
FLEX-LBP: Learning Local Binary Patterns with Exact Binary Inference for Texture
Classification

Mohamed Alimoussaa,∗, Amal El Kaidb

aInstitut Clément Ader (ICA), Université de Toulouse, Toulouse, 31000, France
bLIMOS, Université Clermont Auvergne, Clermont-Ferrand, France

Abstract

Local Binary Patterns (LBP) remain among the most widely used texture descriptors, from industrial inspection to medical imaging.
Yet their radius, sampling angles, color transform and thresholds are fixed by hand for each dataset. We present FLEX-LBP, which
learns these parameters by backpropagation while every forward pass computes exact binary codes and hard histogram counts. A
straight-through estimator acts only in the backward pass, so the deployed descriptor is an interpretable hard-binary LBP with 90
learnable parameters and unchanged inference cost. In a controlled ablation on six color texture benchmarks, the component worth
learning is dataset-dependent. One configuration, applied unchanged everywhere, learns the geometry and thresholds with the color
transform frozen. It improves the nearest-neighbor accuracy of the identical fixed descriptor by 3.55 points on average over five seeds,
significantly on five of six benchmarks and never significantly worse. With a linear discriminant readout, it gains 0.9 points; the
fully learned descriptor gains 2.7 and has the highest mean. FLEX-LBP is more accurate than five classical LBP-family descriptors,
PCANet and a neural LBP on five of six benchmarks. Its mean nearest-neighbor accuracy exceeds that of frozen ImageNet ResNet-50
features (23.5 million parameters). On the Kather colorectal cancer histology benchmark, the fully learned descriptor reaches 93.8%,
significantly above the best classical descriptor (Completed LBP, 92.8%). The learned radii adapt in directions that recur across seeds.
Noise drowns single-pixel comparisons and illuminant change flips inter-channel ones; median sampling or gray-world normalization
restores 96–97%. The code is available as a drop-in PyTorch layer.

Keywords: texture classification, learnable local binary patterns, straight-through estimator, interpretable features, lightweight
descriptors, histopathology

1. Introduction

Local Binary Patterns (LBP) (Ojala et al., 2002b) are among
the most widely used texture descriptors, with applications rang-
ing from industrial surface inspection (Mäenpää et al., 2003)
and medical image analysis (Nanni et al., 2010) to remote sens-
ing (Li et al., 2015) and face recognition (Ahonen et al., 2006);
Pietikäinen et al. (2011) review many more. An LBP operator
compares each pixel with neighbors on a circle around it, packs
the comparison bits into an integer code and describes the image
by the histogram of these codes. LBP are cheap to compute,
invariant to monotonic gray-level changes and geometrically
interpretable. These properties matter most when a task offers
only a few hundred to a few thousand training images and the
descriptor must be auditable. Large pretrained networks are then
not an obvious choice: they bring millions of parameters learned
on other data, and their features cannot be read off.

The weakness of LBP is configuration: the classical operator
fixes its radius, angular sampling directions, color-space trans-
form, comparison threshold and intensity quantization before
any data is seen. Each new material, imaging setup or dataset
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therefore requires an expert to re-tune these choices by grid
search, and the optimum does not transfer. In our ablation, a
change that improves one benchmark by several points degrades
another by as much (Section 4.4). We address this tuning step
and ask three questions. (Q1) Which components of the LBP
pipeline are worth learning from data, and does the answer de-
pend on the dataset? (Q2) How much of the gain over a classical
LBP comes from learning, and how much from descriptor post-
processing and the readout? (Q3) Do the learned parameters
remain interpretable?

Prior work approaches the problem from two sides.
Learned methods such as Binarized Statistical Image Features
(BSIF) (Kannala and Rahtu, 2012) and Local Binary Convo-
lutional Neural Networks (Juefei-Xu et al., 2017) replace the
radius, angle and color parameters of LBP with generic learned
filters, or embed binary comparisons in deep networks. Hand-
designed extensions such as Completed LBP (CLBP) (Guo et al.,
2010a), Robust LBP (RLBP) (Chen et al., 2013) and Median
Robust Extended LBP (MRELBP) (Liu et al., 2016) show that
the design space matters but do not learn it. Neural LBP variants
come closest: they learn sampling positions (Lin et al., 2020) or
relaxed thresholds (Peeples et al., 2026) inside deep networks.
Their deployed feature, however, is no longer a histogram LBP
whose radius, angles, thresholds and color basis can be read off
(Section 2).
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We introduce FLEX-LBP (Feature Learning with EXact Local
Binary Patterns), which keeps the classical multi-scale histogram
descriptor, computed by three parallel branches. As in opponent
color LBP (OCLBP) (Mäenpää and Pietikäinen, 2004), each
branch compares the center pixel in one color channel with its
neighbors in the same or another channel. Following CLBP, each
channel pair yields a sign and a magnitude histogram, which
form the sign-plus-magnitude LBP (SM-LBP) descriptor of the
branch. FLEX-LBP learns five components by backpropagation:
(i) a per-branch 3×3 color transform; (ii) radii bounded to scale-
specific ranges; (iii) ordered sampling angles that cover the full
circle; (iv) per-direction comparison thresholds that generalize
the zero threshold of classical LBP, in the spirit of Local Ternary
Patterns (LTP) (Tan and Triggs, 2010); and (v) the number of
intensity quantization levels.

Binary comparison and histogram binning are not differen-
tiable, so we train with a straight-through estimator (STE) (Ben-
gio et al., 2013). Every forward pass, in training as at test time,
computes exact binary codes and hard histogram counts, and
surrogate derivatives act only in the backward pass.

We evaluate FLEX-LBP on six color texture benchmarks:
NewBarkTex (Porebski et al., 2014), KTH-TIPS2-b (Caputo
et al., 2005), Outex TC13 and TC31 (Ojala et al., 2002a; Uni-
versité de Lille, 2022), Parquet (Bianconi et al., 2013) and USP-
tex (Backes et al., 2012). Fixed and learned descriptors receive
the same postprocessing (uniform-pattern projection and power
normalization (Perronnin et al., 2010)) and are classified by
standardized one-nearest-neighbor (1-NN) matching. Under the
same protocol, we compare FLEX-LBP with five classical and
two learned LBP-family descriptors, and in accuracy and cost
with frozen ImageNet ResNet-50 features (He et al., 2016). We
also analyze two Outex suites with photometric shifts (TC32,
additive noise; TC34, illuminant change) on which the color
descriptor fails. Finally, we apply FLEX-LBP to the colorectal
cancer histology benchmark of Kather et al. (2016). To our
knowledge, FLEX-LBP is the first texture descriptor that learns
its sampling radii and angles, its comparison thresholds and its
color transform from labeled data while the deployed operator
keeps exact binary codes and histogram counts.

Our contributions are as follows:
1. We propose FLEX-LBP, an LBP whose 90 stored parameters

can be learned by backpropagation while every forward pass
stays exactly binary. The deployed descriptor is thus a hard-
binary SM-LBP with 3,186 dimensions after postprocessing
and the inference cost of the fixed operator (Section 3).

2. We report a controlled component ablation with paired signif-
icance tests over training seeds. The best learned component
depends on the dataset, but one configuration, Geometry,
which learns the sampling geometry and the thresholds with
the color transform frozen, is applied unchanged to every
benchmark. Over five seeds, it improves the 1-NN accuracy
of the identical fixed descriptor by +3.55 percentage points
(pp) on average. The gain is significant on five of the six main
benchmarks, and the learned descriptor is never significantly
worse. It also improves the fixed descriptor on histology,
a benchmark added after it was chosen (Sections 4.4–4.6
and 4.9).

3. We separate the contributions of postprocessing, readout and
learning. On the six main benchmarks, postprocessing adds
+2.02 pp on average to the fixed descriptor, and learning
the geometry adds +3.55 pp on top of it. With a supervised
linear discriminant analysis (LDA) readout instead of 1-NN,
the gain of the learned geometry falls to +0.92 pp, whereas
the fully learned descriptor keeps +2.68 pp. LDA also lifts
the fixed descriptor above the learned geometry read out
by 1-NN on four of the six main benchmarks (Sections 4.5
and 5.3).

4. With the geometry learned, FLEX-LBP is more accurate
than the strongest classical descriptor on five of the six main
benchmarks. Averaged over seeds, it is also more accurate
than the two learned ones, PCANet (Chan et al., 2015) and
the neural LBP (NLBP) of Peeples et al. (2026), on all six.
With LDA on every descriptor, FLEX-LBP is again ahead
on five of the six, but MRELBP then leads on KTH-TIPS2.
Fully learned, it reaches 93.8% on eight-class colorectal
cancer histology, significantly above CLBP (92.8%). A
fixed LTP coding in the same pipeline matches the learned
geometry on average. We trace most of its advantage over
our SM-LBP code to its absolute dead zone (Sections 4.7
and 4.9).

5. Against the frozen ResNet-50 features (23.5 million param-
eters), the learned geometry has the higher mean accuracy
over the six main benchmarks with 1-NN (83.10% against
80.85%). With LDA, the two means are similar (87.44%
against 86.74%), and the fully learned descriptor has the
highest mean (89.07%), but both leads rest on Parquet. The
ResNet-50 features are more accurate on KTH-TIPS2, USP-
tex and, with LDA, NewBarkTex. Without input remedies,
they are also more accurate under the photometric shifts;
with the same remedies, the best remedied FLEX-LBP de-
scriptor is significantly ahead on both suites (Section 4.10).

6. We show that the learned radii, angles and thresholds remain
explicit, bounded or regularized parameters whose direction
of adaptation recurs across seeds. We trace the failures
under noise and illuminant change to the input representation,
with input-side remedies whose cost elsewhere we measure
(Sections 4.8 and 5).

The code is available at https://github.com/
medalimoussa/FLEX-LBP.

2. Related work

2.1. Classical LBP and its hand-designed extensions

CLBP (Guo et al., 2010a) decomposes local differences into
sign, magnitude and center components and shows that mag-
nitude complements sign. LTP (Tan and Triggs, 2010) re-
place the zero threshold by a hand-tuned symmetric dead zone,
which yields a three-valued code. RLBP (Chen et al., 2013)
flips unreliable bits, and MRELBP (Liu et al., 2016) replaces
point sampling with local median patches. LBP variance (Guo
et al., 2010b), dominant LBP (Liao et al., 2009), cross-scale
co-occurrence LBP (CS-CoLBP) (Xiao et al., 2025), regional
gradient patterns (RGP) (Wang et al., 2025) and sparse LBP for
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event-sensor data (Fardo and Rodrigues, 2024) widen the design
space further. Classical descriptors, LBP included, remain com-
petitive when data is scarce or interpretability is required (Liu
et al., 2019). Recent variants adapt scale and sampling through
hand-crafted local statistics (EMSABP (Gupta et al., 2026),
SPALBP (Hu et al., 2024), SARLBP (Upadhyay et al., 2025)).
All these methods fix their adaptation rule at design time, and
the adaptive ones re-estimate their sampling per pixel. FLEX-
LBP instead learns one global set of radius, angle, threshold and
color parameters from labeled data (Supplementary Section S8
compares these design dimensions).

2.2. Learned binary features and deep texture representations

BSIF (Kannala and Rahtu, 2012) binarizes the responses of
generic linear filters learned from natural images by independent
component analysis (ICA), not from labeled texture data. Local
Binary Convolutional Neural Networks (Juefei-Xu et al., 2017)
and LBPNet (Lin et al., 2020) build binary comparisons into
deep networks, and LBPNet learns its sampling positions end
to end for character and object recognition. NLBP (Peeples
et al., 2026) combines a sigmoid-relaxed threshold, learned 1×1
bit-weight combinations and a soft histogram layer (Peeples
et al., 2022). These relaxations stay active at inference, so its
deployed feature is no longer an LBP. PCANet (Chan et al.,
2015), a learned counterpart of LBP coding, learns two stages of
convolution filters by principal component analysis (PCA) with-
out labels and pools their binarized responses into histograms.
FLEX-LBP differs from these methods in two respects. First,
straight-through estimation keeps its forward pass exactly binary.
Second, it learns only a few bounded or regularized descriptor
parameters per branch, each of which can be inspected.

Convolutional neural network (CNN) representations domi-
nate texture recognition when training data is plentiful. Generic
convolutional activations transfer well to texture (Cimpoi et al.,
2016; Andrearczyk and Whelan, 2016), Deep TEN (Zhang et al.,
2017) adds a learned residual encoding and bilinear CNNs (Lin
et al., 2015) model second-order interactions. Many applied
tasks, however, offer only small labeled sets, as in virus texture
recognition (Kylberg et al., 2011), and this is the regime we
target. Training-free encodings such as RADAM (Scabini et al.,
2023) reach about 90–91% on color Outex TC13, but they rely
on large pretrained ConvNeXt backbones and expose no descrip-
tor parameters that can be inspected. We do not aim to replace
large-scale deep models; we ask how far learning can improve
an interpretable LBP that needs no backbone.

2.3. Training objectives and histogram postprocessing

Because evaluation uses nearest-neighbor matching, the
training objective must shape the descriptor space for re-
trieval. Neighborhood Components Analysis (NCA) (Gold-
berger et al., 2005) optimizes a soft nearest-neighbor objective,
Proxy-NCA (Movshovitz-Attias et al., 2017) introduces scalable
class proxies and additive-margin cosine losses (Wang et al.,
2018) add a margin to the class score. For postprocessing, power
normalization was introduced for Fisher vectors (Perronnin et al.,
2010) and also benefits compact codes (Jégou et al., 2012).

2.4. Color and multi-scale texture descriptors

Most LBP work treats the mapping from color to gray as fixed
preprocessing, although no single color space dominates across
datasets (Porebski et al., 2013). Other descriptors keep several
color spaces and select among the resulting features (Alimoussa
et al., 2019), as the compact hybrid multi-color space (CHMCS)
descriptor (Alimoussa et al., 2022) does across LBP and co-
occurrence families. Color information is strongly material-
dependent (Burghouts and Geusebroek, 2009), which supports
comparisons between color channels as well as within them.
Adding spatial interactions between channels to those within
channels generally improves texture classification, in color
and even more in hyperspectral images (Porebski et al., 2022).
OCLBP (Mäenpää and Pietikäinen, 2004) keeps one ordering of
each inter-channel pair because opposing pairs such as R–G and
G–R are highly redundant. Improved OCLBP (Bianconi et al.,
2018) thresholds against the local average instead of the center.
Multi-scale concatenation of two or three fixed configurations
of K neighbors at radius R outperforms any single scale (Ojala
et al., 2002b). FLEX-LBP combines these ideas: each branch
learns a linear color transform, compares all nine intra- and inter-
channel pairs and learns its scale within an ordered, bounded
range.

2.5. Texture analysis in histopathology

In histopathology, the hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) stain
makes tissue classes differ in color as well as in structure. Kather
et al. (2016) released a colorectal cancer texture benchmark and
reached 87.4% with combined gray-level descriptors, LBP in-
cluded, and a support vector machine. Stain color varies between
laboratories, scanners and staining batches, which motivates
stain normalization (Reinhard et al., 2001; Macenko et al., 2009)
and color augmentation (Tellez et al., 2019). Whether color nor-
malization helps depends on whether training and test images
differ in color.

3. Method

We first recall the classical LBP and state what FLEX-LBP
learns (Section 3.1). We then describe the architecture, the
operator and the parameters of each learned component (Sec-
tions 3.2–3.5). Finally, we explain how gradients cross the binary
steps (Section 3.6) and state the training objective (Section 3.7)
and the postprocessing and classification (Section 3.8). We write
descriptor and parameter vectors in bold and matrices in upper
case.

3.1. From the classical LBP to FLEX-LBP

The classical LBP (Ojala et al., 2002b) describes a texture by
how each pixel compares with its surroundings. Around each
pixel p of a gray-level image x, it samples K neighbors on a
circle of radius R, at the evenly spaced angles θk = 2πk/K. Each
neighbor yields one bit: 1 if it is at least as bright as the center
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pixel and 0 otherwise. The K bits of a pixel are packed into one
integer code,

LBPK,R(p) =
K−1∑
k=0

2k 1
[
x(p + ∆k) − x(p) ≥ 0

]
, (1)

where ∆k = R (cos θk, sin θk) is the offset of the k-th neighbor and
1[·] equals 1 if its condition holds and 0 otherwise. Neighbors
at non-integer positions are read by bilinear interpolation. With
K=8, each pixel receives a code between 0 and 255 that names
its local pattern, such as an edge or a corner. The descriptor of
the image is the 256-bin histogram of these codes over all its
pixels.

This operator leaves five choices to its designer: the radius
R, the sampling angles θk, the comparison threshold (zero in
Eq. (1)), the input color space and the number of gray levels.
FLEX-LBP keeps the stages of this operator and learns these five
choices by backpropagation. It has three branches, each with 30
learnable parameters, 90 in total. A branch stores nine values of
a color transform, four radii (the sampling distance can differ
mildly along four axes), eight angles, eight thresholds and one
number of gray levels. The experiments compare configurations
that learn subsets of these parameters (Section 4.2). FLEX-LBP
also adopts two established extensions of the operator: the sign-
plus-magnitude coding of CLBP (Guo et al., 2010a) and the
comparisons between color channels of OCLBP (Mäenpää and
Pietikäinen, 2004). Because the forward pass still computes hard
comparisons and exact histogram counts, inference costs the
same as a fixed multi-scale color LBP with the same sampling
(timings in Section 4.3). Fig. 1 summarizes the pipeline on one
real USPtex texture.

3.2. Multi-branch architecture
FLEX-LBP has three parallel branches that sample the input

image at different radii, and thus at different spatial scales: fine,
mid and coarse. Each branch b ∈ {fine,mid, coarse} applies its
own learnable color transform and LBP operator to the RGB
input image x ∈ R3×H×W . It produces a sign-plus-magnitude
histogram descriptor, the SM-LBP descriptor

hb = SMLBP(Mb x; rb, θb,ωb, Lb) , (2)

where Mb ∈ R3×3 is the learnable color transform, rb and θb are
the radii and angles of the K sampling directions, ωb holds the
per-direction thresholds and Lb is the number of quantization
levels. Sections 3.3–3.5 define them and show how learnable
parameters set the radii and angles. The branch descriptors are
then normalized and concatenated into the global descriptor

z = ℓ2-norm[ℓ1-norm(hfine); ℓ1-norm(hmid); ℓ1-norm(hcoarse)] ,
(3)

that is, each branch histogram is ℓ1-normalized and the concate-
nation is ℓ2-normalized once.

3.3. Sign-plus-magnitude LBP operator
The SM-LBP operator extends Eq. (1) in two ways. First, fol-

lowing the CLBP decomposition (Guo et al., 2010a), it produces

two codes instead of one: one encodes the sign of the center–
neighbor difference and the other its magnitude. The sign pattern
captures local ordinal structure such as edges and corners, while
the magnitude pattern records the strength of local contrast,
which is discriminative on material and bark textures (Guo et al.,
2010a; Liu et al., 2019).

Second, it compares the channels of a color image. Each
branch evaluates all 3 × 3 = 9 channel pairs (i, j) of its trans-
formed image x̃b = Mb x, center channel i against neighbor
channel j. The three intra-channel pairs (i= j) capture the usual
gray-level texture, and the six inter-channel pairs (i, j) the con-
trast between color channels. Comparing a center in one chan-
nel with neighbors in another follows OCLBP (Mäenpää and
Pietikäinen, 2004), which keeps only one ordering of each inter-
channel pair. We keep both, so that every channel serves as the
center for every other one.

For branch b, channel pair (i, j), direction k ∈ {0, . . . ,K−1}
and pixel p, the thresholded difference is

d(i, j)
b,k (p) = x̃b, j

(
p + ∆b,k

)
− x̃b,i(p) − ωb,k, (4)

where ∆b,k = rb,k (cos θb,k, sin θb,k) is the sub-pixel offset of the
k-th neighbor, now with its own learned radius and angle. The
learned threshold ωb,k starts at zero, its value in Eq. (1). Bilinear
interpolation at the non-integer position p + ∆b,k makes the
difference differentiable with respect to rb,k and θb,k.

The sign bit is β(i, j)
b,k (p) = 1

[
d(i, j)

b,k (p) > 0
]
, with ties counted

as 0, and the K sign bits are packed into the integer code∑K−1
k=0 2kβ

(i, j)
b,k (p) ∈ {0, . . . , 2K−1}. The magnitude is the

threshold-free contrast m(i, j)
b,k (p) =

∣∣∣x̃b, j(p + ∆b,k) − x̃b,i(p)
∣∣∣. Fol-

lowing the CLBP_M construction (Guo et al., 2010a), each
magnitude is binarized against the mean magnitude of the cur-
rent image, µ(i, j)

b = meank,p m(i, j)
b,k (p). The K magnitude bits

1
[
m(i, j)

b,k (p) > µ(i, j)
b

]
are packed into a second code in the same

way. Both codes therefore take 2K values, so the uniform-pattern
projection of Section 3.8 applies identically to both histograms.
Because µ(i, j)

b scales with the contrast of the image, the magni-
tude code is unchanged when all intensities are multiplied by a
common factor. It does not, however, record the absolute size of
the differences, which for an inter-channel pair also reflects the
color of the texture; Section 4.7 measures what this costs and
saves.

Each channel pair thus yields one sign histogram and one
magnitude histogram. With K=8, a branch descriptor has 9 ×
(256 + 256) = 4,608 bins, and the three-branch descriptor has
13,824 bins before postprocessing. Supplementary Fig. S2 works
through one sign code and one magnitude code at a real pixel.

3.4. Learnable color transform and quantization
Because no single color space is best across datasets (Porebski

et al., 2013), each branch learns its own linear color basis, a 3×3
matrix Mb initialized near the identity,

x̃b = Mb x, M(0)
b = I3 + ϵ E, ϵ = 0.01, (5)

where E has independent standard normal entries. Each channel
of x̃b is thus a weighted sum of R, G and B, and training starts
almost from the RGB channels themselves.
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Learnable stages (per branch) Fixed binary encoding
(hard bits, exact counts)

Descriptor, training and evaluation

color transform
𝑀𝑏

sampling geometry
𝑟𝑘 , 𝜃𝑘 , 𝜔𝑘

compare → 8-bit code
STE: Fig. 2b

count → histogram
STE: Fig. 2c

Input image 𝑥
USPtex

128×128 RGB

𝑀fine 𝑥 𝑟 = 1.27 px, 9-px view

sign

magnitude
ℓ1, 4,608-d

Fine branch

𝑀mid 𝑥 𝑟 = 4.96 px, 19-px view

sign

magnitude
ℓ1, 4,608-d

Mid branch

𝑀coarse 𝑥 𝑟 = 9.08 px, 27-px view

sign

magnitude
ℓ1, 4,608-d

Coarse branch
𝑀𝑏 𝑥 per branch
(deviation from

identity ×2)

classical (8 angles)
learned (𝑟𝑘 , 𝜃𝑘)
darker: larger 𝜔𝑘

code maps
(1 of 9 pairs)

histograms
2×256 bins × 9 pairs

∥
descriptor 𝒛 13,824-d

fine mid coarse
ℓ2

loss L
(proxy + regularizers)

training only

training only: gradients cross the two binary steps through straight-through estimators (STE)

uniform-u2 + power norm.
𝛼 = 0.7; 13,824-d → 3,186-d

Standardized 1-NN
𝑧-score (train stats)
+ exact Euclidean

evaluation
(parameters frozen)

class 𝑦̂

Figure 1: Overview of FLEX-LBP on one real USPtex texture, with the parameters learned on USPtex by the All joint configuration (Section 4.2; symbols in
Sections 3.2–3.5, with the branch index b dropped). Left (learnable stages): each branch applies its learned color transform Mb and samples K=8 neighbors at learned
per-direction radii rk and angles θk, with mean radius r̄. Open circles mark the classical initialization; filled dots mark the learned positions, shaded by the learned
threshold ωk relative to the largest threshold of the branch. The geometry panels show the central 9, 19 and 27 pixels of the gray-level input. Middle (fixed binary
encoding): hard comparisons give sign and magnitude codes, counted exactly into 256-bin histograms for each channel pair. Right: the histograms are normalized
and concatenated into the 13,824-dimensional descriptor z (Eq. (3)). During training, the loss (proxy loss and regularizers, Eq. (13)) sends gradients back to every
learnable stage (dashed); straight-through estimators carry them across the two binary steps (Fig. 2b,c). For evaluation, with frozen parameters, z is projected onto
uniform patterns, power-normalized (3,186 dimensions) and classified by standardized one-nearest-neighbor (1-NN) matching against the training images. The
ablation of Table 2 skips this postprocessing. The color-transform panels show Mb x with its deviation from the identity doubled for visibility. Input image from
USPtex (Backes et al., 2012).

Before the comparisons of Eq. (4), each branch clips
x̃b to [0, 1] and rounds it to Lb uniform gray levels,
round

(
(Lb−1) x̃b

)
/(Lb−1), with Lb ∈ [8, 256] bounded by a sig-

moid. The number of levels is learned only in the Mixer+Q
configuration (Section 4.2), which initializes it at 128; all other
configurations freeze it at 256, the resolution of 8-bit images.

3.5. Bounded geometry parameterization

The radii and angles are not learned directly: each is a
bounded function of unconstrained parameters, which keeps
the learned configuration interpretable and prevents degenerate
solutions.

Radius. A branch radius is a function of an unconstrained learn-
able scalar ub, bounded by the logistic sigmoid σ,

rb = rmin
b +

(
rmax

b − rmin
b

)
σ(ub), (6)

so it stays within a scale-specific range. The three ranges are
ordered (fine < mid < coarse) and mostly disjoint, which dis-
courages two branches from converging to the same radius. The

bounds and initial radii depend on the dataset (Section 4.3 and
Supplementary Section S4).

A single radius would keep all neighbors on a circle. To let
the neighborhood stretch mildly in some directions (anisotropy),
a branch learns four such basis radii r(a)

b , a = 1, . . . , 4, each
bounded as in Eq. (6). Each basis radius is attached to a fixed
axis through the center pixel, at the angle ϕa = (a−1)π/4 (0, 45,
90 or 135 degrees). Each sampling direction takes a soft average
of the basis radii, with the largest weights on the axes closest to
it,

rb,k =

4∑
a=1

wk,a r(a)
b , wk,a = softmaxa

(
κ cos 2(θb,k − ϕa)

)
, (7)

with a fixed sharpness κ=8, so the weights add no parameters
and follow the learned angles. As a convex combination of these
bounded radii, each rb,k stays within the range of its branch,
and the anisotropy is bounded by the spread of the basis radii.
The factor 2 in the cosine assigns opposite directions the same
weights, so at the initial angles each axis serves two opposite
neighbors and the eight neighbors share the four radii. All four
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start at the initial radius of the branch, so the neighborhood starts
as a circle.

Angles. The K sampling directions are cumulative sums of
positive increments,

θb,k = 2π
∑
k′<k

δb,k′ , δb = softmax(γb), (8)

so θb,0=0, and γb ∈ RK is unconstrained and learnable (initial-
ized at zero, i.e., uniform spacing). The softmax makes the
increments positive and makes them sum to one. The directions
are therefore always ordered and cover the full circle, while
their spacing can become non-uniform; the angular-gap penalty
of Lgeom (Section 3.7) discourages collapse. Adding the same
constant to all values of γb leaves the softmax unchanged, so
these eight parameters carry seven degrees of freedom. The first
direction stays at angle zero, and the other seven can move.

3.6. Differentiability: straight-through estimator
Training needs the derivative of the loss with respect to ev-

ery descriptor parameter. Two steps of the SM-LBP pipeline,
however, are piecewise constant: the comparison that produces
a bit and the counting that turns codes into a histogram. Their
derivatives are zero almost everywhere, so plain backpropaga-
tion of the training loss L (Section 3.7) would leave every LBP
parameter unchanged. Soft bits or soft histograms in the forward
pass would provide gradients, but the trained descriptor would
then differ from the deployed one and would no longer be an
LBP.

We therefore use the STE (Bengio et al., 2013; Hubara et al.,
2016), which keeps the forward pass exact and changes only
the backward pass. For a piecewise-constant operation q(u),
we choose a smooth approximation q̃(u), its surrogate, and the
network computes

qSTE(u) = q(u) + q̃(u) − sg
[
q̃(u)
]
, (9)

where the stop-gradient operator sg[·] returns its argument in
the forward pass and has zero derivative. The last two terms
cancel in the forward pass, so qSTE(u) = q(u) exactly, while
backpropagation uses ∂qSTE/∂u = q̃ ′(u). In other words, the
network computes with the exact step and differentiates as if it
were the smooth surrogate. FLEX-LBP applies Eq. (9) to the
bits and to the histogram (Fig. 2); below, we omit the indices b,
(i, j) and p when they are clear.

Bits. The surrogate of the sign bit βk = 1[dk > 0] of Eq. (4) is
the tempered sigmoid σ(τdk), a smooth step that steepens as the
temperature τ grows (τ=10 here), so that

∂βk

∂dk
≈ τσ(τdk)

(
1 − σ(τdk)

)
. (10)

This slope peaks at τ/4 where the difference equals the threshold
and falls below a tenth of its peak for |dk | > 0.36. With inten-
sities in [0, 1], the gradient therefore comes from comparisons
close to their decision boundary. We keep τ=10 in all experi-
ments; Supplementary Section S16 reports τ=3 and τ=30. The

magnitude bits 1[mk > µ] use the same surrogate on mk − µ. The
image mean µ is recomputed in every forward pass but treated as
a constant in the backward pass. Each magnitude surrogate thus
stays local to its own comparison, as for the sign bits; we did not
test backpropagating through µ. The integer code v =

∑
k 2kβk is

linear in the bits, so ∂v/∂βk = 2k holds exactly.

Histogram. A histogram bin is the fraction of the N pixels
whose code falls into it, hn =

1
N
∑

p 1[v(p) = n]. The surrogate
treats the code as a real number and shares its vote between its
two neighboring bins by linear interpolation: bin ⌊v⌋ receives
1 − (v − ⌊v⌋) and bin ⌊v⌋ + 1 the rest. The forward pass produces
only integer codes, where the interpolation has a kink, so we use
its slope to the right of the code. Raising v(p) moves the vote of
pixel p from bin v(p) toward bin v(p) + 1: the upper bin gains
1/N per unit of v(p) and the lower bin loses 1/N, so

∂L

∂v(p)
=

1
N

(
gv(p)+1 − gv(p)

)
, gn =

∂L

∂hn
. (11)

A code is pushed up when the loss favors one more pixel in the
next bin over one more pixel in the current bin. The top code
v(p) = 2K−1 has no upper neighbor: its interpolation is clamped
to the last bin, so its surrogate slope is zero.

From the histogram to the parameters. Chaining Eqs. (10)
and (11), the difference dk(p) of one sign comparison receives

∂L

∂dk(p)
=

2k

N

(
gv(p)+1 − gv(p)

)
τσ(τdk(p))

(
1 − σ(τdk(p))

)
, (12)

and every parameter sums such terms over pixels, directions,
channel pairs and histograms through ordinary derivatives. In
words, a comparison is pushed according to whether the loss
prefers the next bin of its pixel to the current one. Only com-
parisons close to their decision boundary receive a sizable push.
Eq. (12) extrapolates the change between bins v and v + 1 to the
flip of bit k, which moves the pixel by 2k bins, so the estimate is
biased. Section 4.6 and Supplementary Section S16 compare it
with a bit-aware alternative that reads the histogram gradient at
the two codes that the flip actually connects.

The remaining factors are ordinary derivatives: a threshold
enters with ∂dk/∂ωk = −1. The radius and the angle act through
the bilinear interpolation of x̃ j at p+∆k: moving a sampling point
changes the sampled intensity according to the spatial gradient
of the image. With ∇x̃ j this gradient at that point, ∂dk/∂rk =

∇x̃ j · (cos θk, sin θk) and ∂dk/∂θk = rk ∇x̃ j · (− sin θk, cos θk) are
the radial and tangential intensity changes. They reach the uncon-
strained parameters through the parameterizations of Section 3.5.
Because the color transform is linear, dk depends on row j of
Mb through the RGB value of the neighbor and on row i through
that of the center. The magnitudes mk = |dk + ωk | do not depend
on the thresholds; they pass gradients to the geometry and the
color transform with the factor sign(dk + ωk).

Quantization. The rounding of Section 3.4 is also piecewise
constant. The backward pass treats it as the identity for x̃b, the
classical STE for rounding (Bengio et al., 2013). For Lb, the
rounded integer counts as a constant, so Lb receives a gradient
only through the factor 1/(Lb − 1).
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(a) Gradient path forward, exact backward surrogate derivative, see (b) and (c) gray: exact derivative

𝑀𝑏 , 𝑟𝑘 , 𝜃𝑘 , 𝜔𝑘 𝑑𝑘 (𝑝) 𝛽𝑘 (𝑝) 𝑣(𝑝) ℎ𝑛 L

𝑀𝑏𝑥, sample, subtract 1[𝑑𝑘>0] ∑
𝑘 2𝑘𝛽𝑘 count/𝑁 normalize, proxy loss

× 𝜏𝜎 (1−𝜎) × 2𝑘 (𝑔𝑣+1−𝑔𝑣 )/𝑁 𝑔𝑛 = 𝜕L/𝜕ℎ𝑛𝜔𝑘 : × (−1)
𝑟𝑘 , 𝜃𝑘 : × ∇ 𝑥̃ 𝑗

𝑀𝑏: linear, rounding as identity

(b) Bit (c) Histogram

−0.36 0 0.36
0

1 𝜏/4exact bit 𝛽𝑘

slope

𝑑𝑘 = neighbor − center − 𝜔𝑘

37 38 39
𝑛

𝑣 (𝑝) = 38
−1/𝑁 +1/𝑁

𝜕L/𝜕𝑣 (𝑝) = (𝑔39 − 𝑔38 )/𝑁

Figure 2: Straight-through estimator (STE) of FLEX-LBP for one sign comparison. (a) Gradient path from the learnable parameters (orange, as in Fig. 1) to the loss.
The forward pass (navy, solid) is exact; the backward pass (purple, dashed) multiplies exact derivatives (gray) by two surrogate derivatives (purple boxes), detailed in
(b) and (c). Labels with × are local factors, and the other two are the gradients that arrive at hn and v(p), so their product from v(p) to dk(p) is Eq. (12). Under the
parameter node, ωk receives the factor −1, and rk and θk receive the radial and tangential changes of the image through its gradient ∇x̃ j. The color transform Mb acts
linearly, and the rounding to Lb gray levels passes its gradient unchanged (purple). (b) The bit βk is an exact step in dk (navy). The backward pass uses the slope
τσ(1 − σ) of the tempered sigmoid σ = σ(τdk), τ=10, drawn with its peak τ/4 at height 1; it falls below a tenth of its peak for |dk | > 0.36. (c) A pixel with code
v(p) = 38 adds 1/N to bin 38 (navy). In the backward pass, linear interpolation moves this vote toward bin 39 at a rate of 1/N per unit of v(p) (purple), which yields
Eq. (11).

What the estimator guarantees. Because all surrogates act only
in the backward pass, the descriptor computed during training
is the one used at test time. It is a hard-binary LBP at the
learned (Mb, rb, θb,ωb, Lb), whose parameters can be read off.
Recomputing the bits, codes and histogram counts of Fig. 1 from
the intensities sampled by the model, with integer bit packing
and counting, reproduces the model output exactly for all 27
channel pairs. The color transform and the bilinear interpolation
remain floating-point operations, as in any interpolated LBP, so
the exactness concerns the binary coding and counting, not the
sampled intensities. With its color transform and thresholds,
FLEX-LBP is a generalized LBP rather than a classical LBP
with other radii; what it shares with the classical operator is
exact hard-binary inference. Like every STE, the estimator is
biased, which can make learning slower or less effective but
cannot make the deployed descriptor differ from the one that
was trained and evaluated.

3.7. Training objective

All experiments use a proxy-only descriptor-learning objec-
tive (Movshovitz-Attias et al., 2017). Each class has one learned
unit vector, its proxy, and the loss pulls the descriptor of an image
toward the proxy of its class and away from the others. All dis-
criminative pressure therefore comes from one metric-learning
loss on the ℓ2-normalized descriptor, without a classification
head or data augmentation, which isolates the effect of learning
on the descriptor. The loss is

L = Lproxy + λgeomLgeom + λωLω. (13)

Lproxy is a cosine proxy-classification loss with unit-norm learn-
able class proxies pc, which are discarded at inference, and an

additive margin ξ on the true class y (Wang et al., 2018),

Lproxy = − log
es(cos(z,py)−ξ)

es(cos(z,py)−ξ) +
∑

c,y es cos(z,pc)
, (14)

where s is a scale. Lgeom keeps the geometry physically plau-
sible: it combines a quadratic pull of the radii toward their
initialization, a penalty on angular gaps below 0.3 rad and a mild
pull of the angles toward the standard LBP directions, with rela-
tive weights 1, 0.5 and 0.3. Lω is an ℓ2 penalty on the thresholds
ωb,k that prevents unbounded threshold growth. Each regularizer
is active only when the parameters it constrains are learned, and
Section 4.3 lists the values of s, ξ, λgeom and λω.

3.8. Descriptor postprocessing and classification

Before classification, two transformations are applied to the
histograms, identically for fixed and learned descriptors.

Uniform-pattern projection. Following Ojala et al. (2002b),
each 256-bin histogram block is projected onto the uniform
patterns (denoted u2), the codes with at most two bitwise transi-
tions around the circle. For K=8 this reduces each block from
256 to 59 bins: 58 uniform patterns and one bin that pools all
non-uniform codes, which merges the noisy tail of rare patterns.

Power normalization. Element-wise power normalization (Per-
ronnin et al., 2010) is then applied to the projected descriptor
z,

ẑn = sign(zn) |zn|
α, ẑ← ẑ/∥ ẑ∥2, (15)

with α=0.7, which compresses the dynamic range of the bins
and up-weights rare patterns. The postprocessed descriptor has
3 × 9 × 2 × 59 = 3,186 dimensions.
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Table 1: The nine benchmarks, all evaluated in RGB; the split lists the numbers
of training and test images. The Outex benchmarks are 68-class color suites:
the original Outex_TC_00013 and the extended Outex_TC_00031, 00032 and
00034. Kather-CRC is evaluated by stratified five-fold cross-validation at the
tile level.
Dataset Classes Images Split (train/test)

Main benchmarks
NewBarkTex (Porebski et al., 2014) 6 1,632 Official, 816/816
KTH-TIPS2-b (Caputo et al., 2005; Mallikarjuna et al., 2006) 11 4,749 Three samples / sample a
Outex TC13 (Ojala et al., 2002a) 68 1,360 Official, 680/680
Outex TC31 (Université de Lille, 2022) 68 2,720 Official, 1,360/1,360
Parquet (Bianconi et al., 2013) 38 228 First/last three per class
USPtex (Backes et al., 2012) 191 2,292 Standard, 1,146/1,146

Photometric shift suites
Outex TC32 (Université de Lille, 2022) 68 2,720 Official, 1,360/1,360
Outex TC34 (Université de Lille, 2022) 68 4,080 Official, 1,360/2,720

Application
Kather-CRC (Kather et al., 2016) 8 5,000 Five folds, 4,000/1,000 each

Classification. Descriptors are z-score standardized with
training-set statistics and classified by exact Euclidean nearest-
neighbor matching, which we call standardized 1-NN. This
non-parametric readout measures the geometry of the descriptor
space without any learned classifier and is the primary metric
throughout the paper. As a second readout, we fit an LDA on
the standardized training descriptors, with the covariance shrink-
age set automatically by the Ledoit–Wolf estimator (Ledoit and
Wolf, 2004). LDA has no hyperparameter to tune but, unlike
1-NN, is a classifier fitted to the labeled training data.

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets

We evaluate on nine benchmarks (Table 1, Fig. 3 and Supple-
mentary Section S19). Six texture benchmarks of bark, materials,
wood and general textures form the main evaluation, and two
Outex suites with photometric shifts are analyzed separately.
A colorectal cancer (CRC) histology benchmark, Kather-CRC,
serves as an application.

NewBarkTex (Porebski et al., 2014) (six bark classes) uses
its official split, and USPtex (Backes et al., 2012) (191 classes of
general textures) the standard decomposition distributed by the
LISIC laboratory. KTH-TIPS2-b (Caputo et al., 2005; Mallikar-
juna et al., 2006), KTH-TIPS2 hereafter, holds out physical
sample a of each of its 11 materials as the test set and trains
on the other three samples. This is the easier of the two com-
mon KTH-TIPS2 conventions, so published results that train
on a single sample are not directly comparable to ours. Par-
quet (Bianconi et al., 2013) holds 38 classes of wood flooring
(14 species in 2–4 visually similar grades), with six images per
class. We train on the first three images of each class and test on
the last three. This fixed split differs from the alternating split
of the public LISIC decomposition, so our Parquet results are
not directly comparable to published ones. Outex: in the origi-
nal color suite TC13 (Ojala et al., 2002a), the training and test
images are acquired under identical conditions. In the extended
Outex suites TC31, TC32 and TC34 (Université de Lille, 2022),
which share their training images (Inca illuminant, 100 dpi), the
test images differ in one controlled factor. This factor is the
spatial resolution in TC31 (120 dpi), additive Gaussian noise

(σ=5) in TC32 and the illuminant in TC34 (Horizon and TL84).
Fig. 3a shows one texture under the four conditions.

TC32 and TC34 change the photometry of the test images
rather than their texture. Our color descriptor is invariant to
neither change by design. We therefore analyze these two suites
separately (Section 4.8), report them in every table and exclude
them from the averages over the main benchmarks. This group-
ing was decided after their results and their diagnosis were
known.

Kather-CRC (Kather et al., 2016), named after its first author
and colorectal cancer, contains 5,000 RGB tiles of 150×150
pixels cut from ten H&E-stained slides, 625 for each of eight
tissue classes (Fig. 3b). Our five folds, like the ten of Kather
et al. (2016), are formed at the tile level, so tiles of one slide
and of neighboring regions fall into both training and test folds.
The benchmark therefore measures recognition within ten slides
from one center, not generalization to new patients.

4.2. Ablation design
All configurations share the architecture, the proxy-only loss

of Eq. (13), the optimizer and the evaluation protocol (standard-
ized 1-NN, Section 3.8). They differ only in which descriptor
parameters are learned, except that Mixer+Q starts its quantiza-
tion at 128 levels instead of 256:
• Fixed learns no descriptor parameter: it keeps the initial radii,

the uniform angles, the zero thresholds and M(0)
b , trains only

the class proxies and is the no-learning reference;
• Color learns the color transforms Mb only;
• Radius learns the four basis radii only;
• Threshold learns the thresholds ωb,k only;
• Geometry learns the radii, angles and thresholds jointly, with

Mb and Lb frozen;
• Mixer+Q learns the color transforms Mb, which mix the

channels, and the numbers of quantization levels Lb jointly,
with the radii, angles and thresholds frozen;
• All joint, the fully learned descriptor, learns the color trans-

forms, radii, angles and thresholds jointly, with the quantiza-
tion frozen.

Training lasts 8 to 20 epochs depending on the dataset, and we
select the checkpoint by validation 1-NN accuracy on a 15%
stratified holdout of the training partition. On KTH-TIPS2, an
inner leave-one-sample-out validation chooses the number of
epochs instead (Supplementary Section S1). The test partition is
never used for checkpoint selection.

Every configuration is trained with seed 42; Geometry is also
trained with seeds 43–46 and All joint with seeds 43 and 44.
The seed sets the batch order, the validation holdout and the
random initialization M(0)

b of Eq. (5). The Fixed descriptor also
keeps this initialization, so we compare each learned run with
the Fixed descriptor of its own seed.

4.3. Implementation details
Architecture. All images are resized to 128×128 pixels. The
radius bounds and initial radii follow the ordered fine/mid/coarse
scheme of Section 3.5 in two templates (Supplementary Sec-
tion S4 lists the exact bounds). The compact one serves New-
BarkTex and Parquet (initial radii of 2.0, 5.0 and 8.0 pixels), and
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Figure 3: Sample images. (a) Left: one Outex texture (canvas001, first crop) under the training conditions of TC13, TC31, TC32 and TC34 (Inca illuminant, 100 dpi).
The next four tiles show it under the test conditions of TC31 (120 dpi), TC32 (the same image with Gaussian noise, σ=5) and TC34 (Horizon and TL84 illuminants).
Right: one image each of NewBarkTex, KTH-TIPS2-b, Parquet and USPtex, chosen for legibility. All are shown at the 128×128 input size (Section 4.3). The noise is
hardly visible, yet LBPriu2 reaches only 13.24% on TC32 (Table 2). (b) The eight tissue classes of Kather-CRC: the first tile of each class in file order (150×150
pixels, 74×74 µm, H&E stain). Images from Outex (Ojala et al., 2002a; Université de Lille, 2022), NewBarkTex (Porebski et al., 2014), KTH-TIPS2-b (Mallikarjuna
et al., 2006), Parquet (Bianconi et al., 2013), USPtex (Backes et al., 2012) and Kather-CRC (Kather et al., 2016) (CC BY 4.0).

the wide one the other benchmarks (2.0, 6.0 and 10.0 pixels).
Within a dataset, every configuration shares the same template.
The templates were set during development, when the test accu-
racies of earlier runs were visible, and not by a held-out selection
procedure, so Supplementary Section S16 swaps them on every
benchmark.

Training. We use Adam with component-specific learning rates:
2×10−3 for radii; 10−3 for color transforms, angles and class
proxies; and 5×10−4 for thresholds and quantization. Weight de-
cay is 10−4, except on radii, angles, thresholds and quantization,
and a step schedule halves all rates once. The batch size is 4 on
NewBarkTex and Parquet and 8 elsewhere. The loss of Eq. (13)
uses s=20, ξ=0.1, λgeom=0.01 and λω=0.001. The pair (s, ξ) is
the best setting of a sweep over both, across which raw 1-NN
accuracy varies by about 1.5 pp (Supplementary Section S2).
There is no data augmentation, and image borders are reflect-
padded. An NCA objective is at best on par with the proxy loss
(Supplementary Section S3).

Computational cost. Section 4.10 reports the extraction times of
our unoptimized PyTorch implementation. Training one configu-
ration takes 3–20 minutes on a laptop GPU (NVIDIA RTX 2000
Ada), and up to 50 minutes on KTH-TIPS2, whose protocol
adds an inner cross-validation.

4.4. Main ablation results
Table 2 reports the ablation on the raw descriptor for seed 42.

Component importance depends on the dataset. Geometry
learning (radii, angles and thresholds) is best on TC31 and
TC13, and joint optimization is best on NewBarkTex, Parquet
and USPtex. On the photometric suites TC32 and TC34, thresh-
old learning alone is best. Because TC31, TC32 and TC34 share
their training images, their different winners show that the best
configuration depends on the test-time shift and not only on the
training data. Radius learning alone improves six of the eight
benchmarks, by at most 2.50 pp (TC13).

Learning color or quantization in isolation is unreliable. The
color transform learned alone improves five of the eight bench-
marks but is never the best configuration, and it degrades KTH-
TIPS2, TC13 and TC34 (by 7.83 pp on TC34). Mixer+Q is even
less reliable: it falls below Fixed on six of the eight benchmarks.
Part of this loss may come from its coarser starting quantization,
which this ablation does not separate from learning.

A staged schedule does not help. We also test a sequential sched-
ule that learns the geometry first and the color transform second,
and ends with a short joint fine-tuning phase. It checks whether
such a curriculum avoids the failures of joint optimization (Sec-
tion 5.3). After full postprocessing, it underperforms the best
single-pass configuration on every dataset, by 0.6 pp (NewBark-
Tex, USPtex) to 9.7 pp (Parquet), so single-pass training remains
the default.

4.5. Postprocessing pipeline results

Supplementary Table S6 separates the two postprocessing
steps behind Table 3 for seed 42.

Postprocessing and learning contribute separately. On the six
main benchmarks, postprocessing adds +2.02 pp on average
to the Fixed descriptor (seed 42), and learning the geometry
adds +3.55 pp on top of it (five seeds). On TC31 and TC32,
uniform-u2 projection alone lifts the Fixed descriptor by +5.74
and +17.20 pp (seed 42), more than learning gains on the raw
descriptor (+4.41 pp with Geometry and +6.76 pp with Thresh-
old). The learning gain nevertheless survives postprocessing
and is sometimes amplified by it. On TC32 and KTH-TIPS2,
Geometry gains +5.66 and +0.50 pp over Fixed before postpro-
cessing (seed 42) and +8.40 and +6.71 pp after it (paired over
five seeds). Postprocessing does not always help: u2 projection
slightly lowers TC13 for both the Fixed and learned descriptors
(seed 42), so the non-uniform codes that it pools sometimes
carry discriminative information.
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Table 2: Controlled component ablation: standardized 1-NN accuracy (%) on the raw descriptor, with one training seed (42) and one split per benchmark (Section 4.6
repeats Geometry and All joint over seeds). Each learned column learns a different subset of FLEX-LBP parameters, all else being equal. LBPriu2 is the classical
grayscale multi-scale LBPriu2

8,1+8,2+16,2 (38 dimensions) under the same protocol; it is a same-protocol reference, not a reproduction of published χ2-matched results,
and re-evaluating it with χ2 or histogram intersection changes each value by at most 3.4 pp and leaves the TC32 collapse intact. Bold: best; underlined: second best.
∆oracle: best learned configuration minus Fixed; because that configuration is identified on the test split, ∆oracle is an upper bound.

Learned configurations

Dataset LBPriu2 Fixed Color Radius Threshold Geometry Mixer+Q All joint ∆oracle

NewBarkTex 60.66 78.06 79.66 77.82 77.57 77.21 77.08 81.00 +2.94
KTH-TIPS2 62.73 72.43 71.25 74.37 72.77 72.93 70.24 72.77 +1.94
Outex TC13 69.26 85.74 82.94 88.24 85.44 88.38 79.56 88.09 +2.64
Outex TC31 63.60 87.35 89.49 89.78 91.40 91.76 86.91 91.40 +4.41
Parquet 37.72 46.49 48.25 47.37 59.65 55.26 64.04 66.67 +20.18
USPtex 72.43 95.11 95.55 95.20 95.46 96.07 94.42 96.51 +1.40

Photometric shift suites (Section 4.8)
Outex TC32 13.24 58.09 61.76 57.21 64.85 63.75 64.56 61.47 +6.76
Outex TC34 63.93 33.20 25.37 34.71 35.40 32.94 26.88 26.36 +2.20

Table 3: End-to-end accuracy (%) after postprocessing (PP: uniform-u2 projection and power normalization). The descriptors are read out by standardized 1-NN, the
protocol of this paper, and by shrinkage LDA. Values are means ± standard deviations over training seeds: five for Geometry (42–46), three for All joint (42–44), and,
for Fixed, the five color initializations of the Geometry seeds. Sig.: number of seeds in which the learned descriptor is significantly better /worse than the Fixed
descriptor of the same seed with the same readout (exact McNemar test, p<0.05). Oracle: the best of the six learned configurations of Table 2 after postprocessing
(seed 42), chosen on the test split and therefore an upper bound. LBPriu2: the classical reference of Table 2, read out by 1-NN. Mean: over the six main benchmarks;
its Sig. cells sum the rows above. Bold: best of each readout in each row, the Oracle excepted.

Fixed+PP Geometry+PP All joint+PP

Dataset LBPriu2 1-NN LDA 1-NN Sig. LDA Sig. 1-NN Sig. LDA Sig. Oracle 1-NN

NewBarkTex 60.66 83.19 ± 0.34 90.49 ± 0.45 83.31 ± 0.71 0 / 0 91.54 ± 0.23 0 / 0 85.54 ± 0.88 2 / 0 93.54 ± 0.94 3 / 0 84.56 (All joint)
KTH-TIPS2 62.73 75.33 ± 0.39 76.16 ± 0.34 82.04 ± 2.70 5 / 0 76.24 ± 1.99 0 / 0 72.88 ± 0.21 0 / 3 76.95 ± 1.93 1 / 0 84.23 (Geometry)
Outex TC13 69.26 84.47 ± 0.64 90.94 ± 0.62 87.53 ± 0.39 5 / 0 90.29 ± 0.63 0 / 1 86.57 ± 0.22 2 / 0 90.98 ± 0.47 0 / 0 87.94 (Geometry)
Outex TC31 63.60 93.38 ± 0.28 93.38 ± 0.32 96.41 ± 0.43 5 / 0 94.73 ± 0.57 3 / 0 95.91 ± 1.04 3 / 0 95.95 ± 1.03 3 / 0 96.40 (Geometry)
Parquet 37.72 45.96 ± 1.00 69.30 ± 2.56 52.46 ± 4.09 3 / 0 72.46 ± 2.37 1 / 0 61.40 ± 1.52 3 / 0 77.49 ± 1.34 2 / 0 63.16 (Mixer+Q)
USPtex 72.43 94.96 ± 0.21 98.87 ± 0.09 96.82 ± 0.96 4 / 0 99.39 ± 0.11 2 / 0 97.09 ± 0.79 3 / 0 99.48 ± 0.09 1 / 0 97.99 (All joint)

Mean 61.07 79.55 86.52 83.10 22 / 0 87.44 6 / 1 83.23 13 / 3 89.07 10 / 0 85.71

Photometric shift suites (Section 4.8)
Outex TC32 13.24 74.71 ± 0.65 68.25 ± 1.11 83.10 ± 1.10 5 / 0 67.22 ± 1.35 0 / 2 74.88 ± 4.62 1 / 1 60.51 ± 8.81 1 / 2 84.56 (Geometry)
Outex TC34 63.93 32.54 ± 0.75 30.10 ± 0.19 33.83 ± 1.94 2 / 1 29.75 ± 0.78 0 / 1 26.74 ± 3.96 0 / 3 25.49 ± 2.32 0 / 3 36.10 (Threshold)

A supervised linear readout helps on natural color textures but
not under controlled shifts. Backbone-based and randomized-
network pipelines such as RADAM (Scabini et al., 2023) and
that of Ribas et al. (2024) classify with LDA or a linear support
vector machine (SVM). For comparability, the LDA columns
of Table 3 add a shrinkage LDA on the same postprocessed
descriptors. On NewBarkTex, TC13, Parquet and USPtex, LDA
is clearly stronger than 1-NN for all three descriptors. Under
LDA, the learning gain shrinks: Geometry is above its paired
Fixed descriptor on five of the six main benchmarks, by +0.92 pp
on average. The gain is significant in only 6 of the 30 tests, and
Geometry is below Fixed on TC13 (−0.65 pp, significantly in
one seed). All joint keeps more of its gain: over its three seeds, it
is above its paired Fixed descriptor on all six main benchmarks,
by +2.68 pp on average. Its gain is significant in 10 of the
18 tests, with no significant loss. On KTH-TIPS2 and on the

suites with a controlled train/test change, LDA brings Fixed and
Geometry little or no gain and can cost several points. With
LDA, All joint falls below its paired Fixed descriptor under the
photometric shifts (TC32 −7.87 pp, TC34 −4.63 pp).

4.6. Training seeds and statistical significance

Each texture benchmark has a single test split, so we compare
two models by the exact McNemar test on their predictions for
the same test images. It accounts for the finite test sample, not
for training randomness, which we measure over seeds. The
paragraphs below use the 1-NN columns of Table 3; Section 4.5
discusses the LDA columns.

Geometry yields reproducible gains. Over five seeds, Geom-
etry is more accurate than the paired Fixed descriptor on all
six main benchmarks, by +3.55 pp on average (Table 3). The
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gain is significant in 22 of the 30 seed-level tests, and 17 of
these survive a Bonferroni correction (p<0.0017). On NewBark-
Tex, the gain vanishes (+0.12 pp, significant in no seed), and
no seed is significantly worse than its Fixed descriptor on any
main benchmark. Single-seed results overstate the gain: after
postprocessing, the seed-42 run of Table 2 is the best or second
best of the five on seven of the eight benchmarks. On the illumi-
nant suite TC34, Geometry gains only +1.29 pp, with two seeds
significantly better and one significantly worse (Supplementary
Section S13).

All joint can gain more, but not reliably. All joint gains slightly
more on average (+3.69 pp over the six main benchmarks), but
less reliably. It dominates on Parquet (+15.50 pp, significant
in all three seeds). It is, however, significantly worse than the
Fixed descriptor in all three seeds on KTH-TIPS2 (−2.56 pp)
and TC34 (−5.68 pp). Of its 18 tests on the main benchmarks,
13 are significant gains and 3 significant losses, against 22 gains
and no loss in the 30 tests of Geometry.

Choosing the configuration without the test set. The oracle re-
sults of Tables 2 and 3 use the configuration that scores best on
each test split, so they are optimistic. Choosing the configuration
per dataset by validation 1-NN does not solve this, because the
holdouts are too small or too close to the training distribution
to rank the configurations. TC31, TC32 and TC34 share one
training partition and therefore have nearly identical validation
scores, while their test accuracies differ by more than 50 pp. The
validation-selected configurations (seed 42) even lose signifi-
cantly to Fixed on KTH-TIPS2 (−2.28 pp) and TC13 (−2.94 pp).
The robust choice is to apply one configuration, Geometry, un-
changed to every benchmark, and we recommend it. This choice
was informed by the seed-42 results of Table 2, so those results
are not an independent test of it. The four additional seeds and
Kather-CRC were run after the choice was made and are such
a test. Over seeds, Geometry keeps its gains, and on Kather-
CRC it significantly improves the Fixed descriptor (Section 4.9).
Color learning is the fragile ingredient: for seed 42, every con-
figuration that learns the color transform loses significantly to
Fixed on at least two benchmarks.

Sensitivity to the estimator, the temperature and the templates.
The adjacent-bin estimator of Eq. (12) trains better than the
bit-aware alternative of Section 3.6 on seven of the eight bench-
marks, significantly on three (seed 42). Among the temperatures
τ=3, 10 and 30, none is best on all four benchmarks tested.
Swapping the radius templates changes Geometry by −3.16 to
+4.39 pp but keeps its gain over the same-template Fixed de-
scriptor positive on all eight benchmarks, significantly on five
(Supplementary Section S16). With the other template, Geome-
try is significantly less accurate on KTH-TIPS2 (−3.03 pp) and
TC32 (−3.16 pp). Both use the wide template, which was intro-
duced for KTH-TIPS2, so this choice may have benefited from
test-set information there.

4.7. Comparison within the LBP family
Table 4 compares FLEX-LBP with classical and learned

members of the LBP family, all rerun under our protocol: the

same splits, the same 128×128 inputs and the same test im-
ages. The classical descriptors are the anchor LBPriu2, the joint
CLBP_S/M/C histogram (Guo et al., 2010a), LTP (Tan and
Triggs, 2010), MRELBP (Liu et al., 2016) and BSIF (Kannala
and Rahtu, 2012), with the default parameters of their papers
and nothing tuned on our data. NLBP (Peeples et al., 2026) is
trained with the authors’ public code and recipe. PCANet (Chan
et al., 2015) follows the texture setting of its paper, with filters
learned without labels on each training split (Supplementary
Section S11 details every baseline). Two fixed variants of our
pipeline, both with the identity color transform, complete the
table. Sign-only keeps only the sign codes, which makes it an
OCLBP-style descriptor (Mäenpää and Pietikäinen, 2004) at our
three scales, with both orderings of each inter-channel pair, our
sampling radii and our postprocessing. LTP coding replaces the
sign and magnitude codes by the upper and lower codes of LTP,
with a dead zone of ±0.05 on intensities in [0, 1].

Against the external descriptors, FLEX-LBP is the most accu-
rate on five of the six main benchmarks (Table 4). Geometry is
significantly more accurate than the strongest classical descrip-
tor in all five seeds on KTH-TIPS2 (MRELBP), TC13 (CLBP)
and TC31 (BSIF), and in four seeds on USPtex (CLBP). On
NewBarkTex, it is 2.9 pp ahead of BSIF, but significantly so in
one seed only. On Parquet, CLBP on RGB is ahead of Geometry,
significantly in two seeds, and level with All joint. Among the
learned descriptors, PCANet is ahead of NLBP on average but
below Geometry on all six benchmarks. Geometry leads it sig-
nificantly in all five seeds on KTH-TIPS2, TC13 and TC31, in
two on USPtex and in one on NewBarkTex, with a tie on Parquet.
NLBP stays far below on every benchmark, and Geometry beats
it in all five seeds on all six benchmarks. Averaged over the
six benchmarks, Geometry reaches 83.10%, against 78.51% for
the best classical descriptor (CLBP), 78.46% for PCANet and
62.76% for NLBP.

To check whether the ranking depends on the 1-NN readout
of the classical descriptors, we apply the shrinkage LDA of
Section 3.8 to every descriptor (Supplementary Section S22).
Within the LBP family, FLEX-LBP is again the most accurate
on five of the six benchmarks, but not the same five. On New-
BarkTex, TC13, TC31, Parquet and USPtex, even Fixed stays
above the strongest classical descriptor and PCANet. Geometry
is significantly ahead of the strongest classical descriptor in all
five seeds on four of these benchmarks and in two seeds on
Parquet. All joint is significantly ahead in all three seeds on all
five. KTH-TIPS2 is the exception: MRELBP reaches 86.76%,
significantly above Geometry (76.24%) and All joint (76.95%)
in every seed, which reverses the 1-NN result of Geometry.

Within our own pipeline, the coding matters as much as learn-
ing. With fixed LTP codes in place of the sign and magnitude
codes, the pipeline reaches the same mean accuracy as Geometry
(83.22% against 83.10%). LTP coding is ahead on TC13, TC31
and Parquet, significantly in two and three of the five seeds on
TC31 and Parquet. It is behind on NewBarkTex, KTH-TIPS2
and USPtex, significantly in all five seeds on the first two and in
three on USPtex.

The gap between LTP coding and our sign-plus-magnitude
coding lies mainly in the type of magnitude threshold (Sup-
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Table 4: Comparison within the LBP family on the six main benchmarks: accuracy (%). Our pipeline: postprocessed standardized 1-NN. Classical descriptors: best
of four variants (gray or RGB input, χ2 or standardized 1-NN), chosen on the test split, which favors them; c: the RGB variant is the best one. NLBP: best of its
own classifier and 1-NN on its features, local or global aggregation. PCANet: best of twelve variants (gray or RGB input, block or global histograms, χ2 1-NN,
standardized 1-NN or linear SVM). Sign-only, LTP coding and Fixed: our three-branch, nine-pair color pipeline with fixed parameters and three different codes.
Sign-only and LTP coding use the identity color transform, and Fixed is the mean over its five color initializations. Geometry and All joint: means over five and three
seeds. ▲/△: significantly more accurate than the strongest entry of the column that is not learned FLEX-LBP (classical, PCANet, NLBP or our fixed pipeline) in
all/some seeds (exact McNemar test, p<0.05). Bold: best of each column. NBT: NewBarkTex; KTH: KTH-TIPS2; PAQ: Parquet; USP: USPtex.

Method NBT KTH TC13 TC31 PAQ USP Mean

LBPriu2 60.66 65.18 72.65 63.60 40.35 72.86 62.55
CLBP 76.96c 69.56c 82.21c 86.32c 62.28c 93.72c 78.51
LTP 71.81c 68.13c 72.35c 82.13c 56.14c 91.54c 73.68
MRELBP 69.61c 74.54c 77.35c 75.96c 46.49c 90.14c 72.35
BSIF 80.39c 65.60c 81.91c 90.07c 32.46c 90.14c 73.43

NLBP (learned) 66.79 61.05 55.88 91.62 33.33 67.89 62.76
PCANet (learned) 80.64c 70.74c 82.50c 89.93c 50.88c 96.07c 78.46

Sign-only (OCLBP-style) 77.57 71.50 85.44 93.68 42.11 92.76 77.18
LTP coding 78.31 74.87 88.68 97.28 64.04 96.16 83.22
Fixed (SM-LBP) 83.19 75.33 84.47 93.38 45.96 94.96 79.55

FLEX-LBP Geometry 83.31 82.04▲ 87.53 96.41 52.46 96.82△ 83.10
FLEX-LBP All joint 85.54△ 72.88 86.57 95.91 61.40 97.09△ 83.23

plementary Section S17). Our magnitude code compares each
magnitude with the mean magnitude of the same image (Sec-
tion 3.3), which discards the absolute size of the differences that
the absolute dead zone of LTP keeps. On TC31 and Parquet, this
size is itself a strong class cue. Used alone, the 27 per-image
mean magnitudes µ(i, j)

b of the Fixed descriptor reach 87.57% on
TC31 and 74.56% on Parquet, more on Parquet than any descrip-
tor of Table 4. With an absolute magnitude threshold equal to the
dead zone of LTP coding (m>0.05), the Fixed descriptor with
the identity color transform rises from 79.42% to 83.20% on
average. It thus reaches the level of LTP coding and closes most
of the gap to it on TC13, TC31 and Parquet. Conversely, with a
dead zone set to the mean magnitude of each image, LTP cod-
ing loses most of its lead (Parquet 47.37% instead of 64.04%).
Restricting the descriptor to one kind of channel pair shows that
on Parquet and TC13, the gain of the absolute threshold comes
from the inter-channel pairs (Supplementary Table S18). Their
magnitudes include the difference between two channels, that
is, color. For the whole descriptor, the absolute threshold loses
accuracy on NewBarkTex and under the illuminant change of
TC34, so neither type of threshold is best on every benchmark.

4.8. Photometric shifts: noise and illuminant
On the two photometric suites, the color descriptor is far

behind the best descriptors, PCANet and BSIF (Table 5). To
locate the failure, we pair every test image with its training
twin, the same crop acquired under the training conditions. We
then dissect the Fixed descriptor by branch and by channel pair
(Supplementary Section S12).

Noise: single-pixel comparisons drown. In TC32, the added
noise has an SD of 5.1 gray levels per channel. This is larger

Table 5: Photometric shift suites: postprocessed standardized 1-NN accuracy
(%). Classical descriptors, PCANet and NLBP as in Table 4 (best variant on the
test split; c: RGB). Fixed with RGB input: the single run to which the remedies
below are applied. Geometry with RGB input: mean ± SD over five seeds. The
remedies are applied at inference, without retraining, to the Fixed descriptor
and to the trained Geometry model (seed 42). ∆main: the mean accuracy change
that the remedy causes for the Fixed descriptor on the six main benchmarks
(Supplementary Section S12). The remedies were chosen by diagnosing these
two suites, so they are not held-out results. Bold: best of each accuracy column.

Descriptor TC32 (noise) TC34 (illuminant) ∆main

LBPriu2 13.24 63.93 –
CLBP 24.63 73.71 –
LTP 16.03 55.81 –
MRELBP 90.15 87.57 –
BSIF 97.72 97.61 –
NLBP (learned) 44.12 28.79 –
PCANet (learned) 98.53c 98.46c –

FLEX-LBP Fixed, RGB input 74.12 33.49 –
FLEX-LBP Geometry, RGB input 83.10 ± 1.10 33.83 ± 1.94 –

Fixed (seed 42) with an input-side remedy
median support 3×3 96.10 33.12 −1.55
median-filtered input 95.07 33.16 −1.22
gray-world input 55.15 96.99 +0.15
gray-world + median support 92.35 96.07 −0.76
luminance input 66.03 93.38 −12.22

Geometry (seed 42) with the same remedy, without retraining
median support 3×3 97.43 – –
median-filtered input 98.09 – –
gray-world input – 92.21 –
gray-world + median support 89.12 92.90 –
luminance input – 80.59 –
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than the typical contrast between neighboring pixels of the clean
images (a mean absolute difference of 4.3 gray levels), so many
single-pixel comparisons become random. The fine branch suf-
fers most, and the intra-channel pairs (54.56%) more than the
inter-channel pairs (75.29%), whose differences between chan-
nels are often larger than the noise. Learned thresholds help, as
an offset that ignores small differences should, but averaging
before comparing helps much more. Sampling each neighbor
and the center as the median of a 3×3 patch, the regional sam-
pling of MRELBP, raises the Fixed descriptor to 96.10%. A 3×3
median-filtered input raises it to 95.07%.

Illuminant: comparisons between channels flip. In TC34, an
affine fit between each test image and its training twin shows
that the illuminant scales the three channels by different gains
(Supplementary Section S12). Comparisons within one channel
are invariant to such a gain, but comparisons between channels
are not. On its intra-channel pairs alone, the Fixed descriptor
reaches 79.12%, on its inter-channel pairs alone 21.36% and on
a luminance input 93.38%. Learned thresholds also break the
gain invariance of the intra-channel sign codes (40.66% with
Geometry against 77.79% for Fixed, seed 42). Normalizing each
channel by its image mean, the gray-world assumption (Buchs-
baum, 1980), cancels per-channel gains and raises the Fixed
descriptor to 96.99%. This agrees with Mäenpää and Pietikäinen
(2004): under the same test illuminants (Outex TC14), oppo-
nent color texture descriptors were hit especially hard, and a
comprehensive color normalization helped considerably.

No remedy is free. Each remedy fixes its own nuisance and can
hurt elsewhere (Table 5; Supplementary Section S12 reports
its cost on every benchmark). On the six main benchmarks,
the median support costs most on Parquet (−7.01 pp), where
fine wood grain separates the classes. Luminance input costs
12.2 pp on average, which measures what color contributes on
these benchmarks. Gray-world input combined with the median
support handles both suites at an average cost of 0.76 pp on
the main benchmarks. With its remedy, the Fixed descriptor is
statistically tied with BSIF on TC34 (96.99% against 97.61%,
p=0.12) and slightly behind it on TC32 (96.10% against 97.72%,
p=0.02). PCANet stays significantly ahead of the remedied
Fixed descriptor on both suites (p<10−3).

Plugged into the trained Geometry model at inference, without
retraining, the median remedies keep the learning gain on TC32
(Table 5). With the median support and the median-filtered input,
Geometry is significantly above the Fixed descriptor with the
same remedy (p=0.005 and p<10−9) and statistically tied with
BSIF (p=0.71 and 0.59). With the median-filtered input, it is
also statistically tied with PCANet (p=0.42). The per-channel
normalization does not keep it: on TC34, Geometry with gray-
world input reaches 92.21%, below the Fixed descriptor with
the same input (96.99%), because its thresholds were learned on
unnormalized intensities.

4.9. Application to colorectal cancer histology

On Kather-CRC, we run Fixed, Geometry and All joint with
the USPtex configuration and one training run per fold, and

Table 6: Kather-CRC colorectal cancer histology (eight tissue classes, stratified
five-fold cross-validation): accuracy (%), mean ± standard deviation over folds.
Classical descriptors, PCANet and NLBP as in Table 4 (classical: best of χ2 and
standardized 1-NN; c: RGB input). FLEX-LBP descriptors after postprocessing,
one training run per fold. LDA: the shrinkage LDA of Section 3.8 on every
descriptor, with the same input as its 1-NN variant; PCANet: its best variant
in each column (1-NN column: linear SVM on RGB block histograms; LDA:
global RGB histograms, 2,048 dimensions); NLBP: LDA on its 48 pooled
histogram features. Bold: best of each accuracy column. For reference, Kather
et al. (2016) reported 87.4% with combined gray-level descriptors and an SVM
under ten-fold cross-validation.

Descriptor 1-NN LDA Dims

LBPriu2 73.78 ± 1.38 72.84 ± 1.00 38
CLBP, gray 89.54 ± 1.28 85.48 ± 1.12 2,200
CLBP, RGB 92.80 ± 0.80 88.28 ± 1.13 6,600
LTPc 89.92 ± 1.02 89.02 ± 1.42 324
MRELBPc 89.28 ± 1.75 90.44 ± 1.66 2,400
BSIFc 84.36 ± 1.70 87.42 ± 1.12 2,304
NLBP (learned) 84.04 ± 1.74 76.98 ± 2.01 48
PCANet (learned)c 85.22 ± 0.73 87.06 ± 1.21 32,768

FLEX-LBP Fixed 92.18 ± 0.98 93.98 ± 1.03 3,186
FLEX-LBP Geometry 93.28 ± 0.63 93.86 ± 1.02 3,186
FLEX-LBP All joint 93.82 ± 0.83 94.50 ± 1.04 3,186

the other descriptors exactly as in Section 4.7 (Supplementary
Section S15). Table 6 reports the results over the five folds, and
the McNemar tests below pool their predictions (5,000 test tiles).

Learning improves the Fixed descriptor under the standard-
ized 1-NN readout. Geometry gains +1.10 pp (p=3.9×10−5)
and All joint +1.64 pp (p=1.9×10−9), and All joint is also sig-
nificantly more accurate than Geometry (p=0.04). All joint
reaches 93.82 ± 0.83%, significantly above the strongest clas-
sical descriptor, CLBP on the RGB channels with χ2 matching
(92.80 ± 0.80%, p=0.014). Geometry (p=0.27) and the Fixed
descriptor (p=0.16) are statistically tied with CLBP, and the
learned PCANet and NLBP stay far below (p<10−50 against
both learned FLEX-LBP configurations). With LDA, the three
FLEX-LBP descriptors reach 93.9–94.5%, and the learning gain
is no longer significant (Geometry −0.12 pp, p=0.70; All joint
+0.52 pp, p=0.07). The other descriptors stay below them with
this readout, which lowers CLBP on the RGB channels and
NLBP (Table 6). The three FLEX-LBP descriptors are sig-
nificantly more accurate than the strongest classical descriptor
with LDA, MRELBP on the RGB channels (90.44%), and than
PCANet and NLBP (p<10−17).

Color matters on this benchmark: CLBP is 3.3 pp more ac-
curate on the RGB channels than on the gray image (Table 6).
Gray-world input, which rescued TC34, costs the Fixed descrip-
tor 3.0 pp here (Supplementary Section S15). Stain color is
informative and constant within this single-center benchmark,
so normalizing it away removes information.

4.10. Comparison with frozen pretrained CNN features

Frozen features of ImageNet-pretrained CNNs are a standard
deep reference in color texture classification (Cimpoi et al., 2016;
Bello-Cerezo et al., 2019). In the comparison of Bello-Cerezo
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et al. (2019), the globally pooled ResNet-50 features that we use
ranked first among 68 hand-crafted and CNN-based descriptors.
We extract them, without fine-tuning, from a ResNet-50 (He
et al., 2016) with its original ImageNet weights, trained on the
1.28 million labeled images of ImageNet (Russakovsky et al.,
2015). We resize each 128×128 input image to 224×224 and
read out the 2,048-dimensional pooled features by the same
standardized 1-NN and shrinkage LDA as FLEX-LBP, on the
same splits and test images. Supplementary Section S18 details
the extraction and shows that newer ImageNet weights and the
native 128×128 input are less accurate on average with both
readouts. Tables 7 and 8 report the accuracy and the cost of both
descriptors.

Neither descriptor is uniformly better. Averaged over the six
main benchmarks, ResNet-50 reaches 80.85% with 1-NN and
86.74% with LDA, against 83.10% and 87.44% for Geometry
and 83.23% and 89.07% for All joint. With LDA, even the
untrained Fixed descriptor is at its level (86.52%). The LDA
difference, however, comes from Parquet: on the other five
benchmarks, ResNet-50 is ahead with LDA (93.56% against
90.44% for Geometry and 91.38% for All joint). With 1-NN,
Geometry stays ahead on these five (89.22% against 88.24%),
mainly because of TC31. Choosing the best of six ResNet-50
1-NN variants on each test split, as for the classical descriptors,
yields a mean of 82.50%, still below Geometry and All joint
(Supplementary Section S18).

Significant differences occur in both directions (Supplemen-
tary Section S18 counts them per seed). With 1-NN, ResNet-50
is significantly more accurate than Geometry on KTH-TIPS2 in
four of the five seeds and on USPtex in two. It is statistically
tied with Geometry in every seed on NewBarkTex and TC13.
Conversely, it is significantly less accurate on TC31 in all five
seeds and on Parquet in one. All joint is significantly ahead of
it in all three seeds on Parquet and NewBarkTex. With LDA
on the main benchmarks, ResNet-50 is significantly more ac-
curate than Geometry on KTH-TIPS2 in all five seeds and on
NewBarkTex in three. It is also significantly more accurate than
All joint on KTH-TIPS2 in all three seeds. Both FLEX-LBP
descriptors are significantly ahead on TC31 and Parquet in every
seed, and the other tests are ties. The two largest of these differ-
ences thus point in opposite directions: the CNN features lead on
KTH-TIPS2, whose test images come from an unseen physical
sample, and FLEX-LBP leads on Parquet. This pattern agrees
with the large comparison of Bello-Cerezo et al. (2019). There,
off-the-shelf CNN features were markedly better on average,
especially on non-stationary textures and under several acquisi-
tion changes, whereas hand-crafted descriptors were better on
stationary textures under steady imaging conditions.

Photometric shifts. Without a remedy, the CNN features are
far more robust to the two photometric shifts than our color
descriptor, and significantly more accurate than Geometry in
every seed on both suites. With the same input remedies, the
order reverses (Table 7, rows marked ∗). With a median-filtered
input, ResNet-50 is significantly less accurate on TC32 than the
Geometry model of seed 42 with the same input (p=4.5×10−8)

and statistically tied with the Fixed descriptor (p=0.18). With
a gray-world input, it is far less accurate on TC34 than the
Fixed descriptor and the Geometry model with the same input
(p<10−34). Its best input on this suite, luminance, also stays
below them (85.99%, Supplementary Section S18). The CNN
features thus absorb part of each nuisance without a remedy but
gain much less from it. The difference arises because the failures
of our descriptor lie in specific comparisons that the remedies
repair (Section 4.8).

Histology. On Kather-CRC, the three FLEX-LBP descriptors
are significantly more accurate than ResNet-50 with 1-NN
(p<10−12). With LDA, All joint is significantly more accurate
(p=6.6×10−4), whereas Geometry and the Fixed descriptor are
statistically tied with ResNet-50 (p=0.13 and 0.06).

Cost. The two descriptors differ by orders of magnitude in
parameters, training data and storage, but much less in extraction
time (Table 8). The CNN needs about 4 billion multiply–adds per
224×224 image (He et al., 2016). At the native 128×128 input,
which is 0.8–0.9 pp less accurate on average (Supplementary
Section S18), it would need about a third of them.

A frozen ImageNet ResNet-50 is thus a strong reference on
natural material images and, without input remedies, under pho-
tometric shifts. It does not, however, dominate an LBP whose
60 to 87 parameters are learned from 114 to 4,000 images. Fine-
tuned and larger backbones are outside this comparison (Sec-
tion 5.4).

5. Analysis and discussion

5.1. Which components matter where, and why

The training dynamics partly explain the dataset-dependent
results of Section 4.4. On the NewBarkTex All joint run, the
mean gradient norms of the color transform and the thresholds
are about 290 and 275 times that of the radii (Supplementary
Table S3). These norms, not corrected for tensor size or units,
measure sensitivity rather than step size, since Adam normalizes
the step of each parameter. Both components act directly on the
intensities that feed all K×9 = 72 channel-pair comparisons of a
pixel. Small changes to them therefore reshape the histograms
substantially, consistent with the disruptive effect of isolated
color learning. The radius acts only through the bilinear interpo-
lation of the sampling positions, where sub-pixel shifts change
the sampled intensities little. Radius learning therefore appears
limited less by the importance of scale than by the weakness of
the signal that reaches it.

5.2. Learned parameters are interpretable and reproducible

The direction of adaptation recurs across seeds. Fig. 4 decodes
the sampling geometry that Geometry learns on every bench-
mark (seed 42). The coarse radius grows in all five seeds on the
Outex training set shared by TC31, TC32 and TC34 (10.00 to
10.21 ± 0.16 pixels with the 12-epoch schedule; Supplementary
Section S14). It shrinks in all five seeds on NewBarkTex, KTH-
TIPS2 and Parquet, in all five folds of Kather-CRC (10.00 to
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Table 7: Frozen ImageNet ResNet-50 features and FLEX-LBP under the same protocol: accuracy (%) on the same images, splits and test images, with the same
readouts. ResNet-50: a single run, since the frozen network has no training seed. Fixed: mean over its five color initializations; Geometry and All joint: means over
five and three training seeds. Kather-CRC: mean over the five folds; Mean: over the six main benchmarks. ∗: with the input-side remedy of Section 4.8 applied at
inference without retraining (a 3×3 median-filtered input on TC32 and a gray-world input on TC34). For FLEX-LBP, these are the seed-42 models of Table 5; seed 42
is also the most accurate Geometry seed on TC32 without a remedy (84.56% against a mean of 83.10%). The remedies were chosen after diagnosing these two suites,
so they are not held-out results. Bold: best of each column within each block. “–”: not reported. NBT: NewBarkTex; KTH: KTH-TIPS2; PAQ: Parquet; USP: USPtex;
Kather: Kather-CRC.

Main benchmarks Photometric

Descriptor NBT KTH TC13 TC31 PAQ USP Mean TC32 TC34 Kather

Standardized 1-NN
ResNet-50 (ImageNet, frozen) 81.00 87.52 85.44 88.82 43.86 98.43 80.85 92.57 72.61 88.50
FLEX-LBP Fixed 83.19 75.33 84.47 93.38 45.96 94.96 79.55 74.71 32.54 92.18
FLEX-LBP Geometry 83.31 82.04 87.53 96.41 52.46 96.82 83.10 83.10 33.83 93.28
FLEX-LBP All joint 85.54 72.88 86.57 95.91 61.40 97.09 83.23 74.88 26.74 93.82

Shrinkage LDA
ResNet-50 (ImageNet, frozen) 94.00 93.93 90.15 90.00 52.63 99.74 86.74 89.49 70.22 93.30
FLEX-LBP Fixed 90.49 76.16 90.94 93.38 69.30 98.87 86.52 68.25 30.10 93.98
FLEX-LBP Geometry 91.54 76.24 90.29 94.73 72.46 99.39 87.44 67.22 29.75 93.86
FLEX-LBP All joint 93.54 76.95 90.98 95.95 77.49 99.48 89.07 60.51 25.49 94.50

With the input-side remedy of Section 4.8, standardized 1-NN
ResNet-50 (ImageNet, frozen) – – – – – – – 93.97∗ 82.43∗ –
FLEX-LBP Fixed (seed 42) – – – – – – – 95.07∗ 96.99∗ –
FLEX-LBP Geometry (seed 42) – – – – – – – 98.09∗ 92.21∗ –

Table 8: Cost of the descriptors of Table 7. Learned parameters: parameters of the deployed descriptor fitted to labeled images. The ImageNet classifier of ResNet-50
and the class proxies of the FLEX-LBP training loss are not counted. In every case, the readout is also fitted on the training images of each benchmark (Table 1).
FLEX-LBP stores 90 parameters (Section 3), of which Geometry learns 60 and All joint 87 (all but the number of quantization levels of each branch). Because the
eight angle parameters of a branch carry seven degrees of freedom (Section 3.5), these amount to 57 and 84 degrees of freedom. Training images: the labeled images
on which these parameters are fitted (“–”: none). Input: input image size in pixels; Dims: descriptor dimension; Size: the stored parameters in single precision.
Times per input image on one laptop: one CPU thread with single images, and its GPU (NVIDIA RTX 2000 Ada) in batches of 32 (FLEX-LBP) or 64 (ResNet-50).
Supplementary Section S18 details both measurements.

Descriptor Learned param. Training images Input Dims Size CPU (ms) GPU (ms)

ResNet-50 (ImageNet, frozen) 23,508,032 1,281,167 (ImageNet) 224×224 2,048 94 MB 124 3.1
FLEX-LBP Fixed 0 – 128×128 3,186 360 B 35–40 3
FLEX-LBP Geometry 60 114–4,000 128×128 3,186 360 B 35–40 3
FLEX-LBP All joint 87 114–4,000 128×128 3,186 360 B 35–40 3

9.39 ± 0.08) and in four of five seeds on USPtex. TC13 has no
consistent direction (three of five seeds grow). The fine radius
shrinks in every run but one, which may reflect a preference
of the training objective as much as the data (Supplementary
Section S4). A coarse radius that grows on one training set and
shrinks on others cannot be explained that way. The mean thresh-
old grows from the fine to the coarse branch on every benchmark
except KTH-TIPS2, whose fine branch learns the largest thresh-
olds. On Kather-CRC tiles, the learned thresholds remove most
irregular, noise-like codes and specialize the branches (Fig. 5;
Supplementary Section S7).

The adaptation stays mild. Angular spacing departs from uni-
form by at most about 19◦ on average over seeds, and the longest
sampling radius of a branch exceeds its shortest by about 20%

at most. This closeness to the initialization is partly by design
(bounded radii,Lgeom), so the informative finding is the direction
of adaptation rather than its size. Because all these quantities are
explicit, bounded parameters, a practitioner can inspect whether
each learned change is physically plausible, which end-to-end
learned alternatives do not allow.

Color. The learned color transforms tell a parallel story (Sup-
plementary Fig. S1). The coarse branch of the USPtex Mixer+Q
run becomes opponent-color-like, and the fine branch of All
joint acts as a crude stain axis in every Kather-CRC fold.

5.3. Limits of learning and of the 1-NN readout

When joint optimization hurts. Learning more parameters can
hurt: All joint is below Threshold on TC32 and TC34 (Table 2)

15



fine mid coarse fine mid coarse

NewBarkTex
[Geometry]

2 → 1.76 px 5 → 4.49 px 8 → 7.58 px

KTH-TIPS2
[Geometry]

2 → 1.31 px 6 → 5.60 px 10 → 9.88 px

Outex TC31/TC32
[Geometry]

2 → 1.29 px 6 → 5.33 px 10 → 10.35 px

Kather-CRC
[Geometry, fold 0]

2 → 1.47 px 6 → 5.72 px 10 → 9.48 px

Outex TC13
[Geometry]

2 → 1.40 px 6 → 5.51 px 10 → 10.29 px

Parquet
[Geometry]

2 → 1.91 px 5 → 4.92 px 8 → 7.88 px

USPtex
[Geometry]

2 → 1.40 px 6 → 5.15 px 10 → 9.18 px

Outex TC34
[Geometry]

2 → 1.30 px 6 → 5.35 px 10 → 10.36 px

−0.231 −0.058 0 +0.058 +0.231

learned threshold 𝜔𝑘
(shared square-root scale)

◦ classical initialization (same ring size in all panels)
• learned (𝑟𝑘 , 𝜃𝑘 ); line: displacement

band: range of the mean radius over five seeds

Figure 4: Learned LBP sampling geometry of the Geometry configuration (seed 42) on every benchmark. TC31 and TC32 share their training images and schedule,
so they share one model; the bottom-left panel shows Kather-CRC (fold 0). Dotted ring and open circles: classical 8-neighbor initialization, scaled to the same size
in every panel; filled dots: learned positions at radii rb,k and angles θb,k, joined to their initial positions by thin lines and colored by the signed threshold ωb,k on a
square-root scale shared by all panels (red positive, blue negative); shaded band: range of the learned mean radius of the branch over the five seeds (Kather-CRC: over
the five folds). The labels show the initial and learned mean radius of each branch in pixels for the plotted run.

and, with 1-NN, significantly below the Fixed descriptor on
KTH-TIPS2 and TC34 in all three seeds (Table 3). Their test
images come from an unseen physical sample (KTH-TIPS2)
or add noise or an illuminant absent from the training images
(TC32 and TC34). The jointly learned components can there-
fore fit properties of the training images that do not hold at
test time. A learned color transform, in particular, mixes the
channels, so even its intra-channel comparisons become partly
inter-channel ones, the comparisons that an illuminant change
flips (Section 4.8).

Invariance by design, adaptation by learning. Learning adapts
the operator to the training images but cannot create an in-
variance to a change that they do not contain. An invariance
must come from the operator or its input (median sampling in
MRELBP, luminance input in gray-level descriptors) or from
training data that contain the change. The color pairs of FLEX-
LBP are deliberately not invariant: the inter-channel contrasts
that make it strong on natural color textures and histology (Sec-
tions 4.7 and 4.9) are what an illuminant change perturbs. The
remedies of Section 4.8, like the image-relative magnitude code,
are therefore choices of invariance rather than corrections of the
learning, to be made from the nuisance expected at deployment.

Readout gap. On NewBarkTex, TC13, Parquet and USPtex,
LDA exceeds 1-NN for all three descriptors of Table 3, by up to

23.34 pp, so standardized 1-NN leaves discriminative informa-
tion unused. Because the untrained descriptor shows the same
gap, it reflects mainly the readout and not the training objective,
and vanilla NCA does not close it either (Supplementary Sec-
tion S3). Learning narrows it on TC13, Parquet and USPtex,
but the proxy loss favors linearly separable class prototypes,
whereas 1-NN rewards low intra-class variance. On KTH-TIPS2
and the suites with a controlled train/test change, the difference
is near zero or negative for Fixed and more negative for Ge-
ometry (Supplementary Section S20). This is consistent with a
decision boundary fitted under the training conditions.

With LDA on both descriptors, the gain of Geometry shrinks
from +3.55 to +0.92 pp on average, and that of All joint, paired
over its three seeds, from +3.69 to +2.68 pp (Section 4.5). Fixed
read out by LDA is more accurate than Geometry read out by
1-NN, on average (86.52% against 83.10%) and on each of New-
BarkTex, TC13, Parquet and USPtex. With LDA on both sides,
the gain of All joint over Fixed is significant in 10 of its 18
seed-level tests, against only 6 of 30 for Geometry. These results
suggest that learning the geometry mainly improves the neigh-
borhood structure that nearest-neighbor matching uses directly.
On natural color textures, a supervised linear readout appears to
recover much of the same separability from the fixed descriptor.
Learning the color transform as well adds accuracy that the lin-
ear readout does not recover, mainly on Parquet, NewBarkTex
and TC31, but costs accuracy under the photometric shifts.
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no neighbor above the threshold
one arc above (edge, corner)

all neighbors above the threshold
irregular (noise-like)

1
Figure 5: Sign codes of the green–green channel pair on two Kather-CRC tiles
(the first two of Fig. 3b), computed by the Fixed and the Geometry model of
fold 0 with their own radii, angles and thresholds (column heads: mean radius r̄
in pixels and mean threshold ω̄ of each branch, Fixed→ Geometry). Each 8-bit
code is grouped by its circular structure: no neighbor, one contiguous arc of
neighbors (edge or corner) or all neighbors above the threshold; or an irregular
code with more than two transitions. With ω=0, these groups are bright spots
or flat regions; edges and corners; and dark spots. A negative learned threshold
(fine branch) turns flat regions into ‘all above’, and a positive one (coarse branch)
turns them into ‘none above’.

5.4. Limitations

Comparisons. We do not rerun the adaptive SPALBP (Hu et al.,
2024) and SARLBP (Upadhyay et al., 2025), for which we found
no public implementation. Nor do we rerun CNN-based texture
classifiers (Deep TEN (Zhang et al., 2017), bilinear CNNs (Lin
et al., 2015)) or backbone-based encoders (RADAM (Scabini
et al., 2023)). We do not fine-tune ResNet-50, although several
of our training sets are large enough for fine-tuning to be com-
mon practice. We also do not encode its intermediate layers with
Fisher vectors (Cimpoi et al., 2016) or try larger, newer or trans-
former backbones. The frozen features are thus a lower bound,
and fine-tuned models can be expected to keep an advantage that
this paper does not aim to overturn. NLBP, designed as a layer
for deep backbones, is measured standalone, as a learned LBP
descriptor.

Seeds, splits and test-split choices. The four learned config-
urations other than Geometry and All joint use one seed, so
their 1–2 pp differences should be read with caution. Outex,
KTH-TIPS2 and NewBarkTex define a single official split; three
random splits of Parquet and USPtex confirm the main conclu-
sions on Fixed and All joint (Supplementary Section S5). The
recommended Geometry configuration was identified from the

seed-42 ablation, so only the additional seeds and Kather-CRC
test it independently. The radius templates were set per dataset
with test results visible. Swapping them changes the absolute
accuracy by up to 4.4 pp but not the sign of the learning gain
(Supplementary Section S16). TC32 and TC34 were separated
from the main benchmarks after their diagnosis but appear in
every table.

Photometric invariance. FLEX-LBP has no built-in invariance
to illuminant color or to noise larger than the texture contrast,
and each remedy costs accuracy where its nuisance is absent.
The remedies were found by diagnosing the two test suites, so
their accuracies are not held-out results; PCANet remains ahead
on TC34.

Histology protocol. Kather-CRC is a single-center benchmark,
evaluated as in its original study with tile-level folds that share
slides between training and test. Our histology results therefore
do not measure generalization to new patients, centers or stains,
which the multicenter follow-up dataset of Kather et al. (2019)
would allow.

The magnitude code is image-relative. Our image-relative mag-
nitude code discards the absolute size of the differences, a strong
class cue on TC31 and Parquet. There, fixed LTP coding is
more accurate than Geometry, significantly in some seeds (Sec-
tion 4.7). Recoding the trained Geometry model with an absolute
threshold, without retraining, raises Parquet and TC31 but low-
ers five of the eight benchmarks (Supplementary Section S17).

6. Conclusion

We present FLEX-LBP, an LBP whose color transform, radii,
angles, thresholds and quantization can be learned by backprop-
agation, while straight-through estimation keeps every forward
pass a hard-binary LBP.

(Q1) Which components are worth learning depends on the
dataset, and the best configuration of each benchmark can only
be identified on its test split. One configuration is nevertheless
robust: learning the geometry and the thresholds with the color
transform frozen. Over five seeds, it improves the 1-NN accuracy
of the identical fixed descriptor by +3.55 pp on average, signifi-
cantly on five of the six main benchmarks and never significantly
worse. It also improves the 1-NN accuracy of the fixed descrip-
tor on colorectal histology (+1.10 pp), a benchmark added after
this configuration was chosen. Learning everything can gain
more on small, specialized datasets (Parquet, +15.50 pp over
three seeds) but, with 1-NN, loses consistently on KTH-TIPS2,
and the color transform learned alone is never best.

(Q2) Postprocessing adds +2.02 pp to the fixed descriptor on
average over the six main benchmarks, and the learning gain
persists after it. Fixed and learned descriptors can therefore
only be compared fairly under identical postprocessing. The
readout matters as much: with a shrinkage LDA instead of 1-NN,
the gain of Geometry falls to +0.92 pp on average and that of
All joint to +2.68 pp. LDA lifts the fixed descriptor above the
learned geometry read out by 1-NN on four benchmarks and
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lowers the accuracy of the learned geometry on KTH-TIPS2 and
TC31. This suggests that learning the geometry mainly improves
the neighborhood structure on which nearest-neighbor matching
relies.

(Q3) The learned operator remains interpretable: its radii,
angles, thresholds and color transforms are explicit, bounded
or regularized parameters. Their direction of adaptation, such
as a coarse radius that grows on one training set and shrinks on
others, recurs across seeds and folds.

Within the LBP family, FLEX-LBP is more accurate than five
classical descriptors, PCANet and NLBP on five of the six main
benchmarks. With LDA on every descriptor, it is again ahead
on five of the six, but MRELBP then leads on KTH-TIPS2. On
colorectal histology, the fully learned descriptor reaches 93.82%,
significantly above the best classical descriptor (CLBP, 92.80%),
and 94.50% with LDA (MRELBP, 90.44%). A fixed LTP coding
matches Geometry on average, and most of its advantage over
our code comes from its absolute dead zone. This dead zone
keeps the absolute size of the differences, mostly color differ-
ences between channels, that our image-relative magnitude code
discards. Under additive noise and illuminant change (TC32
and TC34), single-pixel comparisons drown and comparisons
between channels flip. Input-side remedies restore 96–97%,
level with BSIF (PCANet stays ahead on TC34), but each costs
accuracy where its nuisance is absent.

Frozen ResNet-50 features (23.5 million parameters) are less
accurate than Geometry on average with 1-NN and similar with
LDA. With LDA, All joint has the highest mean (89.07%), a
lead that rests on Parquet. They are more accurate on KTH-
TIPS2, USPtex and, with LDA, NewBarkTex, and less accurate
on TC31, Parquet and, with 1-NN, histology. They are also more
robust to the photometric shifts without input remedies but fall
below the best remedied FLEX-LBP descriptor with them.

In practice, without a reliable validation set, we recommend
the Geometry configuration. The color transform should be
learned jointly with it only where held-out data can confirm the
gain. With an LDA readout, this joint learning falls below the
fixed descriptor under the photometric shifts. The input nor-
malization should follow the nuisance expected at deployment
(Section 5.3). A per-channel (gray-world) normalization suits a
possible change of illuminant or stain, and a median sampling
support suits noise that may exceed the texture contrast. When
color and fine detail are reliable, neither remedy is needed.

Four directions follow from the limitations (Section 5.4; Sup-
plementary Section S21): (i) photometric robustness that is not
chosen by hand; (ii) a magnitude threshold that interpolates be-
tween image-relative and absolute forms with a learned weight;
(iii) an objective or readout that uses what 1-NN leaves unused;
and (iv) a histology evaluation with slide-level splits and external
centers (Kather et al., 2019), and a comparison with fine-tuned
and larger deep texture models.
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