained efficiently with a frozen pretrained
generative model, without real concept-labeled images.

• We also propose a novel and efficient optimization-based
concept intervention method with improved steerability
(avg. +19%) and higher image quality (avg. 32% better).

• We validate the effectiveness of our methods for GANs and
diffusion models (avg. +31% and +28% steerability w.r.t.
prior state-of-the-art) across varying image resolutions,
while being 4-15× faster to train on average.

2. Related Work

Concept Bottleneck Models. Early work on CBMs [20, 25]
relied on concept-labeled images to train a concept bottle-
neck layer with each neuron as a human-understandable
concept, followed by a linear layer based on the concepts
for the final classification. Post-hoc CBMs [47] extended
this idea to convert a pretrained backbone into a CBM. More
recent works like LF-CBM [32], LM4CV [45], LaBo [46],
and VLG-CBM [41] use interpretability tools [31], vision-
language models like CLIP [36], large language models, or
open-set object detection [23] to eliminate the need for ex-
pensive concept-labeled data. Independently from our work,
[21] proposed a concept-based intervention without a con-
cept bottleneck, similar to our CC, but for classification. All
these works are specifically designed for classification, while
in this paper, our focus is on the image generation task.
Interpretability for Generative Models. A line of work
[4, 7, 13] on learning disentangled concepts in variational
autoencoders enables controllable generation, but they train
from scratch and are not applicable to other generative mod-
els like GANs. Other works focus on identifying and ma-
nipulating structural rules or concepts in GANs [2, 3] and
large language models [26, 28, 29, 42] by editing the model
weights. In contrast, we focus on training inherently inter-
pretable models, and the closest prior work is the recent
CBGM [16], which also aims to build interpretable gen-
erative models, but requires expensive concept labels and
training from scratch, limiting its scalability. In contrast, our
proposed CB-AE can be trained efficiently with a frozen pre-
trained generative model with minimal concept supervision.
Image Editing in Generative Models. Some works fo-
cus on conditional generation [38, 39] and image editing in
generative models by modifying model weights [8, 33]. In
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Figure 2. Post-hoc CB-AE training for reconstruction, concept alignment, and intervention with a frozen pretrained generator g2◦g1. Note
that Lc, Li indicate cross-entropy loss and Lr indicates mean-squared-error loss. The darker lines indicate gradient flow during training.

contrast, our work focuses on developing inherently inter-
pretable generative models by introducing additional concept
bottleneck layers, where the capability of editing or interven-
tion is naturally a by-product of the interpretability.

3. Proposed Methods

We propose a novel and low-cost concept bottleneck autoen-
coder (CB-AE) method in Sec. 3.1 to incorporate post-hoc
interpretability in pretrained generative models. In Sec. 3.2,
we present an optimization-based intervention method for
concept-based steerability in the generative model. Finally,
based on our insights from CB-AE and optimization-based
interventions, we propose an even lower-cost post-hoc con-
trol method, concept controller (CC) in Sec. 3.3.
Preliminaries. Consider a generative model g : Z → X that
maps from random noise z ∈ Z to an image x ∈ X . To make
the generative model g become inherently interpretable, the
goal of CBMs is to insert and train a concept bottleneck (say)
f at an intermediate location in g. Let g = g2 ◦ g1, i.e. g can
be divided into two parts, g1 and g2 (e.g. for a DCGAN [35],
g1 is the first 2 layers of g and g2 is the remaining layers).
The input to the concept bottleneck f will be the output of
g1 (Fig. 1). At the bottleneck of f , we obtain the concept
prediction c ∈ C where C is the set of pre-defined concepts.
In our setup, the concept vector c has two logits for each
binary concept ci (e.g. “smiling” would have two logits, for

smiling and not smiling) and N logits for each categorical
concept cj with N classes (e.g. blonde/black/white/gray hair
color would have four logits). For example, suppose we
have one binary concept ci and one categorical concept cj ,
then we define c=[c+i , c

−
i , c

(1)
j , c

(2)
j , . . . , c

(N)
j ]⊤ where ci=

[c+i , c
−
i ]

⊤∈R2 and cj=[c
(1)
j , c

(2)
j , . . . , c

(N)
j ]⊤∈RN .

3.1. Post-hoc Concept Bottleneck Autoencoder

We propose a concept bottleneck autoencoder (CB-AE), f =
D ◦E (see Fig. 2B). The latent space of the CB-AE encoder
E is the concept prediction c = E(g1(z)). Apart from the
predefined concepts, c also contains an unsupervised concept
embedding, learned using autoencoder reconstruction and
intervention objectives, to encode other concepts absent from
the predefined set (similar to CBGM [16]). The decoder
D reconstructs the features from g1 based on the concept
prediction c, outputting w′ = D(c). Considering the original
output of g1 to be w = g1(z), we can generate the original
image x = g2(w) as well as a reconstructed image x′ =
g2(w

′)=g2(D ◦ E(w)) generated using the CB-AE.
Training. There are 3 goals for the CB-AE. First, the gener-
ator’s performance should be preserved even if the CB-AE
output w′ is used instead of w. Second, CB-AE should
provide interpretability for the generated images x′ through
the corresponding concepts c. Lastly, CB-AE should allow
accurate steering on image generation via concept interven-
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tions. Based on these 3 goals, we formulate Objective 1-3
for CB-AE training below and illustrated in Fig. 2C-E.
Objective 1 (reconstruction losses Lr1 ,Lr2). At each
training iteration, we sample a latent w by passing uniform
noise z to g1. Then, the latent w is passed through g2 to
obtain a generated image x = g2(w) from the original model
g=g2 ◦ g1, without using our CB-AE. We also reconstruct
w′ = D◦E(w) using our CB-AE and the same latent w, and
obtain another generated image x′ = g2(w

′). Since our first
goal is to preserve the generator’s performance when using
the CB-AE, we apply reconstruction losses (mean-squared
error loss Lr) between the latents w,w′ and between the
generated images x, x′, as shown in Fig. 2C:

min
E,D

[Lr1(w,w
′) + Lr2(x, x

′)], (1)

where w′ = D ◦ E(w) and x′ = g2(w
′) = g2 ◦D ◦ E(w)

and only the CB-AE parameters (i.e. E,D) are trainable.
Objective 2 (concept alignment loss Lc). To ensure inter-
pretability, we first obtain a concept pseudo-label ŷ = M(x)
for a generated image x from a pseudo-label source M (Fig.
2D). The source M can be either an off-the-shelf supervised
model or a zero-shot prediction pipeline from (say) CLIP
with concept names C as the text inputs. With this approach,
we avoid the requirement of any real images for training
as well as the requirement of concept labels, unlike CBGM
[16]. Since our second goal is to provide interpretability for
the generated images through the concepts c, we apply a
cross-entropy loss Lc between the CB-AE encoder output
c = E(w) and the concept pseudo-label ŷ = M(x):

min
E

[Lc(ŷ, c)]. (2)

The losses in Eq. (1), (2) are simultaneously optimized to
learn only the CB-AE parameters E,D.
Objective 3 (intervention losses Li1 ,Li2). Interventions
are an important feature of concept-bottleneck models [20],
allowing users to control the model output by modifying the
concepts c. However, for our CB-AE decoder D, reconstruc-
tion and concept alignment losses in Objective 1 and 2 do not
provide guidance on how the reconstructed latent w′ should
change when concepts c are manually modified. Hence, for
steerability, we design Objective 3 (Fig. 2E) that encourages
the CB-AE decoder D to produce an appropriately changed
and realistic latent w′ when the concepts in c are modified.
We first describe (a) how interventions are performed in our
CB-AE, followed by designing (b) an intervened concept
alignment loss Li1 and (c) a cyclic intervened concept loss
Li2 to encourage steerability, i.e. intervention success.
a) Intervening concepts. At each training iteration, we
choose a random logit for a random concept to intervene, and
modify only the chosen concept based on the chosen logit
to get an intervened concept vector cintervened (Fig. 2E). For

example, for a desired binary concept i ∈ C, the new con-
cept vector cintervened is computed by swapping the two logits,
i.e. cintervened = [. . . , c−i , c

+
i , . . .] from c = [. . . , c+i , c

−
i , . . .].

The same can be done for a categorical concept i ∈ C
as well by swapping the desired logits (say) c(k)i with the
highest logits c

(ℓ)
i where ℓ = argmaxj c

(j)
i . Concretely,

c = [. . . , c
(1)
i , . . . , c

(ℓ)
i , . . . , c

(k)
i , . . . , c

(N)
i , . . .] is modified

to cintervened = [. . . , c
(1)
i , . . . , c

(k)
i , . . . c

(ℓ)
i , . . . , c

(N)
i , . . .].

We can also intervene on multiple concepts simultaneously.
b) Designing Li1 . Using the intervened concepts cintervened,
we reconstruct an intervened latent wintervened = D(cintervened)
and obtain an intervened generated image xintervened =
g2(wintervened). Using the pseudo-label source, we obtain
an intervened concept prediction yintervened = M(xintervened).
Since we already have the concept pseudo-label ŷ = M(x)
for the original image x, we modify ŷ to ŷintervened by chang-
ing only the earlier chosen concept i ∈ C in ŷ to the chosen
value (based on earlier chosen logit) as shown in Fig. 2E. In
other words, ŷintervened is the intervened concept pseudo-label.
Now, to align the concepts in the intervened image xintervened
with the predicted concepts from M , we use a cross-entropy
loss Li1 between ŷintervened and yintervened:

min
E,D

[Li1(ŷintervened, yintervened)]. (3)

c) Designing Li2 . For cyclic consistency, we pass the in-
tervened latent wintervened through the CB-AE encoder E to
obtain a concept prediction c′intervened (Fig. 2E) and apply a
cross-entropy loss Li2 w.r.t. ŷintervened to align the encoder’s
prediction with that of the pseudo-label source M :

min
E,D

[Li2(ŷintervened, c
′
intervened)]. (4)

We use Li1 ,Li2 instead of Lc for cross-entropy loss to dif-
ferentiate the intervention losses from the concept loss in
Objective 2, and only CB-AE parameters E,D are train-
able. Finally, recall that the concept vector c contains an
unsupervised concept embedding. Objective 3 implicitly
encourages this embedding to not encode known concepts,
since the unsupervised embedding is not modified during the
intervention from c to cintervened.
Test-Time Intervention. Similar to training-time interven-
tions, we can perform test-time interventions by modifying
the value of any chosen concept (by swapping the logits) in
the predicted concept vector c to cintervened. The intervened
image xintervened = g2(wintervened) can be obtained where
wintervened = D(cintervened). Note that swapping the logits
ensures that the range of values in cintervened are similar to c,
and also avoids the requirement of any estimation of how
much to change the desired concept’s logit. This makes it
more accessible to users as they need not worry about the
actual values being changed during an intervention.
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3.2. Optimization-based interventions

For an alternative intervention method, we draw inspiration
from adversarial attacks [10] to perform test-time interven-
tions using gradient-based optimization. Specifically, we
use the iterative randomized fast gradient sign method (I-
RFGSM) [44] on the CB-AE encoder prediction.

Consider a generated image x = g2(w) with concept
prediction c = E(w). To intervene in the generation pro-
cess to obtain modified concepts c∗, we solve the following
objective using gradient ascent,

w∗ = w + argmax
δ∈∆

[−Lc(E(w + δ), c∗)] (5)

where ∆ = {δ : ∥δ∥∞ ≤ ϵ} is the ℓ∞-norm bound on δ with
a hyperparameter ϵ > 0. Intuitively, we optimize a small
perturbation δ such that w∗ = w + δ leads to the desired
concepts c∗. Then, the generated image x∗ = g2(w

∗) is very
similar to x but contains concepts c∗.

3.3. Post-hoc Concept Controller (CC) for Steering

While optimization-based interventions work well empiri-
cally, it is interesting to note that the CB-AE decoder D is
not involved in the process. This leads us to question whether
the CB-AE decoder can be removed if a user only plans to
perform optimization-based interventions. While such a re-
moval would not result in a CBM, it would be sufficient for
the purpose of steering image generation. For this particu-
lar use case, it would be even more efficient than training
the CB-AE since reconstruction and intervention losses are
no longer required. Hence, we propose a post-hoc concept
controller (CC), denoted as Ω, that predicts the concepts, i.e.
c = Ω(g1(z)) to efficiently steer image generation (Fig. 1B).
Training. For CC, the training is simply Objective 2 of
the CB-AE training, i.e. the cross-entropy loss Lc w.r.t. the
concept pseudo-labels ŷ = M(x) from the pseudo-label
source M . Formally, the objective is minΩ[Lc(ŷ, c)] where
c = Ω(g1(z)) are the predicted concepts, and the loss encour-
ages the concept controller Ω to align with the pseudo-label
source M . Similar to the CB-AE training, we avoid the
requirement of any real images for training as well as the
requirement of concept labels.

4. Experiments

We detail the experimental setup and comprehensively evalu-
ate our proposed methods with respect to the state-of-the-art
prior work as well as other baselines.

4.1. Experimental setup

Base generative models and datasets. We evaluate our
CB-AE and CC methods on diverse generative models in-
cluding GAN [9], Progressive GAN [17], StyleGAN2 [18],

and DDPM [15]. We use models pretrained on standard
datasets of varying image resolution (64× 64 to 512× 512)
like CelebA [24], CelebA-HQ [22], and CUB [43]. Fol-
lowing CBGM [16], we evaluate on the small balanced
concept regime with the 8 most balanced concepts and the
large unbalanced concept regime with all 40 concepts from
the dataset. For CUB, we use 10 balanced concepts as per
CBGM. Please refer to the Appendix for more details.
CB-AE and CC. We use a 4-layer MLP or 4 convolution
(and transposed convolutional) layers for CB-AE encoder or
CC (and decoder) depending on the dimensions of latent w.
We use unsupervised concept embedding ∈ R40 in CB-AE
(ensuring bottleneck is much smaller than the latent). As in
CBGM [16], we train CB-AE/CC for 50 epochs with batch
size 64. For optimization-based interventions, we use 50-
step I-RFGSM [44] with ℓ∞-norm bound ϵ= 0.1. Please
refer to the Appendix for complete implementation details.
Pseudo-label source M . We consider three variants for M
with varying levels of concept supervision. First, we use off-
the-shelf supervised (ResNet18-based) concept classifiers.
Second, with no concept supervision, we use CLIP zero-shot
classifier [36] with only the concept names to obtain concept
pseudo-labels. Third, as a compromise between the above
two, we use TIP [50] which is a few-shot-labeled version of
CLIP zero-shot classifier, utilizing 128 concept-labeled real
images. Unless otherwise mentioned, our experiments use
the supervised classifiers for a fair comparison with the prior
work CBGM [16] that utilizes concept labels.
Automated evaluation. Following CBGM [16], we train
concept classifiers (ViT-L-16-based) on real images and con-
cept labels with high accuracy on a held-out test set. Note
that these classifiers are separate and have higher accuracy
than those used for pseudo-labels. We evaluate our method
using three automated metrics:
• Concept Accuracy is computed over 5k generated im-

ages as the average agreement between the supervised
classifiers and our proposed CB-AE or CC.

• Steerability [16]: For each target concept, we find 5k
latents that do not produce the target concept (i.e. proba-
bility of target concept < 0.5 from the supervised concept
classifier). For these latents, we perform the concept in-
tervention using either the baselines or our methods, and
compute the steerability as the percentage of intervened
images that are classified to have the target concept.

• Generation Quality is evaluated using the standard
Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [12].

Intuitively, the concept accuracy, FID, and steerability met-
rics measure how well the concept, reconstruction, and inter-
vention objectives, respectively, are satisfied.
Human evaluation. We conduct a large-scale user study on
Amazon Mechanical Turk to validate the automated evalua-
tion of concept accuracy and steerability. For both metrics,
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Figure 3. Samples generated using CB-AE with CelebA-HQ and CUB pretrained StyleGAN2 models along with concept probabilities.

CB-AE
interv.

original

concept 
intervention male → female not smiling → smiling mouth closed → mouth open

Figure 4. Concept intervention examples for CB-AE with CelebA-HQ pretrained StyleGAN2.

CB-AE w/ 
opt-int

original

concept 
intervention male → female not smiling → smiling mouth closed → mouth open

CC w/
opt-int

Figure 5. Optimization-based concept intervention (opt-int) examples for CB-AE and CC with CelebA-HQ pretrained StyleGAN2.

we display 10 images at a time and ask the user to click on
images that match a displayed concept c+i (see Appendix for
more details). The images are collected as follows:
• Concept Accuracy: We collect and shuffle generated

images and save their CB-AE and CC concept predictions
(c+i or c−i ). Based on user responses, we compute human
agreement rate w.r.t. CB-AE/CC predictions.

• Steerability: We collect and shuffle generated images of
concept c−i with intervened images of concept c+i . Based
on user responses, we compute human agreement rate on
whether intervened images actually contain concept c+i .
Shuffling the original and intervened images ensures that
users are not biased towards clicking all images.

We evaluate using approximately 100 images per concept
and per method for two concepts from CelebA-HQ: “smiling”
and “male/female”. Each set of 10 images is evaluated by 3
different users. Refer to the Appendix for more details.

4.2. Evaluation
Qualitative evaluation. In Fig. 3, we present CB-AE-
StyleGAN2 generated images for CelebA-HQ and CUB
datasets with corresponding concept predictions. We also
visualize CB-AE interventions in Fig. 4 and optimization-
based interventions in Fig. 5. Interestingly, with the
same latent w, both CB-AE and CC lead to very similar
optimization-based interventions, which is reasonable since
the same pseudo-label source M was used in both cases.
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Table 2. Concept accuracy evaluation on 5k samples with 8 concepts for CelebA, CelebA-HQ, and 10 concepts for CUB.

Conc. Acc. (%) CelebA (64×64) CelebA-HQ (256×256) CUB (64×64) CUB (256×256)

GAN PGAN DDPM DDPM StyGAN2 PGAN DDPM GAN StyGAN2

Ours (CB-AE) 86.56 87.87 84.98 89.79 86.04 82.68 72.35 74.41 81.33
Ours (CC) 87.65 90.00 85.13 89.82 83.57 83.94 72.87 75.60 81.11

Table 3. Extended steerability evaluation on 5k samples with 8 concepts for CelebA, CelebA-HQ, and 10 concepts for CUB. †CBGM
numbers are from their paper (1k samples) since their results are not reproducible using their released code. For CBGM training time, we
used the time taken by their code for GAN and base model training times for other models (whose code was not available) with 1 V100 GPU.

Steerability (%) CelebA (64×64) CelebA-HQ (256×256) CUB (64×64) CUB (256×256)

GAN PGAN DDPM DDPM StyGAN2 PGAN DDPM GAN StyGAN2

CBGM [16]† 25.60 - 13.80 - - - 14.80 21.30 -
Ours (CB-AE) 47.34 40.31 23.72 23.50 40.27 29.31 25.64 20.89 10.52
Ours (CB-AE+opt-int) 61.14 41.73 38.09 50.49 61.66 32.10 36.94 46.03 65.11
Ours (CC+opt-int) 51.14 58.94 41.45 56.70 67.95 47.29 44.47 48.91 44.72

Train time reduction
w.r.t. CBGM

CB-AE 3.7× 5.4× 4× 8.1× 3.5× 2× 3.7× 3.3× 3.1×
CC 30.9× 20.3× 10× 28.9× 8.3× 6.7× 8.5× 21× 7.1×

Overall, we find that the optimization-based interventions
are relatively higher quality and more orthogonal (i.e. less
changes to other concepts) than the CB-AE interventions.
Concept Accuracy. In Table 2, we report the concept accu-
racies for our CB-AE and CC. We could not compare with
CBGM since they do not evaluate concept accuracy, and
since we could not reproduce their results. Overall, we find
that both CB-AE and CC achieve good concept accuracies
across various datasets, models and image resolutions.

In most scenarios, CC outperforms CB-AE since concept
alignment is the sole objective optimized in CC, while CB-
AE has additional objectives. However, we observe that CB-
AE outperforms CC only for StyleGAN2. This is because
the multiple objectives in CB-AE training may be easier to
balance when dealing with clean latents (GANs) than with
noisy latents (DDPM), leading to CB-AE outperforming CC
for StyleGAN2. This is supported by average loss for CB-
AE being lower for StyleGAN2 (0.68) than DDPM (0.92).
Steerability. We compare the concept steerability of our
methods on 1k samples with GAN intervention methods like
conditional GAN (CGAN) [27], auxiliary classifier GAN
(ACGAN) [30], and CBGM (CB-GAN) [16], and with diffu-
sion model intervention methods like classifier-guided (CG)
[6] DDPM, classifier-free (CF) [14] DDPM, and concept
bottleneck DDPM (CB-DDPM) [16] in Table 4. We observe
significant gains over CBGM [16] for both GAN (average
+14.2% for CB-AE, +31.1% for CB-AE with opt-int, and
+26.6% for CC) and for DDPM (average +10.4% for CB-AE,
+23.3% for CB-AE with opt-int, and +29.1% for CC).

Table 3 presents extended steerability evaluation on 5k
samples with other types of GANs like Progressive GAN
[17] and StyleGAN2 [18] for higher resolution (256×256)
datasets. We could not obtain CBGM’s results for these set-

Table 4. Steerability comparisons with CBGM [16] and other
baseline intervention methods computed on 1k samples (each ex-
periment repeated three times for mean and standard deviation).
Concept Regime Small balanced concepts Large unbalanced concepts

Dataset CUB (10 conc.) CelebA (8 conc.) CelebA (40 conc.)

Baseline Intervention Methods
CGAN [27] 5.4 ± 0.4 8.7 ± 1.3 2.9 ± 0.0
ACGAN [30] 18.5 ± 0.4 9.2 ± 0.7 1.2 ± 0.1
CB-GAN [16] 21.3 ± 0.3 25.6 ± 0.5 23.1 ± 0.2

Our Methods
CB-AE-GAN 19.9 ± 0.9 47.1 ± 0.5 45.5 ± 0.4
CB-AE-GAN+opt-int 45.1 ± 1.1 59.9 ± 1.8 58.3 ± 1.3
CC-GAN+opt-int 49.3 ± 0.6 50.8 ± 1.2 49.7 ± 0.9

Baseline Intervention Methods
CF-DDPM [14] 2.7 ± 1.9 7.2 ± 3.8 5.1 ± 2.4
CG-DDPM [6] 2.1 ± 1.4 6.8 ± 1.1 5.4 ± 2.6
CB-DDPM [16] 14.8 ± 6.2 13.8 ± 2.7 12.6 ± 1.7

Our Methods
CB-AE-DDPM 25.8 ± 1.1 23.1 ± 0.9 23.6 ± 1.0
CB-AE-DDPM+opt-int 37.3 ± 1.5 37.5 ± 1.3 36.2 ± 1.1
CC-DDPM+opt-int 45.4 ± 2.2 41.8 ± 1.8 41.3 ± 1.5

tings using their code. Overall, we find optimization-based
interventions (opt-int) outperform the CB-AE intervention
method, and CC generally outperforms CB-AE. Intuitively,
opt-int involves instance-specific and iterative optimization,
while CB-AE is applied in the same way to all samples. Al-
though CB-AE is trained with intervention losses, its steer-
ability tends to be worse than CC since CB-AE is more
challenging to train, with multiple objectives to satisfy.
Generation quality. We compare the generation quality
of CBGM [16] with CB-AE and CC in Table 5. For CB-
AE, we observe a relatively higher drop in image quality
than CBGM, but our methods are trained 3.5-8× faster, and
do not require training from scratch. For a high-quality
StyleGAN2 model, our CB-AE and CC with optimization-
based interventions can produce almost the same quality
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Table 5. Generation quality and training time comparisons for
CelebA-HQ with StyleGAN2. †CBGM results are from their paper.
Training time is in V100 GPU-hours.

FID (↓) CBGM† [16] CB-AE (Ours) CC (Ours)

Base model 9.0 7.66 7.66
CB model 9.1 9.52 -
CB interv. - 9.65 -
Opt-interv. - 7.67 7.65

Train time (hrs) 50 14 6

Table 6. Human evaluation results for CB-AE and CC trained
with CelebA-HQ pretrained StyleGAN2.

Conc. Acc. (%) Smiling Male/Female

Automated Human Automated Human

CB-AE (Ours) 92.38 86.35 100.0 94.06
CC (Ours) 89.47 80.35 96.96 96.30

Steerability (%) Smiling Female

Automated Human Automated Human

CB-AE (Ours) 65.90 77.27 17.02 17.73
CB-AE w/ opt-int (Ours) 76.59 78.72 42.85 41.50
CC w/ opt-int (Ours) 77.36 77.36 26.92 19.87

of images as the base model while having high steerability
(61.66% and 67.95% respectively, from Table 3).

Intuitively, since CB-AE focuses on concept and inter-
vention losses, we obtain better steerability, while CBGM
has better FID since they include generative model losses.
Hence, there is a tradeoff between image quality and inter-
pretability which can be improved in future work.
Human evaluation. In Table 6, we compare human agree-
ment rate with automated evaluation of concept accuracy and
steerability. We chose easily recognizable concepts, “gender”
and “smiling” as representative of low and high steerability
respectively. Overall, our automated evaluation is similar to
human agreement (with room for improving the classifiers),
validating the usefulness of automated evaluation.

4.3. Analysis
Ablation study. We analyze the contribution of each CB-
AE training loss. However, we do not ablate concept loss
Lc or latent reconstruction loss Lr1 since our evaluation
metrics would be meaningless if the CB-AE cannot predict
the concepts or cannot reconstruct the generator latent w′.
Hence, Table 7 ablates image reconstruction loss Lr2 from
Eq. (1), intervened concept loss Li1 from Eq. (3), and cyclic
intervened concept loss Li2 from Eq. (4). The ablations are
for the most challenging pseudo-label setting of M (CLIP-
zero-shot), since it is most affected by loss ablations.

In Table 7, we observe that using the image reconstruc-
tion loss Lr2 improves the generation quality FID (row #2

Table 7. Ablation study on CB-AE training objectives for the
most challenging CLIP-zero-shot pseudo-label setting for CelebA-
HQ pretrained StyleGAN2. Lr2 ,Li1 ,Li2 indicate image recon-
struction loss, intervened concept loss, and intervened cyclic loss
respectively from Eq. (1), (3), (4).

Row
#

Lr2 Li1 Li2
Trained with M=CLIP-zero-shot

Conc. Acc. (%) Steerability (%) FID (↓)

1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 58.87 6.01 11.06
2 ✓ ✗ ✗ 59.32 6.51 9.88
3 ✓ ✓ ✗ 57.75 9.98 12.42
4 ✓ ✗ ✓ 58.33 13.03 13.62
5 ✓ ✓ ✓ 67.26 20.61 12.82

Table 8. Sensitivity to pseudo-label source M . For CB-AE
trained with CelebA-HQ pretrained StyleGAN2, we compare con-
cept accuracy and steerability with different M : CLIP-zero-shot
[36], TIP-few-shot [50], or supervised classifiers.

Pseudo-label
source M

Conc. Acc.
(%)

Steerability (%)

CB-AE CB-AE w/ opt-int

CLIP-zs 67.26 20.61 29.23
TIP-fs-128 76.08 21.51 38.73
Supervised-clsf 86.04 40.27 61.66

vs. #1), which is intuitive since this loss directly encourages
the images to be closer to the original ones. Next, using only
the intervened concept loss or only the intervened cyclic loss
improves the steerability while trading-off generation quality
(row #3 vs. #2 or row #4 vs. #2). Finally, using both inter-
vened losses significantly improves both concept accuracy
and steerability (row #5 vs. #3 and #4), while generation
quality remains similar. Overall, both intervention losses
are crucial to ensure good concept accuracy and steerability,
while image reconstruction loss improves generation quality.
Sensitivity to pseudo-label source M . Table 8 compares
concept accuracy and steerability when varying pseudo-label
source M . Concept accuracy improves as pseudo-label qual-
ity improves from CLIP-zero-shot to supervised classifiers.
While TIP few-shot does not improve CB-AE interventions,
it significantly improves optimization-based interventions
and highlights the usefulness of even limited labeled data.
Further, our method can use newer CLIP models like SigLIP
[49], OpenCLIP [5] to further improve performance.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we proposed two novel and low-cost meth-
ods, concept-bottleneck autoencoder (CB-AE) and concept
controller (CC), to efficiently build interpretable generative
models from pretrained models. Compared to the prior ap-
proach that struggles with efficiency and scalability, our
methods achieve 4-15× faster training, require minimal to
no concept supervision, and generalize across modern gener-
ative model families including GANs and diffusion models
with 25% improved steerability on average.
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Appendix

In this appendix, we provide comprehensive implementa-
tion details and more analysis experiments. Towards repro-
ducible research, we will release our complete codebase and
pretrained weights. The appendix is organized as follows:

• Section A: Limitations
• Section B: Implementation Details
◦ Datasets (Sec. B.1)
◦ Architecture details (Sec. B.2)
◦ Training details (Sec. B.3)
◦ Human evaluation details (Sec. B.4, Fig. 6)
◦ Miscellaneous details (Sec. B.5)

• Section C: Experiments
◦ Extended comparisons (Sec. C.1, Table 9)
◦ Extended analysis (Sec. C.2, Table 10-12, Fig. 7-10)
◦ Efficiency analysis (Sec. C.3, Table 13, Table 14)

A. Limitations

While the steerability metric quantifies whether the target
concept is obtained in the intervened image, it does not
quantify if other concepts (outside the known concepts) have
changed. For example, an intervention from “not smiling”
to “smiling” may lead to a smiling image with different hair
color. This cannot be easily identified with an automated
metric, and it is challenging and expensive to design an
unbiased human evaluation given its subjective nature. It
will be interesting to address this in future work.

B. Implementation Details

B.1. Datasets

For the CelebA dataset, we follow CBGM [16] and use 8
balanced concepts for the balanced concept regime. We
determine these concepts based on the fraction of number
of images that contain a particular concept w.r.t. number of
images that do not contain that concept. The 8 concepts for
CelebA are “smiling”, “male”, “heavy makeup”, “mouth
open”, “attractive”, “wearing lipstick”, “high cheekbones”,
and “wavy hair”. For CelebA-HQ, we have the same 8 con-
cepts with the exception of “wavy hair”, which is replaced
by “arched eyebrows”. For CUB dataset, we use the 10 most
balanced concepts: “small size (5 to 9 inches)”, “perching-
like shape”, “solid breast pattern”, “black bill color”, “bill
length shorter than head”, “black wing color”, “solid belly
pattern”, “all purpose bill shape”, “black upperparts color”,
and “white underparts color”, following CBGM [16]. For
the steerability metric, we consider 16 and 20 target con-
cepts for CelebA and CUB respectively since they are binary
concepts.

B.2. Architecture details

For base generative models with vector latents or small spa-
tial latents like StyleGAN2 or DDPM, we use a 4-layer MLP
(with batch norm and leaky ReLU) for both CB-AE encoder
E and decoder D. For models with larger spatial latents
like GAN or PGAN, we use 4 convolution (and transposed
convolution) layers with batch norm and leaky ReLU for
the CB-AE encoder E (and decoder D). CC has the same
architecture as the CB-AE encoder E.

B.3. Training details

For GANs, we use the training procedure as detailed in
the main paper. For the DDPM diffusion model, we use
saved generated images instead of generating the images at
training time since DDPM generation is relatively slower
than GANs. Further, we follow the diffusion model noising
procedure where, at each training iteration, we choose a
random timestep t and add the corresponding level of noise
to the generated image before passing it through first part of
the generative model g1 (UNet encoder for DDPM). Since
the CB-AE/CC would be used at different steps of denoising,
it is trained using noised latents (instead of only clean latents
from clean images). For GANs, g2 produces an image while
DDPM’s g2 predicts the estimated noise. So, we use the
initial clean image to obtain the pseudo-label from M instead
of the output of g2. Apart from this, we follow the same
training procedure as discussed in the main paper. While we
use the noising techniques from DDPM, the training losses
of DDPM are not used and only the CB-AE/CC is trained
with our proposed losses.

9



Figure 6. User interface shown to Amazon Mechanical Turk users.
We ask users to click on images which match the displayed concept.

Table 9. Per-concept steerability comparison on CelebA dataset.
Results for baseline intervention methods are from CBGM [16].
Note that average results in the main paper are over 16 target
concepts, but here we compare with the available CBGM results.

Concept High Cheekbones Male Mouth Open Smiling Wavy Hair

Baseline Intervention Methods
CGAN [27] 5.8 6.0 6.1 3.6 13.5
ACGAN [30] 11.8 9.3 13.5 14.3 8.4
CB-GAN [16] 9.8 53.7 8.2 25.8 30.5

Our Methods
CB-AE-GAN 48.1 35.0 51.3 64.5 27.6
CB-AE-GAN+opt-int 66.0 72.3 81.3 67.3 38.1
CC-GAN+opt-int 50.9 54.8 78.5 53.8 23.4

Baseline Intervention Methods
CF-DDPM [14] 8.3 10.2 7.2 7.1 3.8
CB-DDPM [16] 11.7 14.8 13.9 15.1 10.3

Our Methods
CB-AE-DDPM 15.7 39.6 34.9 29.8 21.0
CB-AE-DDPM+opt-int 51.3 51.4 73.5 58.8 45.4
CC-DDPM+opt-int 61.9 42.6 63.3 64.0 65.9

While in original DDPM training, t is chosen from 0
(clean image) to 999 (complete noise), we restrict the choice
of t from 0 to 400, similar to [8]. This is because the CB-AE
has to predict the concepts and in practice, the generated
images are very noisy at t > 400.

Based on this, at inference time, we use the CB-AE only
for t < 400 and use the base model for t > 400. We also
use the 50-step DDIM sampler [40] at inference time instead
of the DDPM sampler since it is much faster with similar
image quality. Note that DDIM converts the 1000 steps into
50 steps but retains the range of t from 0 to 999.

B.4. Human evaluation details

For our user study on Amazon Mechanical Turk to validate
the automated evaluation of concept accuracy and steerabil-
ity, we display 10 images at a time and ask the user to click
on images that match a displayed concept c+i , as shown in
Fig. 6. To ensure the quality of user responses, we require
users to be in the United States, have > 98% approval rate,
and > 10000 previously approved responses. For each set of

Table 10. Ablation study on CB-AE training objectives for the
supervised classifier pseudo-label setting for CelebA-HQ pretrained
StyleGAN2. Concept loss Lc and latent reconstruction loss Lr1 are
not ablated since they are essential to concept prediction and AE
reconstruction. Lr2 ,Li1 ,Li2 indicate image reconstruction loss,
intervened concept loss, and intervened cyclic loss respectively
from Eq. 1, 3 (main paper).

Row
#

Lr2 Li1 Li2
Trained with M=Supervised classifiers

Conc. Acc. (%) Steerability (%) FID (↓)

1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 85.36 33.41 15.18
2 ✓ ✗ ✗ 83.40 38.68 11.27
3 ✓ ✓ ✗ 83.16 38.84 12.72
4 ✓ ✗ ✓ 86.52 36.95 18.57
5 ✓ ✓ ✓ 86.04 40.27 9.52

Table 11. Steerability comparison when scaling image resolution
for our methods with PGAN and CelebA-HQ dataset.

Image Resolution CB-AE CB-AE+opt-int CC+opt-int

256×256 29.31 32.10 47.29
512×512 26.48 34.92 36.87

10 images, a user is paid $0.05.

B.5. Miscellaneous details

We implement our framework in PyTorch [34]. For all ex-
periments, we use 10 CPU cores, 90 GB RAM, and a single
Nvidia Tesla V100 GPU with 32 GB VRAM.

C. Experiments

C.1. Extended comparisons

We present extended per-concept steerability comparisons
with CBGM [16] and other baseline intervention methods
in Table 9. We compare the steerability on CelebA for the 5
concepts (out of 8) which are provided in the CBGM paper
and find consistent improvements across all concepts.

C.2. Extended analysis

Ablation study. In the main paper, we performed the abla-
tion study on CB-AE training objectives for the more chal-
lenging CLIP-zero-shot pseudo-label setting. In Table 10,
we perform the same ablation study when using supervised
classifiers as the pseudo-label source M . Similar to the re-
sults in the main paper, using the image reconstruction loss
Lr2 leads to lower concept accuracy, higher steerability and
better image quality (row #2 vs. #1, Table 10). Additionally
using the intervened concept loss Li1 improves the steerabil-
ity and image quality but reduces the concept accuracy (row
#3 vs. #1, Table 10). Whereas using the intervened cyclic
loss Li2 with the image reconstruction loss Lr2 improves
the concept accuracy at the expense of image quality and
steerability (row #4 vs. #1, Table 10). Finally, using both of
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Figure 7. A, B. Sensitivity analysis of optimization-based interventions with CB-AE for CelebA-HQ, StyleGAN2 w.r.t. ℓ∞-norm bound ϵ
and number of iterations used in the optimization. C. Sensitivity analysis of CB-AE location in GAN. Note that orange circles represent
steerability, green triangles represent FID, and purple squares represent concept accuracy.

Table 12. Sensitivity of CB-AE to number of concepts for
CelebA-HQ-StyleGAN2 using TIP-few-shot for pseudo-labels.
Evaluation is done only on 8 shared concepts for a fair comparison.

Trained with
M=TIP-fs-128

Conc. Acc.
(%)

Steerability (%)

CB-AE CB-AE w/ opt-int

8 concepts 76.08 21.51 38.73
40 concepts 75.75 22.17 39.94

the intervention losses achieves a better tradeoff between the
three metrics (row #5 vs. #3, #4, Table 10).
Scaling image resolution. Based on Table 2 and 4 (main pa-
per), our methods achieve good performance on PGAN and
DDPM when the image resolution is scaled from 64×64 to
256×256. We further validate this with CelebA-HQ PGAN
trained at 512×512 in Table 11. While the steerability is
relatively lower than at 256×256, we still achieve fairly
good steerability, i.e. successful interventions with the same
training time.
Sensitivity to intervention hyperparameters. We analyze
the sensitivity to optimization-based intervention hyperpa-
rameters in Fig. 7A, B. Since we used the iterative random-
ized fast gradient sign method [44], the two hyperparameters
involved are the number of iterations and the ℓ∞-norm bound
ϵ (maximum allowable perturbation). We find that as ϵ is
increased, the steerability also increases but with a drop in
image quality since the FID increases. Hence, we choose
a small ϵ = 0.1 for most of our experiments such that we
obtain a good tradeoff between image quality and steerabil-
ity. Further, we observe that steerability and image quality
remain similar when the number of iterations are reduced
from 50 to 10 iterations. However, we use 50 iterations in
our experiments to allow the optimization to converge for
samples that are more difficult to intervene.
Sensitivity to CB-AE location. We vary the CB-AE location
in CelebA-pretrained DCGAN and report the steerability and
concept accuracy in Fig. 7C. We observed that CB-AE closer
to generator output hurts steerability (decreased to 27.1%) as

Neuron 18

Neuron 21

Figure 8. Top-10 images activating a particular neuron from the
unsupervised concept embedding for CelebA-HQ StyleGAN2 CB-
AE. We observe ‘earrings’ (top) and ‘sunglasses’ (bottom) concepts
which were not present in the predefined concept set.

modified latent has less influence on the output, but increased
steerability up to 47.3% near the middle. On the other hand,
concept accuracy remains reasonable across all locations.
Unsupervised concept embedding analysis. For CB-AE
trained with CelebA-HQ-pretrained StyleGAN2, we gener-
ated 5k images and collected top-10 images for each dimen-
sion in the unsupervised concept embedding being highly
activated. Based on the common attributes in the top-10
images, we identified ‘sunglasses’ and ‘earrings’ (not in
predefined concepts) as shown in Fig. 8.
Qualitative evaluation. In Fig. 9, we show concept interven-
tion examples of our CB-AE and CB-AE with optimization-
based interventions for a CelebA-HQ-pretrained DDPM dif-
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CB-AE
interv.

original

female → male smiling → not smiling mouth closed → mouth open

CB-AE
+opt-int

CB-AE
interv.

original

CB-AE
+opt-int

Figure 9. Concept intervention examples for CB-AE and CB-AE with optimization-based interventions (opt-int) for CelebA-HQ-pretrained
DDPM. Some cases where either or both of our methods failed are highlighted in purple.

Table 13. Inference time analysis for CB-AE with CelebA-HQ-
pretrained StyleGAN2. Here, opt-int-k indicates optimization-
based interventions with k iterations. Inference time (in millisec-
onds) is computed with batch size 64 on a single V100 GPU, re-
peated 1000 times for mean and standard deviation.

Inference Time (ms)

Base model 170.02 ± 0.45
CB-AE reconstr. 170.70 ± 0.53
CB-AE interv. 170.27 ± 2.26
CB-AE+opt-int-10 181.68 ± 2.98
CB-AE+opt-int-50 226.01 ± 1.05

fusion model. Unlike with StyleGAN examples (Fig. 4, 5,
main paper), we find that optimization-based interventions
produce relatively lower quality images compared to CB-AE
interventions. We also highlight some cases where either
or both of our methods failed. In these cases, we find that
some other concepts like hair style change marginally or the
desired concept does not change enough.
Concept interpolation. To demonstrate that our training
objectives incorporate meaningful knowledge in the CB-AE,
we generate images using interpolation (and extrapolation)

between predicted and intervened concept vectors, as shown
in Fig. 10. Concretely, for a randomly sampled noise vector
z, we can compute the concept vector c = E(g1(z)) using
the CB-AE encoder E and the first part of the generator
g1. Then, given a target concept, we compute an intervened
concept vector cintervened as described in the CB-AE Objective
3 (Sec. 3.1, main paper). The interpolated concept vector
can be computed as ĉintervened = (1−α)c+αcintervened where
α ∈ [0, 1] (and extrapolation for α > 1). Then, an image
can be generated using the interpolated concept vector as
x̂intervened = g2(D(ĉintervened)) using the CB-AE decoder D
and g2.

Overall, we observe that the CB-AE can produce smooth
transitions in the image space from the original to intervened
concept vectors as well as extrapolate further. However, in
some of the extrapolation cases, we find changes in other
concepts like hair color or skin color apart from the target
concept. While it is generally undesirable for concept inter-
ventions, this can be a potential tool for dataset creators or
generative model developers to identify potential biases or
spurious correlations between concepts.
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smiling → not smiling

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
original intervenedinterpolating concept vectors extrapolating

male → female

mouth closed → mouth open

Figure 10. Concept vector interpolation. We interpolate between the concept vector c from the CB-AE and the intervened concept vector
cintervened for generating images, i.e. ĉintervened = (1− α)c+ αcintervened where α ∈ [0, 1]. The interpolated vector ĉintervened is passed through
the CB-AE decoder D and the remaining generator g2 to obtain the displayed images. We also show examples with extrapolation for
α = 1.2, 1.4.
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Table 14. Trainable parameters analysis for CB-AE and CC
with CelebA-HQ-pretrained StyleGAN2 w.r.t. CBGM. Reduction
indicates % reduction in trainable parameters compared to CBGM.

Method Trainable Parameters Reduction (%)

CBGM [16] 24.77M -
CB-AE (Ours) 1.64M 93.37
CC (Ours) 0.79M 96.77

C.3. Efficiency analysis

In Table 13, we compare the inference time of our methods
with the base model. We compute the inference times for CB-
AE trained with CelebA-HQ-pretrained StyleGAN2 using
batch size 64 on a single V100 GPU. We repeat the inference
1000 times and report the mean and standard deviation, and
find that using the CB-AE with the base model (in recon-
struction mode, without interventions) and for concept inter-
ventions only causes a marginal increase in inference time.
Given the number of iterations involved in optimization-
based interventions, there is a relatively larger increase in
inference time. However, as shown in Fig. 7, our method
is effective even with 10 iterations, which adds only ∼11
milliseconds of inference time to that of the base model.

We also compare the number of trainable parameters
in our CB-AE and CC compared to CBGM in Table 14.
Due to our efficient and novel autoencoder setup, we find
93.37% and 96.77% reduction in trainable parameters for
StyleGAN2 compared to CBGM [16].
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