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Abstract

In representation learning, a disentangled representation is
highly desirable as it encodes generative factors of data in a
separable and compact pattern. Researchers have advocated
leveraging disentangled representations to complete down-
stream tasks with encouraging empirical evidence. This paper
further investigates the necessity of disentangled representa-
tion in downstream applications. Specifically, we show that
dimension-wise disentangled representations are unnecessary
on a fundamental downstream task, abstract visual reasoning.
We provide extensive empirical evidence against the necessity
of disentanglement, covering multiple datasets, representation
learning methods, and downstream network architectures. Fur-
thermore, our findings suggest that the informativeness of rep-
resentations is a better indicator of downstream performance
than disentanglement. Finally, the positive correlation between
informativeness and disentanglement explains the claimed use-
fulness of disentangled representations in previous works. The
source code is available at https://github.com/Richard-coder-
Nai/disentanglement-lib-necessity.git.

1 Introduction
Disentanglement has been considered an essential property of
representation learning (Bengio, Courville, and Vincent 2013;
Peters, Janzing, and Schölkopf 2017; Goodfellow, Bengio,
and Courville 2016; Bengio, LeCun et al. 2007; Schmidhuber
1992; Lake et al. 2017; Tschannen, Bachem, and Lucic 2018).
Disentanglement is defined as a dimension-wise relationship,
wherein a representation dimension should capture informa-
tion from exactly one factor and vice versa (Locatello et al.
2019b; Higgins et al. 2016; Kim and Mnih 2018; Chen et al.
2018; Eastwood and Williams 2018; Ridgeway and Mozer
2018; Kumar, Sattigeri, and Balakrishnan 2017; Do and Tran
2019). Such property is analogous to biological mechanisms,
as neurons in brains are specialized for specific tasks, with
some aligned to axes of data generative factors (Higgins et al.
2021; Whittington et al. 2022). Moreover, disentangled repre-
sentations offer a compact and separable structure. Therefore,
they are believed to aid in compositional generalization and
reasoning, potentially leading to improved performance in
downstream tasks (Bengio, Courville, and Vincent 2013).
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These purported advantages have been verified on multiple
downstream tasks. For instance, abstract visual reasoning
(van Steenkiste et al. 2019), fairness (Locatello et al. 2019a),
and out-of-distribution (OOD) generalization (Dittadi et al.
2020). Disentangled representations result in better down-
stream performance, faster learning, and a strong correlation
with task success. Based on these promising empirical results,
adopting disentangled representations is considered a wise
decision for completing downstream tasks.

However, Cao et al. (2022) demonstrates that contrastive
learning, does not produce fully disentangled representa-
tions. Yet contrastive pre-training methods achieve remark-
able downstream performances (He et al. 2020; Caron et al.
2021; He et al. 2022; Oquab et al. 2023). These findings
may contradict earlier claims regarding the benefits of de-
veloping disentangled representations, as such disentangle-
ment does not appear to play a significant role in the success
of downstream tasks. This potential conflict with the previ-
ously claimed usefulness of disentanglement motivates us to
reassess the role of disentanglement for downstream tasks.
Are disentangled representations necessary for downstream
tasks? If not, how do we explain the previously reported
benefits?

We choose abstract visual reasoning as the testbed to in-
vestigate the necessity of disentanglement. In this task, intel-
ligent agents are asked to take human IQ tests, i.e., predict
the missing panel of Raven’s Progressive Matrices (RPMs)
(Raven 1941). To solve this task, it is essential to comprehend
and employ the generative factors of data, as they serve as
reasoning attributes. The task is completed in a two-staged
fashion: (1) extracting RPMs’ representations in an unsu-
pervised manner, (2) then performing abstract reasoning
training based on learned representations. Therefore, it is
an essential and popular benchmark for disentangled rep-
resentation learning (van Steenkiste et al. 2019; Locatello
et al. 2020; Schölkopf et al. 2021). In practice, among vari-
ous researched downstream tasks (van Steenkiste et al. 2019;
Locatello et al. 2019a; Dittadi et al. 2020), disentanglement
has been shown to improve sample efficiency and final perfor-
mance on abstract reasoning tasks (van Steenkiste et al. 2019).
Researchers have therefore suggested the use of disentangled
representations (Steenbrugge et al. 2018; van Steenkiste et al.
2019; Małkiński and Mańdziuk 2022).

We conduct an extensive empirical study that uses abstract
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reasoning tasks to investigate the role of disentanglement
for downstream tasks. We train 720 representation learn-
ing models on two datasets, including disentanglement and
general-purpose methods. We then train 5 WReNs (Barrett
et al. 2018) and 5 Transformers (Vaswani et al. 2017; Hahne
et al. 2019) using the outputs of each representation learning
model to perform abstract reasoning, yielding a total of 7200
abstract reasoning models. Our contributions are as follows.

• We conduct a comprehensive exploration into the impact
of disentanglement on downstream tasks, by introduc-
ing both disentangled and general-purpose representa-
tions and employing multiple methods (WReN and Trans-
former) to complete the downstream task.

• We show the unnecessity by highlighting the significance
of informativeness over disentanglement. Informativeness
measures what information the representation has learned
(Eastwood and Williams 2018). Previous studies’ analysis
on informativeness is scarce and thus overlook its impor-
tance (van Steenkiste et al. 2019; Locatello et al. 2019a;
Dittadi et al. 2020; Träuble et al. 2021).

• We show that informativeness is the underlying factor be-
hind the previously argued usefulness of disentanglement,
as we observe limited extra benefits of disentanglement
when informativeness is closely matched.

2 Related Work
Disentangled representation learning. In this paper, we
adopt the widely accepted definition of disentanglement: a
one-to-one mapping between representation dimensions and
generative factors of data, which we term “dimension-wise
disentanglement”. It requires that each representation dimen-
sion encode only one factor and vice versa (Locatello et al.
2019b; Eastwood and Williams 2018; Kumar, Sattigeri, and
Balakrishnan 2017; Do and Tran 2019). While some studies
suggest relaxing this constraint, introducing new properties,
or expanding the definition of disentanglement, (Higgins et al.
2018; Wang and Jordan 2021; Roth et al. 2022; Eastwood
et al. 2022), our focus remains on this well-established defini-
tion. Another line of work related to disentangled representa-
tion learning is the Independent Component Analysis (ICA)
(Comon 1994). ICA aims to recover independent components
of the data.

Based on the dimension-wise definition, researchers de-
velop methods and metrics. SOTA disentanglement methods
are mainly variants of generative methods (Higgins et al.
2016; Kim and Mnih 2018; Burgess et al. 2018; Kumar, Sat-
tigeri, and Balakrishnan 2017; Chen et al. 2018, 2016; Jeon,
Lee, and Kim 2018; Lin et al. 2020; Leeb et al. 2020). Corre-
sponding metrics are designed (Higgins et al. 2016; Kim and
Mnih 2018; Chen et al. 2018; Eastwood and Williams 2018;
Kumar, Sattigeri, and Balakrishnan 2017; Cao et al. 2022).

Downstream tasks. Several works conduct empirical stud-
ies on downstream tasks to support the believed benefits of
disentanglement (Bengio, Courville, and Vincent 2013; Do
and Tran 2019), including abstract reasoning (van Steenkiste
et al. 2019), fairness (Locatello et al. 2019a), and OOD
generalization (Dittadi et al. 2020). Provided with positive

empirical results, these works advocate using disentangle-
ment to complete downstream tasks. Among these works,
van Steenkiste et al. (2019) reported the most encouraging
evidence from abstract reasoning tasks. Disentanglement is
more significant than other representation properties, espe-
cially in limited samples. Therefore, we adopt their settings
and investigate the necessity of disentanglement on the same
tasks at a few-sample regime. However, there are a few issues
with their study. Firstly, it underestimates factors’ linear clas-
sification accuracy, yielding a weaker correlation between
informativeness and downstream performance (see Figure 8
in Appendix B.1). Moreover, it paid insufficient attention to
the analysis of informativeness. We address these issues and
show the unnecessity of disentanglement on a broader range
of representations and downstream methods.

Träuble et al. (2021) delves into the role of sim2real trans-
fer in reinforcement learning tasks using real robots, and their
findings closely align with ours. However, their scope is still
confined to variants of VAEs. Our work is complementary to
theirs on a more fundamental and straightforward mechanism.
Instead of the sophisticated OOD generalization tasks, we
focus on the essential setting of abstract visual reasoning.

Abstract visual reasoning has been a popular benchmark
to measure the representation’s downstream performance,
especially in disentanglement literature (Steenbrugge et al.
2018; van Steenkiste et al. 2019; Dittadi et al. 2020; Locatello
et al. 2020; Schölkopf et al. 2021). The most common type
is the Raven’s Progressive Matrices (RPMs) (Raven 1941).
To solve RPMs, one is asked to complete the missing panel
of a 3 × 3 grid by exploring the logical relationships of
8 context panels. Moreover, abstract visual reasoning is a
well-developed benchmark for representation learning. Given
that it is coupled with a principle treatment of generalization
(Fleuret et al. 2011), a neural network can not solve reasoning
tasks by simply memorizing superficial statistical features.

3 Downstream Benchmark: Abstract Visual
Reasoning

In this section, we’ll introduce the abstract visual reason-
ing task and outline the downstream benchmark framework,
including representation learning methods, metrics, and ab-
stract reasoning models.

Figure 1: An example of RPM on 3DShapes from van
Steenkiste et al. (2019).

3.1 Abstract Visual Reasoning as a Two-staged
Task

The abstract visual reasoning tasks are highly inspired by
the famous human IQ test, Raven’s Progressive Matrices



(RPMs) (Raven 1941). Figure 1 shows an RPM question in
our evaluation dataset. There are eight context panels and one
missing panel in the left part of the figure. The context panels
are arranged following some logical rules across rows. During
the test, the subject must pick one of the six candidates in the
right part to fix the missing panel. The goal is to maintain the
logical relationships given by the contexts. More details of
RPMs are available in Appendix A.4.

We adopt RPMs as a downstream benchmark following
van Steenkiste et al. (2019). To measure the necessity of
disentanglement for downstream tasks, we separate the eval-
uation process into two stages: (1) In Stage-1, representation
learning models extract representations from images of which
RPMs consist, and (2) in Stage-2, abstract reasoning models
predict the missing panels from the frozen representations
of contexts and answer candidates. Correspondingly, we de-
note representation learning models as Stage-1 models while
abstract reasoning models as Stage-2 models. For Stage-1,
we measure the representation properties, including disen-
tanglement and informativeness. A diverse set of Stage-1
and Stage-2 models are trained, yielding multiple samples
from the joint distribution of representation metric scores and
downstream accuracy. Finally, we study the relationships be-
tween representation qualities and downstream performance.
We aim to investigate whether more disentangled representa-
tions perform better on abstract reasoning tasks.

3.2 Background of Representation Learning
Disentangled representation learning methods. The sem-
inal works of Higgins et al. (2016) and Chen et al. (2016)
embody disentanglement by augmenting deep generative
models (Kingma and Welling 2013; Goodfellow et al. 2014).
For disentangled representation learning methods, following
van Steenkiste et al. (2019), we focus on a family of VAEs
with disentanglement inductive bias denoted as DisVAEs.
DisVAEs’ objective summarizes augmentations of SOTA
methods. Namely, β-VAE (Higgins et al. 2016), Annealed-
VAE (Burgess et al. 2018), β-TCVAE (Chen et al. 2018),
FactorVAE (Kim and Mnih 2018), and DIP-VAE (Kumar,
Sattigeri, and Balakrishnan 2017). They achieve disentan-
glement mainly by encouraging independence between rep-
resentation dimensions. Please refer to Appendix A.2 for
details.

General-purpose representation learning methods. In
our study, methods not (explicitly) encouraging disentangle-
ment are called general-purpose methods. We take a set of
BYOL (Grill et al. 2020) with the same size as DisVAEs as
representatives. BYOL is a negative-free contrastive learn-
ing method. It creates different “views” of an image by data
augmentation and pulls together their distance in represen-
tation space. To avoid collapsing to trivial representations,
a predictor appending to one of the siamese encoders and
exponential moving average update strategy (He et al. 2020)
are employed. It does not encourage disentanglement due to
the lack of regularizers. Indeed, the empirical evidence in
Cao et al. (2022) demonstrates that representations learned
by BYOL have weak disentanglement properties.

Representation property metrics. Considered properties
of representations cover two axes of metrics: disentangle-

ment metrics and informativeness metrics (Eastwood and
Williams 2018; Eastwood et al. 2022). We include BetaVAE
score (Higgins et al. 2016), FactorVAE score (Kim and Mnih
2018), Mutual Information Gap (Chen et al. 2018) , SAP
(Kumar, Sattigeri, and Balakrishnan 2017), and DCI Disen-
tanglement (Eastwood and Williams 2018). Locatello et al.
(2019b) proves their agreement on VAE methods with exten-
sive experiments. Though their measurements are different,
their results are positively correlated. To facilitate compari-
son across different representation sizes, we also include the
MED metric (Cao et al. 2022). On the other hand, informative-
ness requires representations to encode enough information
about factors (Eastwood and Williams 2018). We employ
Logistic Regression (LR) and Linear Regression in this work.
They use a linear model to classify or regress the values of
generative factors. Given the weak capacity of linear models,
a higher LR accuracy or lower regression error ensures that
sufficient information is explicitly encoded. However, it does
not emphasize a dimension-wise encoding pattern like disen-
tanglement. To distinguish, we term the property indicated
by LR and linear regression as informativeness (Eastwood
and Williams 2018).

3.3 Background of Methods for Abstract
Reasoning

In Stage-1, we extract representations of eight context pan-
els (the left part of Figure 1) and six answer candidates (the
right part of Figure 1). Then in Stage-2, downstream models
perform abstract reasoning from the (frozen) representations.
Abstract reasoning models evaluate whether filling the blank
panel by a candidate follows the logical rules given by con-
texts. For a trial Ti of one candidate ai ∈ A = {a1, ..., a6}
and eight context panels C = {c1, ..., c8}, its score is calcu-
lated as follows:

Yi = Stage2(Stage1(Ti)),

Stage1(Ti) = {Stage1(c1), . . . ,Stage1(c8),Stage1(ai)},

where Yi is the score of trial Ti, Stage1(·),Stage2(·) denote
the forward process of the Stage-1 and Stage-2 models, and
Stage1(Ti) is the representations of contexts and candidate
ai. After evaluating all trials {T1, T2, . . . , T6}, the output
answer is argmaxi Yi.

We implement two different structures of Stage-2 mod-
els, namely, WReN (Barrett et al. 2018) and Trans-
former (Vaswani et al. 2017; Hahne et al. 2019). First, we
employ an MLP or a Transformer to embed an RPM trial.
Then, an MLP head predicts a scalar score from the embed-
dings.

4 Experiments
In this section, we conduct a systematic empirical study about
representation properties’ impacts on downstream perfor-
mance. First, we introduce our experimental conditions in
Section 4.1. Then, in Section 4.2, we demonstrate that dis-
entangled and general-purpose representations have similar
performance, confirming the following experiment. Finally,
we demonstrate how informativeness proves to be a stronger
indicator of downstream performance in Section 4.3.



4.1 Experiments Setup
We build upon the experiment conditions of van Steenkiste
et al. (2019). Abstract visual reasoning tasks, i.e., RPMs,

are solved through a two-stage process: data
Stage-1−−−−→

representations
Stage-2−−−−→ RPM answers. We first train

Stage-1 models in an unsupervised manner and eval-
uate their disentanglement and informativeness. Then,
Stage-2 models are trained and evaluated on down-
stream tasks, yielding an abstract reasoning accuracy
of a representation. Provided with a large amount of
(representation property score, downstream performance)
pairs, we conduct a systematic study to investigate the
necessity of disentanglement. More implementation details
are available in Appendix A.

Datasets. We replicate the RPM generation protocol in
van Steenkiste et al. (2019). The panel images consist of dis-
entanglement benchmark image datasets, namely, Abstract
dSprites (Matthey et al. 2017; van Steenkiste et al. 2019) and
3DShapes (Burgess and Kim 2018). The rows of RPMs are
arranged following the logical AND of ground truth factors.
As for hardness, we only reserve hard-mixed, whose contexts
and candidates are more confusing. According to the gen-
eration process, the size of generated RPMs is sufficiently
large (about 10144), allowing us to produce fresh samples
throughout training.

Reference models. Stage-1 models include 360 disentan-
gled VAEs (denoted as DisVAEs) and 360 BYOLs, covering
both disentangled and general-purpose representation learn-
ing methods. A diverse set of configurations are included.
According to the histograms in Appendix C.4 , our choices of
Stage-1 models span various disentanglement and informa-
tiveness scores. For Stage-2, we train 10 Stage-2 models (5
WReNs and 5 Transformers) for every Stage-1 model. These
configurations are randomly sampled from a search space
described in Appendix A.3 and shared across Stage-1 models
to ensure fair comparisons.

Training protocol. Training is conducted two-staged.
Firstly, we train Stage-1 models in an unsupervised man-
ner on the dataset consisting of RPMs’ panels, i.e., Abstract
dSprites or 3DShapes. For DisVAE models, we use the train-
ing protocol of van Steenkiste et al. (2019), while for BYOL
models, we follow Cao et al. (2022). In Stage-2, all models
are trained for 10K iterations with a batch size of 32. After
every 100 iterations, we evaluate the accuracy on newly gen-
erated 50 mini-batches of unseen RPM samples for validation
and another 50 mini-batches for testing.

Evaluation protocol. We first evaluate the two stages
separately. Then, we analyze the relationship between the
two stages, i.e., representation properties and downstream
performance. Specifically, to investigate the necessity of dis-
entanglement, we are interested in whether more disentan-
gled representations lead to better downstream performance.
Further, can we find another metric that better accounts for
downstream performance? Therefore, for Stage-1, we employ
representation metrics described in Section 3.2 to measure
two aspects: disentanglement and informativeness. For all
Stage-1 models, we compute the following metric scores:
BetaVAE score, FactorVAE score, MIG, SAP, MED, LR accu-

racy, and negative normalized mean squared error of Linear
Regression. DCI Disentanglement is only evaluated for Dis-
VAEs. Since we follow the tree-based implementation used
in previous studies (Locatello et al. 2019b; van Steenkiste
et al. 2019; Dittadi et al. 2020; Träuble et al. 2021) for easy
comparison. We also provide DCI Disentanglement score
based on LASSO on both DisVAEs and BYOL (see Figure
9 and Appendix B.2). For Stage-2, we inspect accuracy on
newly generated test sets every 100 iterations, yielding accu-
racy for multiple training steps. Since every step sees fresh
samples, we employ training curves to measure sample effi-
ciency following van Steenkiste et al. (2019); Träuble et al.
(2021).

To summarize the downstream performance of a Stage-1
model, over 5 WReNs or 5 Transformers in Stage-2, we re-
port the mean accuracy denoted as WReN or Trans.. Finally,
we calculate the rank correlation (Spearman) between the
mean performance of Stage-1 models (WReN and Trans.) at
certain Stage-2 steps and their Stage-1 metric scores. Rank
correlation has been widely adopted in the literature study-
ing disentanglement downstream tasks (van Steenkiste et al.
2019; Locatello et al. 2019a; Dittadi et al. 2020; Locatello
et al. 2020). A larger correlation indicates a higher signifi-
cance of the representation property on downstream perfor-
mance.

4.2 Preliminary Experiments on Representation
Variants

Previous studies have primarily focused on DisVAEs (van
Steenkiste et al. 2019; Locatello et al. 2019a; Dittadi et al.
2020; Träuble et al. 2021). In an endeavor to ensure the gen-
eralizability of our findings, two distinct representation vari-
ants are employed: disentangled representations and general-
purpose representations. In this section, we present the pre-
liminary experiments conducted to compare the performance
of these representations on the downstream task. Establish-
ing comparable performance between these representation
variants is important to substantiate the rationale behind con-
sidering both representation types in our analysis.

Comparative Performance Analysis. We show the down-
stream performance of different families of learning models
described in Section 4.1, including disentanglement-oriented
(DisVAEs) and general-purpose (DisVAEs) representations.
To ensure equitable comparison, we select the most effec-
tive representations from a parameter search space of equal
size (360 DisVAEs and 360 BYOLs). Each representation
from Stage-1 was used to train 5 WReNs and 5 Transform-
ers, and their performance was measured by averaging their
downstream accuracy (WReN, Trans.). In this section, we
present the models demonstrating the highest WReN and
Trans. performance.

We first determine the final accuracy of disentangled rep-
resentations versus less disentangled ones. In Table 1, we
present the best results for WReN and Trans. achieved across
various datasets. We select checkpoints to evaluate based on
validation accuracy. It suggests that BYOL performs slightly
better than DisVAEs. In particular, the best WReN and Trans.
of BYOL are higher than that of DisVAEs’. However, the
MED scores of BYOL checkpoints in Table 1 are significantly
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Figure 2: Average test accuracy on 3DShapes throughout the training. The shaded area indicates the maximum and minimum
values. We select the Stage-1 models with best WReN or Trans. among 3600 checkpoints on 3DShapes. Stage-1 models with
disentanglement inductive bias (DisVAEs) are not necessarily better than those without such bias (BYOL) regarding sample
efficiency and final accuracy.

Dataset Stage1 WReN Trans. MED (WReN) MED (Trans.)

3DShapes DisVAEs 84.8(0.91) 87.0(6.36) 0.60 0.68
BYOL 87.1(4.68) 88.0(2.62) 0.13 0.12

Abstract
dSprites

DisVAEs 68.7(1.39) 66.4(7.06) 0.29 0.29
BYOL 72.2(3.11) 78.1(1.75) 0.13 0.13

Table 1: Downstream test performance (%) and MED scores of different Stage-1 models. For each measurement (WReN and
Trans.), we report the best among all Stage-1 models. The step with the highest validation accuracy is reported. The numbers in
the parentheses are STDs of the 5 scores used in computing WReN or Trans.. The MED scores correspond to the checkpoints
that achieve the reported WReN and Trans. performances.

lower than those of DisVAEs, indicating that they are less
disentangled. Therefore, both entangled and disentangled rep-
resentations can achieve similar performance, which suggests
that it is valuable to investigate the necessity of disentangle-
ment in general purpose and disentanglement methods.

Now we examine another purported benefit of disentangle-
ment: sample efficiency. According to the setting of Stage-2,
every step sees fresh samples during training. Therefore, the
number of training steps is a fraction of the total number of
samples. To gauge sample efficiency, we can observe how
accuracy improves over training steps using training curves.
This method was used by van Steenkiste et al. (2019) and
Träuble et al. (2021). Figure 2 shows overviews of training
trajectories of Stage-1 models with the highest performing
WReN and Trans. on 3DShpaes. For WReN as Stage-2 mod-
els (Figure 2a), BYOL leads at the beginning, then DisVAEs
catch up. Finally, BYOL converges at a higher accuracy. In
contrast, when Stage-2 models are Transformers, BYOL’s
curve grows faster, but DisVAEs and BYOL converge with
comparable performance. Generally, the two curves follow
nearly identical patterns with small gaps, indicating no clear
superiority in terms of sample efficiency between DisVAEs
and BYOL. Consequently, disentanglement’s enhancement
of sample efficiency can be achieved with less disentangled
representations. The same study is conducted on another set
of general-purpose models, SimSiam (Chen and He 2021a),
where we reach similar results (see Appendix C.2).

Ensuring Representation Diversity and Equivalency.
Disentangled and general-purpose representation sets are
of uniform size and have a broad spectrum of performance
characteristics. Figure 12 displays the metric scores, and Fig-

ure 13 and 14 display the downstream performance of our
selected DisVAEs and BYOL. We can see that both represen-
tations cover a wide range of metric scores and downstream
accuracy (encompassing both superior and inferior ones).

Summary: The preliminary experiments reveal a compa-
rable performance between disentangled and general-purpose
representations on the abstract reasoning task. Moreover, both
representation categories are of equal size and encapsulate a
diverse performance range. This parity validates the subse-
quent evaluation of the correlation between disentanglement
and downstream task performance across these representation
variants.

4.3 Informativeness as a Stronger Correlate Than
Disentanglement

To investigate the necessity of disentanglement, we analyze
how various representation properties, including informa-
tiveness and disentanglement metrics, impact downstream
performance. We first show that informativeness correlates
most with downstream performance, indicating that disen-
tanglement is not necessary. Further, we demonstrate that
the previously claimed benefits of disentanglement (Ben-
gio, Courville, and Vincent 2013; Higgins et al. 2016; van
Steenkiste et al. 2019; Locatello et al. 2019a; Dittadi et al.
2020), are actually derived from its positive correlation with
informativeness.

Recall that we train 720 Stage-1 and 7200 Stage-2 mod-
els (see Section 4.1). By taking WReN and Trans. as mea-
surements (average reasoning accuracy over 5 WReNs or 5
Transformers), we yield 720 representations paired with their
downstream performance. This section studies the impor-
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Figure 3: Rank correlations between WReN or Trans. and representation metrics on 3DShapes. We denote the step with the
highest validation accuracy as “Best”. The brighter the panel, the more correlated the representation metric is with the downstream
performance.
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Figure 4: Representation metrics versus WReN at step 10000, where Stage-1 models are BYOL, and the dataset is 3DShapes.
We can observe a strong positive correlation between the informativeness metric scores and downstream accuracy.

tance of disentanglement and other representation properties.
We must emphasize general trends and overall relationships
to show different properties’ significance. Therefore, we fol-
low previous studies (Locatello et al. 2019b; van Steenkiste
et al. 2019; Locatello et al. 2019a; Dittadi et al. 2020; Lo-
catello et al. 2020; Träuble et al. 2021) to analyze rank cor-
relation (Spearman) between representation metric scores
and downstream performance. If the correlation score is high,
we can conclude that the representation property measured
by the considered metric score is significant to downstream
performance.

Our research builds upon previous studies (Locatello et al.
2019b; van Steenkiste et al. 2019; Locatello et al. 2019a;
Dittadi et al. 2020; Locatello et al. 2020; Träuble et al. 2021)
by addressing two key issues. Firstly, we have corrected
the previous underestimation of informativeness. Secondly,
we have expanded the scope of both Stage-1 and Stage-2
models. Figure 8 illustrates how previous works yielded lower
informativeness and resulted in lower correlations, leading
to an overestimation of the importance of disentanglement.
Additionally, the limited representation learning methods
only confined to DisVAEs and reasoning models constrained
to WReNs have restricted the generalizability of their results.

By addressing these issues, our research leads to contrasting
conclusions.

The more significant representation property. We calcu-
late the rank correlation between downstream accuracy with
disentanglement and informativeness scores. Meanwhile, we
report rank correlation at steps 1K, 2K, 5K, and 10K, and
the step with the highest validation accuracy. Because each
step involves new samples, the training steps represent a frac-
tion of the sample size. By examining correlations at various
training steps, we can determine the impact of representation
properties on sample efficiency.

Figure 3 displays rank correlations between representa-
tion metric scores and abstract reasoning test accuracy on
3DShapes. Firstly, at each step throughout the training pro-
cess, there is always at least one informative metric, such
as Logistic Regression accuracy (LR) or negative error of
linear regressions, that exhibits the most significant correla-
tion with downstream performance. Specifically, LR always
correlates more positively than disentanglement metrics. The
strong correlation is exploited for all considered models at
multiple steps. Since LR and linear regression require suffi-
cient information to be captured and extracted easily from
representations, we can conclude that the informativeness



D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 I1 I2

BetaVAE Score (D1)
FactorVAE Score (D2)

DCI Disentanglement (D3)
MIG (D4)
SAP (D5)

MED (D6)
LR (I1)

Regression (I2)

100 79 58 29 64 61 67 64
79 100 49 44 71 53 65 53
58 49 100 65 58 97 25 26
29 44 65 100 70 64 6 -4
64 71 58 70 100 61 36 28
61 53 97 64 61 100 24 24
67 65 25 6 36 24 100 87
64 53 26 -4 28 24 87 100

(a) Overall rank correlations.

1000 2000 5000 10000 Best

Adj.BetaVAE
Adj.FactorVAE

Adj.DCI-D
Adj.MIG
Adj.SAP

Adj.MED
Adj.Regression

9 10 5 1 1
26 19 10 10 10
19 8 -4 -8 -9
28 9 -5 -9 -8
22 5 -6 -8 -8
17 6 -7 -10 -11
-30 -15 -4 -3 -5

(b) Correlations of adjusted metrics.
Figure 5: (a) Correlations between metrics and (b) correlations between adjusted metrics and downstream accuracy when using
DisVAEs-WReN pipeline on 3DShapes. Disentanglement metrics exhibit positive correlations with informativeness. Yet when
conditioned on close informativeness, their adjusted versions show mild correlations.

matters most in broad conditions. In contrast, we observe
that the importance of disentanglement varies among Stage-1
model families. Disentangled representation learning models
(DisVAEs) exhibit strong positive correlations for several
disentanglement metrics (but weaker than at least one of in-
formativeness metrics), such as FactorVAE score and DCI
Disentanglement. However, their significance does not apply
to BYOL, where the correlation of disentanglement is mild or
even negative. In Figure 4, we plot the (WReN, metric score)
pairs at step 10000. Indeed, for BYOL-WReN on 3DShapes,
we can see the reg-plot provides a good fit of downstream ac-
curacy and informativeness metrics. As for disentanglement
metrics, we can see that BetaVAE score and FactorVAE score
suffer from narrow spreads. The regression lines have nega-
tive slopes for MIG, SAP, and MED. We conduct a similar
analysis on another dataset (Abstract dSprites), and another
Stage-1 model (SimSiam), and take the same observations.
Please refer to Appendix C.4 and Appendix C.2. On the fair-
ness downstream task (Locatello et al. 2019a), we also find
that informativeness correlates most (see Appendix C.1 and
Table 3).

Summary: The importance of informativeness surpasses
that of disentanglement, as evidenced by consistent results
across various datasets and model structures.

Understanding for the previously claimed success of dis-
entanglement. Previous works (van Steenkiste et al. 2019;
Locatello et al. 2019a; Dittadi et al. 2020; Locatello et al.
2020) have reported empirical evidence backing up the ad-
vantages of disentangled representations. Consistently, we
observe relatively strong correlations with disentanglement
metrics, especially when Stage-1 models are DisVAEs in
Figure 3. Based on our conclusion on the significance of
the informativeness, we study the DisVAE-WReN case. We
provide some insights to explain why the disentanglement
metrics have a high correlation to downstream performance
in some cases.

The correlations between various metrics have been com-
puted and the results are displayed in Figure 5a. Upon anal-
ysis of DisVAEs, it was discovered that there is a strong
correlation between informativeness and disentanglement.
Additionally, informativeness has a significant correlation
with both FactorVAE score and BetaVAE score. This is evi-
dent in Figure 3a where these disentanglement metrics have

a strong correlation with downstream performance. However,
other disentanglement metrics have only a mild correlation
with informativeness and are ineffective for downstream per-
formance. Therefore, it can be concluded that disentangle-
ment metrics cannot truly predict downstream performance,
but informativeness can.

To “purify” the effect of disentanglement, a natural ques-
tion is: If two representations are of close informative-
ness, is the more disentangled one more helpful for down-
stream tasks? For this, we employ adjusted metrics in
Locatello et al. (2019a): Adj. Metric = Metric −
1
5

∑
i∈N(LR) Metrici. For a representation and a certain

metric (we care more about disentanglement metrics), we
denote its original metric score as Metric. Then we find
its 5 nearest neighbors in terms of LR, which we write as
N(LR). Finally, the difference between the original metric
score and the mean score of the nearest neighbors is reported
as adjusted metrics. Intuitively, we calculate the relative dis-
entanglement for representations with close LR.

Figure 5b displays correlations between adjusted metrics
and downstream performance. We can find that all adjusted
disentanglement metrics correlate mildly with downstream
performance. From this, we can see that when informative-
ness is close, being disentangled contributes only a small por-
tion to the downstream performance when the downstream
training steps are limited (In our case, less than or equal to
2000 steps, see Figure 2 and Figure 5).

Summary: The informativeness metric is more reliable in
predicting downstream performance. Disentanglement pro-
vides only marginal additional advantages at the outset of
downstream training.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we demonstrate that dimension-wise disen-
tanglement is not necessary for abstract visual reasoning.
We identify that informativeness is of the most significance
for downstream performance. Informativeness explains the
previously claimed benefits of disentanglement. As abstract
reasoning is a fundamental and indicative task, our study
could have significant implications for a range of tasks.
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A Reproducibility
In this Section, we provide implementation details to ensure
reproducibility. All experiments are run on a machine with
2 Intel Xeon Gold 5218R 20-core processors and 4 Nvidia
GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs.

A.1 Representation Learning Methods
We include both disentangled representation learning meth-
ods and general-purpose representation learning methods.
i.e., DisVAEs and BYOL (Grill et al. 2020).

DisVAEs implementation. The DisVAEs include β-
VAE (Higgins et al. 2016), AnnealedVAE (Burgess et al.
2018), β-TCVAE (Chen et al. 2018), FactorVAE (Kim and
Mnih 2018), and DIP-VAE-I and DIP-VAE-II (Kumar, Sat-
tigeri, and Balakrishnan 2017). We use the output of the
encoder, the mean of qϕ(z|x), as representations. Hereafter,
we introduce details for each method. The above methods
encourage disentanglement by adding regularizers to ELBO.
Adopting the notation in Tschannen, Bachem, and Lucic
(2018), their objectives can be written in the following uni-
fied form:

Ep(x)[Eqϕ(z|x)[− log pθ(x|z)]]
+ λ1Ep(x)[R1(qϕ(z|x))] + λ2R2(qϕ(z)),

where qϕ(z|x) is the posterior parameterized by the output of
the encoder, pθ(x|z) is induced by the decoder output, R1, R2

are the regularizer applying to the posterior and aggregate
posterior, and λ1, λ2 are the coefficients controlling regular-
ization. In the objective of β-VAE, β = λ1 > 1, λ2 = 0.
Taking R1(qϕ(z|x)) := DKL[qϕ(z|x)||p(z)] forces the pos-
terior to be close to the prior (usually unit gaussian), hence
penalizing the capacity of the information bottleneck and
encourage disentanglement. FactorVAE and β-TCVAE takes
λ1 = 0, λ2 = 1. With R2(qϕ(z)) := TC(qϕ(z)), they pe-
nalize the Total Correlation (TC) (Watanabe 1960). Factor-
VAE estimates TC by adversarial training, while β-TCVAE
estimates TC by biased Monte Carlo sampling. Finally,
DIP-VAE-I and DIP-VAE-II take λ1 = 0, λ2 ≥ 1 and
R2(qϕ(z)) := ||Covqϕ(z) − I||2F , penalizing the distance
between aggregated posterior and factorized prior.

We use the code and configurations from the DisLib 1

(Locatello et al. 2019b). As for parameters, we use the same
sweep as van Steenkiste et al. (2019): for each one of the
6 DisVAEs, we use 6 configurations. We train each model
using 5 different random seeds. Since we consider 2 datasets
(3DShapes and Abstract dSprites), finally, we yield 6 ∗ 6 ∗
5 ∗ 2 = 360 DisVAE checkpoints.

BYOL implementation. BYOL (Grill et al. 2020) is a
contrastive learning method. Figure 6 shows its pipeline. For
each image x, we first create two “views” of it by data aug-
mentation, i.e., x1 and x2. Then they are input to the siamese
encoders: the online encoder and the target encoder. Specifi-
cally, x1 is fed to the online encoder, while x2 is fed to the
target encoder, yielding the output z1 and z2, respectively.
As for architectures, both encoders share the same repre-
sentation network and projection MLP. The prediction MLP

1https://github.com/google-research/disentanglement lib.git

Representation Network
input: 64× 64 images
pipeline:

4×4 conv, stride 2, 32-channel
4×4 conv, stride 2, 32-channel
4×4 conv, stride 2, 64-channel
4×4 conv, stride 2, 64-channel
4×4 conv, stride 2, 128-channel
1×1 conv, stride 1, D-channel

Table 2: The representation network architecture of our
BYOL implementation, following Cao et al. (2022). Besides,
there is a ReLU activation layer and a possible normalization
layer following each convolutional layer to create a stack
of (Conv-ReLU-Norm) blocks. The normalization stratege
norm and representation dimension D are parameters to be
set.

is appended to the online encoder in order to avoid BYOL
learning trivial representations. The objective of BYOL is

L = − ⟨z1, z2⟩
∥z1∥2∥z2∥2

. (1)

We are pulling the representations of the two “views” close.
While training, the online encoder’s parameters are updated
by gradient descent. However, the target encoder’s parameters
are updated by the online parameters’ Exponential Moving
Average (EMA) (He et al. 2020). After training, we only keep
the online encoder and use the output of the representation
network as representations.

We use the PyTorch implementation of BYOL 2. We use
the representation network architecture as shown in Table 2,
where the representation dimension D is a parameter to be
set. Except for normalization and output dimensions, the
representation network architecture of BYOL and the encoder
architecture of DisVAEs are similar. As for predictor and
projector, we use the pipeline Linear→ BN → ReLU →
Linear with 256 hidden neurons. We train the BYOLs for 105
epochs using the Adam optimizer with β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999,
ϵ = 10−8, and learning rate (lr) as a variable parameter. For
augmentation, we use the pipeline of Cao et al. (2022) (in
PyTorch-style):

1. RandomApply(transforms.ColorJitter(xjit, xjit, xjit,
0.2), p=0.8)

2. RandomGrayScale(p=pgray)
3. RandomHorizontalFlip()
4. RandomApply(transforms.GaussianBlur((3,3), (1.0, 2.0)),

p=0.2)
5. RandomResizeCrop(size=(64, 64), scale=(xcrop, 1.0))

The xjit, pgray, and xcrop are parameters to be set. xjit controls
how much to jitter brightness, contrast, and saturation. pgray
controls the probability to convert the image to grayscale.
xcrop defines the lower bound for the random area of the crop.

2https://github.com/lucidrains/byol-pytorch.git
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Figure 6: The pipeline of BYOL (Grill et al. 2020).

We perform a parameter sweep on the cross product of
intervals of parameters D, norm, lr, xjit, pgray, and xcrop. On
3DShapes, we use the following parameter grid (in scikit-
learn style):
1 [
2 {’D’: [32, 64, 128], ’lr’: [3e-2, 3e

-3], ’norm’: [BatchNorm()],
3 ’x_jit’: [0.6, 0.8], ’p_gray’: [0.5,

0.7, 0.9], ’x_crop’: [1.0]},
4 {’D’: [256], ’lr’: [3e-4, 3e-5],
5 ’norm’: [BatchNorm(), GroupNorm(

num_groups=4)], ’x_jit’: [0.4,
0.8],

6 ’p_gray’: [0.3, 0.5, 0.7], ’x_crop’:
[1.0]}

7 ]
On Abstract dSprites, we use the following parameter grid:
1 [
2 {’D’: [32, 64, 128], ’lr’: [3e-3, 3e

-4], ’norm’: [BatchNorm()],
3 ’x_jit’: [0.6, 0.8], ’p_gray’: [0.0,

0.1, 0.2], ’x_crop’: [0.6]},
4 {’D’: [256], ’lr’: [3e-4, 3e-5],
5 ’norm’: [BatchNorm(), GroupNorm(

num_groups=4)], ’x_jit’: [0.4,
0.8],

6 ’p_gray’: [0.0, 0.1, 0.2], ’x_crop’:
[0.6]}

7 ]
For each parameter configuration, we run it with 3 random
seeds. Finally, we trained 360 BYOLs in total.

A.2 Abstract Reasoning Methods
We include two abstract reasoning network architectures:
WReN (Barrett et al. 2018; van Steenkiste et al. 2019) and
Transformer (Vaswani et al. 2017; Hahne et al. 2019).

WReN implementation. WReN consists of two parts:
graph MLP and edge MLP. Here we use the same notations
as in Section 3.3. For the representations of a trial Stage1(Ti),
edge MLP takes a pair of representations in Stage1(Ti) as
input and embed them to edge embeddings. Then all edge
embeddings of Stage1(Ti) (in total C2

9=36) are added up
and input to the graph MLP. Finally, the graph MLP output a
scalar score, predicting the correctness of the trial Ti.

We use the code (van Steenkiste et al. 2019) to implement
WReN. And we use the same parameter searching spaces as
them. All WReNs are trained in 10K steps with a batch size

of 32. The learning rate for the Adam optimizer is sampled
from the set {0.01, 0.001, 0.0001} while β1 = 0.9, β2 =
0.999, and ϵ = 10−8. For the edge MLP in the WReN model,
we uniformly sample its hidden units in 256 or 512, and
we uniformly choose its number of hidden layers in 2, 3,
or 4. Similarly, for the graph MLP in the WReN model,
we uniformly sample its hidden units in 128 or 512, and
we uniformly choose its number of hidden layers in 1 or 2
before the final linear layer to predict the final score. We also
uniformly sample whether we apply no dropout, dropout of
0.25, dropout of 0.5, or dropout of 0.75 to units before this
last layer.

Transformer implementation. We simplify the architec-
ture of Hahne et al. (2019). Here we treat Stage1(Ti) as a se-
quence. We first linear project all representations and prepend
them with a learnable [class] token. We add them with
learnable positional embeddings. Then they are input into a
stack of Transformer blocks (Vaswani et al. 2017). Finally,
an MLP predicts a scalar score from the class embedding of
the final Transformer block.

We implement the Transformer architecture ourselves with
utilities of the DisLib code base. All Transformers are trained
for the same steps and same batch size as WReN, i.e., 10K
steps with a batch size of 32. We use the Adam optimizer
with weight decay and cosine learning rate scheduler. The
learning rate for the Adam optimizer is uniformly selected
from {5e − 4, 6e − 4, 7e − 4}. The depth of Transformer
blocks is uniformly set to be 2, 3, or 4. The dimensions of
q, k, v of the self-attention model are uniformly 32 or 64. The
MLP head uses the same architecture and parameter space as
the graph MLP in WReN. For other fixed parameters, please
refer to our codes for details.

A.3 Representation Metrics
In the main text, we employ disentanglement and informa-
tiveness metrics to measure the properties of representations.
Here we provide more details.

Disentanglement metrics. We use the setup and imple-
mentation of Locatello et al. (2019b). Here we briefly intro-
duce the details of our considered metrics. Namely, BetaVAE
score (Higgins et al. 2016), FactorVAE score (Kim and Mnih
2018), Mutual Information Gap (Chen et al. 2018) , SAP
(Kumar, Sattigeri, and Balakrishnan 2017), and DCI Disen-
tanglement (Eastwood and Williams 2018). We also include
MED (Cao et al. 2022). The BetaVAE score and the Factor-



VAE score predict the intervened factor from representations
to measure disentanglement. The Mutual Information Gap
and SAP compute the gap in response for each factor between
the two highest representation dimensions. The difference is
that MIG measures mutual information while SAP measures
classification accuracy. The DCI Disentanglement calculates
the entropy of the relative importance of a latent dimension in
predicting factors. We follow previous studies (Locatello et al.
2019b; van Steenkiste et al. 2019; Locatello et al. 2019a; Dit-
tadi et al. 2020) to develop a Gradient Boosting Tree (GBT)
for prediction during the DCI Disentanglement evaluation.
Though according to Eastwood and Williams (2018) any clas-
sifier could be used. As reported by Cao et al. (2022), the
GBT takes hours to train from high-dimensional representa-
tions learned by BYOL. Thus we only report DCI Disentan-
glement score for DisVAEs. MED is a modified version of
DCI Disentanglement. Unlike DCI Disentanglement, which
measures importance based on classifier weights, MED mea-
sures importance through Mutual Information. This approach
eliminates the need to develop classifiers and allows for fair
comparison across different representation dimensions (Cao
et al. 2022).

Informativeness metrics. We evaluate the informativeness
of our representations using LR and linear regression follow-
ing van Steenkiste et al. (2019) and Eastwood and Williams
(2018). Our method entails training a Logistic Regression
model to predict, or a linear regression model to regress, fac-
tor values from the representations, utilizing 10000 training
samples (Locatello et al. 2019b; van Steenkiste et al. 2019;
Eastwood and Williams 2018). We then measure the accu-
racy of LR and the negative normalized mean squared error
(NMSE) of regression. These scores are averaged across all
generative factors for a given representation.

A.4 Abstract Visual Reasoning Datasets

We use the two abstract visual reasoning datasets developed
by van Steenkiste et al. (2019). i.e., Ravens’ Progressive
Matrices created from 3DShapes (Burgess and Kim 2018)
and Abstract dSprites (Matthey et al. 2017; van Steenkiste
et al. 2019).

We sketch the rules here by taking the RPM in Figure 1
as an example. The reasoning attributes are the ground truth
factors of 3DShapes. i.e., floor hue, wall hue, object hue,
scale, shape, and orientation. In the 3× 3 matrix, each row
has 1, 2, or 3 fixed ground truth factors. The 3 rows share
the same fixed ground truth factors but with different val-
ues. By examining the context panels, one can discover the
logical relationship between the factors. The task is to fill in
the missing panel with one of the candidate options. In the
case of Figure 1, we can infer from the context that the fixed
factors are wall hue, shape, and orientation. Using the first
2 panels in the third row, we know that the wall hue is blue,
the shape is cylinder, and the orientation is the azimuth that
makes the wall corner appear on the right side of the image.
Based on these factor values, we choose the candidate with
the closest match, which is shown in Figure 7a. Addition-
ally, Figure 7b provides a sample of RPMs with answers for
Abstract dSprites.

(a)

(b)

Figure 7: RPM questions with solutions on (a) 3DShapes and
(b) Abstract dSprites.

B Details and Comparisons of Empirical
Design

This section provides a comprehensive analysis of the empiri-
cal designs employed in our study. We commence by conduct-
ing a meticulous comparison of various measurements of in-
formativeness, elucidating the rationale behind our selection
of specific metrics. Subsequently, we present the outcomes
of diverse implementations of the DCI-Disentanglement met-
ric (Eastwood and Williams 2018), robustly establishing the
consistency of our conclusions across different approaches.
Furthermore, we present results about different grouping
methodologies employed for the Stage-1 models. Whether
considering all Stage-1 methods as a unified group or cat-
egorizing them based on their inductive bias, our findings
consistently underscore the paramount importance of infor-
mativeness.

B.1 Measurement of Informativeness
Informativeness not only necessitates the adequate encoding
of factors in representations but also underscores the ease-
of-use (Eastwood and Williams 2018; Eastwood et al. 2022).
Therefore, it is crucial to consider the capability of the pre-
diction or regression model. In this context, we specifically
classify the generative factors as an informativeness task.
We compare three classification models: “one v.s. rest” LR,
“multinomial” LR, and MLP.

Unlike van Steenkiste et al. (2019), we use a “multinomial”
classification scheme instead of the “one v.s. rest” approach
for multi-class classification. As depicted in Figure 8a, pre-
diction accuracy is higher with the “multinomial” LR model



0.4 0.6 0.8
0

20

40

60

80

100
C

ou
nt

LR (ovr)

0.6 0.8 1.0
0

20

40

60

80

100

C
ou

nt

LR (mn)

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
0

20

40

60

80

100

C
ou

nt

MLP

(a)

1000 2000 5000 10000 Best
step

LR
 (o

vr
)

LR
 (m

n)
M

LP

26.0 56.6 66.4 62.8 60.4

56.6 86.9 91.3 85.9 84.0

28.4 55.3 62.5 61.0 61.1 40

60

80

(b)
Figure 8: (a) Prediction accuracy by “multinomial” LR, denoted as LR (mn), “one v.s. rest” LR, denoted as LR (ovr), and MLP of
DisVAEs on 3DShapes. (b) LR (mn), LR (ovr), and MLP’s correlations with the downstream performance of the DisVAEs-WReN
pipeline.

1000 2000 5000 10000 Best
step

D
C

I-
D

-L
A

SS
O

LR
R

eg
re

ss
io

n

-2.5 -10.1 -20.9 -27.5 -28.4

56.6 86.9 91.3 85.9 84.0

31.8 66.8 76.0 70.8 68.3
20

0

20

40

60

80

(a) DisVAEs-WReN

1000 2000 5000 10000 Best
step

D
C

I-
D

-L
A

SS
O

LR
R

eg
re

ss
io

n

83.8 76.2 65.4 56.9 52.6

78.0 76.8 77.4 72.0 70.2

91.0 90.6 86.0 79.4 74.7 60

70

80

90

(b) BYOL-WReN

Figure 9: Correlations with DCI-D-LASSO on 3DShapes.

than with the “one v.s. rest” LR model for the same set of
representations. Additionally, Figure 8b shows that the cor-
relation between “one v.s. rest” LR scores and downstream
performance are weaker. On the other hand, if the classifi-
cation model is too capable, like MLP, accuracy will fail to
differentiate representations (as shown in Figure 8a). Con-
sequently, we can see in Figure 8b that the correlations are
falsely low. Therefore, underestimating or overestimating the
informativeness score can lead to underestimating its impact
on downstream performance. To ensure a more accurate es-
timation of informativeness, we use the “multinomial” LR
model as a measurement.

B.2 Implementation of DCI-Disentanglement
We utilized the DCI-Disentanglement (DCI-D) implementa-
tion, employing Gradient Boost Trees (GBT), in accordance
with previous studies (van Steenkiste et al. 2019; Locatello
et al. 2019b,a). Nonetheless, the higher representation dimen-
sions of BYOL require hours to develop GBTs. Therefore,
we have not reported GBT-based DCI-D scores for BYOL.
For completeness, here we adopt an alternative implementa-
tion, DCI-D-LASSO (Eastwood and Williams 2018), which
computes the DCI-D score using the weight of LASSO as an
importance matrix. This approach is feasible for BYOL.

In Figure 9, we can see that DCI-D-LASSO correlates
less than informativeness scores for both Stage-1 methods,
suggesting that our conclusion still holds despite the imple-
mentation of DCI-D.

B.3 Grouping of Stage-1 to Calculate Correlation
The main text provides a detailed view of the significance
of representation metrics by showing correlation results on
DisVAEs and BYOL separately. For a more holistic compre-
hension, we have consolidated all the trained Stage-1 models
into one singular set. The heat-map depicted in Figure 10
manifests that informativeness persists as the most correlated
aspect, thereby ensuring the credibility of our results.

C Additional results
C.1 Correlation Results on Fairness Task
Following (Locatello et al. 2019a), we assume that there
exists a target variable, denoted as y, that requires prediction
using a representation. However, the sensitive variable, s,
remains unobservable. For each trained Stage-1 model, we
consider every possible combination of factors of variation as
both target and sensitive variables. For the prediction of the
target variable, we consider using Logistic Regression (LR),
which was trained on 10000 labeled examples. To measure
the unfairness of prediction, we use the following score.

unfairness (ŷ) =
1

|S|
∑
s

TV (p(ŷ), p(ŷ | s = s))∀y.

where TV is the total variation. The unfairness score for
each trained representation is the average unfairness of all
downstream classification tasks we considered for that repre-
sentation.
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Figure 10: Correlations when considering all Stage-1 models as one set on 3DShapes.

Stage-1 BetaVAE FactorVAE DCI-D MIG SAP MED LR Regression

DisVAEs -64.02 -60.35 -26.37 -2.57 -31.71 -26.11 -95.90 -85.82
BYOL -12.30 27.81 — 39.76 52.13 48.95 -97.03 -84.17

Table 3: Correlation between unfairness score and representation metrics on 3DShapes.
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Figure 11: Correlations of SimSiam-WReN on 3DShapes.

We calculate the unfairness scores of our trained encoders
on the 3DShapes dataset. As shown in Table 3, we computed
the correlation between unfairness score and downstream
performance, as we did for abstract reasoning. We can see
that informativeness metrics correlate the most negatively
(note that the lower the unfairness score, the better). We
reached the same conclusion as in the abstract reasoning
task: disentanglement is not necessary, and informativeness
correlates most among all considered metrics.

C.2 Additional Results on SimSiam
In the main text, we use BYOL as a representative of general-
purpose representation learning methods. For completeness,
here we introduce another general-purpose method, SimSiam
(Chen and He 2021b). We modify the code of BYOL 3 to
train SimSiams on 3DShapes with the following parameter
grid:
1 [
2 {’D’: [512], ’lr’: [3e-4, 3e-5],

3https://github.com/lucidrains/byol-pytorch.git

3 ’norm’: [BatchNorm()], ’x_jit’: [0.4,
0.8],

4 ’p_gray’: [0.3, 0.5, 0.7], ’x_crop’:
[0.6, 1.0]}

5 ]

For each configuration, we run with 3 seeds. So finally, we
yield 72 SimSiams. Then we use the same WReNs for Dis-
VAEs and BYOLs as Stage-2 models.

The results of SimSiam-WReN agree with our conclu-
sions in the main text. As for the best performance, we have
WReN=85.1%, which is better than DisVAEs’. Figure 11
shows the correlations of downstream performance and rep-
resentation properties. LR still correlates most for all consid-
ered steps.

C.3 Additional Results of Final Performance
We have included the final performance of DisVAEs and BY-
OLs in Table 1. Additionally, we would like to provide further
information on the specific DisVAEs and their correspond-
ing steps that achieved the reported performance in Table 4.
It is evident that the optimal DisVAEs differ depending on
the dataset and Stage-2 models used. While BYOL outper-
forms DisVAEs in terms of the earliest best performance in
all cases except for 3DShapes-WReN, suggesting a faster
learning process.

C.4 Additional Results of Correlations
In this part, we report additional results related to the cor-
relations between representation metrics and downstream
performance.

Absolute values of metric scores and downstream ac-
curacy. We show the histograms as a sanity check of the
distribution of metric scores and downstream accuracy. Fig-
ure 12 presents the score distributions of each metric. We
report the mean metric scores with STDs to depict the overall



Dataset Stage1 WReN⋆ WReN Trans.⋆ Trans.

3DShapes DisVAEs AnnealedVAE
@9600

β-VAE
@8400(712)

DIP-VAE-I
@9900

β-TCVAE
@9100(901)

BYOL BYOL
@10000

BYOL
@8900(849)

BYOL
@8600

BYOL
@8860(937)

Abstract dSprites DisVAEs β-VAE
@9900

DIP-VAE-I
@8920(898)

DIP-VAE-I
@9400

DIP-VAE-I
@9380(172)

BYOL BYOL
@8100

BYOL
@8320(1195)

BYOL
@8800

BYOL
@8100(725)

Table 4: The model type and the step achieving the performance in Table 1. We report in the form of model@step. For WReN
and Trans., we report the mean steps and STDs.

Dataset Stage1 BetaVAE FactorVAE MIG SAP MED LR

3DShapes DisVAEs 93.7(7.7) 82.3(11.1) 25.5(15.1) 6.5(3.8) 45.4 (14.3) 78.0(9.6)
BYOL 99.9(0.3) 96.1 (4.6) 8.1(5.3) 1.2(0.9) 23.7 (7.4) 96.6(1.8)

Abstract
dSprites

DisVAEs 62.3(14.1) 49.1(10.5) 13.3(7.0) 6.8(3.4) 15.5 (7.7) 36.8(4.4)
BYOL 63.6(17.0) 62.4(11.8) 2.6(1.8) 0.5(0.3) 7.85 (2.9) 43.0(8.2)

Table 5: Mean metric scores with STDs of different Stage-1 models.

properties for Stage-1 models in Table 5. Figure 13 and Fig-
ure 14 display the distributions of downstream performance.

Rank correlations. This part contains additional results of
rank correlations. On 3DShapes, Figure 15 displays rank cor-
relations between adjusted metrics and downstream accuracy,
Figure 16 shows the overall correlation between metrics. On
Abstract dSprites, Figure 17 shows correlations between met-
rics and downstream performance. Then Figure 18 presents
correlations between adjusted metrics and downstream per-
formance. Finally, Figure 19 displays the overall correlations
between metrics.

Plots of (metric score, downstream accuracy) pairs.
Figures 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27 provide
an in-depth view of the correlations, where we plot
(metrics, downstream accuracy) pairs.

D Limitations
Our focus is on the essential downstream task of abstract
visual reasoning, due to limited computation resources. We
hope that our findings will be applicable to a broader range
of downstream tasks despite this limitation. We leave verifi-
cation on other tasks for future work.

Furthermore, although we have embraced the broadly-
recognized interpretation of disentanglement and its metrics,
there exist more refined interpretations and assessments. Un-
fortunately, there is a shortage of corresponding techniques
and measurements. We look forward to future developments
to establish a more precise and structured definition of dis-
entanglement that can be tested and validated in practical
applications.
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Figure 12: Histograms of metric scores of DisVAEs and BYOL on 3dShapes and Abstract dSprites.
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Figure 13: Histograms of downstream accuracy for multiple steps on 3DShapes.
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(d) BYOL-Transformer

Figure 14: Histograms of downstream accuracy for multiple steps on Abstract dSprites.
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(b) DisVAE-Transformer

1000 2000 5000 10000 Best
step

Adj.BetaVAE Score

Adj.FactorVAE Score

Adj.MIG

Adj.SAP

Adj.MED

-3.6 -18.4 -27.2 -28.1 -25.0

29.4 9.8 -4.7 -21.1 -20.2

24.7 13.3 -1.2 -12.9 -12.4

-0.3 3.9 5.4 0.0 -0.3

20.5 11.4 6.8 -12.4 -13.0 20

10

0

10

20

(c) BYOL-Transformer

Figure 15: Rank correlation between WReN or Trans. and adjusted metric scores on 3DShapes.
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Figure 16: Overall correlation between metric scores on 3DShapes.
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Figure 17: Rank correlation between WReN or Trans. and metric scores on Abstract dSprites.
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Figure 18: Rank correlation between WReN or Trans. and adjusted metric scores on Abstract dSprites.
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Figure 19: Overall correlation between metric scores on Abstract dSprites.
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Figure 20: DisVAEs’ metric scores v.s. WReN on 3DShapes.
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Figure 21: DisVAEs’ metric scores v.s. Trans. on 3DShapes.
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Figure 22: BYOLs’ metric scores v.s. WReN on 3DShapes.
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Figure 23: BYOLs’ metric scores v.s. Trans. on 3DShapes.
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Figure 24: DisVAEs’ metric scores v.s. WReN on Abstract dSprites.
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Figure 25: DisVAEs’ metric scores v.s. Trans. on Abstract dSprites.
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Figure 26: BYOLs’ metric scores v.s. WReN on Abstract dSprites.
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Figure 27: BYOLs’ metric scores v.s. Trans. on Abstract dSprites.


