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Figure 1: Overview of explaining prototypical learning for image recognition. 1 Data set with bird species for image recogni-
tion. 2 Image classification based on similarity with prototypical patches obtained by ProtoPNet [11]. 3 Our contribution:
Explaining why the classification model considered the test image and the prototype to be similar. Local importance scores
quantify the importance of visual characteristics.

ABSTRACT
Image recognition with prototypes is considered an interpretable
alternative for black box deep learning models. Classification de-
pends on the extent to which a test image “looks like” a prototype.
However, perceptual similarity for humans can be different from
the similarity learnt by the model. A user is unaware of the un-
derlying classification strategy and does not know which image
characteristics (e.g., color or shape) is the dominant characteristic
for the decision. We address this ambiguity and argue that pro-
totypes should be explained. Only visualizing prototypes can be
insufficient for understanding what a prototype exactly represents,
and why a prototype and an image are considered similar. We im-
prove interpretability by automatically enhancing prototypes with
extra information about visual characteristics considered important
by the model. Specifically, our method quantifies the influence of
color hue, shape, texture, contrast and saturation in a prototype.
We apply our method to the existing Prototypical Part Network
(ProtoPNet) and show that our explanations clarify the meaning
of a prototype which might have been interpreted incorrectly oth-
erwise. We also reveal that visually similar prototypes can have
the same explanations, indicating redundancy. Because of the gen-
erality of our approach, it can improve the interpretability of any
similarity-based method for prototypical image recognition.

∗Both authors contributed equally to this work.

1 INTRODUCTION
Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) [26] are the de-facto stan-
dard for object detection because of their impressive performance
in numerous automated image classification tasks [19, 24, 41]. How-
ever, the black box nature of neural networks prevents a human
to assess the model’s decision making process, which is especially
problematic in domains with high stakes decisions [37]. Following
this demand on understanding automated decision making, explain-
able Artificial Intelligence (XAI) has been actively researched [1,
3, 18]. Post-hoc explanation methods learn a second, transparent
model to approximate the first black box model [18], but these
reverse-engineering approaches are not guaranteed to be faithful to
the original model and might not show the actual reasoning of the
black box model [37]. Intrinsically interpretable models on the other
hand, are faithful by design and allow simulatability: a user should
be able to reproduce the model’s decision making process based on
the input data together with the explanations of the interpretable
model and come to the same prediction [9, 28]. One type of such
models is prototypical learning [5], which has a transparent, built-
in case-based decision making process. We focus on the problem
of supervised image recognition where a machine learning model
should assign a discrete label to an image. Prototypes in this context
are usually ‘nearest neighbours’, i.e., images from the training set
that look similar to the image being classified [2, 6, 27, 32]. The
similarity between a prototype and an image is often measured in
latent space, learned by the neural network, where images from
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the same class are close and dissimilar images are far apart with
respect to a certain distance or similarity metric. Recently, the Pro-
totypical Part Network (ProtoPNet) [11] was introduced which uses
prototypical parts and identifies similar patches in an image. The
classification depends on the extent to which this part of the image
“looks like” that prototypical part. An example of this reasoning
is shown in Fig. 1 (see Sect. 2 for a more detailed discussion on
ProtoPNet).

Prototype Ambiguity In this paper, we address the ambiguity
that prototypes can have and present a method to explain proto-
types. Consider the left part in Figure 1, showing a prototypical
patch (‘prototype’) of a white pelican. The similarity between this
prototype and the patch in the test image is obvious. But what
does this prototype exactly represent? Is the prototype looking for
a white neck, an orange-colored beak or a specific shaped beak?
Explanations however are especially needed when similarity is
not so obvious. When seeing the two patches in the right part of
Figure 1, a human might argue that these patches are dissimilar
because of the colour differences. The classification model however
considers these patches similar, even though the test image is from
a different class than the prototype. Only visualizing prototypes
can therefore be insufficient for understanding what a prototype ex-
actly represents, and why a prototype and an image are considered
similar.

It has been shown that CNNs trained on ImageNet are strongly bi-
ased towards recognizing texture [16], although other work shows
that CNNs can be biased towards shape [33] or colour [20]. The
classification strategy of a neural network therefore determines
for what reason it considers a prototype and an image to be sim-
ilar. Perceptual similarity for humans however is biased towards
shape [25, 31], but also based on e.g. colour, size, semantic simi-
larity, culture and complexity [22, 36, 39]. Rosenfeld et al. actually
found that neural networks fall short on predicting human sim-
ilarity perception [35]. Moreover, where humans are tolerant of
moderate changes in object position, size, pose, contrast, illumina-
tion and clutter [14], deep image classification models might not be
robust for such transformations [40, 44]. Since a user is not aware
of the underlying classification strategy of the trained CNN and its
potential biases, correct simulatability of the interpretable model
is not guaranteed. A human and the CNN might have different
reasoning processes, despite using the same prototypes. This issue
may also arise with other explainability methods that show or high-
light part of an image, such as attention mechanisms [10, 15, 47],
components [38] and other part-based models e.g. [46, 48, 49].

Contribution We improve the interpretability of a predictive
model (e.g. a CNN) by automatically enhancing prototypes with
extra information about visual characteristics used by the model.
Specifically, we present a methodology to quantify the influence of
color hue, saturation, shape, texture, and contrast in a prototype.
This helps a user to understand what the model pays attention to
and why a model considers two images to be similar. While our
method can extend any prototype-based model for image recogni-
tion, we show its applicability for the prototypical parts of ProtoP-
Net [11]. For example, again considering the left part of Figure 1,
our explanation shows that color is not important, and that ProtoP-
Net considers these two patches to be similar because of the similar
shape of the beak in the test image. Our method is especially useful

when similarity is not so obvious. It can explain potentially mis-
leading prototypes such as the right prototype in Fig. 1. Whereas
a human might look for something green, our explanation reveals
that ProtoPNet considers these two patches similar because of tex-
ture, contrast and saturation. The similarity is thus because of the
dotted pattern and color hue was not important.

Our method automatically modifies images to change their hue,
shape, texture, contrast or saturation, after which the similarity
between the prototype and the original image is compared with
the similarity of the prototype and a modified image. The intuition
is that a visual characteristic is considered unimportant by the
model when these two similarity scores are similar, and is deemed
important when the similarity scores differ sufficiently. For example,
a blue bird is changed to a yellow bird by changing the hue of the
image. If hue would have been important for the specific prototype,
it would be expected that the similarity between the prototype
and the yellow bird will be low, whereas the similarity with the
blue bird was high. The prototypes can subsequently be explained
by annotating which visual characteristics were important and
which not. As shown in Figure 1, the importance of each visual
characteristic can be quantified and included in the explanation.

Our code is available via https://github.com/M-Nauta/Explaining_
Prototypes.

The following section summarizes the ProtoPNet model [11].
Section 3 presents our methodology for quantitatively explaining
prototypes w.r.t. visual image characteristics. The experimental
setup is described in Section 4, after which its results are discussed
in Section 5.

2 PROTOTYPICAL PART NETWORK
The methodology presented in this paper is applied to ProtoPNet,
the Prototypical Part Network from Chen et al. [11] that follows the
“this looks like that" reasoning. Prototypical parts learned by ProtoP-
Net are subsequently explained by our method. Key for presenting
our explanation methodology is having a global understanding of
the workings of ProtoPNet. We refer the reader to the original work
by Chen et al. [11] for more specific details on ProtoPNet’s training
and visualization process.

The ProtoPNet architecture consists of a regular CNN, followed
by a prototype layer and a fully-connected layer. The prototype
layer consists of a pre-determined number of class-specific proto-
types. The implementation of Chen et al. [11] learns 10 prototypes
per class. The fully-connected layer learns a weight for each proto-
type. During training, prototypes are vectors in latent space that
should learn discriminative, prototypical parts of a class. An input
image is forwarded through the CNN, after which the prototype
layer compares the resulting latent embedding with the prototype.
A kernel slides over the latent image and at each location, the
squared Euclidean distance between the latent prototype vector
and a patch in the latent image is calculated. This creates an activa-
tion map, containing the distance to the prototype at each location
in the latent image. To ensure that the prototype can be visualized,
the training procedure of ProtoPNet requires that each prototype
is identical to some latent training patch. The model loops through
all training images and selects the image with the smallest distance
to the latent prototype. The corresponding activation map can be

https://github.com/M-Nauta/Explaining_Prototypes
https://github.com/M-Nauta/Explaining_Prototypes
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Training image Activation map Prototype

Figure 2: A prototype learned by ProtoPNet is the nearest
patch of a training image.

upsampled to the size of the original image and visualized as a
heatmap (see Figure 2). The prototype can now be visualized as the
most similar patch of the training image in input space.

After training, ProtoPNet calculates the similarity between a
prototype and a test image 𝑘 . The distance 𝑑 𝑗,𝑘 between the nearest
patch in latent image 𝑘 to the 𝑗-th prototype is converted to a
similarity score:

𝑔 𝑗,𝑘 = log

(
𝑑 𝑗,𝑘 + 1

𝑑 𝑗,𝑘 + 𝜖

)
, (1)

where 𝜖 is an arbitrarily small positive quantity to prevent zero
division. To classify this image, the weighted similarity scores of
the image and each prototype are summed per class, resulting in a
final score for an image belonging to each class. Applying a softmax
yields the predicted probability that a given image belongs to a
certain class. The left part of Figure 4 shows an illustration of this
reasoning process.

3 METHODOLOGY
In order to obtain importance scores for visual characteristics of
prototypes, images are automatically modified. The characteristics
in focus are contrast, color hue and saturation, shape, and texture
(cf. Section 3.1). Our approach for automatically modifying these
characteristics is described in Section 3.2. Section 3.3 presents a
methodology to explain prototypes by quantifying the importance
of a visual characteristic.

3.1 Important Visual Characteristics
The perceptual and cognitive processing in the human visual sys-
tem is influenced by various features. To determine which image
modifications we need to effectively explain prototypes, we discuss
important visual characteristics for the human perceptual system
from literature.

The data visualization domain has a ranking of channels to con-
trol the appearance of so-called marks [30]. A ‘mark’ is a basic
graphical element in an image, such as a line, triangle or cube.
Important visual channels for marks are position, size, angle, spa-
tial region, color hue, color luminance, color saturation, curvature,
motion and shape [30]. For static 2-dimensional natural images,
motion is not applicable and we consider curvature related to shape.
Furthermore, it is not necessary to modify the size, position, angle
or spatial region of objects in images, since CNNs with pooling,
possibly combined with suitable data augmentation, are invariant
to these characteristics [17, 42].

Original Contrast Saturation

Hue Shape Texture

Figure 3: Imagemodifications for corresponding visual char-
acteristics applied to an exemplar image.

Moreover, research in neuroscience shows that the human eye
can recognize objects independent of ambient light level during
the day [43], whereas contrast (spatial variation in luminance) is
needed for edge detection and delineation of objects [30]. The hu-
man visual system is thus more sensitive to contrast than absolute
luminance [43]. We therefore will not modify the absolute lumi-
nance, but the contrast in an image. Thus, the visual characteristics
from the data visualization domain that we deem important for
explaining a prototype are hue, contrast, saturation and shape.

Channels for marks in the visualization domain [30] are however
too simplistic, because they do not include texture or material
of an object. Research in neuroscience therefore also emphasizes
the importance of texture for classifying objects in the natural
world [8, 23]. Related to this, Bau et al. [4] disentangled visual
representations by layers in a CNN and found that self-supervised
models, especially in the earlier layers of the network, learn many
texture detectors.We therefore also include texture as an important
visual characteristic.

3.2 Image Modifications
For each of the visual characteristics, an image set is created. Each
of these sets contains modified images, which are designed to be
harder to classify based on the respective characteristic. For exam-
ple, we generate a set of low-contrast images, such that contrast
information can not (or hardly) be used by the model. Using these
modified images, the importance of a characteristic for a specific
prototype can be determined by comparing the differences between
the prototype-image similarity of the original and modified image.
The importance scores are described in Section 3.3.

To create the modified images, we apply image transformations
to reduce the intensity of each characteristic, i.e., we create images
with reduced contrast, saturation, hue, shape and texture. Figure 3
shows an example image and its modified versions. We opt for
automated image modifications instead of manual modifications



Nauta et al.

used for experiments in psychology research (e.g. [34]) to be able
to create a large number of modified images efficiently.

To create low contrast images, the original image is blended
with the mean of its grayscale version. More concretely, we first
create a grayscale version of the image and calculate its mean value.
We then generate the modified image by pixel-wise averaging each
channel (RGB) of the original image with the mean grayscale value.

Similarly, the low-saturation image is created by averaging the
original image with its grayscale counterpart.

To generate an image with opposite color hues, the RGB image
is converted to the HSV color space.Wemodify the H-dimension for
each pixel, by adding 180 to the original image, which corresponds
to the maximum shift in the H-dimension of the HSV color space.

In order to modify local shapes in an image, we distort the
image as follows. We split the image in 𝑛bar horizontal stripes of
equal height. Each stripe is again split horizontally in two parts,
the height of the split is chosen randomly. The upper part of the
bar is shifted to either left or right (alternating between subsequent
bars), the lower part is not modified. The upper parts of the bars
are shifted with a random amount of 5 to 10 pixels. The part of the
bar that is shifted out of the image is pasted on the other side of
the image. We experimented with the shape distortion, and found
that the above solution does distort local shapes, while preserving
the global shape appearance. For our image size, we set 𝑛bar = 25
in our experiments.

To modify texture, we apply a non-local means denoising tech-
nique [7]. This method removes small quantities of noise, and can
therefore be used to blur the sophisticated texture of a bird while
preserving its overall shape.

3.3 Importance Scores for Image
Characteristics

We evaluate the importance of visual characteristics by calculating
a local and a global importance score. The local score measures
the importance of a visual characteristics for a single image, and is
therefore applied on previously unseen images, i.e., the test data set
𝑆test. The global score measures the importance for one prototype
of the classification model and is independent of a specific input
image. The global score is obtained from the training data set 𝑆train.

Let 𝑖 ∈ {contrast, saturation, hue, shape, texture} denote the
type of modification, 𝑗 ∈ {1, 2, ..., 𝑛} the prototype index and 𝑘 the
image. Furthermore, as introduced in Section 2, let the similarity
of the original image and the prototype be denoted as 𝑔, and the
similarity of the modified image and the prototype be denoted as
𝑔. Then the local importance score 𝜙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘local of characteristic 𝑖 for test
image 𝑘 ∈ 𝑆test on the 𝑗-th prototype is given by:

𝜙
𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘

local = 𝑔 𝑗,𝑘 − 𝑔𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 . (2)
The global importance score of characteristic 𝑖 on the 𝑗th proto-

type is the average of the local importance scores for all training
images in 𝑆train:

𝜙
𝑖, 𝑗

global =
1

|𝑆train |

|𝑆train |∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜙
𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘

local . (3)

Visual characteristics are classified as important if 𝜙 > 0 and
unimportant if 𝜙 < 0.

These importance scores can be used to create global explana-
tions that explain a prototype, and local explanations that explain
the similarity score between a given image and a prototype. The
global explanation for the 𝑗-th prototype lists for each visual char-
acteristic 𝑖 whether it is considered important for the prototype.
The explanation can be quantified by including the importance
scores 𝜙𝑖, 𝑗global for each visual characteristic 𝑖 . This explanation is
thus input independent and can be created before applying the
prototype model to unseen images.

The local explanation is of use during testing and explains a
single prediction by showing which visual characteristics were
important for the similarity score between the 𝑗-th prototype and
a patch in the 𝑘-th image.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
To evaluate our method for explaining prototypes, we first train
a ProtoPNet [11] that results in an interpretable predictive model
with prototypical parts for fine-grained image recognition. We ap-
ply our method to the resulting prototypes for generating global
and local explanations. Section 4.1 discusses the data set and cor-
responding data augmentation, after which Section 4.2 presents
the details for training ProtoPNet and the hyperparameters for our
image modifications. We’ll present the design of our experiments
to evaluate our explanations in Section 4.3.

4.1 Data Set
For our experiments, we use the Caltech-UCSD Birds dataset [45],
a data set for bird species identification which was also used by
Chen et al. [11] for training their ProtoPNet. It contains 200 differ-
ent classes with approximately 60 images per class. The data set
provides a train-test split, leading to 𝑆train with 5994 images and
𝑆test with 5794 images.

To train a ProtoPNet, we apply the same data processing tech-
niques as described in the original work [11]. We cropped the
images according to the bounding boxes provided with the data set
and apply data augmentation on 𝑆train as described in the ProtoPNet
paper [12] (including rotation, distortion, shearing and horizontal
flipping). All images are resized to 224 × 224.

4.2 Model Parameters
To train ProtoPNet, we use the code provided by the authors1. We
opted for DenseNet-121 [21] as pre-trained network for the initial
layers of ProtoPNet, as this was reported to be the best-performing
network on the Caltech-UCSD data set [11]. The DenseNet-121
network has been pre-trained on ImageNet [13].2

When forwarding the resized images through DenseNet, the
input image dimensions, 𝐻in =𝑊in = 224 and 𝐷in = 3, are trans-
formed to the output dimensions𝐻 = 7,𝑊 = 7 and𝐷 = 128. Depth
𝐷 is a hyperparameter in ProtoPNet determining the number of
channels for the network output and the prototypes, and is set to
128 as in ProtoPNet [11]. As in the paper by Chen et al. [11] we use
10 prototypes per class, leading to 2,000 prototypes in total. All other

1https://github.com/cfchen-duke/ProtoPNet, accessed May, 2020
2We use the same methodology as ProtoPNet [11] in order to reproduce their results,
although it is known that there is some overlap between Caltech-USCD and ImageNet.

https://github.com/cfchen-duke/ProtoPNet
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- hue (3.68735)
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- texture (2.45378)
- saturation (1.11515)
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Similarity
score
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last layer

Points from
this prototype

Activation map Local Importance 
scores

…

Total points Lazuli Bunting = 38.165

Classification Explanation

Figure 4: Left: ProtoPNet’s reasoning with a subset of all prototypes of the Lazuli Bunting class. To classify a test image,
ProtoPNet compares the class-specific prototypes of each class with the test image to calculate the total number of points for
this class. An image is classified as the class with the most points. Right: The activation maps produced by ProtoPNet and our
corresponding local explanations that explain which characteristics were important for a similarity score.

training parameters are also replicated from the implementation
by Chen et al. [11].

For the color modifications (contrast, saturation and hue), we
use PyTorch’s image transformations3. More specifically, we use
the ColorJitter function where we set the contrast, saturation
or hue value to 0.5. The shape modification is manually imple-
mented in Python. The texture modification is implemented with
the Non-local Means Denoising algorithm [7] for colored images
in OpenCV4. The filter strength of the denoising algorithm is set
to 10 in order to maintain a balance between preserving shape
and removing texture. The distribution of importance scores, and
therefore the suitability of these hyperparameters, is evaluated in
Section 5.3.

4.3 Experimental Design
Ideally, our explanations are validated by comparing it to some
ground-truth. However, since we are opening up a “black box”, this
ground-truth is not available. We therefore qualitatively analyse
a selection of local explanations (Section 5.1) and global explana-
tions (Section 5.2). We especially analyse the effectiveness of our
explanations for ‘misleading’ prototypes, where our explanations
could be different from what a user might expect. Besides analysing
examples, we also evaluate our importance scores across the com-
plete training set. Section 5.3, analyses the distribution of global
importance scores. These insights can also be used to validate the
suitability of our image modifications. Lastly, we analyse the redun-
dancy of prototypes in Section 5.4. We found that within a class,
3https://pytorch.org/docs/stable/torchvision/, accessed June 2020
4https://docs.opencv.org/3.4/d1/d79/group__photo__denoise.html#
ga03aa4189fc3e31dafd638d90de335617, accessed June 2020

often multiple prototypes visualise the same area of the object. This
raises the question whether these prototypes also focus on the same
visual characteristics (i.e. redundancy) or that they complement
each other.

5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The ProtoPNet is trained for 30 epochs, reaching a test accuracy
of 77.42%. Because of the same data and training process as the
original work [11], we do not know why our accuracy is lower than
the accuracy reported in the original work (80.2%). We did notice
that the network was overfitting on the training set which might
explain the lower accuracy. However, the aim of this paper is not to
train the best ProtoPNet, but to find a reasonable well-performing
model such that we can explain its prototypes.

Figure 4 (left) shows a selection of prototypical patches (‘proto-
types’) learned by ProtoPNet. ProtoPNet measures the similarity
between a prototype and patches in a given test image. The re-
sulting similarity scores are multiplied with learned weights to
calculate a number of points per class. During training, a softmax is
applied over the points per class to get a soft prediction. For testing,
an image is classified as the class with the most points.

5.1 Analysing our Local Explanations
Figure 4 (right) shows how our local explanations complements
the prototypical reasoning by explaining which visual character-
istics were important for ProtoPNet’s similarity score between a
prototype and a specific image. Our local explanation shows the
activation map as implemented by Chen et al. [11] and lists the

https://pytorch.org/docs/stable/torchvision/
https://docs.opencv.org/3.4/d1/d79/group__photo__denoise.html#ga03aa4189fc3e31dafd638d90de335617
https://docs.opencv.org/3.4/d1/d79/group__photo__denoise.html#ga03aa4189fc3e31dafd638d90de335617
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Important
-	Shape						(0.0180)
-	Hue								(0.0065)
-	Saturation	(0.0047)

Unimportant
-	Contrast			(-0.0035)
-	Texture				(-0.0149)
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-	Hue								(0.11555)
-	Saturation	(0.04413)
-	Contrast			(0.02814)
-	Shape						(0.00769)

Unimportant
-	Texture				(-0.0334)
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-	Hue								(0.0375)
-	Contrast			(0.0240)
-	Saturation	(0.0098)

Unimportant
-	Shape						(-0.0035)
-	Texture				(-0.0472)

Important
-	Shape						(0.11646)

Unimportant
-	Hue								(-0.0107)
-	Contrast			(-0.0371)
-	Saturation	(-0.0401)
-	Texture				(-0.0512)

Important
-	Contrast				(0.0098)

Unimportant
-	Saturation		(-0.0131)
-	Texture					(-0.0193)
-	Shape							(-0.0487)
-	Hue									(-0.0574)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0251)

Unimportant
-	Contrast				(-0.0008)
-	Saturation		(-0.0174)
-	Shape							(-0.0887)
-	Hue									(-0.1056)

Important
-	Contrast			(0.03814)
-	Saturation	(0.02512)
-	Texture				(0.00397)

Unimportant
-	Hue								(-0.1126)
-	Shape						(-0.1360)

Important
-	Shape						(0.05546)

Unimportant
-	Contrast			(-0.0050)
-	Saturation	(-0.0146)
-	Hue								(-0.0562)
-	Texture				(-0.0672)

Important
-	Texture				(0.02653)
-	Contrast			(0.01525)
-	Saturation	(0.01318)

Unimportant
-	Hue								(-0.0306)
-	Shape						(-0.0940)

Figure 5: Selection of prototypes explained with their global
importance scores. Top row: Prototypeswith intuitive expla-
nations. Center row: Prototypes forwhich only a single char-
acteristic is important. Bottom row: potentially misleading
prototypes (color hue might be expected to be, but is not im-
portant).

local importance score for each visual characteristic, divided be-
tween important and unimportant. With these extra insights, a user
can understand why the model considers a patch in a test image
and a prototype similar. This is especially useful when the given
similarity score is in contrast with human perceptual similarity and
an explanation is needed. It therefore serves as an extension to a
prototypical model.

The importance of visual characteristics identified by our local
explanations for the test image shown in Figure 4 seems reasonable
given the typical blue color of the bird (hue), the contrast between
the white belly and black feathers, and the shape of the white stripes
on its feathers.

5.2 Analysing our Global Explanations
Since ProtoPNet has 2000 prototypes, every test image will have
2000 local explanations for each of the five characteristics. Local
explanations can therefore be useful to explain unexpected results,
but do not give a coherent, overall explanation of the model. Our

similarity:	1.462similarity:	1.521 similarity:	1.448

similarity:	1.406 similarity:	1.289 similarity:	1.270

Prototype

Figure 6: Images from the test set from a different class than
the prototype-class which have the highest similarity scores
with the prototype on the left. This example validates that
texture is the most important characteristics (cf. Figure 5,
bottom right).

methodology therefore also produces global explanations that give
an average view regarding the importance scores for each prototype,
as introduced in Section 3.3. These explanations can be generated
before applying the model to a test image, since global explanations
are independent of test input.

Figure 5 shows a selection of prototypes with their global ex-
planation (additionally, Appendix A shows more examples). Our
global explanation of the top middle image, shows that the color
characteristics (hue, contrast and saturation) are important for this
prototype, whereas shape and texture are not. In many cases, the
importance of characteristics corresponds to the visually identifi-
able properties of the prototypes. However, while the explanations
from the top row of Fig. 5 might seem intuitive, other explanations
might come as a surprise. For example, our explanation shows that
the middle left prototype is actually only activated by a specific
shape, which would not be clear from the visualized prototype itself.
In contrast, for the prototype in the center row only texture is found
important. The bottom row of Fig. 5 shows prototypes that could
be ‘misleading’. Where a human might think that hue is important
and look for something red (bottom left) or green (bottom right),
our global explanation explains that color hue is actually not impor-
tant. The right bottom prototype for example resembles something
with dots, explained by the importance scores for texture, contrast
and saturation. This explanations seems reasonable given that this
prototype is a patch from the class “Spotted Catbird”.

To validate our global explanations of these ‘misleading’ pro-
totypes, we analyse test images that had a high similarity with
the bottom right prototype from Fig 5. Although a prototype is
trained to be class-specific, Figure 6 shows images from the test
set that are from a different class but still have a high similarity
score. From these images, it becomes clear that the bottom right
prototype from Fig 5 is indeed not looking for something green,
but instead is activated by a dotted pattern with a high contrast
between the dots and their background. Our global explanation is
thus in line with these results.
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Figure 7: Box plot of global importance scores for each visual
characteristic across the training set.

For a fully interpretable model, a human should be able to take
the input data together with the explanations of the model to pro-
duce the same prediction as the model [28]. These examples show
that without our explanations, a user would not be aware of the
meaning of a given prototype and correct simulatability would not
be guaranteed. Our global explanations can therefore clarify visual
prototypes and improve the simulatability of a prototype-based
model.

5.3 Distribution of Importance Scores
To get more insight as to how characteristics are used, we analyse
how the global importance scores are distributed per characteristic.
Fig. 7 shows a box plot for each visual characteristic describing the
distribution of global importance scores of all prototypes across the
complete training set. It can be seen that the median importance
score is approximately equal to zero for all characteristics, showing
that ProtoPNet uses all characteristics similarly. The fact that the
importance scores of all characteristics are centered around zero
also shows that our image modifications are of similar strength. For
example, in case the contrast modificationwould change each image
to a completely black image, contrast would always be considered
important. A median importance score of zero therefore confirms a
suitable hyperparameter choice for the image modifications.

The interquartile range in the boxplot indicates the variability of
importance scores. Figure 7 shows that the variability of importance
scores is small for contrast, saturation and texture, meaning that
these characteristics usually only have a moderate influence on
prototype similarity. In contrast, the high variability of importance
scores for hue and shape means that hue and shape can be sub-
stantially (un)important for prototype similarity. This corresponds
with the fact that hue and shape are considered more important
and effective for humans in the data visualization domain than
saturation or contrast [30].

5.4 Redundant Prototypes
A trained ProtoPNet has multiple prototypes per class, and we
found that prototypes of the same class can visualize the same area
of the bird, as shown in Fig. 8. Some visualized patches were even
exactly identical. Such prototype redundancy was also discussed
by [29], and was found to increase with the number of prototypes

per class. While [29] presents as rule of thumb that the number
of prototypes should be 2-3 times the number of classes, ProtoP-
Net [11] uses 10 prototypes per class. And although we analyse
results from our trained instance of ProtoPNet, examples from the
original authors [12] also include redundant prototypes.

Prototypes that are identical in latent space, will by definition
lead to the same visualization and the same importance scores.
From all prototypes from our trained ProtoPNet, 82 prototypes
were identical to another prototype and are therefore redundant.

An interesting question, however, is whether prototypes that are
slightly different in latent space (and therefore in their visualiza-
tion), deem the same visual characteristics important. If their global
importance scores are different, then these prototypes complement
each other since they consider different characteristics important,
even though they are perceptually similar.

Figure 8 shows prototypes from the same class focusing on a
similar part of the bird. These examples indicate that prototypes
that are visually similar, also have similar importance scores. Since
global importance scores are often very similar, this indicates that
ProtoPNet has more redundant prototypes, additional to the dupli-
cates. However, the bottom row of Figure 8 shows that this is not
always the case. Here, the global explanation shows that the left
prototype focuses on different aspects than the middle and right
prototype. Moreover, the explanations in Figure 8 again show that
prototypes can be misleading. Whereas a human would look for
something blue (3rd row) or blue-green (bottom row), our explana-
tions show that hue is actually unimportant for both cases.

Besides showing examples, we evaluate the similarity of global
importance scores for all prototypes. To prevent a subjective, man-
ual assessment of whether two prototypes are showing a similar
part of the bird, we consider prototypes to be visually similar when
they are close (but not identical) to each other in the latent space
learned by ProtoPNet. Calculating a correlation coefficient between
latent prototypes and global importance scores would not be suf-
ficient, since different prototypes can have similar explanations.
For example, shape can be important for both the beak and the tail.
To get an indication of redundancy, we therefore analyse whether
visually similar prototypes have similar global importance scores.

We measure the Euclidean distance between the latent repre-
sentation of two prototypes of the same class (a ‘pair’). This gives(10
2

)
= 45 unique pairs per class, and 45 · 200 = 9000 pairs in

total. We define 𝑃 to be the set of unique pairs of two prototypes
from the same class, such that |𝑃 | = 9000. Secondly, we can define
𝑉 ⊂ 𝑃 as the set of pairs with two visually similar prototypes. We
consider a pair of two prototypes 𝑖 and 𝑗 to be visually similar
when the Euclidean distance in latent space 𝑑𝑖, 𝑗 < 𝜏 , where 𝜏 is
a manual defined threshold. We found that 𝜏 = 0.15 is a suitable
threshold for perceptual similarity. This gives |𝑉 | = 194 unique
pairs of 322 visually similar prototypes. To evaluate whether these
visually similar prototypes also have similar global explanations,
we measure the distance between explanations. We consider the
global importance scores of a prototype as a vector of length 5 to
calculate the Euclidean distance between the global explanations
of two prototypes.

Table 1 shows the mean distance for all pairs in 𝑃 , and the mean
distance for only the visually similar pairs, 𝑉 . It can be seen that
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Important
-	Saturation		(0.0100)
-	Contrast				(0.0099)

Unimportant
-	Shape							(-0.0164)
-	Texture					(-0.0165)
-	Hue									(-0.0815)

Important
-	Contrast				(0.0096)
-	Saturation		(0.0083)

Unimportant
-	Texture					(-0.0298)
-	Shape							(-0.032)
-	Hue									(-0.0905)

Important
-	Contrast				(0.0101)
-	Saturation		(0.0087)

Unimportant
-	Texture					(-0.0319)
-	Shape							(-0.0438)
-	Hue									(-0.1055)

Important
-	Shape							(0.2203)
-	Hue									(0.1595)
-	Saturation		(0.0423)

Unimportant
-	Contrast				(-0.0019)
-	Texture					(-0.0976)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0454)
-	Saturation		(0.0276)
-	Contrast				(0.0232)

Unimportant
-	Shape							(-0.0729)
-	Hue									(-0.2620)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0455)
-	Saturation		(0.0300)
-	Contrast				(0.0227)

Unimportant
-	Shape							(-0.0612)
-	Hue									(-0.2358)

Important
-	Shape							(0.0274)
-	Texture					(0.0199)
-	Hue									(0.0184)

Unimportant
-	Contrast				(-0.004)
-	Saturation		(-0.008)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0317)
-	Hue									(0.0262)
-	Shape							(0.0178)

Unimportant
-	Contrast				(-0.0019)
-	Saturation		(-0.0062)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0379)
-	Hue									(0.0297)
-	Shape							(0.0068)

Unimportant
-	Contrast				(-0.0018)
-	Saturation		(-0.0059)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0265)
-	Contrast				(0.0152)
-	Saturation		(0.0132)

Unimportant
-	Hue									(-0.0306)
-	Shape							(-0.0940)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0333)
-	Contrast				(0.0228)
-	Saturation		(0.0203)

Unimportant
-	Hue									(-0.0720)
-	Shape							(-0.1394)

Important
-	Texture					(0.0328)
-	Saturation		(0.0211)
-	Contrast				(0.0208)

Unimportant
-	Hue									(-0.0554)
-	Shape							(-0.1042)

Figure 8: Prototypes annotated with their global importance
scores. Prototypes that visualize a similar part of the bird
often have similar importance scores.

two prototypes that are visually similar and therefore have a low
distance in latent space, also have similar global importance scores.
In addition, Figure 9 shows how the distance between the global ex-
planations of two prototypes in a pair are distributed. The right plot
shows that almost all pairs with visually similar prototypes have
a small distance between their global importance scores, which is
not the case in general (left plot). This confirms our findings from
Figure 8 that visually similar prototypes often have similar expla-
nations and thus focus on the same visual characteristics. With our
methodology we therefore show the existence of redundant proto-
types in our trained ProtoPNet, additional to the duplicates. From
these results we can however also conclude that our method yields
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Figure 9: Histogram showing the distribution of Euclidean
distances between the global explanations of two prototype
of the same class. Left: all pairs ∈ 𝑃 . Right: all pairs ∈ 𝑉 , i.e.
only visually similar prototypes.

Euclidean Distance
Latent

representation Global importance scores

All prototypes
(𝑃 ) 1.442 ± 0.857 0.119 ± 0.026

Visually
similar

prototypes (𝑉 )
0.129 ± 0.103 0.013 ± 0.009

Table 1: The mean and standard deviation of the Euclidean
distance between pairs of prototypes of the same class. The
middle column shows the distance between two prototypes
in latent space, whereas the right column shows the distance
between the global importance scores of two prototypes.

consistent and robust global explanations between perceptually
similar prototypes.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
We addressed the ambiguity of prototype and argued why visual
prototypes for image recognition should be explained.We presented
an automated approach to explain visual prototypes learned by any
prototypical image recognition model. Our method automatically
modifies the hue, texture, shape, contrast or saturation of an image,
and evaluates its similarity with a prototype. In this way, the im-
portant visual characteristics of a prototype can be identified. We
applied our method to the prototypes learned by the Prototypical
Part Network (ProtoPNet) [11]. The importance of visual charac-
teristics identified by our explanations often corresponded to the
visually perceptible properties of the prototypes, showing that our
explanations are reasonable.

We also showed that perceptual similarity for humans can be
different from the similarity learned by the model. For example, hue
was not important for a prototype showing a patch of a green bird,
although a human would probably put high emphasis on the green
color when assessing similarity. Such ‘misleading’ prototypes will
hinder correct simulatability and only visualizing prototypes can
be insufficient for understanding why the model considered a pro-
totype and an image highly similar. To the best of our knowledge,
we are the first that address such ambiguity of prototypes. Lastly,
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we found that perceptually similar prototypes from our trained Pro-
toPNet often focus on the same visual characteristics and therefore
seem redundant. An interesting future experiment is to analyse
how ProtoPNet performs when those redundant prototypes are
removed.

A limitation of our method is the extra computation it requires:
each image needs to be modified for each of the five visual char-
acteristics, and this modified image should be forwarded through
the prototypical model to compare similarity scores. However, we
think the extra computational complexity is justifiable given the
extra insights our method provides. Furthermore, because of the
stand-alone nature of our method, it can be applied to any proto-
typical image recognition method. Our approach can also easily be
extended with more visual characteristics or other image modifica-
tions a user is interested in.

Future work concerns the potential interactions between char-
acteristics. Our importance scores currently assume that character-
istics from image modifications are mutually exclusive. However,
denoising the image to lower its texture could also slightly influ-
ence shape. We implemented the image modifications in such a
way to limit interactions between characteristics as much as pos-
sible, but future analysis could determine to what extent visual
characteristics are correlated.
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Figure 10: Prototypes explained with their global importance scores.
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