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Abstract

Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) have shown re-
markable success in modeling complex data distributions for
image-to-image translation. Still, their high computational
demands prohibit their deployment in practical scenarios like
edge devices. Existing GAN compression methods mainly
rely on knowledge distillation or convolutional classifiers’
pruning techniques. Thus, they neglect the critical character-
istic of GANs: their local density structure over their learned
manifold. Accordingly, we approach GAN compression from
a new perspective by explicitly encouraging the pruned model
to preserve the density structure of the original parameter-
heavy model on its learned manifold. We facilitate this objec-
tive for the pruned model by partitioning the learned mani-
fold of the original generator into local neighborhoods around
its generated samples. Then, we propose a novel pruning ob-
jective to regularize the pruned model to preserve the local
density structure over each neighborhood, resembling the ker-
nel density estimation method. Also, we develop a collabora-
tive pruning scheme in which the discriminator and genera-
tor are pruned by two pruning agents. We design the agents
to capture interactions between the generator and discrimi-
nator by exchanging their peer’s feedback when determin-
ing corresponding models’ architectures. Thanks to such a
design, our pruning method can efficiently find performant
sub-networks and can maintain the balance between the gen-
erator and discriminator more effectively compared to base-
lines during pruning, thereby showing more stable pruning
dynamics. Our experiments on image translation GAN mod-
els, Pix2Pix and CycleGAN, with various benchmark datasets
and architectures demonstrate our method’s effectiveness.

Introduction
Image-to-Image translation (Isola et al. 2017; Zhu et al.
2017) Generative Adversarial Networks (I2IGANs) (Good-
fellow et al. 2014) have shown excellent performance in
many real-world computer vision applications: style trans-
fer (Huang and Belongie 2017), converting a user’s sketch
to a real image (Park et al. 2019), super resolution (Ledig
et al. 2017; Wang et al. 2018b), and pose transfer (Wang
et al. 2018a; Chan et al. 2019). Yet, I2IGANs require exces-
sive compute and memory resources. Moreover, the men-

*These authors contributed equally.
Copyright © 2024, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

tioned tasks require real-time user interaction, making it in-
feasible to deploy I2IGANs on mobile and edge devices
in Artificial Intelligence of Things (AIoT) with limited re-
sources. Thus, developing compression schemes for GANs
to preserve their performance and reduce their computa-
tional burden is highly desirable. As the training dynamics of
GAN models are notoriously unstable, GAN compression is
much more challenging than pruning other deep models like
Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) classifiers.

Despite that notable efforts have been made to com-
press CNNs (Han et al. 2015; Sandler et al. 2018; Raste-
gari et al. 2016; Li et al. 2017; Ye et al. 2020; Wan et al.
2020), GAN compression has only been explored in re-
cent years. Early works have proposed a combination of
prominent CNN pruning techniques like Neural Architec-
ture Search (NAS) (Gong et al. 2019; Li et al. 2020; Jin et al.
2021; Gao et al. 2020; Li et al. 2022), Knowledge Distilla-
tion (Aguinaldo et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2020; Chang and
Lu 2020; Chen et al. 2020a; Fu et al. 2020; Hou et al. 2021;
Zhang et al. 2022b,a), and channel pruning (Li et al. 2017,
2022) to prune GANs. However, GAN Slimming (Wang
et al. 2020) demonstrated that heuristically stacking several
CNN pruning methods for GAN compression can degrade
the final performance mainly due to the instabilities of GAN
training. GCC (Li et al. 2021) empirically showed the im-
portance of restricting the discriminator’s capacity during
compression. It demonstrated that the previous methods’ un-
satisfactory performance might be because they only pruned
the generator’s architecture while using the full-capacity dis-
criminator. By doing so, the adversarial game cannot main-
tain the Nash Equilibrium state, and the pruning process fails
to converge appropriately. Although some of these methods
have shown competitive results (Li et al. 2021; Jin et al.
2021), they do not explicitly consider an essential character-
istic of GANs as generative models during pruning, which
is their density structure over their learned manifold.

In this paper, we propose a novel GAN Compression
method by enforcing the similarity of the density structure
of the original parameter-heavy model and the pruned model
over the learned manifold of the original model. Our intu-
ition is that the difference in density structures can serve
as the supervision signal for pruning. Specifically, at first,
we partition the learned manifold of the original model into
local neighborhoods. We approximate each neighborhood
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with a generated sample and its nearest neighbors on the
original model’s manifold. We leverage a pretrained self-
supervised model fine-tuned on the training dataset to find
the neighborhoods. Then, we introduce an adversarial prun-
ing objective to encourage the pruned model to have a sim-
ilar local density structure to the original model on each
neighborhood. By doing so, we break down the task of pre-
serving the whole density structure of the original model on
its learned manifold into maintaining local density struc-
tures on neighborhoods of its manifold, which resembles
kernel density estimation (Parzen 1962). In addition, we de-
sign a new adversarial GAN compression scheme in which
two pruning agents (we call them genG and genD, which
determine the structure of the generator G and discrimina-
tor D) collaboratively play our proposed adversarial game.
Specifically, each agent takes the architecture embedding of
its colleague as its input to determine the structure of its cor-
responding model in each iteration. By doing so, genG and
genD will be able to effectively preserve the balance be-
tween the capacities of G and D and keep the adversarial
game close to the Nash Equilibrium state during the pruning
process. We summarize our contributions as follows:

• We propose a novel GAN compression method that en-
courages the pruned model to have a similar local density
structure as the original model on neighborhoods of the
original model’s learned manifold.

• We design two pruning agents that collaboratively play
our adversarial pruning game to compress both the gener-
ator and discriminator together. By doing so, our method
can effectively preserve the balance between the capac-
ities of the generator and discriminator and show more
stable pruning dynamics while outperforming baselines.

• Our extensive experiments on Pix2Pix (Isola et al. 2017)
and CycleGAN (Zhu et al. 2017) on various datasets
demonstrate our method’s effectiveness.

Related Work
GAN Compression: GANs require two orders of magni-
tude more computation than CNNs (Li et al. 2020). Hence,
GAN compression is crucial prior to deploying them on
edge devices. Search-based methods (Shu et al. 2019; Li
et al. 2020; Lin et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2021) search for a
lightweight architecture for the generator but are extremely
costly due to their vast search space. Pruning methods (Li
et al. 2020; Jin et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2020; Yu and Pool
2020) prune the redundant weights of the generator’s ar-
chitecture but neglect the discriminator. They result in an
unbalanced generator and discriminator capacities, leading
to mode collapse (Li et al. 2021). To address this problem,
discriminator-free methods (Ren et al. 2021; Fu et al. 2020)
distill the generator into a compressed model without us-
ing the discriminator. In another direction, GCC (Li et al.
2021) and Slimmable GAN (Hou et al. 2021) prune both the
generator and discriminator together. Slimmable GAN sets
the discriminator’s layers’ width proportional to the ones for
the generator during pruning. Yet, GCC empirically showed
there is no linear relation between the number of channels

of the generator and optimal discriminator, and Slimmable
GAN’s approach is sub-optimal. Inspired by GCC, we use
two pruning agents that learn to determine the architectures
of the generator and discriminator in our proposed adversar-
ial game. Each agent gets feedback from its peer when de-
termining its corresponding model’s architecture. Thus, they
can effectively preserve the balance between the generator
and discriminator and stabilize the pruning process.
Manifold Learning for GANs: The manifold hypothesis
indicates that high-dimensional data like natural images lie
on a nonlinear manifold with much smaller intrinsic dimen-
sionality (Tenenbaum, Silva, and Langford 2000). Accord-
ingly, a group of methods alter the training (Casanova et al.
2021) and/or architecture of GANs by using several gen-
erators (Khayatkhoei, Singh, and Elgammal 2018), includ-
ing a manifold learning step in the discriminator (Ni et al.
2022), and local coordinate coding based sampling (Cao
et al. 2018). Yet, one cannot use these methods for prun-
ing GANs that are pretrained with other methods. An-
other group of ideas observed that semantically meaningful
paths and neighborhoods exist in the latent space of trained
GANs. (Oldfield et al. 2021; Härkönen et al. 2020). In-
spired by these methods, we propose to partition the learned
manifold of a pretrained GAN into overlapping neighbor-
hoods. Then, we develop an adversarial pruning scheme that
encourages the pruned model to have a similar density struc-
ture to the original one over each neighborhood.
Network Pruning: Model compression (Ghimire, Kil, and
Kim 2022) is a well-studied topic, and proposed meth-
ods have primarily focused on compressing CNN classi-
fiers. They use various techniques like weight pruning (Han
et al. 2015), light architecture design (Tan and Le 2019;
Howard et al. 2017), weight quantization (Rastegari et al.
2016), structural pruning (Li et al. 2017; Ye et al. 2020;
Ganjdanesh, Gao, and Huang 2022; He et al. 2018), knowl-
edge distillation (Ba and Caruana 2014), and NAS (Wu et al.
2019; Ganjdanesh, Gao, and Huang 2023). We focus on
pruning GANs, which is a more challenging task due to the
instability of their training (Wang et al. 2020).

Proposed Method
We develop a new GAN compression method that explic-
itly regularizes the pruned model not to forget the density
structure of the original one over its learned manifold. How-
ever, directly applying such regularization along with com-
pression objectives can make the pruning process unstable
because of the complex nature of training GANs. Thus,
we simplify this objective for the pruned generator in two
steps. At first, we propose to partition the learned mani-
fold of the original model into local neighborhoods, each
consisting of a sample and its nearest neighbors on the
manifold. We employ a self-supervised model fine-tuned
on the training dataset to approximately find such neigh-
borhoods. Then, we propose an adversarial pruning objec-
tive to enforce the pruned model to have a density struc-
ture similar to the original model over each local neigh-
borhood. Finally, we introduce a novel GAN compression
scheme in which we use two pruning agents - called genG
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Figure 1: Our GAN pruning method. We encourage the pruned generator to preserve the density structure of the original model
over its learned manifold during pruning. To do so, we partition the manifold into local neighborhoods around the samples
generated by the original generator (Fig. 2) and represent each local neighborhood with a ‘Center’ sample (red frame) and
its neighbors (blue frames). We use adversarial training to match the distributions of the original and pruned models in the
neighborhoods. We implement our adversarial pruning with two pruning agents, genG and genD, that collaboratively learn to
prune the original pretrained G and D by exchanging feedback.

and genD - that determine the architectures of the gener-
ator G and discriminator D, respectively. genG and genD

play the adversarial game introduced in the previous step
in a collaborative manner to find the optimal structure of G
and D. In each step, genG (genD) gets feedback from its
peer genD (genG) about the architecture of D (G) when
determining the architecture of G (D). By doing so, they
can maintain the balance between the generator and discrim-
inator during pruning and stabilize the pruning process. We
show our pruning scheme in Fig. 1.

Notations
We denote an I2IGAN model’s source and target domains
with X and Y , respectively. We show the training dataset as
D = {{(xi)}Ni=1, {(yj)}Mj=1} such that (x, y) ∼ P(x, y)
where P is the underlying joint distribution over the source
and target domains. N and M can be equal for the paired
datasets (Isola et al. 2017) or be unequal for unpaired mod-
els (Zhu et al. 2017). We represent the generator and dis-
criminator with G and D. Also, we denote pruning agents
determining the architectures of G and D during pruning
with genG(·) and genD(·). The goal of the generator is to
learn the distribution of corresponding y ∈ Y in the target
domain conditioned on a sample x ∈ X from the source
domain. We denote the learned manifold of the original gen-
erator in the domain Y with My .

Finding Local Neighborhoods on the Learned Data
Manifold of the Original Generator
As mentioned above, our idea is to guide the pruning pro-
cess of a GAN model by regularizing the pruned generator
to have a similar density structure to the original model over
its learned manifold, My . To simplify this objective for the
pruned model, we partition My into local neighborhoods
Nyi

containing a sample yi and its nearest neighbors on the

manifold My . The intuition is that separately modeling the
density structure over each neighborhood is easier than mod-
eling all of them simultaneously, which resembles the kernel
density estimation method (Parzen 1962).

To find the local neighborhoods, on the one hand, we
get inspirations from recent works that observed that la-
tent spaces of GAN models have semantically meaningful
paths and neighborhoods (Tzelepis, Tzimiropoulos, and Pa-
tras 2021; Shen and Zhou 2021; Choi et al. 2022; Voynov
and Babenko 2020). On the other hand, self-supervised pre-
trained encoders (Chen et al. 2020b,c; Grill et al. 2020)
have shown significant results in finding semantically sim-
ilar samples without using labels on the manifold of their
input data. Accordingly, at first, we fine-tune an encoder
pretrained by SwAV (Caron et al. 2020) on the samples
{(yj)}Mj=1 in the training dataset. Then, we use the train-
ing dataset and pass the training samples xi into the original
generator to obtain its predicted samples D′

y = {y′i}Ni=1 on
My . Finally, we approximately model the neighborhood of
y′i over My by finding its k nearest neighbor samples in D′

y
using our fine-tuned encoder. Formally, given a fine-tuned
self-supervised encoder E, we find k nearest neighbors of
y′i in D′

y , denoted by Nyi,k, as follows: (Fig. 2)

E ′ = {e′j}Nj=1, e
′
j = E(y′

j)

Simi = {Cosine(e′i, e
′
j)}Nj=1, j ̸=i

Cosine(e′i, e
′
j) = ||e

′T
i e′j ||/(||e′i||||e′j ||)

Ny′
i,k

= {y′
j |e′j ∈ Top-k(Simi)}

(1)

i.e., we take samples in D′
y that their encoded representa-

tions have the highest cosine similarity with the one for y′i
as its neighbors on My . We use the cosine similarity met-
ric as it has been widely used in the nearest neighbor clas-
sifiers (Vinyals et al. 2016; Touvron et al. 2021) and self-
supervised learning (Caron et al. 2020).
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Figure 2: Our method to find local neighborhoods on the learned manifold of the original generator. First, we obtain the original
model’s predictions in the target domain for training samples in the source domain (Top Left). We call the sample that we want
to find its local neighborhood on the manifold ‘Center’ sample (red frame). We pass the predicted samples to a self-supervised
encoder that is fine-tuned on the target images in the training dataset. Then, we take the samples whose representations have
the highest cosine similarity with the representation of the ‘Center’ sample as its approximate neighbors on the manifold.

Pruning
In this section, first, we elaborate on our pruning objective.
Then, we introduce our pruning agents.
Pruning Objective: We regularize the pruned generator to
have a similar density structure to the original one over each
local neighborhood of the learned manifold of the origi-
nal model (My). Formally, we approximately represent the
neighborhood around each sample y′i with samples in Ny′

i,k

in Eq. 1. Then, we define our adversarial training objective
to regularize the pruned model to preserve the local density
structure of the original model in each neighborhood:

min
θG

max
θD

E(x,y′)∼P′(x, y)[Ey′′∼Ny′ [fD(D(x, y′′; vD))]]+

Ex∼P(x)Eξ[fG(D(x,G(x, ξ; vG); vD))] + λ1R(vG)− λ2L(vD)
(2)

P ′(y) is the marginal distribution of the original generator
model on Y . G and D are the pretrained generator and dis-
criminator. θG and θD are parameters of genG and genD. vG
and vD are architecture vectors that determine the structures
of G and D. They are functions of θG and θD. fD and fG are
GAN objectives that are least squares for CycleGAN (Zhu
et al. 2017) and hinge loss for Pix2Pix (Isola et al. 2017).
ξ represents the randomness in the generator implemented
with Dropout (Srivastava et al. 2014) for Pix2Pix and Cy-
cle GAN. R is the regularization term to enforce the desired
compression ratio on the generator, and L imposes sparsity
on the architecture of the discriminator. Penalizing unimpor-
tant components for discriminator is crucial to maintain the
capacity balance between G and D during pruning and keep-
ing them close to the Nash Equilibrium state, as pointed out
by GCC (Li et al. 2021). Moreover, our objective is simi-
lar to the Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) (Parzen 1962)
method, which aims to model the local density around each
data point. Yet, in contrast with KDE, we use an implicit
objective to encourage the pruned model to have a similar

density structure to the original one in our method. In addi-
tion, in Obj. 2, the parameters of G and D are inherited from
the original pretrained models, and we do not train param-
eters of G/D along with θG/θD to prevent instability. We
note that our pruning objective does not require paired im-
ages during pruning, even for GAN models such that use
a paired dataset for training. The reason is that our objec-
tive employs the samples generated by the original generator
to approximate its density structure over each local neigh-
borhood. Thus, it can readily prune both paired (Isola et al.
2017) and unpaired conditional GANs (Zhu et al. 2017).
Pruning Agents: Inspired by GCC (Li et al. 2021) that
demonstrated that preserving the balance between the ca-
pacity of G and D is crucial for pruning stability, we prune
both G and D during the pruning process. To do so, we in-
troduce a novel GAN compression scheme in which we use
two pruning agents, genG and genD, to predict 1) architec-
ture vectors and 2) architecture embeddings for G and D.
The former is a binary vector determining the architecture of
the corresponding model (G/D), and the latter is a compact
representation describing its state (architecture). To preserve
the balance between the capacity of G and D, we design our
pruning scheme such that each pruning agent genG/genD

considers the architecture embedding of D/G when deter-
mining the architecture of G/D. We implement pruning
agents with a GRU (Cho et al. 2014) model and dense layers
(more details in supplementary materials) and take the out-
puts of the GRU units of the pruning agents genG/genD as
their corresponding model’s (G/D) architecture embedding,
summarizing the information about its architecture.

In each step of the adversarial game, genG and genD

exchange their architecture embeddings. Then, each of
them determines its corresponding model’s architecture
while knowing the other model’s structure (architecture
embedding), making the pruning process stable and effi-
cient. (Fig. 1) We denote the architecture vector determining
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the architecture of G/D with vG/vD ∈ {0, 1}. As these vec-
tors have discrete values, their gradients w.r.t agents’ param-
eters cannot be calculated directly. Thus, we use Straight-
through Estimator (STE) (Bengio, Léonard, and Courville
2013) and Gumbel-Sigmoid reparametrization trick (Jang,
Gu, and Poole 2017) to calculate the gradients. The sub-
network vector vG is calculated as:

vG = round(sigmoid(−(oG + g)/τ)),

oG, hG = genG(hD; θG)
(3)

where round(·) rounds input to its nearest integer, sigmoid(·)
is the sigmoid function, τ is the temperature parameter to
control the smoothness, and g ∈ Gumbel(0, 1) is a ran-
dom vector sampled from the Gumbel distribution (Gumbel
1954). hD is the architecture embedding for D, which is the
input for genG. oG and hG are the output of genG and its
architecture embedding for G. Similarly, vD is calculated as:

vD = round(sigmoid(−(oD + g)/τ)),

oD, hD = genD(hG; θD)
(4)

The calculation from o∗ to v∗ (∗ ∈ {G,D}) can be seen
as using straight-through Gumbel-Sigmoid (Jang, Gu, and
Poole 2017) to approximate sampling from the Bernoulli
distribution. We provide our pruning algorithm and details
of the calculation of o∗ and h∗ in the supplementary.

Predicted architecture vectors vG and vD determine the
architectures of G and D. For the generator G, we aim to
reduce MACs to reach a given budget. To do so, we use the
following regularization objective:

R(vG) = log(max(T (vG), pTtotal)/pTtotal), (5)

where p is the predefined threshold for pruning, T (vG) is the
MACs of the current sub-network chosen by vG, and Ttotal is
the total prunable MACs.

Different from G, it is not obvious how to set a specific
computation budget for D, as shown in GCC (Li et al. 2021).
Instead of using a predefined threshold, we encourage genD

to automatically identify the sub-network that can keep
the Nash Equilibrium given the vG. Inspired by the func-
tional modularity (Csordás, van Steenkiste, and Schmidhu-
ber 2021), we add a penalty to vD to discover the suitable
sub-module (sub-network) to keep the Nash Equilibrium:

L(vD) =
∑

vD/|vD|, (6)

where |vD| is the number of elements in vD. The goal of
Eq. 6 is to penalize unimportant elements in vD, so the re-
maining elements can maintain Nash Equilibrium given vG.
Finetuning: After the pruning stage, we employ the trained
genG/genD from the pruning process to prune G/D accord-
ing to their predictions, vG/vD. Then, we finetune G and
D together with the original objectives of their GAN meth-
ods (Isola et al. 2017; Zhu et al. 2017). Similar to GCC (Li
et al. 2021), we also apply knowledge distillation (KD) for
finetuning, but we show in our ablation experiments that our
model can achieve high performance even without KD.

Input Ground 
Truth Original

MGGC 
(Ours) Input Original MGGC

(Ours)

Figure 3: Qualitative results for 1) Pix2Pix: Cityscapes
(top left), Edges2Shoes (bottom left), and 2) CycleGAN:
Horse2Zebra (top right) and Summer2Winter (bottom right).

Experiments
We perform our experiments with Pix2Pix and Cycle-GAN
models. For all experiments, we set λ1 = 3.0, λ2 = 0.1, and
the number of neighbor samples k = 5 during pruning. We
also find that our model is not very sensitive to the choice of
λ1 and λ2. (more details in ablation experiments) We set the
number of pruning epochs to 10% of the original model’s
training epochs.

Results
Comparison with State of the Art Methods: We sum-
marize the quantitative results of our method and baselines
in Tab. 1. As can be seen, our method, MGGC (Manifold
Guided GAN Compression), can achieve the best perfor-
mance vs. computation rate trade-off compared to baselines
in all experiments. For Pix2Pix on Cityscapes, MGGC re-
duces MACs by 83.60%, achieving the highest MACs com-
pression rate, and improves mIoU by 1.92 compared to
the original model, significantly outperforming baselines.
On Edges2Shoes, MGGC prunes 0.27% more MACs than
DMAD (Li et al. 2022) while outperforming it with a large
margin of 4.93 FID. Although WKD (Zhang et al. 2022b)
and RAKD (Zhang et al. 2022a) achieve higher compres-
sion ratio, their final model has significantly worse FID. For
CycleGAN on Horse2Zebra, MGGC shows a pruning ratio
very close (95.60% vs. 95.77%) to GCC (Li et al. 2021) and
accomplishes 55.06 FID, significantly outperforming GCC
by 4.25 FID. On Summer2Winter, MGGC attains 94.77%
MACs compression rate, slightly more than DMAD with
94.40%, and shows 2.39 less FID. Remarkably, it can out-
perform other baselines even with an extreme MACs com-
pression rate of 97.02%, and yet, reaching 77.33 FID. In
summary, our results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
method that explicitly focuses on the differences between
the density structure of the pruned model and the original
one over its learned manifold during pruning.
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Model Dataset Method MACs Compression Metric
FID (↓) mIoU (↑)

Pix2Pix

Cityscapes

Original (Isola et al. 2017) 18.60 G - - 42.71
GAN Compression (Li et al. 2020) 5.66 G 69.57% - 40.77

CF-GAN (Wang et al. 2021) 5.62 G 69.78% - 42.24
CAT (Jin et al. 2021) 5.57 G 70.05% - 42.53

DMAD (Li et al. 2022) 3.96 G 78.71% - 40.53
WKD (Zhang et al. 2022b) 3.88 G 79.13% - 42.93
RAKD (Zhang et al. 2022a) 3.88 G 79.13% - 42.81

Norm Pruning (Li et al. 2017) 3.09 G 83.39% - 38.12
GCC (Li et al. 2021) 3.09 G 83.39% - 42.88

MGGC (Ours) 3.05 G 83.60% - 44.63

Edges2Shoes

Original (Isola et al. 2017) 18.60 G - 34.31 -
Pix2Pix 0.5× (Isola et al. 2017) 4.65 G 75.00% 52.02 -
CIL (Kim, Choi, and Park 2022) 4.57 G 75.43% 44.40 -

DMAD (Li et al. 2022) 2.99 G 83.92% 46.95 -
WKD (Zhang et al. 2022b) 1.56 G 91.61% 80.13 -
RAKD (Zhang et al. 2022a) 1.56 G 91.61% 77.69 -

MGGC (Ours) 2.94 G 84.19% 42.02 -

CycleGAN

Horse2Zebra

Original (Zhu et al. 2017) 56.80 G - 61.53 -
Co-Evolution (Shu et al. 2019) 13.40 G 76.41% 96.15 -

GAN Slimming (Wang et al. 2020) 11.25 G 80.19% 86.09 -
GAN Compression (Li et al. 2020) 2.67 G 95.30% 64.95 -

CF-GAN (Wang et al. 2021) 2.65 G 95.33% 62.31 -
CAT (Jin et al. 2021) 2.55 G 95.51% 60.18 -

DMAD (Li et al. 2022) 2.41 G 95.76% 62.96 -
Norm Prune (Li et al. 2017) 2.40 G 95.77% 145.1 -

GCC (Li et al. 2021) 2.40 G 95.77% 59.31 -
MGGC (Ours) 2.50 G 95.60% 55.06 -

Summer2Winter

Original (Zhu et al. 2017) 56.80 G - 79.12 -
Co-Evolution (Shu et al. 2019) 11.06 G 80.53% 78.58 -

AutoGAN-Distiller (Fu et al. 2020) 4.34 G 92.36% 78.33 -
DMAD (Li et al. 2022) 3.18 G 94.40% 78.24 -

MGGC (Ours) 1.69 G 97.02% 77.33 -
MGGC (Ours) 2.97 G 94.77% 75.85 -

Table 1: Quantitative comparison of our proposed method with state-of-the-art GAN compression methods.

Qualitative Results: We visualize predictions of different
models in Fig. 3. Our pruned model can preserve the fidelity
of images with a much lower computational burden. Also, its
superior performance compared to baselines is observable
in the samples for Cityscapes (better preserving street struc-
ture) and Horse2Zebra (more faithful background color).

Stability of Our Pruning Method
We explore our method’s stability by visualizing different
loss values and the resource loss R during pruning. Loss
values for CycleGAN on Horse2Zebra are shown in Fig. 4
(a)-(c), and the ones for Pix2Pix on Cityscapes are presented
in Fig. 4 (d)-(f). We found in our experiments that λ2 has
less impact on pruning dynamics than λ1, which is expected
as the generator’s capacity is more crucial to GANs’ perfor-
mance than the discriminator’s capacity. Thus, we alter λ1 to
explore how it impacts the pruning process. We can observe
that if λ1 be large enough (Fig. 4 (a)-(e)), the loss values for
G and D will get stable and remain close to each other when
R converges to zero. Further, the difference between loss
values for G and D in Fig. 4 (d)-(f) for our model is much
smaller than the same value for GCC shown in GCC (Li et al.
2021) Fig. 5(a), which demonstrates that our method can
preserve the balance between G and D more effectively than
GCC during pruning. In summary, visualizations in Fig. 4
show that our method can successfully preserve the balance

between G, D after achieving the desired computation bud-
get, leading to attain competitive final performance metrics.

Ablation Study
We present ablation results of our method with different
settings in Tab. 2. We construct a Baseline by only prun-
ing the generator G with a naive parameterization vG =
round(sigmoid(−(θ + g)/τ)) (Eq. 3) when using the full
capacity discriminator. The results demonstrate that using
pruning agents, pruning the discriminator, and establishing
a feedback connection between genG and genD provide
substantial performance gain compared to the baseline on
Pix2Pix and CycleGAN models. This observation suggests
that sophisticated designs of pruning agents are beneficial
for pruning conditional GAN models. Further, considering
local density structures over neighborhoods of the learned
manifold (k > 0) boosts the performance of our method
significantly than not leveraging them (k = 0). Remarkably,
our method can almost recover the original model’s perfor-
mance for Pix2Pix (42.53 vs. 42.71) and even outperform
it for CycleGAN (58.64 vs. 61.53) without using Knowl-
edge Distillation (KD) in the finetuning process. These re-
sults show that the density structure over the learned man-
ifold contains valuable information for pruning GAN mod-
els. Utilizing KD can further improve our model. Compared
to GCC (Li et al. 2021), we do not use online distillation for
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(f) λ1 = 2.0

Figure 4: Different losses given different λ1 during the pruning process. (a)-(c) Loss values for CycleGAN on Horse2Zebra
dataset. (d)-(f) Loss values for Pix2Pix on Cityscapes dataset. We normalize R to the range [0, 1] for better visualization.

KD. Also, we do not learn the discriminator’s architecture
during finetuning, which saves computational costs.

Settings Cityscapes Horse2Zebra
mIoU (↑) MACs FID (↓) MACs

Baseline 39.37

3.05 G

73.28

2.50 G

+ D pruning 39.84 70.41
+ Pruning Agents 40.68 67.60
+ G↔D Feedback 40.99 66.72

+ Manifold Pruning 42.53 58.64
+ Distillation 44.63 55.06

Original 42.71 18.60 G 61.53 56.80 G

Table 2: Ablation results of our proposed method.

Visualization of Local Neighborhoods
We explore the difference between the learned neighbor-
hoods of our model vs. the original one in Fig. 5. Samples
with red frames are the predictions, and their neighbors on
the right are obtained with the method in Eq. 1. In each col-
umn, green frames show the samples having the same source
domain (‘Edge’) image, and the blue ones mean different
source domain inputs. As can be seen, most of the neigh-
bor samples of our pruned model are identical to those for
the pruned model. In addition, the samples with different
source images still have a semantically meaningful connec-
tion to the predicted image. These results demonstrate that
our pruning objective, Eq. 2, can effectively regularize the
pruned model to have a similar density structure over the
neighborhoods of the original model’s manifold.

Conclusions
We introduced a new compression method for image trans-
lation GANs that explicitly regularizes the pruned model to

Input

MGGC
(Ours)

Original

OriginalInput

MGGC
(Ours)

Prediction Neighbors

Figure 5: Approximate neighborhoods on the learned mani-
fold of our pruned model vs. the original model.

have a similar density structure to the original one on its
learned data manifold. We simplify this objective for the
pruned model by leveraging a self-supervised trained en-
coder to find approximate local neighborhoods on the man-
ifold. Then, we proposed our adversarial pruning objective
that encourages the pruned generator to have a similar den-
sity structure to the original model over each local neigh-
borhood. In addition, we proposed a novel pruning scheme
that uses two pruning agents that collaboratively play our
adversarial pruning game to prune both the generator and
discriminator. By doing so, our agents can effectively main-
tain the balance between the generator and discriminator,
thereby stabilizing the pruning process. Our experimental
results clearly illustrate the added value of using the learned
density structure of a GAN model for pruning it compared
to the baselines that combine CNN compression techniques.
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