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1 Other Approaches for Calculating Contrasting Class
Similarity

Suppose the l2-normalized attribute matrix w.r.t. the Cs seen classes and Cu

unseen classes are A ∈ RQ×Cs

and B ∈ RQ×Cu

, respectively. We have calcu-
lated the contrasting class similarity V ∈ RCu×Cs

using least square regression
(LSR) in Line 324 (§3.4) of the manuscript. We further assess the scalability of
RGEN towards other types of calculating for V . Specifically, we take CUB [1]
and AWA2 [2] as example datasets and compare the following three types of
calculations for V :

LSR: V = (BTB + βI)−1BTA. (1)

Cosine: V = BTA. (2)

Exponential Cosine: V = exp(BTA). (3)

Note that, the dot-product in Eq. (2) and (3) equals to cosine similarity metric,
since each column of A and B is l2 normalized.

Table 1: Comparisons of RGEN performances (%) under ZSL and GZSL w.r.t.
three types of calculations for V .

CUB AWA2
ZSL GZSL ZSL GZSLTypes
MCA ts tr H MCA ts tr H

LSR 76.1 60.0 73.5 66.1 73.6 67.0 76.5 71.5
Cosine 75.2 58.3 71.8 64.3 73.0 67.3 77.1 71.8
Exp Cosine 74.9 58.7 71.8 64.6 72.5 67.3 76.3 71.5

Both the ZSL and GZSL [2] results are shown in Table 1. It can be seen that
1) LSR consistently achieves a better MCA (mean class accuracy) under ZSL on
both CUB and AWA2, and 2) LSR achieves a better H under GZSL on CUB,
and meanwhile, a slightly better H is obtained by Cosine metric under GZSL
on AWA2. All three methods perform well with a desirable performance. This
validates the scalability of the proposed RGEN.
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Fig. 1: MCA-(η3, η4) maps of RGEN under ZSL.

2 Effects of Coefficients η3 and η4 to RGEN

η3 and η4 are the trade-off parameters w.r.t. the compact loss Lcpt and the diver-
gent loss Ldiv, respectively. For RGEN training (Eq. (11) of §3.5 in the manuscrip-
t), we have fixed η3 and η4 to 1.0 and 0.0001 on all the four datasets used,
respectively. By further taking the values of η3 from {0.01, 0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0}
and the values of η4 from {1e − 5, 1e − 4, 1e − 3, 1e − 2}, we observe the MCA
of RGEN w.r.t. different combinations of (η3,η4) for ZSL, on CUB and AWA2
datasets (Fig. 1). We find that a small η4, meanwhile, a relative large η3 are
better for assisting the RGEN model. As such, we set (η3, η4) = (1.0, 0.0001) for
all datasets.

3 More t-SNEs of the Features in the Semantic Space

We have only illustrated the t-SNEs [3] (on unseen test images of AWA2) of
RGEN and its variants (CPA and PRR) under GZSL, due to space limitation. We
further take CUB and AWA2 as examples to visualize the feature representations
of both seen and unseen test images in the semantic space for RGEN, CPA and
PRR. Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 illustrate the t-SNEs of RGEN, CPA and PRR for AWA2
and CUB, respectively.

4 More Qualitative Analysis on Attended Parts

In our manuscript, we have used unseen images from CUB under ZSL to visualize
the attended parts (Fig. 8 of the manuscript). Compared with the baseline (which
achieves a 71.3% MCA when trained by only the ACE loss, Table 4 of the
manuscript), RGEN has shown some useful insights, e.g., it can 1) discover more
divergent parts w.r.t. objects; 2) suppress background and redundant foreground
regions (maximum mask values in parts #1-4, 9-10 are all small and no similar
masks exist among foreground parts #5-8); and 3) automatically align the order
relationships of different parts (parts #5-8 are consistent w.r.t. different unseen
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CPA on AWA2 (Seen) PRR on AWA2 (Seen) RGEN on AWA2 (Seen)

CPA on AWA2 (Unseen) PRR on AWA2 (Unseen) RGEN on AWA2 (Unseen)

Fig. 2: t-SNEs of the projected features in semantic space on AWA2.

CPA on CUB (Seen) PRR on CUB (Seen) RGEN on CUB (Seen)

CPA on CUB (Unseen) PRR on CUB (Unseen) RGEN on CUB (Unseen)

Fig. 3: t-SNEs of the projected features in semantic space on CUB.

class images). Here, we take the same trained model as used for drawing Fig. 8
of the manuscript and give more visualizations in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 on CUB
dataset. Note that the showed images are randomly selected from the unseen
test set without any human intervention. Fig 4 and Fig. 5 again show the same
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qualitative conclusions as previously mentioned. This means that our RGEN
with parts relation reasoning has discovered some intrinsic reasons for unseen
class recognition, e.g., the model can automatically align the order relationships
of different parts.

Furthermore, we illustrate the attended parts of both seen and unseen images
on CUB, under the best RGEN GZSL model (Fig. 6 and Fig. 7). Note that the
showed images are also randomly selected from the unseen test set and seen test
set without any human intervention.

5 More Comparisons of Prediction Results of Unseen
Test Images under GZSL

As the domain bias issue is a typical problem under GZSL, we have shown an
example in Fig. 3 of our manuscript, by feeding two test unseen images to the
Baseline/RGEN GZSL models on AWA2. Here, we show more randomly selected
examples for comparing the performances of Baseline (without balance loss) with
our RGEN GZSL model, on AWA2 (Fig 8 and Fig. 9). In most cases, our RGEN
can well address the domain bias issue encountered in the Baseline model.

6 Detailed Parameter Values for Each Dataset

As stated in §4.2 and §3.5 of the manuscript, we totally have eight key parameter-
s: η1, η2, η3, η4, λ1, λ2, K, and GCN Architecture in §3.3. We further illustrate
their taken values to achieve the results in Tables for each dataset (Table 2).
It can be seen that six out of eight parameters are fixed for all used datasets,
therefore, only λ1, λ2 are parameters that need to be tuned. However, as can be
seen from §4.5 of the manuscript, these two parameters are also robust to the
final MCA and H score. This indicates that the RGEN model is essentially a
scalable model to tackle ZSL and GZSL tasks.

7 Component Analysis w.r.t. tr, ts and H under the best
RGEN GZSL model

We have conducted component analysis w.r.t. H for GZSL in Table 5 of §4.5
in the manuscript, due to space limitation. In Table 3, we show all the results
including tr, ts and H score for the same setting of componet analysis in the
manuscript.

We conclude from Table 3 that 1) our balance loss contributes mostly to the
performance improvements of ts and H score; 2) in some cases, the tr is also
improved, e.g., all tr, ts and H are improved significantly on CUB; and 3) some-
times, the tr is dropped to some extent; however, compared with such tolerable
performance degradations on tr (e.g., 33.6%→31.0% on SUN and 52.4%→49.2%
on APY), the improvements on ts and H are significant on all the used datasets.
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Table 2: Detailed parameter values for each dataset.

Dataset η1 η2 η3 η4 λ1 for CPA λ2 for CPA λ1 for PRR λ2 for PRR K GCN
CUB 0.9 0.1 1.0 1e-4 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 10 2048-1024-2048
AWA2 0.9 0.1 1.0 1e-4 0.001 0.05 0.001 0.05 10 2048-1024-2048
SUN 0.9 0.1 1.0 1e-4 0.07 0.1 0.07 0.1 10 2048-1024-2048
APY 0.9 0.1 1.0 1e-4 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.07 10 2048-1024-2048

Table 3: Component analysis w.r.t. tr, ts and H under best GZSL RGEN model.

Transfer Loss CD Regularization PRR Branch Balance Loss
CUB AWA2 SUN APY

ts tr H ts tr H ts tr H ts tr H

" 25.8 67.1 37.2 6.7 93.5 12.5 15.5 33.6 21.2 8.9 52.4 15.2

" " 24.8 59.8 38.6 7.6 92.4 14.1 17.8 35.5 23.7 9.2 52.4 15.6

" " " 28.0 67.3 39.6 8.0 92.6 14.7 18.7 34.9 24.3 9.6 56.0 16.4

" " 26.7 67.5 38.3 8.1 92.1 14.9 17.8 34.9 23.6 9.2 56.9 15.8

" " 61.7 67.8 64.6 66.8 73.3 69.9 42.8 31.0 35.9 29.5 49.2 36.8

" " " 61.4 68.5 64.7 64.1 76.4 69.7 44.4 30.8 36.4 29.2 48.0 36.3

" " " " 60.0 73.5 66.1 67.0 76.5 71.5 44.0 31.7 36.8 30.4 48.1 37.2

" " " 62.3 68.2 65.1 67.1 75.9 71.3 44.2 31.4 36.7 30.4 49.5 37.7

Note that, in the real-world application, we want to correctly classify both
seen and unseen test images as many as possible (i.e., we pursue a higher H
score), but most of the recently proposed deep GZSL models [4,5] fail to achieve
a balanced tr and ts, especially, the ts is usually very low (e.g., 26.4% for LDF
and 36.2% for LFGAA on CUB). By contrary, our RGEN model has achieved a
satisfactory H score (balanced tr and ts) in all used datasets. As such, the benefits
brought by our model are much greater than the performance degradation of tr,
which shows its potential to the real-world application.
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Yellow billed Cuckoo   0.07 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.87 1.00 0.93 0.97 0.06 0.05

Savannah Sparrow      0.05 0.11 0.04 0.05 0.92 1.00 0.96 0.98 0.06 0.04

Green tailed Towhee    0.05 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.84 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.07 0.05

American Pipit 0.06 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.89 1.00 0.94 0.99 0.08 0.05

Caspian Tern 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.96 1.00 0.77 0.95 0.10 0.06

Tree Swallow 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.97 0.09 0.08

Le Conte Sparrow      0.07 0.11 0.07 0.07 0.91 1.00 0.86 0.98 0.06 0.05

White eyed Vireo       0.07 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.83 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.05 0.05

Yellow throated Vireo   0.07 0.09 0.04 0.06 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.92 0.05 0.04

Cerulean Warbler      0.07 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.94 1.00 0.96 0.98 0.07 0.06

Orange crowned Warbler 0.08 0.16 0.06 0.06 0.83 0.97 1.00 0.85 0.05 0.05

Red cockaded Woodpecker 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.96 1.00 0.80 0.95 0.07 0.06

Yellow billed Cuckoo   0.10 0.11 0.07 0.12 0.76 0.99 0.92 0.99 0.06 0.06

White eyed Vireo       0.08 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.83 0.94 0.99 0.96 0.05 0.05

Orange crowned Warbler 0.05 0.11 0.04 0.07 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.79 0.05 0.06

Green tailed Towhee    0.06 0.16 0.04 0.06 0.86 1.00 0.90 0.98 0.06 0.05

Savannah Sparrow      0.05 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.86 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.05 0.04

Pileated Woodpecker   0.08 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.88 1.00 0.79 0.83 0.07 0.08

White breasted Nuthatch 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.99 1.00 0.83 0.98 0.05 0.05

Green tailed Towhee    0.06 0.16 0.04 0.06 0.86 1.00 0.90 0.98 0.06 0.05

Savannah Sparrow      0.05 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.86 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.05 0.04

Pileated Woodpecker   0.08 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.88 1.00 0.79 0.83 0.07 0.08

White breasted Nuthatch 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.99 1.00 0.83 0.98 0.05 0.05

Yellow bellied Flycatcher 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.97 0.99 0.99 0.85 0.07 0.05

Henslow Sparrow      0.05 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.80 1.00 0.96 0.97 0.06 0.07

Le Conte Sparrow      0.07 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.94 0.99 0.94 0.98 0.07 0.07

Caspian Tern 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.11 0.95 1.00 0.79 0.96 0.09 0.05

Orange crowned Warbler 0.08 0.13 0.06 0.07 0.82 0.99 1.00 0.84 0.06 0.06

Loggerhead Shrike      0.05 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.93 1.00 0.71 1.00 0.06 0.04

American Pipit 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.07 0.89 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.06 0.06

Cerulean Warbler      0.10 0.12 0.07 0.09 0.94 0.99 0.99 0.94 0.08 0.07

Red cockaded Woodpecker 0.08 0.12 0.07 0.06 0.93 1.00 0.85 0.99 0.07 0.06

Black billed Cuckoo     0.07 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.81 1.00 0.83 0.97 0.05 0.04

Barn Swallow 0.06 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.82 1.00 0.83 0.98 0.08 0.06

Green tailed Towhee    0.07 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.82 0.87 1.00 0.96 0.05 0.05

Yellow throated Vireo   0.07 0.08 0.05 0.09 0.89 0.96 1.00 0.97 0.06 0.05

Blue winged Warbler    0.09 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.78 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.07 0.06

Pied billed Grebe       0.05 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.99 1.00 0.82 0.77 0.08 0.05

(a) The 19 Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 1th Time (b) The 19 Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 2th Time

Fig. 4: More visualizations of the attended parts for unseen test images on CUB,
under ZSL. For each row, the first one is the input image, the left ones are its
ten attended parts, the numbers are the maximum value within corresponding
mask (parts marked with green/red number are background and foreground
parts, respectively). As concluded in our manuscript, RGEN can 1) discover more
divergent parts w.r.t. objects; 2) suppress background and redundant foreground
regions (maximum mask values in parts #1-4, 9-10 are all small and no similar
masks exist among foreground parts #5-8); and 3) automatically align the order
relationships of different parts (parts #5-8 are consistent w.r.t. different unseen
class images). We randomly select four times from the unseen test image set:
(a) The 19 Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 1th Time. (b) The 19
Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 2th Time. Zoom in four times to see
details.
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Green tailed Towhee    0.07 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.82 0.87 1.00 0.96 0.05 0.05

Yellow throated Vireo   0.07 0.08 0.05 0.09 0.89 0.96 1.00 0.97 0.06 0.05

Blue winged Warbler    0.09 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.78 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.07 0.06

Pied billed Grebe       0.05 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.99 1.00 0.82 0.77 0.08 0.05

Yellow billed Cuckoo   0.07 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.87 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.08 0.05

Savannah Sparrow      0.05 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.86 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.05 0.05

Green tailed Towhee    0.06 0.18 0.06 0.06 0.78 1.00 0.93 0.98 0.06 0.05

Brown Creeper 0.06 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.80 1.00 0.86 0.97 0.10 0.07

Mallard 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.88 0.06 0.04

Groove billed Ani      0.08 0.08 0.06 0.10 0.99 1.00 0.83 0.79 0.09 0.05

Northern Fulmar 0.08 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.98 1.00 0.92 0.88 0.10 0.07

Red headed Woodpecker 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.09 0.97 1.00 0.79 0.96 0.06 0.04

Yellow billed Cuckoo   0.07 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.85 0.99 0.78 1.00 0.09 0.05

Sayornis 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.83 1.00 0.98 0.99 0.07 0.05

Scarlet Tanager 0.05 0.18 0.05 0.08 0.97 1.00 0.82 0.81 0.07 0.06

Northern Fulmar 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.96 1.00 0.72 0.97 0.08 0.06

Red cockaded Woodpecker0.06 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.87 1.00 0.79 0.97 0.09 0.04

Tree Swallow 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.95 1.00 0.72 0.98 0.06 0.05

Yellow headed Blackbird 0.06 0.15 0.05 0.14 0.97 1.00 0.98 0.94 0.07 0.05

Northern Fulmar 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.96 1.00 0.72 0.97 0.08 0.06

Red cockaded Woodpecker0.06 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.87 1.00 0.79 0.97 0.09 0.04

Tree Swallow 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.95 1.00 0.72 0.98 0.06 0.05

Yellow headed Blackbird 0.06 0.15 0.05 0.14 0.97 1.00 0.98 0.94 0.07 0.05

Yellow billed Cuckoo   0.07 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.87 1.00 0.95 0.97 0.06 0.05

Tropical Kingbird      0.04 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.86 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.07 0.05

Yellow throated Vireo   0.07 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.86 0.94 1.00 0.97 0.05 0.04

Green tailed Towhee    0.06 0.18 0.05 0.07 0.83 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.08 0.05

Blue winged Warbler    0.09 0.12 0.07 0.08 0.80 0.93 1.00 0.90 0.05 0.05

Scarlet Tanager 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.98 1.00 0.83 0.80 0.05 0.05

Brown Creeper 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.94 1.00 0.94 0.95 0.06 0.06

Mallard 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.99 1.00 0.97 0.82 0.08 0.05

Red headed Woodpecker 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.10 0.99 1.00 0.84 0.86 0.11 0.05

Scarlet Tanager 0.09 0.12 0.07 0.06 0.92 0.99 0.86 0.84 0.06 0.05

White breasted Nuthatch 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.08 1.00 1.00 0.80 0.97 0.07 0.05

Red cockaded Woodpecker0.07 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.90 1.00 0.83 0.99 0.07 0.05

Tropical Kingbird      0.07 0.08 0.05 0.10 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.94 0.06 0.05

Red headed Woodpecker 0.06 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.98 1.00 0.79 0.81 0.06 0.05

Yellow headed Blackbird 0.08 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.94 1.00 1.00 0.82 0.09 0.07

(d) The 19 Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 4th Time(c) The 19 Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 3th Time

Fig. 5: More visualizations of the attended parts for unseen test images on CUB,
under ZSL. For each row, the first one is the input image, the left ones are its
ten attended parts, the numbers are the maximum value within corresponding
mask (parts marked with green/red number are background and foreground
parts, respectively). As concluded in our manuscript, RGEN can 1) discover more
divergent parts w.r.t. objects; 2) suppress background and redundant foreground
regions (maximum mask values in parts #1-4, 9-10 are all small and no similar
masks exist among foreground parts #5-8); and 3) automatically align the order
relationships of different parts (parts #5-8 are consistent w.r.t. different unseen
class images). We randomly select four times from the unseen test image set:
(c) The 19 Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 3th Time. (d) The 19
Randomly Selected Unseen Images for the 4th Time. Zoom in four times to see
details.
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(a) GZSL: The 19 Randomly Selected Test Seen Images for the 1th Time

White Pelican 0.04 1.00 0.13 0.04 0.47 0.23 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.99

Louisiana Waterthrush  0.05 1.00 0.24 0.07 0.43 0.20 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.96

Mourning Warbler      0.06 0.96 0.20 0.06 0.54 0.14 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.99

Black footed Albatross   0.07 1.00 0.10 0.07 0.37 0.33 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.98

Rose breasted Grosbeak  0.06 1.00 0.21 0.04 0.55 0.14 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.92

Pine Grosbeak 0.05 1.00 0.11 0.04 0.91 0.13 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.84

Mourning Warbler      0.04 0.99 0.20 0.04 0.49 0.16 0.06 0.03 0.05 1.00

Black throated Blue Warbler0.06 0.99 0.18 0.06 0.59 0.24 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.96

Lazuli Bunting 0.05 0.96 0.27 0.05 0.68 0.19 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.99

Laysan Albatross       0.04 1.00 0.10 0.03 0.43 0.30 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.99

Western Wood Pewee   0.06 1.00 0.14 0.05 0.66 0.19 0.06 0.04 0.04 1.00

Downy Woodpecker    0.07 1.00 0.17 0.07 0.64 0.23 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.98

Nelson Sharp tailed Sparrow0.06 1.00 0.18 0.04 0.94 0.17 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.97

House Wren 0.05 1.00 0.19 0.04 0.53 0.15 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.98

Brown Thrasher 0.06 1.00 0.41 0.06 0.63 0.26 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.89

Belted Kingfisher      0.04 1.00 0.22 0.05 0.49 0.22 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.97

Common Tern 0.06 1.00 0.10 0.05 0.50 0.38 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.98

Blue Jay 0.05 0.99 0.18 0.05 0.55 0.20 0.07 0.04 0.04 1.00

Worm eating Warbler   0.05 1.00 0.21 0.04 0.47 0.11 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.99

For both (a) and (b): Each row means input image and its ten attended parts, numbers indicate the maximum value in the 
corresponding attention mask.  Attended parts marked with red color numbers are divergent and discriminative parts.

Boat tailed Grackle     0.05 0.99 0.11 0.07 0.54 0.41 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.94

Yellow throated Vireo   0.08 0.99 0.34 0.07 0.75 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.99

Magnolia Warbler      0.05 1.00 0.20 0.05 0.78 0.13 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.89

Tree Swallow 0.04 0.98 0.18 0.04 0.54 0.17 0.04 0.02 0.03 1.00

Bronzed Cowbird      0.05 1.00 0.18 0.05 0.63 0.26 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.87

Green Violetear 0.06 1.00 0.21 0.05 0.52 0.17 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.91

Tree Sparrow 0.06 1.00 0.15 0.07 0.79 0.19 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.98

Green Violetear 0.09 0.99 0.23 0.11 0.49 0.20 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.89

Chestnut sided Warbler   0.05 0.94 0.46 0.03 0.61 0.10 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.99

Loggerhead Shrike      0.04 0.99 0.14 0.04 0.75 0.19 0.06 0.03 0.04 1.00

Scott Oriole 0.06 1.00 0.19 0.06 0.81 0.17 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.94

Field Sparrow 0.06 1.00 0.26 0.07 0.57 0.15 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.98

Brandt Cormorant      0.05 1.00 0.11 0.04 0.40 0.30 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.98

Yellow throated Vireo   0.07 0.99 0.39 0.07 0.78 0.19 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.99

Kentucky Warbler      0.04 1.00 0.20 0.04 0.46 0.12 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.99

Henslow Sparrow      0.05 1.00 0.21 0.04 0.92 0.15 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.99

Green Violetear 0.05 1.00 0.19 0.05 0.48 0.30 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.87

Common Yellowthroat  0.06 1.00 0.19 0.04 0.58 0.14 0.06 0.04 0.06 1.00

Orchard Oriole 0.05 1.00 0.24 0.05 0.56 0.11 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.92

(b) GZSL: The 19 Randomly Selected Test Unseen Images for the 1th Time

Fig. 6: Visualizations of the attended parts for both seen/unseen test images on
CUB, under GZSL. Different from the attended parts under ZSL, the discovered
divergent and discriminative parts are #2-3, 5-6, 10. As can be seen from (a) and
(b), RGEN can still 1) discover more divergent parts w.r.t. objects; 2) suppress
background and redundant foreground regions (maximum mask values in parts
#1, 4, 7-9 are all small and no similar masks exist among foreground parts
#2-3, 5-6, 10); and 3) automatically align the order relationships of different
parts (parts #2-3, 5-6, 10 are consistent w.r.t. different unseen/seen test class
images). Note that, maximum mask values of part #3 and #6 are not very
confident, however, the attended regions on these two columns of parts are still
focused on the edge of the object. As such, we claim that these two columns of
parts could be still beneficial to the final performance. We randomly select two
times from both the unseen/seen test image set: (a) The 19 Randomly Selected
Test Seen Images for the 1th time. (b) The 19 Randomly Selected Test Unseen
Images for the 1th time. Zoom in four times to see details.
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(b) GZSL: The 19 Randomly Selected Test Unseen Images for  the 2th Time

For both (a) and (b): Each row means input image and its ten attended parts, numbers indicate the maximum value in the 
corresponding attention mask.  Attended parts marked with red color numbers are divergent and discriminative parts.

Belted Kingfisher      0.04 1.00 0.22 0.05 0.49 0.22 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.97

Common Tern 0.06 1.00 0.10 0.05 0.50 0.38 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.98

Blue Jay 0.05 0.99 0.18 0.05 0.55 0.20 0.07 0.04 0.04 1.00

Worm eating Warbler   0.05 1.00 0.21 0.04 0.47 0.11 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.99

Spotted Catbird 0.04 0.99 0.16 0.05 0.46 0.17 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.94

Golden winged Warbler  0.06 1.00 0.22 0.04 0.69 0.16 0.07 0.04 0.05 1.00

Louisiana Waterthrush  0.04 1.00 0.22 0.05 0.51 0.26 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.93

Chuck will Widow      0.05 1.00 0.19 0.04 0.72 0.19 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.97

Rose breasted Grosbeak  0.05 1.00 0.17 0.03 0.72 0.12 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.88

Vermilion Flycatcher   0.05 0.99 0.22 0.05 0.68 0.15 0.07 0.03 0.05 0.95

Rhinoceros Auklet      0.07 1.00 0.11 0.06 0.46 0.38 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.87

California Gull 0.05 1.00 0.17 0.04 0.69 0.35 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.98

Harris Sparrow 0.05 1.00 0.29 0.05 0.53 0.18 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.98

Pigeon Guillemot       0.07 1.00 0.14 0.06 0.46 0.27 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.94

Northern Flicker 0.04 1.00 0.12 0.06 0.53 0.21 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.98

Red winged Blackbird   0.05 1.00 0.14 0.05 0.96 0.22 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.90

Laysan Albatross       0.04 1.00 0.12 0.03 0.46 0.30 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.99

Palm Warbler 0.05 1.00 0.20 0.06 0.95 0.11 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.84

Black footed Albatross   0.07 1.00 0.09 0.08 0.38 0.40 0.05 0.09 0.08 0.98

Henslow Sparrow      0.05 1.00 0.21 0.04 0.92 0.15 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.99

Green Violetear 0.05 1.00 0.19 0.05 0.48 0.30 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.87

Common Yellowthroat  0.06 1.00 0.19 0.04 0.58 0.14 0.06 0.04 0.06 1.00

Orchard Oriole 0.05 1.00 0.24 0.05 0.56 0.11 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.92

Evening Grosbeak      0.07 1.00 0.22 0.06 0.68 0.16 0.07 0.05 0.06 1.00

Black billed Cuckoo     0.06 1.00 0.22 0.06 0.57 0.18 0.06 0.04 0.06 1.00

Black billed Cuckoo     0.06 1.00 0.18 0.05 0.51 0.16 0.07 0.05 0.06 1.00

Groove billed Ani      0.06 1.00 0.12 0.05 0.55 0.25 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.84

Common Yellowthroat  0.04 1.00 0.17 0.04 0.65 0.13 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.99

Green tailed Towhee    0.05 1.00 0.17 0.04 0.72 0.15 0.07 0.03 0.04 1.00

White breasted Nuthatch 0.05 0.99 0.24 0.05 0.79 0.22 0.07 0.05 0.04 1.00

Loggerhead Shrike      0.03 1.00 0.14 0.03 0.74 0.12 0.04 0.03 0.04 1.00

Boat tailed Grackle     0.05 0.97 0.13 0.06 0.58 0.35 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.96

Mockingbird 0.06 1.00 0.15 0.05 0.51 0.25 0.08 0.04 0.05 1.00

Wilson Warbler 0.05 0.98 0.16 0.05 0.89 0.10 0.05 0.04 0.05 1.00

Green tailed Towhee    0.05 1.00 0.14 0.06 0.69 0.23 0.05 0.05 0.05 1.00

Brandt Cormorant      0.07 1.00 0.08 0.06 0.58 0.68 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.98

Red legged Kittiwake   0.07 1.00 0.16 0.06 0.48 0.41 0.07 0.06 0.06 1.00

Savannah Sparrow      0.06 1.00 0.27 0.07 0.54 0.17 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.97

(a) GZSL: The 19 Randomly Selected Test Seen Images for  the 2th Time

Fig. 7: Visualizations of the attended parts for both seen/unseen test images on
CUB, under GZSL. Different from the attended parts under ZSL, the discovered
divergent and discriminative parts are #2-3, 5-6, 10. As can be seen from (a) and
(b), RGEN can still 1) discover more divergent parts w.r.t. objects; 2) suppress
background and redundant foreground regions (maximum mask values in parts
#1, 4, 7-9 are all small and no similar masks exist among foreground parts
#2-3, 5-6, 10); and 3) automatically align the order relationships of different
parts (parts #2-3, 5-6, 10 are consistent w.r.t. different unseen/seen test class
images). Note that, maximum mask values of part #3 and #6 are not very
confident, however, the attended regions on these two columns of parts are still
focused on the edge of the object. As such, we claim that these two columns of
parts could be still beneficial to the final performance. We randomly select two
times from both the unseen/seen test image set: (a) The 19 Randomly Selected
Test Seen Images for the 2th time. (b) The 19 Randomly Selected Test Unseen
Images for the 2th time. Zoom in four times to see details.
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(a) Baseline (b) RGEN

Fig. 8: Cyan and magenta bars are the predicted scores (before the softmax-layer
in Baseline and RGEN models) on seen/unseen classes, respectively. Domain bias
in (a) Baseline has been well addressed by our (b) RGEN, which further show the
effectiveness of our RGEN under GZSL. Zoom in four times to see details. “

√
”

indicates the input image is correctly classified as the ground-truth category.
“×” indicates the input image is misclassified as the one beside this symbol.
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(a) Baseline (b) RGEN

Fig. 9: Cyan and magenta bars are the predicted scores (before the softmax-layer
in Baseline and RGEN models) on seen/unseen classes, respectively. Domain bias
in (a) Baseline has been well addressed by our (b) RGEN, which further show the
effectiveness of our RGEN under GZSL. Zoom in four times to see details. “

√
”

indicates the input image is correctly classified as the ground-truth category.
“×” indicates the input image is misclassified as the one beside this symbol.


