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Abstract

The differences between images belonging to fine-grained
categories are often subtle and highly localized, and exist-
ing explainability techniques for deep learning models are
often too diffuse to provide useful and interpretable expla-
nations. We propose a new explainability method (PAIR-
X) that leverages both intermediate model activations and
backpropagated relevance scores to generate fine-grained,
highly-localized pairwise visual explanations. We use ani-
mal and building re-identification (re-ID) as a primary case
study of our method, and we demonstrate qualitatively im-
proved results over a diverse set of explainability baselines
on 35 public re-ID datasets. In interviews, animal re-ID ex-
perts were in unanimous agreement that PAIR-X was an im-
provement over existing baselines for deep model explain-
ability, and suggested that its visualizations would be di-
rectly applicable to their work. We also propose a novel
quantitative evaluation metric for our method, and demon-
strate that PAIR-X visualizations appear more plausible for
correct image matches than incorrect ones even when the
model similarity score for the pairs is the same. By im-
proving interpretability, PAIR-X enables humans to better
distinguish correct and incorrect matches.1

1. Introduction
Similarity-based deep metric learning has proven to be
highly effective for a variety of tasks, particularly fine-
grained tasks including image retrieval [76], facial recog-
nition [34, 66], and open-set categorization problems such
as animal re-identification (re-ID) [11, 32, 65, 82]. How-
ever, for robust, trustworthy deployment of these systems,
interpretability is key. Existing explainability techniques
are often insufficient, producing coarse visualizations that
do not adequately capture the fine-grained details important
to many tasks [4]. As shown in Figure 2, this makes it dif-

1Our code is available at: https://github.com/pairx-
explains/pairx

(a) Closest correct match (b) Closest incorrect match

(c) Closest correct match (d) Closest incorrect match

Figure 1. PAIR-X provides interpretable, fine-grained, and
highly-localized explainations which enable both correct and
incorrect matches to be quickly identified. The top half of each
explanation shows pairwise-matched high-contribution deep fea-
tures, and the bottom half shows a color-coded backpropagation
to the original image pixels, highlighting plausible or implausible
orientation shifts between fine-grained features.

ficult to precisely interpret which factors contribute most to
the predicted similarity between a given pair of images [80].

One application where explainability for deep met-
ric learning models on fine-grained images is necessary
for trustworthy deployment is animal re-identification (re-
ID)—the task of distinguishing individual members of a
species. Animal re-ID is a crucial tool in ecology and con-
servation, serving as the foundation for key applications
such as monitoring population trends and analyzing both
individual and collective behaviors. [70]. It is an active area
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Table 1. Comparison of explainability techniques

Fine-grained
resolution

Pairwise spatial
correspondences

Single
visualization

Explains deep
models

Explainability for local feature matching [17, 78] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗
CAM-based [16, 19, 24, 24, 29, 37, 38, 57, 67, 68, 75] ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓
SHAP [50] ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓
LRP [12] ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓
CRP [4] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓
Point-to-point correspondences [80] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓
PAIR-X ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Comparison of explainability techniques across four criteria. Fine-grained resolution: is the resolution of the explainability visualization finer than that
of the final convolutional layer of a deep model? Pairwise spatial correspondences: are the spatial regions deemed similar by the model explicitly vi-
sualized? Single visualization: can results across spatial regions or concepts be encapsulated in a single visualization? Explains deep models: Is the
explainability derived directly from a deep learning model?

of machine learning research, and recent years have seen
steady growth in the performance of deep vision models
on this task [65]. Animal re-ID typically relies on subtle,
highly-localized fine-grained features such as subtle varia-
tions in spot or stripe patterns, or contours of fins, flukes, or
ears. In contrast, explainability techniques like Grad-CAM
frequently highlight broad image regions relevant to iden-
tification across all individuals (e.g. highlighting the entire
side of a giraffe, as in Figure 2), but fail to capture localized
details that vary between individuals (e.g. the placement of
specific patterns on the giraffe).

The demand for better explainability techniques for an-
imal re-ID is driven by an ongoing shift from classical re-
ID techniques, such as HotSpotter or CurvRank [17, 78],
towards deep models that improve predictive accuracy and
scalability to large datasets [11, 32, 59, 65, 82]. Classical
techniques for re-ID typically rely on algorithmic match-
ing of localized features (e.g. SIFT [49]), and are inherently
explainable, as the local feature matches used for identifica-
tion can be explicitly visualized. The resulting explanations
can facilitate efficient manual review of model predictions,
which is particularly necessary for high-profile applications
such as population estimation for endangered species using
visual mark-recapture, where incorrect labels can lead to
significant errors in population size estimates [69]). In in-
terviews with giraffe re-ID experts, we found that the shift
from classical techniques to deep models had resulted in a
significant loss of explainability, which made it more chal-
lenging and thus slower for experts to verify predictions.

To address this gap, we propose Pairwise mAtching of
Intermediate Representations for eXplainability (PAIR-X),
a post-processing method that produces fine-grained visual
explanations for deep models that mimic and extend those
of classical techniques, without retraining or architectural
changes (see Figure 1). PAIR-X combines techniques from
classic local feature matching with insights from modern
explainability techniques for deep models [4, 7, 12, 80], and
produces visualizations with the following key qualities:

• Local pairwise correspondences. PAIR-X mimics the
explainability visualizations produced by classical fea-
ture matching techniques (as shown in Figure 2). Corre-
spondences between local image regions can be explic-
itly visualized.

• Fine-grained resolution. PAIR-X produces explana-
tions in the resolution of the original input image, thus
capturing details in full resolution and shifting focus
from broadly relevant regions to highly discriminative
details.

• Quantifiable metrics. Previous explainability ap-
proaches have often relied solely on manual, qualitative
review to measure performance. For PAIR-X, we addi-
tionally propose a set of quantitative metrics (see Sec-
tion 3.3) to compare its performance across models and
datasets. Our metrics are designed to approximate how
plausible a given visualization will appear to a user.

We evaluate PAIR-X across 34 public datasets for ani-
mal re-ID from WildlifeDatasets [82] as well as the Oxford
Building 5k dataset as a proof-of-concept outside of animal
re-ID [63]. Qualitatively, PAIR-X enables the visualiza-
tion of interpretable local correspondences between image
pairs, which are useful for both efficiently verifying correct
matches and flagging high-scoring incorrect matches. We
additionally propose a novel metric for our method which
quantitatively demonstrates that PAIR-X produces measur-
ably more plausible explanations for matching image pairs
than for non-matching image pairs. PAIR-X can distinguish
correct and incorect pairs even in some cases where the
deep metric model fails (e.g. high model match score for
an incorrect pair).

2. Related work

For an overview of key qualities of PAIR-X versus base-
lines, see Table 1.
Animal re-ID. Historically, classical, inherently-
explainable techniques based on homography-aligned
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Technique Giraffes Cows Buildings

Classical

KPCA-CAM

Kernel SHAP

LRP

Point-to-Point
Activation
Intensities

PAIR-X

Figure 2. Qualitative comparison of explainability techniques across image pairs selected randomly from three datasets. See Supplementary
for a more expansive justification of baselines, including an ablation over 12 CAM-based techniques and a hyperparameter search for SHAP.

local feature matching were used for individual re-ID of
patterned [17, 40, 44] and contoured species [35, 78].
Recently, deep models have been applied to a broad range
of animal re-ID datasets [11, 18, 23, 32, 59, 65, 82]. Deep
metric learning methods [76] enable recognition of animals
not seen during training, and have been shown to both
generalize across species [82], and scale more efficiently to
large populations [59]. Concepts from local feature match-
ing have been applied to deep vision model features for use
in co-segmentation [46] and semantic correspondence [72].
Like local features, these deep features can be matched

between image pairs [7, 13, 26], but exploration into their
use for explainability has been limited.

Explainability for deep vision models Methods for gener-
ating saliency heat maps (e.g., Grad-CAM, Grad-CAM++,
etc.) [16, 24, 38, 67] are used to highlight image regions
that contribute to the prediction of a certain class or to the
similarity of features between pairs of images, but struggle
to capture fine-grained features [4]. Explainability methods
which repeatedly perturb an image and measure the impact
on a model’s output [50, 64] can be both computationally
expensive and qualitatively ineffective for fine-grained de-
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tails (see Fig. 2). Layer-wise relevance propagation (LRP)
backpropagates relevance back to the original image pixels
and can capture fine-grained details [12]. However, as seen
in Figure 2, LRP fails to demonstrate how or why these de-
tails contribute to the model prediction. Concept relevance
propagation (CRP) [4] combines the localized, fine-grained
explanations produced by LRP with encoded, interpretable
“concepts”. While CRP can provide precise insights into
the internal workings of a model, it requires a great deal of
human review to identify which concepts are relevant and
understandable. To directly compare pairwise feature corre-
spondences, Zhu et al. [80] propose a method for computing
point-to-point activation intensity between pairs of images
based on final-layer features.

3. Our method
PAIR-X assumes access to a pretrained deep metric learning
model (i.e. [39]) for the fine-grained task of interest, and,
taking inspiration from classical feature-matching tech-
niques, constructs an interpretable, highly localized post-
hoc explanation of similarity between image pairs by com-
bining intermediate deep feature matching [26] and layer-
wise relevance propagation [7]. A visual description of our
method can be found in Figure 3, and additional method-
ological details are captured in Supplementary Section B.

3.1. Deep feature matching
Local feature matching techniques typically operate on sets
of keypoints K and descriptors D, where keypoints describe
spatial locations within an image, and descriptors provide
information about features present at the keypoints. PAIR-
X uses a simple spatial decomposition to produce keypoint-
descriptor sets K and D using the intermediate activations
of a model [7, 26]. Given an intermediate activation matrix
Al at selected layer l of shape w× h× c (where w× h rep-
resents the downsampled spatial dimensions), we decom-
pose Al into N = w × h descriptors of length c, thus
D = {Al

i,j | i ∈ {1, ..., w}, j ∈ {1, ..., h}}. The keypoints
K for each descriptor are simply defined according to the
estimated location in the image, i.e., K = {(i, j) | i ∈
{1, ..., w}, j ∈ {1, ..., h}}. As this definition of keypoint
locations does not fully capture the true receptive fields for
each neuron, we additionally utilize LRP to create more pre-
cise visualizations (see Sec. 3.2). Given the complete sets of
keypoints and descriptors, we perform brute-force matching
with cross-checking, i.e., descriptors (x, y) will only be re-
turned for a match if x is the closest match to y, and vice
versa. This yields a set of matches M .

3.2. Layerwise relevance propagation
Naive feature matching results in a large set of matches,
some of which are unimportant to the model prediction. To
filter this large set of candidate matches, we first use LRP to

1 - Feature 
Matching

2B - Relevance 
Filtering

3 - LRP

2A - LRP

R1

R2

2A - LRP

3 - LRP

... ...

......

Cosine 
Similarity

Embedding

Layer  

Layer  
Embedding

Figure 3. Overview of PAIR-X. In step 1, we match deep features
derived from layer l. In step 2A, we perform LRP to obtain the
relevance of each feature to the final cosine similarity. In step 2B,
we filter the matched features acccording to their estimated rele-
vance. Finally, in step 3, we use LRP to visualize which original
image pixels are relevant to a filtered subset of matches.

determine relevance values for each neuron in the selected
intermediate layer l. The resulting matrix takes shape w ×
h× c, and represents the estimated relevances of the values
in the intermediate feature map at l. Given a keypoint match
between (i1, j1) and (i2, j2) in the first and second images,
respectively, we compute a relevance score for the match:

Rel((i1, j1), (i2, j2)) =

(∑
k

R1,l
i1,j1,k

)
×

(∑
k

R2,l
i2,j2,k

)
(1)

where R1,l and R2,l are the intermediate relevance matri-
ces for the two images, and we keep the n highest-scoring
matches (n = 20 in our figures).

Neurons typically draw information from a wider sur-
rounding region, or receptive field, which is not captured
by a visualization with lines connecting approximated key-
points. To precisely visualize the pixel-space contributions
of matched features, we use LRP to backpropagate from the
selected intermediate layer l to the original image for a set
of top matches (ranked according to the relevance metric
presented in Equation 1). Given a feature match between
keypoints (i1, j1) and (i2, j2), we backpropagate for each
image in the pair separately. We first mask the intermediate
activation matrix, Al, to the values included in the matched
keypoint descriptor. This takes the form:

M(Al
i,j) =

{
Al

i,j , if (i, j) = (i1, j1)

0, otherwise
(2)

We then backpropagate from M(Al
i,j). The result of this

backpropagation takes the same shape as the original input
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image, which can be summed channel-wise for RGB im-
ages to produce a 2D heatmap. We visualize the pixel-wise
relevances by assigning a different color map to each match,
then combining all matches into a single color-coded visu-
alization.

3.3. Quantitative explainability metrics
Because explainability is inherently qualitative, it is diffi-
cult to define metrics that can quantify explainability per-
formance. We propose two quantitative metrics which seek
to capture the “plausibility” of PAIR-X explainations.
Inverted residual mean. Our first metric, the inverted
residual mean, aims to capture whether the feature matches
follow a “ground truth” homography H, as a proxy to un-
derstand whether the matches correctly align the image sub-
ject. Matches that do not follow a homography will typi-
cally appear less plausible. H is calculated using classical
techniques; we use a SuperPoint extractor to extract local
features and a LightGlue matcher to find feature matches,
then estimate H from the matches [20, 48]. Each keypoint
p1 = (i1, j1) is projected from the first image using this
“ground truth” homography as:

H

i1j1
1

 =

 i′1
j′1
w′

 → p′1 =
1

w′

[
i′1
j′1

]
. (3)

For the final score S1, we take the reciprocal of the average
of the residuals on the second image (between the projected
points and the matched points) across all feature matches
M (before LRP filtering):

S1 =
|M |∑

(p1,p2)∈M ||p′1 − p2||
. (4)

We take the reciprocal because residual means are typi-
cally concentrated around small values, with a long tail of
high-value outliers. Taking the reciprocal allows for im-
proved separability of the smaller values.
Relevance-weighted match coverage. The second met-
ric we propose, relevance-weighted match coverage, aims
to understand what proportion of relevant regions are suc-
cessfully matched by PAIR-X. Visualizations that fail to
show matches between the most important regions of an
image will also appear less informative. Each feature that
has been matched by PAIR-X is weighted by its relevance
score, summed, and then divided by the sum of all relevance
scores: ∑

(i,j)∈K1
R1

i,j +
∑

(i,j)∈K2
R2

i,j∑
i,j R

1
i,j +

∑
i,j R

2
i,j

, (5)

where K1 and K2 denote the sets of matched keypoints of
the two images, before being filtered by relevance.

For each dataset evaluated, we compute these metrics
across top-ranked correct and incorrect pairs following the
procedure described in Supplementary Section B.4.

Table 2. Quantitative Metrics Across Datasets

Dataset ρres ∆res ρmc ∆mc

AAUZebraFish [32] 0.73 0.56 0.75 0.78
ATRW [45] 0.72 0.16 0.79 0.18

BelugaIDv2 [51] 0.27 -0.01 0.43 -0.00
BirdIndividualID [25] 0.62 0.07 0.71 0.03

CTai [27] 0.24 0.09 0.57 0.08
CZoo [27] 0.27 0.14 0.36 0.24

CatIndividualImages [47] 0.88 0.08 0.92 0.13
CowDataset [28] 0.70 0.39 0.85 0.78
Cows2021v2 [30] 0.77 0.74 0.80 1.32
DogFaceNet [56] 0.48 -0.01 0.70 0.02
ELPephants [43] 0.21 0.09 0.32 0.16

FriesianCattle2015v2 [9] 0.74 0.22 0.81 0.24
FriesianCattle2017 [10] 0.74 0.08 0.89 0.06

GiraffeZebraID [62] 0.38 0.15 0.41 0.40
Giraffes [54] 0.74 0.57 0.75 0.85

HyenaID2022 [52] 0.46 -0.03 0.63 0.02
IPanda50 [77] 0.38 0.24 0.44 0.21

LeopardID2022 [53] 0.50 0.04 0.54 0.01
LionData [21] 0.18 -0.05 0.28 0.03

MacaqueFaces [79] 0.24 0.05 0.43 0.09
NDD20v2 [71] 0.44 0.04 0.56 0.10

NOAARightWhale [41] 0.45 0.16 0.62 0.22
NyalaData [22] 0.30 0.23 0.62 0.14

OpenCows2020 [11] 0.78 0.31 0.80 0.27
ReunionTurtles [36] 0.50 0.18 0.74 0.13

SMALST [81] 0.46 -0.48 0.67 -0.19
SeaStarReID2023 [74] 0.64 0.38 0.68 0.29
SeaTurtleID2022 [6] 0.26 0.17 0.28 0.14
SeaTurtleIDHeads [6] 0.26 0.22 0.31 0.16

SealID [58] 0.56 0.50 0.88 0.13
SouthernProvinceTurtles [2] 0.69 0.14 0.75 0.43

WhaleSharkID [33] 0.19 0.31 0.73 0.05
ZakynthosTurtles [61] 0.48 0.00 0.87 0.00
ZindiTurtleRecall [1] 0.46 0.03 0.71 0.10

Oxford5k [63] 0.64 0.37 0.69 0.58

Inverted residual mean (res) and relevance-weighted match
coverage (mc) across datasets, aggregated within each dataset
using both Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (ρ) between
each metric and model match score, and binned Bhattacharyya
distance (∆) of each metric between correct and incorrect
matches. Positive ∆ values indicate that PAIR-X improves
separation for similarly scored matches. Metrics for bolded
datasets are shown in more detail in Fig. 4 and Fig. 9.

4. Results

Using the multispecies re-ID model Miew-ID as our deep
metric model [59], we evaluate PAIR-X across 34 pub-
lic datasets from WildlifeDatasets [82], as well as the Ox-
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ford5k building dataset [63] (we show results for an ad-
ditional model in Supplementary Section D). The metrics
proposed in Section 3.3 (which we refer to as the PAIR-X
metrics) are aggregated across each dataset using two addi-
tional values described below, and the results are presented
in Table 2. In Figure 4, we visualize our metrics across in-
dividual image pairs in specific datasets.

4.1. Dataset metrics
Both metrics are computed for a fixed set of image pairs
for each dataset (see Supplementary Section B for details
on pair selection). To aggregate these metrics across pairs
within each dataset, we computed two additional values for
each PAIR-X metric. First, we measure the rank correla-
tion between the PAIR-X metric and the model similarity
scores, to ascertain whether PAIR-X visualizations appear
more plausible for pairs that the model scores more highly.
This is done using Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient
ρ (see Table 2). Second, we measure the separability of
correct and incorrect pairs using the PAIR-X metric, while
controlling for the model similarity score. The goal of this
separability test is to ascertain whether, for correct and in-
correct pairs that the model cannot distinguish, PAIR-X vi-
sualizations appear more plausible for correct matches than
incorrect ones. This value is denoted as ∆ in Table 2, and
it is measured by binning over cosine similarity, then tak-
ing a weighted average of bin-wise Bhattacharyya distances
(see Appendix B.3 for exact details).
In Figure 4, we visualize and discuss possible distributions
of our metrics for correct and incorrect pairs, to develop in-
tuition for the meaning of these metrics.

PAIR-X performs best on fine-grained tasks with highly-
patterned or highly-localized features. As an example,
the giraffe data in WildlifeDatasets consists of high-quality,
well-cropped images of Reticulated Giraffes, a species with
dense, uniquely oriented patterns of highly-localized fea-
tures. As shown in Fig. 4, the PAIR-X scores for this dataset
follow two relevant trends. First, we see a strong positive
correlation between match score and PAIR-X score, indi-
cating that PAIR-X visualizations are more plausible for
higher-scoring image pairs. It also suggests that PAIR-X is
unlikely to produce highly plausible but misleading visual-
izations for image pairs with low model match scores. Sec-
ond, we see that the PAIR-X scores show an additional di-
mension of separability between correct and incorrect pairs.
For image pairs that the model assigns equivalent match
scores, the PAIR-X metrics suggest that visualizations ap-
pear, on average, more plausible for correct than incorrect
pairs. This is a promising result, and if additional separa-
bility between correct and incorrect pairs can be achieved
through this type of method, it could perhaps be directly

(a) Three possible distributions of correct and incorrect matches using
our PAIR-X metrics.
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Inverted Residual Mean for Giraffes, Block 3

(b) The PAIR-X metric separates correctly and incorrectly matched
pairs well for highly-patterned species such as giraffes, suggesting
that PAIR-X proves highly explainable in these cases.

0.50 0.75
Match Score (Cosine Sim)

0.00

0.05

0.10

In
ve

rt
ed

 R
es

id
ua

l M
ea

n

Correct Pair

0.50 0.75
Match Score (Cosine Sim)

In
ve

rt
ed

 R
es

id
ua

l M
ea

n

A - Mislabeled Pairs

B - Similar Dogs

Incorrect Pair

Inverted Residual Mean for DogFaceNet, Block 3

(c) Mislabeled Pair (d) Similar Dogs

(e) The PAIR-X metric struggles to separate correctly and incorrectly
matched pairs for less-highly-patterned species like dogs. However,
this analysis did allow us to identify several outliers in the DogFaceNet
dataset which were found to be mislabeled copies of the same images,
with distortions such as rotations and cropping. The fact that PAIR-X
is able to flag these mislabeled pairs is potentially useful. However,
there are also incorrect pairs that receive moderately high scores from
both the model and PAIR-X simply because they are similar-looking.

Figure 4. We provide visualizations to build intuition for in-
terpreting plots of PAIR-X metrics (inverted residual mean vs.
match score), as well as real examples of these plots for a higher-
performing (giraffe) and a lower-performing species (dogs).
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Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Block 5

Shallow Deep

Figure 5. As we move deeper into the model, the receptive field incorporates more spatially distant information. We find that layers
close to the middle of the model provide the most qualitatively useful visualizations.

utilized to improve model accuracy.
Our method shows potential for fine-grained explainabil-

ity beyond animals, particularly for other tasks with highly-
structured and localized features such as building facades.
We conduct a detailed analysis of performance on the Ox-
ford5k dataset in Supplementary Section D.
PAIR-X is less well-suited for fine-grained tasks with
less-localized or less-structured distinguishing features.
As an example, for images in DogFaceNet, we see a much
lower degree of separability between correct and incorrect
pairs. Qualitatively, we see that this is largely due to struc-
tural similarities between individuals: PAIR-X is, for in-
stance, likely to find matches between eyes and noses of
incorrectly-matched dog pairs, especially when comparing
different individuals from the same breed. This raises the
question of what optimal explainability would look like in
this case, where identification may be more gestalt than lo-
calizeable (i.e. subtle variations in relative spacing between
eyes and nose, as opposed to unique patterns of stripes).
As we see in Figure 4, many of the incorrect pairs that
receive high model similarity scores are of very similar-
looking dogs. In these cases, PAIR-X provides informative
visualizations of the features that contribute most to similar-
ity (e.g. eyes, nose). However, as these facial features con-
tribute to similarity for both correct and incorrect matches,
PAIR-X may produce misleading visualizations for incor-
rect matches, and is thus not as useful for manual review of
model predictions. This is in contrast to highly patterned
species, where highly-matched but uniquely-structured pat-
terns for each individual are easily distinguished in our vi-
sualizations, and thus lead to higher PAIR-X metric scores.
Examples on additional less-patterned species (cats and
starfish) are shown in Figure 6.

4.2. Choice of intermediate model layer

As shown in Figure 5, we see that the choice of intermedi-
ate layer has a significant impact on the results of the visu-
alization. While the optimal choice of layer varies between

datasets, we generally found layers close to the middle of
the model to offer the best qualitative results. According to
the metrics defined in Section 3.3, the later layers in a model
typically offer the best performance. Because they incorpo-
rate more spatial context, these layers are more likely to
produce accurate matches.

5. Discussion

5.1. Quantitative comparisons between methods
Ideally it would be possible to not only quantify the per-
formance of our method across datasets, but also quanti-
tatively compare our method to other explainability tech-
niques. General-purpose quantifiable metrics for explain-
ability are still out of reach, and our PAIR-X metrics as-
sume explicit pairwise feature matching to calculate, and
are thus not directly applicable to, e.g., CAM-based meth-
ods. Thus, we rely on qualitative comparisons and expert
interviews to measure the relative interpretability and use-
fulness of explainations from different methods. That said,
we want to highlight the value that our method-specific met-
rics provide. The ability to quantify explainability in PAIR-
X allows a user to efficiently determine whether PAIR-X is
a good fit for their task of interest.

5.2. Applicability to real-world use cases
In an envisioned use case for animal re-ID, PAIR-X visu-
alizations could be used to more efficiently manually vali-
date model predictions, especially in cases where the closest
correct match and closest incorrect match are scored simi-
larly. Qualitatively, PAIR-X visualizations help to isolate
important information and to visually align images, reduc-
ing the manual labor required for match verification. As
discussed in Section 4, the difference in PAIR-X metrics be-
tween correct and incorrect pairs with similar match scores
suggests that visualizations for correct pairs would, on aver-
age, appear more visually plausible. This is especially true
for datasets with a high degree of separability, as measured
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Patterned species
PAIR-X performs best
on fine-grained tasks
with highly-localized
and structured details,
e.g. re-ID for patterned
species such as giraffes,
cows, zebras, and sea
turtles. These patterns
capture unique spa-
tial arrangements for
individuals, thus the
visualizations for correct
and incorrect matches
are interpretably dif-
ferent. Green outlines
indicate correct im-
age matches (same
individual), and red
outlines indicate incor-
rect matches (different
individuals).

Giraffes - Correct and Incorrect Matches Cows - Correct and Incorrect Matches

Plains Zebras - Correct and Incorrect Matches Sea Turtles - Correct and Incorrect Matches

Unpatterned species
PAIR-X is designed to
optimally explain fine-
grained, localized features
that follow unique spatial
arrangements for different
categories. For species
without structured bio-
metric patterns such as
stripes, we find PAIR-X
explanations are more
useful for individuals
with unique markings.
Without these markings,
PAIR-X can sometimes
highlight features that
are invariant between
individuals, producing
misleading explanations
for incorrect matches.

Cat and Sea Star Images with Distinctive Markings

Cat and Sea Star Images without Distinctive Markings

Identifying spurious correpondences
with PAIR-X
A key use case for ex-
plainability is to iden-
tify when model deci-
sions are based on irrel-
evant information. In
the images to the right,
PAIR-X helps visualize
the model’s focus on
foreground information.

For these bird images, PAIR-X captures the background
information contributing to the model prediction.

Failure mode:
extreme pose
variation
As with many classi-
cal feature-matching
techniques, PAIR-X
performance degrades as
pose variation becomes
increasingly extreme. Minor pose difference Moderate pose difference Major pose difference Extreme pose difference

Figure 6. Qualitative analysis of trends in PAIR-X outputs.
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by ∆ in Table 2. We further analyze the applicability of
PAIR-X to real-world use cases via expert interviews and a
brief analysis of computational costs.

Expert interviews. Because explainability is highly sub-
jective, we found it important to collect perspectives from
downstream model users about the usability of PAIR-X. An-
imal re-ID is a niche topic, with a limited number of experts
capable of manual re-ID on these datasets, which limited the
pool of people from whom to collect feedback. However,
we interviewed three experts in giraffe re-ID, and discuss a
few key insights gained from those conversations.

In real-world deployments of giraffe re-ID models, ex-
perts are tasked with manually verifying large batches of
image labels, which frequently requires reviewing between
five and twenty top-ranked database matches per query im-
age. In this setting, efficiency is very important. The experts
we interviewed agreed that explainability visualizations that
highlight relevant image regions are helpful for directing
user attention and speeding up verification.

We asked experts about their preferences between PAIR-
X, SIFT feature matching such as HotSpotter, and Grad-
CAM++. While experts found Grad-CAM++ to be more
useful than no explainability, they found the fine-grained
information provided by PAIR-X to be more helpful. Be-
tween classical SIFT feature matching and PAIR-X, experts
were split. One expert had used HotSpotter extensively be-
fore switching to deep models, and thus had a preference for
the classical feature-matching visualization, but recognized
that its inability to scale to their current database rendered
it no longer usable. Another expert, who had not previously
used HotSpotter, found those visualizations to contain too
many matches to be interpretable, and preferred PAIR-X for
its filtered set of feature matches.

Computational efficiency. Since experts are interactively
reviewing large numbers of images (one of the experts we
interviewed had reviewed more than 100,000 during their
time in the field), low latency, and therefore computational
efficiency, is essential. On a single A100 GPU, we find
that creating a typical explanation for 10 backpropagated
matches requires 4 seconds, which demonstrates the feasi-
bility of using PAIR-X at scale. We expand upon the factors
influencing computational efficiency in Appendix E.

6. Conclusion
We present PAIR-X, a novel fine-grained explainability
technique based on a combination of deep feature match-
ing and layer-wise relevance propagation (LRP), which
provides explanations of pairwise similarity based on pre-
trained deep metric learning models. We demonstrate

promising results on a diverse collection of animal re-ID
datasets, as well as the Oxford-5k building dataset. Qual-
itatively, the explanations produced by PAIR-X are finer-
grained than existing CAM-based techniques, as well as
easier to interpret thanks to explicit matching of relevant
image features and the color-coded propagation of those
features back into image space. We furthermore propose
a set of quantitative metrics which show that PAIR-X is in
many cases able to distinguish correct from similarly scor-
ing incorrect (i.e. confusing) matches. While PAIR-X may
produce misleading explanations for species with a high de-
gree of structural similarity, we show that there are many
patterned species PAIR-X is applicable to. The experts we
interviewed unanimously agreed that PAIR-X explanations
are useful and informative, and WildMe2, a cross-species
animal re-identification platform, has expressed intent to
deploy our method for all of its patterned species, empha-
sizing its applicability and usefulness in real-world settings.
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[82] Vojtěch Čermák, Lukas Picek, Lukáš Adam, and Kostas Pa-
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A. Comparison of capabilities to prior work
A.1. Choice of baselines
To select the explainability baselines presented in Fig. 2, we
performed a wider ablation across a variety of CAM-based
explainability techniques. We also performed a hyperpa-
rameter search for Kernel SHAP, and manually selected the
query pixels used to visualize point-to-point activation in-
tensities [50, 80].
CAM-based techniques. We qualitatively compared
twelve CAM-based techniques, using implementations
from [31]. The results of this ablation are shown in Fig-
ure 8. Based on the ablation, we selected KPCA-CAM as
the primary CAM-based technique for comparison.
Perturbation-based techniques. To directly measure the
impact of image regions on a prediction, perturbation-based
techniques such as LIME and SHAP work by repeatedly
perturbing an image in different ways, then measuring the
impact on a model’s output [50, 64]. While these methods
can produce more fine-grained attribution maps than CAM-
based techniques, they are computationally expensive, fre-
quently requiring hundreds of evaluations to produce fine-
grained results. Additionally, they are designed to measure
the impact of small individual image regions without ade-
quately considering the interactions between regions. For
animal re-ID, where identification is based on the relative
arrangement of fine-grained patterns across an image (e.g.,
an animal’s stripe pattern), this can fail to capture important
information and yield confusing, potentially misleading re-
sults, as shown in Figure 2.

For our implementation of Kernel SHAP, we segmented
the images using SLIC superpixels [3, 73], then applied
Kernel SHAP to measure the contribution of each image
region [42, 50]. We experimented with the number of seg-
ments and the number of samples, but we found that this
technique did not adequately capture interactions between
image regions, and thus did not produce meaningful visual-
izations. In the main methods ablation, we chose to use 500
segments and 1000 samples.

B. Methodological details
B.1. Feature matching implementation
We experimented with different techniques for computing
matches between keypoint-descriptor sets, as in Section 3.1,
using [15]. We found that brute-force matching with cross-
checking was both simple and effective.

B.2. LRP implementation
To effectively backpropagate relevance, LRP requires a
set of rules to be defined for different layer types. For
LRP on CNNs, we used the EpsilonPlus composite defined
by [8], which uses the Epsilon rule for linear layers and

the ZPlus rule for convolutional layers [55]. To canonize
different model architectures, we used [8] and [60]. For
LRP on transformer architectures, we used [5], though we
still struggled to achieve numerical stability on vision trans-
formers.

B.3. Metric for correct/incorrect separability

Figure 7. The hard domain is divided into 10 bins. Within each
bin, the Bhattacharyya distance is computed along the PAIR-X
metric, then averaged across the 10 bins with respect to the num-
ber of pairs in each bin.

As described in Section 4, we found it valuable to define
a metric assessing the separability of correct and incorrect
pairs according to our PAIR-X metrics, while controlling
for cosine similarity. The goal of this metric was to assess
whether the visualizations typically appeared more plausi-
ble for correct than incorrect pairs even when the model
scored them similarly, because this would be an important
quality when using PAIR-X to validate model predictions.
Figure 7 illustrates the high-level idea behing the binned
Bhattacharyya distance metric.

The Bhattacharyya distance [14] measures the overlap
between the distributions of the PAIR-X metric for positive
pairs pi and negative pairs ni, making it useful for evalu-
ating separability of the two distributions in each bin. For
positive (p) and negative (n) pair distributions, it is given
by:

Bhattacharyya(p, n) = − ln
∑
i

√
pini

To compare the separability of correct and incorrect im-
age pairs across datasets while controlling for the model
match score, we first filter to the set of pairs that are hard
to classify, by taking the overlap between the middle 95%
of correct pairs and the middle 95% of incorrect pairs with
respect to the cosine similarity. Then, in order to control
for the cosine similarity of the image representations, we
split this window with respect to cosine similarity into 10
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equally-sized bins. Within each bin, we compute KDE with
respect to the PAIR-X score for correct and incorrect points,
then take the symmetric Bhattacharyya distance between
the distributions. Finally, we take an average of these dis-
tances, weighted according to the number of points in each
bin. This is defined in Algorithm 1.

B.4. Pair and layer selection for quantitative metrics
For our quantitative evaluation, we were interested in com-
paring pairs that the model scored highly, both for correct
and incorrect matches. To construct a set of pairs to select
from, we used our test set as query images and the train
set as our gallery. We took the top k matching gallery im-
ages for each query image, producing a set of pairs to select
from, then randomly sampled 1000 correct pairs and 1000
incorrect pairs. In general, we set k = 5, but for smaller
datasets where this did not produce enough pairs, we itera-
tively increased k until the number of pairs was sufficient.
To limit the analysis to high-scoring pairs, we capped k at
20. For very small datasets where this was still not enough
to produce 2000 pairs, we used a smaller sample size.

The optimal layer for evaluation also varied across
datasets, primarily based on the resolution of meaningful lo-
cal features. A visual analysis of layer choice is presented in
Figure 5. To select the layer used for quantitative evaluation
for each dataset, we used a smaller random sample of 500
pairs from the training set (using the train set as both query
and gallery), then selected the layer with the best value for
ρres. We chose to use the inverted residual mean metric to
select layers rather than the match coverage metric because
it was not as affected by the resolution of the feature maps.
In later layers, where feature maps have coarser resolution,
the match coverage score was typically slightly better, sim-
ply because there were fewer features to match.

C. Additional qualitative results
Various qualitative trends in the performance of PAIR-X on
different datasets are demonstrated and described in Figure
6. Generally, we saw strong performance on patterned or
otherwise individually marked species. For species with a
high degree of structural similarity (e.g., face-based species
like dogs, cats, or lions), we saw that the PAIR-X results did
explain model predictions, but produced potentially mis-
leading results for incorrect matches. This is also demon-
strated in 4.

D. Additional quantitative results
In addition to the multispecies Miew-ID model, we com-
pared against a CNN version of MegaDescriptor [59, 82].
The results of this comparison were similar to the results
with multispecies Miew-ID, with small variations across
datasets, and are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Quantitative Metrics For MegaDescriptor CNN Model

Dataset ρres ∆res ρmc ∆mc

AAUZebraFish [32] 0.66 1.14 0.73 0.63
ATRW [45] 0.52 0.15 0.66 0.07

BelugaIDv2 [51] 0.08 -0.01 0.08 0.02
BirdIndividualID [25] 0.70 0.14 0.74 0.13

CTai [27] 0.16 0.03 0.26 0.01
CZoo [27] 0.35 0.00 0.50 0.00

CatIndividualImages [47] 0.76 0.55 0.78 0.63
CowDataset [28] 0.49 0.70 0.48 0.66
Cows2021v2 [30] 0.72 0.00 0.78 0.00
DogFaceNet [56] 0.27 0.62 0.30 0.59
ELPephants [43] 0.24 0.16 0.26 0.07

FriesianCattle2015v2 [9] 0.71 0.44 0.76 0.23
FriesianCattle2017 [10] 0.63 -0.12 0.77 -0.06

GiraffeZebraID [62] 0.00 0.05 -0.00 0.04
Giraffes [54] 0.62 0.46 0.63 0.34

HyenaID2022 [52] 0.37 0.22 0.43 0.17
IPanda50 [77] 0.19 0.03 0.34 0.04

LeopardID2022 [53] 0.52 0.12 0.52 0.11
LionData [21] 0.12 -0.05 0.39 0.04

MacaqueFaces [79] 0.19 0.03 0.46 0.04
NDD20v2 [71] 0.25 0.10 0.34 0.06

NOAARightWhale [41] 0.32 0.26 0.45 0.23
NyalaData [22] 0.19 0.07 0.12 0.04

OpenCows2020 [11] 0.64 0.05 0.73 0.02
ReunionTurtles [36] 0.29 0.22 0.41 0.42

SMALST [81] 0.34 -0.19 0.44 -0.01
SeaStarReID2023 [74] 0.38 0.44 0.37 0.31
SeaTurtleID2022 [6] 0.26 0.26 0.41 0.15
SeaTurtleIDHeads [6] 0.29 0.25 0.40 0.18

SealID [58] 0.35 1.04 0.42 0.48
SouthernProvinceTurtles [2] 0.49 0.36 0.47 0.29

WhaleSharkID [33] 0.16 0.16 0.31 0.03
ZakynthosTurtles [61] 0.50 0.38 0.61 0.15
ZindiTurtleRecall [1] 0.28 0.13 0.37 0.09

Inverted residual mean (res) and relevance-weighted match
coverage (mc) across datasets, aggregated within each dataset
using both Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (ρ) between
each metric and model match score, and binned Bhattacharyya
distance (∆) of each metric between correct and incorrect
matches. Positive ∆ values indicate that PAIR-X improves
separation for similarly scored matches.

We also performed an ablation to the Oxford-5k
dataset [63], and quantitative results for this dataset are pre-
sented in Figure 9.
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Technique Giraffes Cows Buildings

Grad-CAM [31, 67]

HiResCAM [24, 31]

Score-CAM [31, 75]

Grad-CAM++ [16, 31]

Ablation-CAM [19, 31]

XGrad-CAM [29, 31]

Eigen-CAM [31, 57]

EigenGradCAM [31, 57]

LayerCAM [31, 37]

FullGrad [31, 68]

GradCAMElementWise [31, 67]

KPCA-CAM [31, 38]

Figure 8. We used [31] to compare twelve CAM-based techniques and qualitatively select the best-performing technique for our tasks.
Based on this analysis, we chose to present KPCA-CAM [38] as our primary CAM-based baseline in Figure 2.
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Algorithm 1 Binned Bhattacharyya distance calculation

left bd← max(pct2.5(corr cos sims), pct2.5(incorr cos sims))
right bd← min(pct97.5(corr cos sims), pct97.5(incorr cos sims))
bin size← (right bd - left bd) / 10

weighted sum← 0
points counted← 0
for i = 0 to 9 do

bin start← left bd + i × bin size
bin end← bin start + bin size
corr binned pairx scores← {pairx score(pt) | pt ∈ corr pts, bin start < cos sim(pt) < bin end}
incorr binned pairx scores← {pairx score(pt) | pt ∈ incorr pts, bin start < cos sim(pt) < bin end}

if |corr binned pairx scores| < 3 or |incorr binned pairx scores| < 3 then
continue

end if

max pairx score← max(max(corr binned pairx scores),max(incorr binned pairx scores))
min pairx score← min(min(corr binned pairx scores),min(incorr binned pairx scores))

corr kde values← kernel density estimation(corr binned pairx scores,min pairx score,max pairx score)
incorr kde values← kernel density estimation(incorr binned pairx scores,min pairx score,max pairx score)

bd← bhattacharyya distance(corr kde values, incorr kde values)

if mean(corr binned pairx scores) < mean(incorr binned pairx scores) then
bd← −bd

end if

weighted sum← weighted sum + bd× (|corr binned pairx scores|+ |incorr binned pairx scores|)
points counted← points counted + |corr binned pairx scores|+ |incorr binned pairx scores|

end for

return weighted sum / points counted
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Figure 9. Distribution of PAIR-X scores for correct and incorrect
image pairs in the Oxford-5k building dataset

E. Computational efficiency

In general, PAIR-X is slightly more expensive than tech-
niques such as Grad-CAM, which require a single partial
backpropagation, but it is much cheaper than perturbation-
based techniques such as LIME and SHAP. The first stage of

PAIR-X, feature matching, requires one full forward pass,
where model activations are saved off at the selected inter-
mediate layer l. The cost of the matching operation itself
is negligible. The second stage of PAIR-X, where matches
are filtered according to intermediate relevances, requires
one backward pass, where the relevance scores for the in-
termediate layer are saved off. Finally, the third stage of
PAIR-X, where pixel-wise relevance scores are computed to
create color maps, requires k partial backward passes (from
the intermediate layer to the original input), where k is the
number of matches included in the color map.

We do not find these costs to be prohibitive, even in cases
where users are running PAIR-X without a GPU. For the
multispecies Miew-ID model, which uses an EfficientNet
backbone with 51M parameters, we find that running PAIR-
X on the third intermediate layer with 10 backpropagated
matches took about 5 seconds on GPU and 17 seconds on
CPU. Results are likely to vary according to model architec-
ture, selected intermediate layer, computational resources,
and number of matches, but these experiments demonstrate
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the feasibility of using PAIR-X at scale.
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