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Visual-Semantic Graph Matching Net
for Zero-Shot Learning

Bowen Duan, Shiming Chen, Yufei Guo, Guo-Sen Xie, Weiping Ding, Senior Member, IEEE
and Yisong Wang

Abstract—Zero-shot learning (ZSL) aims to leverage additional
semantic information to recognize unseen classes. To transfer
knowledge from seen to unseen classes, most ZSL methods
often learn a shared embedding space by simply aligning visual
embeddings with semantic prototypes. However, methods trained
under this paradigm often struggle to learn robust embedding
space because they align the two modalities in an isolated manner
among classes, which ignore the crucial class relationship during
the alignment process. To address the aforementioned challenges,
this paper proposes a Visual-Semantic Graph Matching Net,
termed as VSGMN, which leverages semantic relationships
among classes to aid in visual-semantic embedding. VSGMN
employs a Graph Build Network (GBN) and a Graph Matching
Network (GMN) to achieve two-stage visual-semantic alignment.
Specifically, GBN first utilizes an embedding-based approach to
build visual and semantic graphs in the semantic space and
align the embedding with its prototype for first-stage alignment.
Additionally, to supplement unseen class relations in these graphs,
GBN also build the unseen class nodes based on semantic
relationships. In the second stage, GMN continuously integrates
neighbor and cross-graph information into the constructed graph
nodes, and aligns the node relationships between the two graphs
under the class relationship constraint. Extensive experiments
on three benchmark datasets demonstrate that VSGMN achieves
superior performance in both conventional and generalized ZSL
scenarios. The implementation of our VSGMN and experimental
results are available at github: https://github.com/dbwfd/VSGMN

Index Terms—zero-shot learning, semantic-visual alignment,
graph match, graph neural network

I. INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

S INCE the release of AlexNet [1] in 2012, supervised
deep neural networks have witnessed remarkable advance-

ments [2]–[4]. However, these highly effective architectures
typically necessitate extensive, meticulously annotated datasets
to achieve satisfactory performance. Furthermore, they often
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Fig. 1. Motivate illustration. (a) Most existing embedding-based methods
treat semantic vectors solely as classifiers, neglecting the crucial inter-class
information (e.g., the relationship between a cat and a lion is much closer
than the relationship between a cat and a bird) inherent in semantic vectors.
(b) Existing methods based on category relationships, although attempting to
explore category relationship information in semantic vectors, often confine
this utilization to the semantic space. (c) Our VSGMN not only utilizes the
category relationship information in semantic vectors but also transfers this
information from the semantic space to the visual space. This enables us
to impose class-level relationship constraints on the augmentation of visual
features and space mappings.

fail to recognize objects belonging to classes not included in
the training set. In response to these limitations, zero-shot
learning (ZSL) is introduced to mitigate these challenges [5]–
[7].

ZSL aims to train a model capable of transferring knowl-
edge from seen classes to unseen ones by utilizing semantic
information, thereby facilitating the classification of categories
absent from the training set [8]–[10]. Specifically, seman-
tic information embeds both seen and unseen classes into
high-dimensional prototypes, which can be attribute vectors
manually defined [7] or automatically extracted word vectors
[11], among other representations. In essence, ZSL leverages
semantic information to bridge the gap between seen and
unseen classes. According to their classification range, ZSL
methods can be categorized into conventional ZSL (CZSL),
which aims to predict unseen classes, and generalized ZSL
(GZSL), which can predict both seen and unseen classes [12].

Currently, in the field of ZSL, there are two groups of
approaches: generative methods and embedding methods.
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Generative methods [13]–[20] employ generative models
to generate unseen visual features and convert ZSL into
traditional supervised learning. By contrast, embedding-based
ZSL methods [21]–[23] aims to train a model to learn an
embedding space where visual features are associated with
their corresponding semantic prototypes. These methods
identify unseen classes by calculating the similarity between
feature embeddings and different class prototypes in the
learned space.

However, most ZSL models align visual and semantic
features merely by minimizing the distance between embed-
dings and their corresponding prototypes, which ignores the
alignment of category relationships in the semantic space. This
leads to an inconsistency between the distance relationships
among prototypes and embeddings in the semantic space.
Even though the embeddings are close to their prototypes,
the mismatch in relationships makes the learned embedding
space more prone to class confusion. In these methods, most
embedding-based ZSL approaches [23], [24] are prone to
this relationship mismatch issue because, in these approaches,
semantic prototypes often serve merely as more intricate labels
to guide the direction of the model optimization process, as
illustrated in Fig. I (a). Some alternative methods [25], [26]
utilize the relationships between semantic prototypes to learn
semantic-visual mapping. Nevertheless, in these methods, the
information regarding category relationships is confined to
the semantic space, which leads to the unresolved issue of
mismatched visual-semantic relationships, as depicted in Fig.
I (b). These limitations pose challenges for ZSL methods
to acquire a precise visual-semantic mapping that adequately
addresses both seen and unseen classes.

To address the aforementioned challenges, in this paper,
we propose the Visual-Semantic Graph Matching Net, termed
as VSGMN. As depicted in Fig. I (c), VSGMN leverages
the relationships within the semantic space to constrain the
augmentation of visual features and space matching, thereby
guiding the model to correctly match relationships and ulti-
mately learn a robust embedding space. Specifically, VSGMN
consists of two main components: the graph build net (GBN)
and the graph matching net (GMN). In the GBN, VSGMN
generates the virtual unseen features based on the semantic
relation and utilizes a visual-semantic embedding network to
obtain semantic embeddings and achieve the first-stage visual-
semantic alignment by making the embedding closer to its pro-
totype. These embeddings and its corresponding prototypes are
used to build initial visual and semantic graphs in the semantic
space for subsequent processing by the GMN, respectively.
Our GMN, on the other hand, comprises two interconnected
branches: the visual branch and the semantic branch. Each
branch initializes its data based on the graph built in GBN, and
employs graph neural networks (GNNs) to encode structural
information between nodes and the differential information
between the two graphs into the node representations. Finally,
guided by the class relationship constraint loss, we constrain
the visual-semantic embedding network in GBN, to achieve
second-stage alignment of vision and semantics.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as:

• We propose a novel ZSL method called VSGMN to
tackle the issue of missing semantic category relationship
information in visual-semantic embedding. VSGMN con-
sists of a GBN and a GMN that achieve different stages
alignment between visual and semantic respectively, thus
further boosting the performance of ZSL.

• We propose a graph match layer to alleviate the
visual-semantic gap caused by inconsistent manifolds
and matching different-order relationships between two
built graphs, which achieve second-stage visual-semantic
alignment. This graph match layer is incorporated into
GMN.

• Extensive experiments on three challenging benchmark
datasets, i.e., AWA2 [12], CUB [27] and SUN [28],
demonstrate the superior performance of VSGMN. Com-
pared with its baseline [23], VSGMN leads to significant
improvements of 2.2%/0.9%, 2.4%/1.3% and 1.4%/0.3%
in acc/H on the three benchmarks, respectively.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sec. II
discusses related works. The proposed VSGMN is illustrated
in Sec. III. Experimental results and discussions are provided
in Sec. IV. Finally, we present a summary in Sec. V.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Relation based Zero-Shot Learning

Early ZSL methods [16], [26], [29]–[32] aim to establish a
robust space mapping connecting visual and semantic spaces,
enabling the flow of semantic information from seen to un-
seen categories. These methods typically employ pre-trained
or end-to-end trainable networks to extract visual features
and utilize loss functions such as cross-entropy to bring the
visual embeddings closer to their semantic prototypes, thereby
achieving visual-semantic alignment. Despite their ability to
recognize unseen classes, these methods often yield relatively
sub-optimal results due to overlooking the inherent category
information in ZSL tasks. A similar approach to this work
is relation-based zero-shot methods, which can typically be
categorized into attribute relationship-based zero-shot methods
and category relationship-based zero-shot methods. Methods
based on attribute relationships typically employ attention
mechanisms to localize attribute regions [23], [24], [33]–[40]
or use GNNs for attribute reasoning [24], [35], [41]. Regard-
less of the approach, the focus of these methods typically
lies in augment visual features by leveraging relationships.
Another type of methods based on category relationships [25],
[26] often emphasize the semantic space, typically utilizing
GNNs to generalize semantic representations of unseen classes
in the visual or latent space.

Unfortunately, these methods, while attempting to leverage
relationships in the model, are limited either to the visual
or semantic domain. Due to the inherent nature of ZSL
tasks, models often need to establish connections between
two different modalities of feature spaces. Isolated utilization
of relationships can be effective, but for the crucial visual-
semantic connections, it’s often necessary to jointly utilize
both spaces to achieve better results. For example, utilizing
category relationships in the semantic space to constrain
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visual feature enhancement and mapping. One major constraint
hindering this approach stems from the fact that the class
membership of samples within the model is unknown, making
it difficult to impose class constraints on the visual space.

In contrast, we propose a novel network architecture that
utilizes category relationships in the semantic space to guide
the learning of visual space, enabling the model to learn visual
representations and visual-semantic embeddings that better
conform to the manifold structure of the semantic space.

B. Visual-Semantic Gap

ZSL leverages semantic vectors to classify unseen visual
samples. In this process, there exist not only two distinct
domains of unseen and seen classes but also a significant
gap between the semantic and visual domains. Visual and
semantic modalities are embedded on different manifold struc-
tures, making it highly challenging to utilize information from
the semantic space to classify samples in the visual space,
including unseen class samples. Therefore, the critical task of
ZSL is to learn a visual-semantic alignment.

To address this issue, some ZSL methods [13], [14], [42]–
[45] attempt to construct a common latent space to bridge the
gap. Other methods [12], [26], however, argue that compared
to the semantic space, the visual space often possesses more
valuable discriminative power. Consequently, they construct
mappings from the semantic space to the visual space. How-
ever, methods that involve constructing a latent space often
require more complex constraints and network structures to
achieve satisfactory results due to the mapping between three
spaces. On the other hand, methods focused on constructing
semantic-visual mappings only aim to preserve more infor-
mation in the embedding vectors from the perspective of
information loss and do not directly reduce the gap between
the two spaces. Therefore, these models still suffer from the
projection domain shift and bias problems [46].

In contrast, we choose to establish the most fundamental
visual-semantic mapping. However, we strive to leverage the
inherent relationships among semantic vectors to constrain the
augmentation of visual features and space mapping from the
visual space. This aims to achieve the second-stage alignment
between the visual and semantic spaces, thereby mitigating the
space gap.

C. GNNs for Graph Matching

The history of GNNs goes back to at least the early work
[47] in 2005, which propose to use a propagation process
to learn node representations. With the rise in popularity of
deep convolutional networks, many researchers aspire to apply
the advantages of convolutional networks to GNNs, known as
Graph convolutional Networks (GCN). Some methods focus
on constructing spatial-domain graph convolution operations
[48], referred to as spatial GCN. Others [49], [50] utilize
Fourier transforms to extract patterns in the spectral domain,
known as spectral GCN. Recently, due to the popularity of
attention mechanisms, there has been research [51] integrating
attention mechanisms into GNNs, known as graph attention
networks (GAT). Due to the nature of the data types, these

GNNs are inherently required to have the ability to extract
structural features. Consequently, GNNs have been widely
applied in various fields such as node classification, edge
prediction, graph embedding, and graph matching.

Specifically, the graph matching problem requires establish-
ing correspondences between nodes in two or more graphs.
This field often leverages the advantages of GNNs to handle
graph-structured data and then perform matching between
nodes. Motivated by this, we consider aligning the visual space
and semantic space in ZSL as a graph matching task between
a visual graph and a semantic graph. Specifically, we use
GNNs to update the node representations in both the visual
graph and the semantic graph, incorporating higher-order
neighborhood nodes information and cross graph information.
Next, we align the visual graph with the semantic graph to
constrain the visual-semantic embedding, thereby achieving
better alignment between the visual space and the semantic
space.

III. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we describe our model VSGMN for ZSL in
detail, starting with some notations and the problem definition.

A. Problem Description
Assume that we have training data Ds =
{(xs

i , y
s
i , z

s
i )

Ns
i=1|xs

i ∈ Xs, ysi ∈ Y s, zsi ∈ Zs} with Cs

seen classes and test data Du = {(xu
i , y

u
i , z

u
i )

Nu
i=1|xu

i ∈
Xu, yui ∈ Y u, zui ∈ Zu} with Cu unseen classes where
xi denotes the image i, yi is the corresponding class
label and zi is the semantic class prototype which helps
information transfer from seen to unseen classes. The
semantic class prototypes zi ∈ RK are either manually
defined attribute vectors or learned from language models.
Note that Y s ∩ Y u = ∅ and X = Xs ∪ Xu. We also use
the semantic attribute word embeddings ai of each attribute
learned by GloVe [52] . The goal of CZSL is to learn a
classifier for unseen images, i.e., fCZSL : X → Y u, while
for GZSL the goal is to learn a classifier for seen and unseen
images, i.e., fGZSL : X → Y u ∪ Y s.

B. Overview
In this paper, we propose the VSGMN to leverage category-

level relationships in semantic prototypes to aid in semantic-
visual alignment, thereby enhancing the quality of the embed-
dings from visual to semantic space, which alleviate the visual-
semantic gap problem. As illustrated in Fig.2, our VSGMN
comprises a GBN, and a GMN. In the GBN, we first build
virtual visual features for unseen classes and combine them
with the training samples of seen classes. Through the visual-
semantic embedding network, we obtain semantic embeddings
of visual features, and achieve first-stage visual-semantic
alignment by aligning embedding with its prototypes. Next,
we build visual and semantic graphs in the semantic space. To
ensure the credibility of the visual graph, we apply a virtual
embedding mask to it. The whole GBN is constrained by
GMN, a dual-branch network intended to achieve the second-
stage alignment between visual and semantic by matching the
two graphs.
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Fig. 2. The architecture of the proposed VSGMN model. VSGMN consists of a GBN and a GMN. GBN aims to build the visual graph and semantic graph
in the semantic space. To ensure the dimensions of node representations are the same for both, and to achieve the first-stage alignment between vision and
semantics, we use the visual-semantic embedding network (e.g., TransZero [23]) to bridge the two spaces. Additionally, we propose a method to build virtual
features for unseen classes in this stage to utilize the relationships among unseen classes and mask the generated virtual embeddings to prevent interference
from noise. GMN constrains the training processes of GBN by matching the category relationship between visual embeddings and semantic prototypes.

C. Graph Build Net

In GBN, our task is to provide reliable node representations
and structural information for the initial visual and semantic
graphs to be used in the subsequent graph matching process
for relationship constraints. Since the dimensions of the visual
space and semantic space are not the same, directly initializing
the graph structures in their respective spaces would make it
difficult to utilize relationship information in the subsequent
stages. Therefore, we choose to utilize existing embedding
methods to obtain semantic embeddings, achieving dimension
unification and the first-stage visual-semantic alignment by
aligning the embeddings with its semantic prototypes. In
addition, to provide richer category relationship information,
we also build virtual unseen class visual features at this
stage to leverage unseen category relationships. Meanwhile,
to maintain the credibility of node features and structural
features, virtual unseen embedding mask is introduced during
the construction of the visual graph to eliminate noise.

1) Virtual Unseen Visual Feature Generation: Due to the
nature of ZSL tasks, the model must establish connections
not only between the visual and semantic spaces but also
between seen and unseen classes. This implies that the cat-

egory relationships we aim to leverage should encompass not
only seen classes but also include relationships between seen-
unseen classes and unseen-unseen classes. Since during the
training phase, the model can simultaneously utilize semantic
prototypes of both seen and unseen classes, which means that
we can easily introduce information about unseen classes into
the semantic graph. Thus, it constrains us from leveraging
unseen class relationships solely in the visual domain. Based
on these considerations, we propose generating virtual unseen
class visual features to leverage the unseen class relationships
inherent in semantic prototypes.

Specifically, we adopt a method similar to [53]–[55]. First,
we build visual feature prototypes Pc for each seen class cs
by calculating the mean of the samples belonging to class c:

Pc =
1

nc

nc∑
i=1

vci , (1)

where vci ∈ RHW×C is the visual feature extracted by the
CNN backbone [3] for the i-th image in class cs and nc is the
total number of samples in class cs.
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After obtaining the visual prototypes for the Cs seen classes,
we build virtual visual features v̂cu for each unseen class cu:

v̂cu =
1

k

∑
i∈Nc

Pi, (2)

where Nc is the set of the top-K (K is a hyperparameter)
seen classes with the largest cosine similarities to class cu in
semantic prototype space Z.

During the subsequent training phase, the virtual unseen
class visual features and seen training samples will be pro-
jected to semantic space by the visual-semantic embedding
network in GBN, which achieve the first-stage visual-semantic
alignment by aligning the seen class semantic embedding with
its semantic prototypes. Specifically, each batch of samples
contains both samples extracted from the seen class training
set and all the virtual unseen class visual feature generated in
this phase:

vb = {v1, v2, . . . , vnb
, v̂nb+1, v̂nb+2, . . . , v̂nb+Cu

}. (3)

2) Graph Build with Virtual Unseen Embedding Mask:
After the previous section, we obtain semantic embeddings
with dimensions identical to those of the semantic prototypes,
which serve as our visual graph node representations (pro-
totypes as semantic node representations). Next, we provide
the structure information (edge weights) for visual graph and
semantic graph by compute the weighted adjacency matrix Av

and As. It is defined as:

Av = S̄e⊤

b S̄e
b , (4)

As = S̄p⊤

b S̄p
b , (5)

S̄e
b = [s̄1, s̄2, . . . , s̄nb

, ¯̂snb+1, ¯̂snb+2, . . . , ¯̂snb+Cu
], (6)

S̄p
b = [z̄1, z̄2, . . . , z̄nb

, z̄nb+1, z̄nb+2, . . . , z̄nb+Cu
], (7)

where s̄i, z̄i ∈ RD is the normalized semantic embeddings
from vi and its corresponding standardized semantic prototype.
Each element in Av or As represents the cosine distance be-
tween the respective two semantic embeddings or prototypes.

Note that both the visual graph and the semantic graph built
by us contain nodes corresponding to all unseen classes. In
the semantic graph, the nodes representing unseen classes are
authentic and reliable, as they originate from our prototypes
of unseen classes. However, for the visual graph, these unseen
visual features are derived from seen visual features based on
semantic relationships, which often leads to discrepancies from
true unseen features. Therefore, without modification, directly
utilizing them to build the visual graph would introduce noise
to the propagation process, impacting the reliability of our seen
class embeddings and subsequently affecting the relationship
matching process.

Inspired by [56], we propose a virtual embedding mask to
eliminate noise from virtual classes, preserving real classes
while still incorporating valuable unseen category information
in the subsequent graph matching process. Specifically, for
visual graph, we remove the out-degree of unseen embeddings
while preserving their in-degree:

Am
i,j =

{
0 if j ∈ [nb + 1, nb + Cu],

Av
i,j otherwise.

(8)

Then, we obtain the masked adjacency matrix Am, which
represents the neighborhood relationships in the visual graph
and is subsequently used in the visual branch.

D. Graph Matching Net
Typically, after obtaining semantic embeddings of visual

feature, most ZSL methods match these semantic embeddings
with their corresponding semantic prototypes through loss
function such as cross-entropy. We utilize the same strategy
in GBN. Essentially, the semantic embeddings can be seen as
predictions of class labels for the images in these embedding-
based ZSL approach, where each semantic prototype can be
seen as a more complex class label than a one-hot label. There-
fore, after obtaining the semantic embeddings, the majority
of the ZSL methods are essentially concluded. However, the
effectiveness of most ZSL models trained according to this
paradigm is often unstable. The reason lies in the visual-
semantic gap mentioned earlier, the gap between the visual
space and the semantic space make it difficult to bridge
through a single matching process.

To alleviate the aforementioned issues, we propose a
second-stage visual-semantic alignment through graph match-
ing approach. By aligning the class relationships among the
semantic embeddings of visual features Se

b with the class
relationships among the semantic prototypes Sp

b , we constrain
the learning process of space embedding after the first-stage
visual-semantic alignment in GBN. This ensures that the
overall network model learns more appropriate space mapping
function to reduce the visual-semantic gap as shown in Fig.3.

Specifically, we propose a graph matching network based
on GNNs to achieve the aforementioned process. This network
consists of two interconnected branches: the visual branch and
the semantic branch. Each branch is composed of multiple
graph matching layers stacked together. In each layer of
our graph matching network, we incorporate the structural
information (relationship information) inherent in the node
graph, the semantic information carried by the node fea-
tures themselves, and the cross-graph discrepancy information
through propagation, into the node representations. Finally, by
aligning the relationships between visual nodes and semantic
nodes at each layer, we achieve the second-stage alignment
between visual and semantic spaces.

1) Graph Match Layer: To achieve better matching be-
tween vision and semantics, we intend to perform the second-
stage visual-semantic alignment through aligning category
relationships between the two built graphs. However, directly
aligning the original semantic embedding graph with the
semantic prototype graph often does not yield good results.
We believe that this phenomenon is mainly due to two reasons.
i) Although visual features are embedded into the semantic
space, they still reside in different manifolds. Therefore, di-
rectly aligning category relationships using distance metrics
may not yield good results. ii) Directly aligning relationships
can only achieve first-order relationship matching but it can-
not handle higher-order relationship matching (relationships
between nodes and their higher-order neighbors).

Therefore, we propose a graph match layer to perform intra-
graph and inter-graph information propagation between the
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First-Stage
Visual-Semantic Alignment

Second-Stage
Visual-Semantic Alignment The Final Optimization Effect

Fig. 3. The first-stage visual-semantic alignment, the second-stage visual-semantic alignment and the optimization effect achieved by simultaneously using
both constraint methods. The shaded area represents the region where samples of this category may appear, while the dashed line indicates the inter-class
relationships that need to be aligned with each other between the two graphs.

visual graph and the semantic graph. Intra-graph information
propagation leverages the relationship information between
nodes to automatically integrate information from both first-
order and higher-order neighbors into node representations.
On the other hand, inter-graph information propagation helps
alleviate biases caused by inconsistent manifold structures.

Specifically, each graph match layer consists of three pro-
cesses: message passing, nodes updating, and graph matching.
Since the visual branch and the semantic branch share the same
processing steps except for the initial graph data input, in this
section, we only introduce the visual branch. The semantic
branch can be analogously derived from this.
Message Passing. During this process, the graph matching
layer computes the message each node should receive in this
layer, which includes message from neighboring nodes within
the graph as well as cross-graph differential information from
the other graph. Specifically, it utilizes the message passing
net f i

message, f c
message to compute the information that nodes

need to receive. It is defined as:

mj→i = f i
message(h

l
i, h

l
j ,Am

i,j), j ∈ Ni, (9)

mi′→i = f c
message(h

l
i, h

l
i′), (10)

where hl
i, h

l
i′ ∈ RD is the i-th node representation of the l-

th visual graph match layer and semantic graph match layer
respectively. Specifically, when l = 1, hl

i = si, hl
i′ = zi. Ni

is the neighbours defined in Am, mj→i is the intra-message
passed from the j-th node to the i-th node of the visual graph
and mi′→i is the cross-message passed from semantic graph
to visual graph.
Nodes Updating. In this process, the graph match layer
utilizes the information collected during the previous process
to update each node in the visual graph, incorporating neigh-
borhood information and cross-graph discrepancy information
into the representation of each node. Specifically, it uses the
node update functions fnode to aggregate these information
and obtain new node representations. It is defined as:

hl+1
i = fnode(h

l
i,Mj→i,mi′→i), (11)

where Mj→i is the pack of intra-graph neighborhood message
of the i-th node. mi′→i is the cross-graph message.

Notably, in the graph matching layer, after the processes
of message passing and nodes updating, each node naturally
acquires the necessary information from its first-order neigh-
bors within the current layer’s graph. Consequently, as the
number of layers increases, the degree of neighbor information
incorporated into each node also increases (e.g., in the second
layer, the visual and semantic graphs effectively integrate
second-order neighbor information from the initial graph).
This progression lays the groundwork for the subsequent
graph matching stage, enabling the alignment of multi-order
neighbor relationships.
Graph Matching. In the first two stages, graph match layers
are guided by the structural information of the graph to
integrate semantic information from neighbors and cross-graph
discrepancy information into each node, resulting in a new
visual graph and semantic graph. Each node automatically
incorporates richer information, making the relationships ex-
tracted from these two graphs more reliable. Therefore, the
graph match layer chooses to use the updated graphs as the
basis for graph matching. Specifically, in the graph matching
process, it first computes the relationships between nodes
within each graph, and then utilizes class constraint losses
to align the relationships between the two graphs, thereby
achieving the second-stage alignment. It is defined as:

psli,j =
exp(h̄

s(l+1)
i × h̄

s(l+1)
j )∑nb+Cu

ĵ=1
exp(h̄

s(l+1)
i × h̄

s(l+1)

ĵ
)
, (12)

pvli,j =
exp(h̄

v(l+1)
i × h̄

v(l+1)
j )∑nb+Cu

ĵ=1
exp(h̄

v(l+1)
i × h̄

v(l+1)

ĵ
)
, (13)

where psli,j and pvli,j represent the probability distribution of
the relation score between updated nodes hl+1

i and hl+1
j in

the l-th graph match layer of the semantic graph and visual
graph, respectively. h̄v(l+1)

i , h̄s(l+1)
i is the node representation

after being L2 normalized by hl+1
i from updated visual and
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semantic graph respectively. Note that, we only present the
relationship extraction part here. The specific class constraint
loss functions will be demonstrated in subsequent section.

2) Specific Implementation For Graph Match Layer: For
the message passing function fmessage and node update func-
tion fnode, we propose two different implementations. One is
based on attention, while the other is based on propagation
similar to [57].
Attention-Based Implementations. Due to the graph atten-
tion mechanism’s ability to automatically learn the importance
of different neighbors, we choose a mechanism similar to the
one used in [51], [55] as our graph match layer. Specifically,
for the implementation based on attention mechanism, we first
map the node representations to a latent space. Then, we com-
pute the similarity of node representations in the latent space,
normalize it to obtain attention scores, and finally update the
nodes by weighted summation based on the attention scores.
This process is defined as:

βl
j→i = cosdis(W l

mhl
i,W

l
mhl

j), (14)

αl
j→i = softmax(τβl

j→i), (15)

mj→i == αl
j→ih

l
j , (16)

mi′→i = hl
i − hl

i′ , (17)

hl+1
i =

∑
j∈Ni

mj→i + λmi′→i, (18)

where βl
j→i and αl

j→i is the similarity score and attention
score, respectively, between node j and node i of the l-th
layer. W l

m is the learnable matrices of weights, cosdis(·, ·) is
a function to compute the cosine distance, τ and λ are two
hyperparameters.
Propagation-Based Implementations. Compared to the
attention-based implementation, the propagation-based imple-
mentation can preserve more cross-graph information differ-
ences. However, because we have only excluded the out degree
of unseen categories in the visual graph without imposing
additional constraints on neighbor selection, the propagation-
based version may be weaker in the process of intra-graph
information pass. Specifically, we use MLP to get the passed
message. Afterward, we concatenate the the node itself, intra-
information and cross-difference and pass them into the node
updating network to ultimately obtain the new visual features.
It is defined as:

mj→i = ReLu
(
W l

pm∥(hl
i, h

l
i, eij) + blpm

)
, (19)

mi′→i = hl
i − hl

i′ , (20)

hl+1
i = ReLu

(
W l

pn∥
(
hl
i,
∑
j∈N

mj→i,mi′→i

)
+ blpn

)
, (21)

where W l
pm,blpm,W l

pn,blpn are the weights and biases of the
linear layers respectively, eij is a vector flattened by Am

i,j

which represents the edge features, and ∥ is the concatenate
function. Besides, there is a LayerNorm layer behind the
message passing net and nodes Update net.

Note that, regardless of the specific implementations, each
graph match layer will facilitate the flow of information
within both graphs, and the range of information aggregated
by graphs generated in different layers will be different.
Generally, in deeper layers, the feature representation of each
node will contain the information from higher-order neighbors.
Therefore, in the subsequent graph alignment process, we will
match each layer of the graph separately, thereby applying
different-order relationship constraints to visual-semantic em-
bedding simultaneously to enable them to learn more robust
inter-class relationships.

E. Model Optimization

To achieve better alignment of vision and semantics using
class-level relationships, our proposed VSGMN incorporates
not only the common first-stage visual-semantic alignment
loss functions used in ZSL methods—regression loss function
or cross-entropy loss function but also an additional second-
stage visual-semantic alignment loss function based on KL
divergence: the class relationship constraint loss.

1) First-Stage Visual-Semantic Alignment: In First-Stage
Visual-Semantic Alignment, the loss functions will make the
semantic embedding si close to its semantic prototype zi.
Specifically, we use MSE loss and cross-entropy loss to
achieve the first visual-semantic matching.
MSE-Based Regression Loss. To encourage GBN to ac-
curately map the visual features into their corresponding
semantic prototypes, we introduce the MSE based regression
loss to constrain VSGMN:

LREG = − 1

nb

nb∑
i=1

∥si − zi∥22. (22)

Attribute-Based Cross-Entropy Loss. To enhance the dis-
tinctiveness of visual features between different classes and
further match the semantic embeddings with their corre-
sponding semantic prototypes, we employed a Attribute-Based
cross-entropy loss to further achieve first-stage visual-semantic
alignment:

LACE = − 1

nb

nb∑
i=1

log
exp(si × zi)∑

c∈C exp(si × zc)
. (23)

Self-Calibration Loss. Due to the constraints introduced by
LREG and LACE , which only exist within the seen classes, the
first-stage visual-semantic constraints we apply are inevitably
overfitted to the seen classes, as also observed in [23], [34],
[58], [59], thereby affecting the subsequent second-stage con-
straints. To address this and introduce unseen class information
into the first-stage constraints, we utilized Self-Calibration
Loss proposed by [23], which explicitly shifts some of the
prediction probabilities from seen to unseen classes. It is
defined as:

LSC = − 1

nb

nb∑
i=1

∑
c′∈Cu

log
exp(si)× zc

′
+ I[c′∈Cu])∑

c∈C exp(si)× zc + I[c′∈Cu])
,

(24)
where I[c∈Cu] is an indicator function (i.e., it is 1 when c ∈
Cu, otherwise -1).
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Algorithm 1 The algorithm of VSGMN.

Input: The training set Ds = {(xs
i , y

s
i , z

s
i )

Ns
i=1|xs

i ∈ Xs, ysi ∈
Y s, zsi ∈ Zs}, the test set Du = {(xu

i , y
u
i , z

u
i )

Nu
i=1|xu

i ∈
Xu, yui ∈ Y u, zui ∈ Zu}, the pretrained CNN backbone
ResNet101, the maximum iteration epoch maxiter, loss
weights (i.e., LREG, LSC , LCRC , λREG, λSC , λCRC),
and hyperparameters (learning rate = 0.001, momentum =
0.9, weight decay = 0.0001) of the SGD optimizer.

Output: The predicted label c∗ for the test samples.
1: iter ← 0;
2: while iter < maxiter do
3: Extract the visual features vi by the CNN backbone

(e.g., ResNet101 [3]) for all samples xi ∈ Xs;
4: Generate virtual unseen visual feature using (2);
5: Get the semantic embedding of real seen and virtual

unseen visual features si via the visul-semantic embedding
network;

6: Build the visual graph and semantic graph using (4)
and (5), respectively;

7: Mask the built visual graph using (8);
8: Update visual graph and semantic graph using (9), (10)

and (11);
9: Optimize VSGMN with (26);

10: end while
11: Predict and output the labels of the samples in test set

using (27).

2) Second-Stage Visual-Semantic Alignment: In Second-
stage Visual-Semantic Alignment, the loss functions make the
relationships among semantic embeddings Se

b close to the
relationships among the semantic prototypes Sp

b . Specifically
we propose the Class Relationship Constraint Loss to match
categories relationships.
Class Relationship Constraint Loss. In GMN, we have got
L visual graphs and semantic graphs. Now, we need to match
them to constrain the visual-semantic embedding in our GBN.
Specifically, we use KL divergence to pull the probability
distribution of relationships for each node in the visual graph
towards its corresponding semantic graph. It is defined as:

LCRC = − 1

nb + Cu

L∑
l=1

nb+Cu∑
i=1

nb+Cu∑
j=1

psli,j · log (psli,j − pvli,j).

(25)

Finally, we formulate the overall loss function of VSGMN:

Ltotal = LACE + λREGLREG

+ λSCLSC + λCRCLCRC ,
(26)

where λREG, λSC and λCRC are the weights to control their
corresponding loss terms.

F. Zero-Shot Prediction
After training VSGMN, we first obtain the embedding

features of a test instance xi in the semantic space i.e., (si).
Then, we take an explicit calibration to predict the test label
of xi, which is formulated as:

c∗ = arg max
c∈Cu/C

si × Zc + I[c∈Cu]. (27)

TABLE I
COMPARISONS OF MODEL SIZE AND FLOPS.

Method Model size FLOPs
TransZero [23] 3.31 M 22.51 G
GNDAN [35] 5.77 M 12.94 G
VSGMN (prp) 3.61 M 28.51 G
VSGMN (att) 3.34 M 28.16 G

Here Cu/C corresponds to the CZSL/GZSL setting respec-
tively. The complete procedures (including model training and
prediction) for VSGMN are illustrated by the pseudocode in
Algorithm 1.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND EVALUATION

A. Datasets and Evaluation Protocols

1) Datasets: We evaluate our method on three challenging
benchmark datasets, i.e., CUB (Caltech UCSD Birds 200)
[27], SUN (SUN Attribute) [28] and AWA2 (Animals with
Attributes 2) [12]. Among these, CUB and SUN are fine-
grained datasets, whereas AWA2 is a coarse-grained dataset.
Following [12], we use the same seen/unseen splits and class
embeddings. Specifically, CUB includes 11,788 images of 200
bird classes (seen/unseen classes = 150/50) with 312 attributes.
SUN has 14,340 images from 717 scene classes (seen/unseen
classes = 645/72) with 102 attributes. AWA2 consists of 37,322
images from 50 animal classes (seen/unseen classes = 40/10)
with 85 attributes.

2) Evaluation Protocols: Following [12], we evaluate the
top-1 accuracy both in the CZSL and GZSL settings. In the
CZSL setting, we predict the unseen classes to compute the
accuracy of test samples, i.e., acc. In the GZSL setting, we
calculate the accuracy of the test samples from both the seen
classes (denoted as S) and unseen classes (denoted as U ).
Meanwhile, their harmonic mean (defined as H = (2 × S ×
U)/(S+U)) is also employed for evaluating the performance
in the GZSL setting.

B. Implementation Details.

We use the training splits proposed by [12]. We take a
ResNet101 pre-trained on ImageNet as the CNN backbone to
extract the visual feature map v(x) ∈ RH×W×C (H and W
are the height and width of the feature maps, C is the number
of channels) without fine-tuning. We use the SGD optimizer
with hyperparameters (learning rate = 0.001, momentum =
0.9, weight decay = 0.0001) to optimize our model. The batch
size is set to 40 for AWA2 ,and 50 for CUB and SUN. Note
that we used balance sampling (only one image per class per
batch) to ensure that the learned class relationships remain
balanced. Following APN [59], hyperparameters in our model
are obtained by grid search on the validation set [12]. We use
PyTorch [60] for the implementation of all experiments.

Furthermore, we also supply the model size (Params) and
FLOPs of different implementations and a comparison with
our baseline (TransZero [23]) and GNDAN [35] (a embedding
ZSL method which also use GNNs). As shown in Table I, due
to the additional GMN module in our model, both model size
and FLOPs are slightly higher compared to the baseline but
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TABLE II
RESULTS (%) OF THE STATE-OF-THE-ART CZSL AND GZSL METHODS ON CUB, SUN AND AWA2, INCLUDING GENERATIVE METHODS AND

EMBEDDING-BASED METHODS. THE BEST AND SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE MARKED IN RED AND BLUE, RESPECTIVELY. THE SYMBOL “–” INDICATES
NO RESULTS. THE SYMBOL “*” DENOTES THE RESULTS ARE OBTAINED FROM LOCALLY REPRODUCING THE METHOD.

Methods
AWA2 CUB SUN

CZSL GZSL CZSL GZSL CZSL GZSL
acc U S H acc U S H acc U S H

Embedding-based Methods
SP-AEN [61] 58.5 23.3 90.9 37.1 55.4 34.7 70.6 46.6 59.2 24.9 38.6 30.3

SGMA [58] 68.8 37.6 87.1 52.5 71.0 36.7 71.3 48.5 - - - -
AREN [33] 67.9 15.6 92.9 26.7 71.8 38.9 78.7 52.1 60.6 19.0 38.8 25.5

LFGAA [62] 68.1 27.0 93.4 41.9 67.6 36.2 80.9 50.0 61.5 18.5 40.0 25.3
DAZLE [34] 67.9 60.3 75.7 67.1 66.0 56.7 59.6 58.1 59.4 52.3 24.3 33.2

SR2E [63] - 58.0 80.7 67.5 - 61.6 70.6 65.8 - 43.1 36.8 39.7
APN [59] 68.4 57.1 72.4 63.9 72.0 65.3 69.3 67.2 61.6 41.9 34.0 37.6

SCILM [74] 71.2 48.9 77.8 60.1 52.3 24.5 54.9 33.8 62.4 24.8 32.6 28.2
TransZero* [23] 68.9 59.8 82.7 69.4 75.4 67.4 68.6 68.0 64.9 51.0 33.6 40.5

MSDN [22] 70.1 62.0 74.5 67.7 76.1 68.7 67.5 68.1 65.8 52.2 34.2 41.3
VABNet [66] 67.6 56.1 71.8 63.0 - - - - 57.0 40.1 33.4 36.4
BGSNet [65] 69.1 61.0 81.8 69.9 73.3 60.9 73.6 66.7 63.9 45.2 34.3 39.0
A-RSR [64] 68.4 55.3 76.0 64.0 72.0 62.3 73.9 67.6 64.2 48.0 34.9 40.4

GNDAN [35] 71.0 60.2 80.8 69.0 75.1 69.2 69.6 69.4 65.3 50.0 34.7 41.0
Generative Methods

SE-ZSL [67] 69.2 58.3 68.1 62.8 59.6 41.5 53.3 46.7 63.4 40.9 30.5 34.9
f-VAEGAN [15] 71.1 57.6 70.6 63.5 61.0 48.4 60.1 53.6 64.7 45.1 38.0 41.3

LisGAN [68] 70.6 52.6 76.3 62.3 58.8 46.5 57.9 51.6 61.7 42.9 37.8 40.2
AFC-GAN [69] 69.1 58.2 68.8 62.2 62.9 53.5 59.7 56.4 63.3 49.1 36.1 41.6

OCD-CVAE [70] - 59.5 73.4 65.7 - 44.8 59.9 51.3 - 44.8 42.9 43.8
GCM-CF [71] - 60.4 75.1 67.0 - 61.0 59.7 60.3 - 47.9 37.8 42.2

FREE [17] - 60.4 75.4 67.1 - 55.7 59.9 57.7 - 47.4 37.2 41.7
HSVA [14] - 59.3 76.6 66.8 62.8 52.7 58.3 55.3 63.8 48.6 39.0 43.3

AREES [72] 73.6 57.9 77.0 66.1 65.7 53.6 56.9 55.2 64.3 51.3 35.9 42.2
D3GZSL [73] - 64.6 76.7 70.1 - 66.7 69.1 67.8 - - - -

VSGMN(Ours) 71.2 64.0 77.8 70.3 77.8 69.6 68.9 69.3 66.3 50.7 34.1 40.8

remain within an acceptable range. Compared with GNDAN,
our model has an advantage in model size, though the FLOPs
are significantly higher. This may be due to the self-attention
and cross-attention computations involved when obtaining the
semantic embeddings in GBN.

C. Comparison with State-of-the-Art

Our VSGMN is embedding-based manner. We compare it
with other state-of-the-art methods both in CZSL and GZSL
settings including embedding-based methods (e.g., SP-AEN
[61], SGMA [58], AREN [33], LFGAA [62], DAZLE [34],
APN [59], cvc-zsl [26], SR2E [63],TransZero [23], MSDN
[22], A-RSR [64], BGSNet [65], VABNet [66], GNDAN [35])
and Generative methods(e.g., SE-ZSL [67], f-VAEGAN [15],
LisGAN [68],AFC-GAN [69], OCD-CVAE [70], GCM-CF
[71], FREE [17], HSVA [14], AREES [72], D3GZSL [73]),
to demonstrate its effectiveness and advantages.

1) Conventional Zero-Shot Learning: Here, we first com-
pare our VSGMN with the state-of-the-art methods in the
CZSL setting. In the three benchmark datasets, SUN and CUB
are two fine-grained datasets, which means that the visual
differences between categories in these two datasets are very
small. However, in the semantic space, due to the discrimina-
tive nature of the attributes selected for the manually defined
class prototypes, incorporating semantic categories into the

visual space is crucial. As shown in Table II, our VSGMN
achieves the best accuracy of 77.8% and 66.3% on CUB and
SUN. This demonstrates that our VSGMN can introduce valu-
able semantic class information into visual features with very
small inter-class differences in fine-grained datasets, thereby
enhancing the discriminability between classes in the visual
space. This also implies that our VSGMN can enhance the
visual-semantic matching capability by imposing appropriate
constraints on visual-semantic embedding.

As for the coarse-grained dataset AWA2, VSGMN still
obtains competitive performance, with a accuracy of 71.2%,
which is the best accuracy among the embedding-based and
generative-based methods. This indicates that, compared with
embedding-based models that only utilize first-stage visual-
semantic alignment, our VSGMN, which additionally imposes
second-stage visual-semantic alignment, can more accurately
learn the visual-semantic space mapping as shown in Fig 3.
Consequently, it optimizes the transfer of knowledge from seen
classes to unseen ones. Compared with its baseline, VSGMN
obtains gains of over 2.3%, 2.4% and 1.4% on AWA2, CUB
and SUN, respectively. This demonstrates that our proposed
visual-semantic graph matching constraint method is helpful
for constructing the visual space and the mapping between the
visual-semantic spaces.

However, we observe that the improvement of our VSGMN
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TABLE III
ABLATION STUDIES FOR DIFFERENT COMPONENTS OF VSGMN ON AWA2 AND CUB DATASETS. BASELINE IS THE VSGMN WITHOUT GMN AND

LCRC , “GM” DENOTES THE GRAPH MATCH LAYER IN GMN, “UM” DENOTES THE VIRTUAL UNSEEN EMBEDDING MASK IN GMN, “CG” DENOTES THE
CROSS-GRAPH MESSAGE FUNCTION fc

message IN GMN

Method
AWA2 CUB

CZSL GZSL CZSL GZSL
acc U S H acc U S H

baseline 68.9 59.8 82.7 69.4 75.4 67.4 68.6 68.0
baseline + LCRC 68.6 61.2 75.8 67.7 73.3 67.3 60.9 63.9
baseline + GM 70.7 63.6 77.4 69.8 76.3 67.3 69.7 68.5
baseline + GM + UM 70.8 63.4 77.4 69.7 77.0 69.7 68.1 68.9
baseline + GM + CG 70.9 64.2 77.3 70.1 77.1 69.3 68.3 68.8
baseline + GM + CG + UM 71.2 64.0 77.8 70.3 77.8 69.6 68.9 69.3

on the SUN dataset (1.4%) is less pronounced compared to
AWA2 and CUB (2.3% and 2.4%). We hypothesize that this
is because the SUN dataset contains significantly more cate-
gories than AWA2 and CUB, which leads to a more uniform
probability distribution when using LCRC for alignment. This,
in turn, indirectly reduces the effectiveness of the relationship
constraints.

2) Generalized Zero-Shot Learning: Table II also shows
the results of different methods in the GZSL setting, i.e.,
embedding-based methods and generative-based methods. We
can observe that most methods tend to overfit on seen classes,
resulting in the model’s accuracy on recognizing seen classes
much higher than that on unseen classes, which affects the
performance on the H-score. However, our VSGMN can
achieve a better balance between seen and unseen classes.
As such, VSGMN achieves good results of Harmonic mean,
e.g., 70.3% and 69.3% on AWA2 and CUB, respectively. We
believe this can be attributed to the introduction of virtual
unseen class visual features and the virtual unseen embedding
mask, which help GMN align the unseen relationships between
visual and semantic.

Since per class only contains about 16 training images
on SUN, which heavily limits the ZSL models, the data
augmentation is very effective for improving the performance
on SUN. Therefore, methods that generate additional samples
or employ visual feature generation techniques often achieve
better results on this dataset. As such, most of the strong
generative methods perform better than our VSGMN and
other embedding-based methods. However, in embedding-
based methods, we achieved the second-highest accuracy,
second only to MSDN. We believe this is because, compared
to the attention-based visual-semantic embedding network we
chose, MSDN can distill semantics, allowing it to discover
more intrinsic semantic representations for effective knowl-
edge transfer from seen to unseen classes. Finally, compared
with the embedding-based method and baseline, Our VSGMN
has achieved significant improvements, indicating that our pro-
posed visual-semantic graph matching model has superiority
and great potential for the ZSL task.

D. Ablation Study

To provide further insight into VSGMN, we conduct abla-
tion studies to evaluate the effect of different model compo-
nents, loss functions, the graph match layer implementations.

1) Analysis of Model Components: As shown in Table III,
we conduct ablation studies to evaluate the effects of different
GMN components , i.e., graph match layer (denoted as GM),
the cross-graph message passing function f c

message (denoted
as CG) and virtual unseen embedding mask (denoted as UM)
on AWA2 and CUB.

Firstly, we can observe that directly adding relationship
constraints to the baseline does not yield optimal results. The
reason, as mentioned in Sec. III-D1, is that due to the incon-
sistency in manifold structures and the absence of higher-order
relational information, directly using LCRC to align the first-
order relationships between embeddings and prototypes often
fails to achieve optimal performance and may even negatively
impact the model’s effectiveness. Additionally, we can observe
that compared to the baseline, the model using the graph match
layer shows a significant improvement (1.8%/0.4% on AWA2
and 0.9%/0.5 % on CUB), indicating that our GMN, composed
of multiple stacked graph match layers, successfully utilizes
the visual (semantic) graph structure we built to aggregate
information from both low-order and high-order neighbors
onto the node representations themselves.

Furthermore, we can observe that in the version where only
the virtual unseen embedding mask component was used, our
VSGMN also achieved improvements in both datasets. We
believe this is because the virtual unseen embedding mask
can help eliminate noise from the model as mentioned above,
thereby affecting performance. What’s more, it can be seen
that the full version of VSGMN, which incorporates both
cross-graph information propagation and the virtual unseen
visual feature mask, achieved the best performance on both
datasets (71.2%/70.3% on AWA2 and 77.8%/69.3% on CUB),
with a more significant improvement observed on the CUB
dataset. We attribute this to the following two factors: i) As
mentioned earlier, using only the virtual unseen embedding
mask can help eliminate noise from the model, while, it also
leads to a blockade in the information propagation stage.
However, in the semantic graph, since the prototypes of unseen
classes are real, we did not apply the mask. Therefore, the
information propagation in the semantic graph is intact and
smooth. By additionally applying cross-graph message passing
function, we integrate the differential information of nodes
into their representations. This helps alleviate the blockade
while retaining the benefits of noise removal, resulting in a
synergistic effect greater than the sum of its parts. ii) The
CUB dataset is a fine-grained dataset where the inter-class
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TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDIES FOR DIFFERENT LOSSES OF VSGMN ON THE AWA2 AND CUB DATASETS

Method
AWA2 CUB

CZSL GZSL CZSL GZSL
acc U S H acc U S H

VSGMN w/o LREG and LCRC 70.8 65.3 74.4 69.6 74.4 62.5 70.5 66.2
VSGMN w/o LREG 70.8 65.5 74.5 69.7 75.1 62.6 70.3 66.2
VSGMN w/o LSC and LCRC 68.2 10.5 95.7 19.0 76.3 43.0 76.8 55.1
VSGMN w/o LSC 68.2 12.5 95.5 22.1 77.0 43.8 75.7 55.5
VSGMN w/o LCRC 69.1 64.4 73.2 68.5 76.0 66.3 67.7 67.0
VSGMN(full) 71.2 64.0 77.8 70.3 77.8 69.6 68.9 69.3

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDIES FOR DIFFERENT IMPLEMENTATIONS OF GRAPH

MATCH LAYER ON THE AWA AND CUB DATASETS

Method
AWA2 CUB

CZSL GZSL CZSL GZSL
acc U S H acc U S H

VSGMN (att-MLP) 70.0 63.9 73.7 68.4 75.2 69.7 62.3 65.8
VSGMN (att) 71.0 59.4 86.2 70.3 77.8 69.6 68.9 69.3
VSGMN (prp) 71.2 64.0 77.8 70.3 77.4 66.5 72.2 69.3

differences in visual features are typically lower compared to
the AWA2 dataset. This implies that class relationships are
more critical in this context. Therefore, on the CUB dataset,
the improvement brought by applying relational constraints is
significantly higher compared to AWA2.

2) Analysis of Loss Functions: We conducted ablation
studies to evaluate the effectiveness of our second-stage visual-
semantic alignment by testing different combinations of loss
functions. Specifically, we tested the effectiveness of the
class relationship constraint loss LCRC in combination with
different first-stage visual-semantic alignment loss functions
(LACE , LSC , LREG). Our results are shown in Table IV.

Firstly, we observe that overall, regardless of how first-stage
losses are combined, the additional inclusion of LCRC yields
more significant improvements on CUB compared to AWA2
(0.7%/0.7%/1.8% for CZSL, 0/0.4%/2.3% for GZSL). This is
because the CUB dataset has smaller inter-class differences
and more similar class relationships. Without additional class
constraints, the model itself finds it more challenging to learn
optimal visual enhancement and spatial mapping. Furthermore,
compared to scenarios without LREG, the inclusion of LCRC

without LSC leads to considerable improvements in both
datasets (0/3.1%, 0.7%/0.4%). This is because without loss
LCRC , the model is more prone to overfitting on seen classes.
By adding LCRC , additional information from unseen classes
is introduced, thereby enhancing the model’s generalization
capability to unseen classes.

Finally, we observe that under the scenario of only applying
first-stage alignment losses (VSGMN w/o LCRC), the addition
of class constraints leads to significant improvements on both
datasets (2.1%/1.8% on AWA2, 1.8%/2.3% on CUB). This
further demonstrates the effectiveness of our proposed second-
stage visual-semantic alignment constraints in reducing the
visual-semantic gap.

3) Analysis of Graph Match Layer Implementations: To
investigate the specific architectural implementations of graph
match layer and their impact on the overall performance of

our VSGMN, we conducted experiments on two architectures
(attention-based and propagation-based) mentioned in Section
III-D2 and different attention computation functions (MLP and
dot product). The results are shown in table V.

We can observe that the performance of the two mod-
els is very close on both the AWA2 and CUB datasets
(71.0%/71.2%, 70.3%/70.3% on AWA2 and 77.8%/77.4%,
69.3%/69.3% on CUB), indicating that our second-stage
visual-semantic graph alignment method is robust to the
specific implementation. Additionally, we observe that in the
AWA2 dataset, the propagation-based implementations slightly
outperforms the attention-based method, while the opposite is
observed in the CUB dataset. We attribute this to the fact
that our built visual and semantic graphs do not have explicit
neighbor relationships but instead utilize cosine distances to
represent the proximity of relationships between nodes. The
attention-based method can leverage attention scores to obtain
relatively clear neighbor relationships, thus having a significant
advantage in the fine-grained CUB dataset where category
relationships are closer. Furthermore, we can observe that,
compared to the standard attention mechanism that calculates
attention scores using dot products, the MLP-based imple-
mentation is less effective. We speculate that this might be
because we chose to use cosine distance to quantify category
relationships in the graph matching stage. As a result, using
dot products to calculate attention scores is more aligned with
the optimization goal of graph matching.

E. Qualitative Results

Here, we present the visualizations of t-SNE [75] in visual
space and semantic space to intuitively show the effectiveness
of our VSGMN.

1) t-SNE Visualizations in Semantic Space: As shown in
Fig.4 (a), we first provide the t-SNE visualization [75] of
semantic embedding for seen classes and unseen classes on
CUB dataset, learned by the baseline and our VSGMN.

Firstly, we observe that our baseline model, while capable
of finding reasonably appropriate semantic space embeddings
for visual features, exhibits varying degrees of category con-
fusion on CUB. In contrast, our VSGMN, with the addition
of category relation constraints, significantly mitigates this
phenomenon. We attribute this to the success of our pro-
posed second-stage visual-semantic alignment in providing
appropriate class-level constraints to the space embedding
network, thereby alleviating the visual-semantic gap caused by
inconsistent manifold structures and enabling VSGMN to learn
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Fig. 4. t-SNE visualization [75] of visual features in semantic space and visual space learned by our VSGMN and Baseline for the same seen and unseen
classes. Different colors denote different classes. We conduct experiments on 20 classes of CUB. The baseline model, while capable of finding reasonably
appropriate semantic space and visual space for samples, exhibits a certain degree of category confusion, particularly evident in unseen classes. However,
VSGMN notably alleviates this condition, especially concerning unseen classes.

(a) AWA2 (b) CUB

Fig. 5. : The effects of different architectures for the GMN on (a) AWA2 and (b) CUB. We investigate the number of graph match layers for propagation-based
implementation and attention-based implementation.

more accurate visual-semantic mappings. Furthermore, we
found that our VSGMN can improve the intra-class similarity
and inter-class distinctiveness in the semantic space for both
seen and unseen classes to a certain extent. This further
demonstrates that by matching visual and semantic graphs,
we have successfully enhanced the overall quality of visual-
semantic alignment, further confirming the effectiveness of our
approach.

2) t-SNE Visualizations in Visual Space: In order to inves-
tigate the impact of the proposed category relation constraints
on learning the visual space, we also conducted t-SNE [75]
visualization of the learned visual space for seen classes and
unseen classes on CUB dataset, learned by the baseline and
our VSGMN.

As shown in Fig.4 (b), our baseline model exhibits category
confusion in multiple classes, which can be attributed to the

fact that the visual space learned by the baseline is constrained
only by the first-stage visual-semantic alignment loss function
mentioned in section III-E1. This means that our visual-
semantic embedding net is limited to optimizing parameters
within each class, potentially resulting in insufficient robust-
ness of visual features due to domain shift during the lengthy
optimization process. In contrast, our VSGMN introduces
inter-class information to the visual semantic alignment, giving
it a class-level perspective during the optimization process.
This allows the model to consider the feature extraction part of
all classes within a single optimization step, thereby mitigating
the effects of domain shift and improving the quality of visual
space learning.
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Fig. 6. The effects of loss weights that control their corresponding loss terms on AWA2 and CUB, i.e., λREG, λSC and λCRC .

F. Hyperparameter Analysis

To analyse the robustness of our VSGMN and select better
hyperparameters for it. We conduct extensive experiments for
evaluating the effects of loss weights (in (26)) and graph match
layer architecture settings in GMN.

1) Effects of Different Architectures for GMN: To find the
best graph matchine net settings, we investigate the influence
of the number of layers for both graph match layer implemen-
tations. As shown in Fig.5, it can be observed that regardless
of the implementation, our VSGMN achieves the best per-
formance when the number of layers in the graph matching
net is 2. This is because, compared to smaller numbers of
layers (e.g., 1 layer), a 2-layer GMN can aggregate higher-
order neighborhood information for each node, enabling the
subsequent graph matching to simultaneously align higher-
order neighborhood relations, further increasing the alignment
between the visual graph and the semantic graph, and reducing
the visual-semantic gap. However, as the number of layers
continues to increase, the performance of VSGMN decreases
further. We speculate that this is due to the occurrence of
over-smoothing, where node representations within the same
connected component tend to converge to the same value. This
phenomenon has been observed in many graph neural network-
based works [76]–[78]. For ZSL tasks, we hope that semantic
embeddings of different categories not only have inherent
category relationships but also exhibit significant differences.
Therefore, the impact of over-smoothing on VSGMN is more
pronounced.

2) Effects of Loss Weights: Here, we analyse the effects of
loss weights that control their corresponding loss terms, i.e.,
λREG, λSC and λCRC . We try a range of these loss weights
evaluated on AWA2 and CUB. Whereas λREG controls the
quality of first-stage visual-semantic alignment, λSC mitigates
overfitting to seen classes effectively, and λCRC adjusts the
strength of second-stage visual-semantic alignment.

Results are shown in Fig.6. When λREG, λSC and λCRC

are set to a large value, all evaluation protocols tend to drop.
Meanwhile, VSGMN is insensitive to the self-calibration loss
in the CZSL setting. Moreover, We find that on the fine-
grained dataset CUB, a larger value of λCRC is needed
to achieve the best performance. This is because the class
relationships in the CUB dataset are more closely related, thus
requiring more assistance from class relationship constraints.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a visual-semantic graph matching
network for ZSL, termed VSGMN, to achieve second-stage
alignment of vision and semantics using the class relationships
between semantic prototypes. Firstly, we utilize GBN to obtain
visual embeddings in the semantic space, and built initial
visual and semantic graphs. Considering the utilization of
relationships between unseen classes, we introduce virtual
visual features to the visual graph and employ virtual unseen
embedding mask to minimize the flow of noise while retaining
as much information about unseen relationships as possible.
Then, through our proposed GMN, we incorporate information
from neighboring nodes and cross-graph differences for each
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node in our graph, thereby integrating structural features
into node representations and alleviating the visual-semantic
gap caused by manifold inconsistencies. Finally, through our
proposed class relationship constraint loss, we impose class-
level constraints on the visual-semantic embedding to assist the
overall model in achieving second-stage alignment of visual
and semantic space. Extensive experiments on three popular
ZSL benchmarks demonstrate the superiority of our method.

A. Limitation

Although VSGMN has achieved promising results on three
ZSL benchmark datasets, it still has some limitations. First,
the GMN updates the semantic embeddings and semantic
prototypes in GBN by leveraging class relationships. However,
since GMN cannot access the complete visual graph during
the testing phase, these updated embeddings and prototypes
are not utilized in testing. Therefore, we hope to find a way
to leverage class relationship information during the testing
phase to assist the model in classification. Additionally, since
VSGMN requires the use of additional virtual visual features,
the training cost significantly increases as the number of
unseen classes grows, which is another issue we need to
address.
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