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Abstract

Abnormal grain growth can significantly alter the properties of materials during processing. This can
cause significant variation in the properties and performance of in-spec feedstock components subjected
to identical processing paths. Understanding and controlling abnormal grain growth has proved to
be elusive due to the stochastic nature of this phenomenon. However, recent advances in deep learning
provide a promising alternative to traditional experimental and physics-based methods for understanding
this phenomenon. Neural message passing allows deep learning to be applied to irregular inputs including
graph representations of grain structures in a material. In this study we generate a large database of
Monte Carlo simulations of abnormal grain growth in an idealized system. We apply message passing
neural networks to predict the occurrence of abnormal grain growth in these simulations using only
the initial state of the system as input. A computer vision model is also trained for the same task
for comparison. The preliminary results indicate that the message passing approach outperforms the
computer vision method and achieved 75% prediction accuracy, significantly better than random guessing.
Analysis of the uncertainty in the Monte Carlo simulations provides a road map for ongoing work on this
project.

1 Introduction

1.1 Abnormal grain growth

Abnormal grain growth (AGG) occurs when the growth rate of a small subset of grains significantly exceeds
that of their neighbors. The resulting change in grain size distribution may significantly alter the properties
of the material. A clear example of a grain that has undergone AGG, growing significantly larger than all of
its neighboring grains in the matrix, is shown in Figure 1. AGG is often desirable in materials such as silicon
transformer steels [1] and materials for interior permanent magnets [2] as larger grains lead to enhanced
magnetic properties. However, AGG can be detrimental to structural materials where the presence of larger
grains in the matrix can reduce the fatigue strength of materials [3]. One anonymous industrial supplier
notes that AGG can cause about 1/3 of parts to fail after processing, despite originally being in-spec with
seemingly identical properties. This is associated with an estimated cost of $10 million/year for the supplier.

Regardless of whether AGG is to be encouraged or prevented it is desirable to understand and control
AGG during processing to optimize the properties of various materials. Thus, researchers are actively
investigating AGG with the goal of understanding and controlling this phenomenon [4–8].

Despite the advances made in this area, including understanding of AGG in a statistical manner, re-
searchers have not been able to predict which individual samples will undergo AGG during processing.
Additionally, researchers have not been able to observe regions of the initial microstructure where AGG
occurs in samples. There are multiple reasons why observing and predicting AGG are so difficult. First,
AGG is considered to be a rare event. The fraction of grains that may undergo AGG is system dependent,
but in a typical material it may occur on the order of 1 in 20,000 to 1 in 100,000 grains. Thus, it is not
feasible to image large enough regions to capture AGG in-situ. After processing, AGG is obvious, as some
grains may grow so large they may be visible to the naked eye. However, the process of AGG results in the
consumption of the original neighborhood of the abnormal grain. Thus, most of the information contained
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Figure 1: Orientation Image Microscopy image of abnormal Goss grain (white) in Fe-3%Si steels. Image
source: Figure 4b in ref [1]

.

in the initial state of the system is lost, preventing researchers from determining the factors that enabled a
specific grain to grow abnormally.

Therefore, without already having a predictive model to indicate where AGG will occur, it is unclear
where to look. However, generating a model to identify regions where AGG is likely to occur requires existing
data for training. This creates a paradox, as the model is needed to generate data, but data is needed to
train the model. Thus, to avoid the limitations of experiments, we instead turn to simulations.

DeCost applied Monte Carlo analysis to model AGG in an idealized system [9] with nonuniform grain
boundary mobility values. The fraction of higher mobility grain boundaries was varied to determine if
nonuniform grain boundary mobility can act as a persistence mechanism to sustain AGG in the system. The
results supported this idea, at least for the idealized system used in the simulation. Additionally, analysis of
simulations that did exhibit AGG indicated a possible mechanism for the process. Rather than a consistently
high growth rate, it was observed that AGG occurs through a series of localized rapid growth events in which
the abnormal grain consumed the neighboring grains. This indicates that AGG depends on more than just
the immediate neighbors of a grain, making it difficult to model. AGG was characterized in a stastical sense,
but no attempt was made to create a predictive model to identify which simulations exhibit AGG. In this
study we build upon the foundational work set by DeCost. We develop a database of the same types of
grain growth simulations with the goal of developing a predictive model to identify which trials will undergo
AGG.

1.2 Graphs and message passing neural networks

For modeling the initial grain structure of the system it is desirable to preserve the local connectivity of
each grain. Thus, graph-based representations offer an attractive alternative to image or feature based
representations that are commonly used as inputs for deep learning models.

A graph is a data structure consisting of vertices, also called nodes, that are connected by edges, also
called links. Nodes, edges, and graphs can each have feature descriptors associated with them. Thus, graphs
are very flexible and expressive data structures. However, a consequence of this is that graphs may have
very irregular structures. For example, two different graphs may have different numbers of nodes and edges,
and different nodes in the same graph may have different numbers of neighboring nodes. Thus, conventional
neural network architectures, which require a fixed input size, can not be used to analyze datasets containing
graphs with different structures.
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To overcome this limitation and apply deep learning to graphs with different structures, researchers
developed neural message passing [10], which has been applied to a wide range of applications including
predicting molecular properties [10], learning physical relations [11], and more [12–14].

In the message passing framework, a graph contains a node feature matrix and an edge matrix. The node
feature matrix is a matrix where each row gives the feature vector for the corresponding node in the graph.
The edge matrix is a matrix where each row contains the index of the source and target node (consistent
with the indexing in the node feature matrix) that are connected by the corresponding edge. Optionally,
an edge feature matrix and graph feature vector may be associated with the graph and included during the
message passing process, but these are omitted in the description for the sake of simplicity.

During each iteration i of message passing a hidden state, denoted hi, is associated with every node u on
the graph. The initial hidden state, h0, is the node feature matrix. Then, for each next iteration of message
passing, the hidden state is updated according to the following process.

hi+1
u = UPDATE

(
hi
u,AGGREGATE

(
{MESSAGE

(
hi
v,∀v ∈ N(u)

)
}
))

(1)

In this equation, v ∈ N(u) denotes all nodes v than are neighbors (connected by an edge) of node u.
MESSAGE and UPDATE can be any differentiable functions, such as neural networks. AGGREGATE can
be any differentiable, permutation-invariant set function such as min, max, mean, sum, etc.

In plain English message passing works through the following steps: First, for a given target node the
message of each neighboring node is computed by applying a differentiable transformation to the neighboring
node’s hidden state. Next, the messages from all nodes in the neighborhood are aggregated into one signal.
Finally, the aggregated messages, along with the current hidden state of the target node, are transformed
to compute the new hidden state of the target node. Repeating this process for each node in the graph
constitutes one iteration of message passing. The message passing process is repeated for the desired number
of iterations. The final hidden states of each node can be used as inputs to a separate function to generate
node-level outputs (for example, a classification label for each node), or can be aggregated into a single state
used to make graph-level predictions (for example, a prediction of a molecular property.)

The message passing algorithm has two especially desirable properties for analyzing graph-based data.
The first is the use of the aggregation function. Note that the output of the aggregation function does not
directly depend on the number or ordering of incoming messages. This ensures that outputs of message
passing are invariant to graph isomorphism and the same model can be used to analyze nodes with different
numbers of neighbors. This is essential for analyzing grain structures which have no natural ordering and
contain grains with different numbers of neighbors.

The second important feature is after k iterations of message passing, information from a given node u
is propagated to nodes that are within k-hops of u. This can be used to determine how much relevant infor-
mation is included in each neighborhood shell of a given node. This shows promise for better understanding
the influence of each neighborhood shell on AGG which is a question of particular interest.

1.3 Hypotheses

There are two main hypotheses of this study.

• Deep learning methods can be used to predict the occurrence of AGG in ‘candidate grain’ SPPARKS
simulations using only the initial state of the system as an input with at least 80% prediction accuracy.

• Using graph-based approaches like neural message passing will achieve higher classification accuracy
scores than a typical computer vision based approach.

To be objective, quantitative, and falsifiable, both of the above hypotheses need several qualifiers. In the
first hypothesis, the 80% classification accuracy refers to the performance on the hidden test set of the dataset
used in this study, which is introduced in Section 2.1. The threshold of 80% was selected as a best guess of
the expected performance of the approach. It is established that deep learning approaches can achieve very
high performance of over 95% on reasonably complex tasks such as image classification. However, AGG is
a mare difficult problem and unlike image classification humans cannot predict which microstructures will
undergo AGG with high probability. Additionally, the stochastic nature of Monte Carlo simulations limits
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the maximum possible accuracy that can be achieved. This is investigated and discussed in further detail in
Section 4. Thus, deep learning models are not expected to achieve the same level of predictive performance
on this task.

For the second hypothesis it is important to note that there is no established standard computer vision
approach for the task of predicting microstructural evolution from image-based representations of a grain
structure. Thus, graph based approach outperforming a computer vision approach does not prove that
certain graph based approaches will perform better than any possible computer vision pipeline, and the
reverse is also true. In an attempt to provide a reasonable comparison between the two approaches, the
computer vision approach used in this study was validated on a separate dataset. This confirmed that
the approach was sufficiently sophisticated to capture relevant features in images yet simple enough to be
trained on a relatively small dataset similar in size to the one used in this study. Though it cannot be proved
definitively, it is expected that the graph-based approach will achieve higher performance due to the ability
of graphs to preserve the exact connectivity of grains in the original microstructure, which is not possible
with images.

2 Methods

2.1 Dataset creation

SPPARKS [15, 16] was used to generate a dataset of ‘candidate grain’ growth simulations using the same
approach as DeCost. The simulations are summarized here but more detailed information is available in ref
[9].

The system contains a rectangular grid of pixels with integer identifiers. Grains in the matrix consist of
groups of connected pixels with the same identity. One grain, termed the ‘candidate grain’, has an initial size
advantage compared to the rest of the matrix grains. The rest of the matrix consists of ‘red’ and ‘blue’ grains.
The grain boundary energy for all interfaces is uniform. The red/candidate interfaces are artificially assigned
a high value for grain boundary mobility, and all other interfaces are assigned a lower mobility. During the
Monte Carlo simulation a site in the matrix is selected randomly. The probability of changing states from
one grain to another, which is related to both the mobility of the interface and the energy associated with
changing states, is computed. The change is randomly accepted or rejected with the probability computed
in the previous step. This process is repeated for a very large number of iterations. During this process
the flipping of states causes some grains to grow and other grains to shrink, modeling grain growth in real
materials. After repeating this process for the desired number of iterations the final state of the system is
recorded.

In this study all simulations were run with a system size of 512 x 512 pixels using periodic boundary
conditions, a Monte Carlo temperature of kT=0.9, and a duration of 4,000,000 Monte Carlo steps. The
fraction of red grains was varied between 0 and 0.4. However, 90% of the simulations contained fractions of
red grains between 0.15 and 0.25, the region where the occurence of AGG is most uncertain (about half of
these trials exhibit AGG.) Example grain growth trajectories from two simulations are shown in Figure 2.
The top and bottom rows show snapshots from sample trajectories for normal and abnormal grain growth,
respectively.

27,588 simulations were run. The data were divided into two datasets, one larger and one smaller. The
first dataset, termed the ‘full dataset’, contains all of the simulations. This dataset was randomly divided
into a training set containing 25,588 trials, a validation set containing 1000 trails, and a test set containing
1000 trials. The second dataset, termed the ‘small dataset’ contains a much smaller number of simulations.
This set contains 1000 training, 100 validation, and 100 test simulations. Each subset was randomly sampled
from the corresponding subset in the full dataset to maintain consistency of the validation and test sets.

Note that the exact definition of AGG is subjective. However, training a predictive classification model
requires an objective definition of the output. Thus, the first step in this study was to determine a working
definition of AGG. In ref [9], growth of the candidate grain is determined to be abnormal when the final
area of the candidate grain is at least 6 times the area of an average grain in the matrix. However, due to
its initial size advantage, the candidate grain almost always outgrows typical matrix grains by a significant
amount, prompting an investigation into the significance of this definition.
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Figure 2: Sample grain evolution for candidate growth ratio values of 5 (top), representing normal growth,
and 20 (bottom), representing abnormal growth. Snapshots of the microsture are shown after of 0 (left),
2,000,000 (middle), and 4,000,000 (right) Monte Carlo time steps. The candidate grain is shown in white.
Note that the candidate grain ‘wraps around’ the edges of the images due to the use of periodic boundary
conditions in the simulations.
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Figure 3: Left: Grayscale image representation of the initial microstructure. Right: Cropped image repre-
sentation which includes a smaller neighborhood of the system.)

In this study, AGG is characterized by the ”candidate growth ratio,” or CGR, which is the ratio of the
final size of the candidate grain to its initial size. After manual analysis of several of the simulations, a
preliminary definition of AGG was determined as follows: AGG occurs when the candidate growth ratio is
at least 10. The justification for this criteria is that all of the manually observed trials where the candidate
grain increased in size by a factor of 10 clearly exhibited AGG. Grain growth occurred with sudden bursts
of growth through high mobility interfaces, and the candidate grain ended up significantly larger than
neighboring grains compared to trials that did not exhibit AGG. After selecting this criteria, the labels were
compared to the criteria used in ref [9]. Despite having different simulation parameters, 90% of the labels
(normal vs abnormal) agreed with each other. This validates both criteria as being reasonably consistent
ways to classify AGG. In this study, the growth ratio threshold of 10 is used for determining AGG.

This criteria was selected to only include significant observations of AGG. This minimizes the number of
false positive labels for AGG. This is beneficial for the eventual goal of helping experimentalists find regions
that are likely to undergo AGG. In this case missing some regions where AGG is likely to occur is less costly
than falsely predicting AGG will occur when in reality it does not. Note that for use with a quality control
setting, it may be better to use a different criteria for AGG that achieves a desirable balance between false
positives and false negatives.

2.2 Baseline model: computer vision and transfer learning

A computer vision approach for predicting the occurrence of AGG from the initial state of the system was
evaluated as a baseline approach for comparison. The output of the SPPARKS simulations include an image
with pixel values equal to the integer identifier of the grain that the pixel belongs to. The preprocessing
steps for using these images with the computer vision approach are as follows.

First, the grains are assigned grayscale intensity values corresponding to their identity. Pixels in blue,
red, and the candidate grains are assigned values of 1/3, 2/3, and 1, respectively. Next, pixels on the
boundaries of each grain were assigned intensity values of 0. This allows adjacent grains with the same
ID to be distinguished from each other. Finally, the coordinates of the image were shifted such that the
candidate grain is always centered in the image. This can be done because the simulations were run with
periodic boundary conditions. Two sets of images were produced. In the first, the representation of the entire
microstructure was resized into a 224x224 image to ensure the size was compatible with a pre-trained neural
network. In the second, images were evenly cropped down to a size of 224x224, which typically included up
to 4th nearest neighbors of the candidate grain. Sample full and cropped images after pre-processing are
shown in Figure 3.
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After pre-processing the images, a pre-trained convolutional neural network was used as a feature ex-
tractor in a transfer learning approach. VGG16 [17], pre-trained on ImageNet [18], was used to process the
images. The outputs of the first fully connected (fc1) layer were used as feature descriptors for each image.
Principal component analysis (PCA) [19] was applied to reduce the dimensions of the fc1 feature vectors
from 4096 to 50 dimensions. Using 50 dimensions preserved 77% of the variance in both training sets of
images. Finally, a support vector machine (SVM) [20] with a radial basis function kernel was trained to
predict whether or not a candidate growth ratio greater than 10 would be achieved from a given initial state.
The validation set was used to tune the regularization hyperparameter C. This parameter determines the
trade-off between a larger margin (low values of C) and fewer misclassified points in the training set (high
values of C.) During training C was varied between values of 10−2 and 102. The model with the lowest
validation error during training was used.

Note that this method is only a single approach to predicting AGG from an image based representation
of the initial state of the system. To justify the use of this approach as a representative baseline for
computer vision, this method was benchmarked on a standard image classification task in materials science.
The Northeastern University Steel Surface Defects dataset [21] is an established dataset containing images
of defects on hot rolled steel that can be used to quickly evaluate image classification models. This is
covered in more detail in ref [22]. The images were pre-processed by applying contrast-limited adaptive
histogram equalization to remove the effects of relative brightness and then resizing so the images could be
passed through VGG16. The rest of the analysis was identical to the above mentioned process, consisting of
extracting features from the fc1 layer of VGG16, applying PCA to reduce the dimensionality to 50 (preserving
74% of the variance,) and classifying the images with an SVM with a radial basis function kernel. For this
task, a default value of 1 for the regularization parameter C was used. Five fold cross validation was used
to evaluate the model and the performance is shown in Table 1. Even without hyperparameter tuning, the
approach achieves higher than 99% accuracy in each of the cross validation folds, including two trials with
perfect classification of the validation set. This suggests that the transfer learning approach used in this
study is capable of capturing relevant features in real images of materials.

Fold 1 2 3 4 5
Validation accuracy 0.997 0.994 1.000 1.000 0.997

Table 1: Cross-validation accuracy of the computer vision approach on the Northeastern University Steel
Surface Defects Dataset.

2.3 Graph-based model: simple graph convolution network

Before applying a graph neural network to predict the occurrence of AGG, the output from SPPARKS
must first be represented as a graph. This process involves two steps. First, the connectivity of grains to
their nearest neighbors must be determined. Next, the features for the nodes are extracted. Note that
edge and graph level features may also be extracted. However, most off-the-shelf models only utilize node
features. Thus, in this study, only node features are used to describe the properties of the graph. Using
more sophisticated models that incorporate edge and graph level features may lead to better performance
and is one possible direction for future research efforts.

The process for determining the neighborhood connectivity of each grain is as follows. First, the coor-
dinates of the system are rolled to center the grain. This eliminates variations due to grains located on or
wrapped around the edges of the system. Next, binary dilation with a 3x3 square structuring element is
applied to the grain. The set of other grains that overlap the dilated grain of interest are determined to be
in its neighborhood. This process was repeated for all grains in the system.

In this study, the features associated with each node (grain) were as follows. The ‘type’ of grain
(red/blue/candidate) was read directly from the SPPARKS outputs. The node degree, or number of nearest
neighbors associated with a grain, was determined from the connectivity of the graph. Finally, the area,
perimeter, equivalent circle diameter, major axis length, and minor axis length of the grain were measured
from the pixels included in each grain. These measurements were generated from scikit-image [23] with the
skimage.measure.regionprops table function.
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Figure 4: Training and validation accuracy for SVM trained on features extracted from full images plotted
against regularization parameter C.

After extracting a graph-based representation, a Simple Graph Convolution (SGC) [24] model was trained
on the data. SGC involves message passing with K-step feature propagation. During each iteration of message
passing, the hidden states of all nodes in the neighborhood of a target node (including the state of the target
node) are averaged together to determine the new state of the target node. This process is repeated for
K iterations. Afterwards, node classification is achieved by passing the final hidden state of a given node
through a linear logistic regression classifier. Interestingly, this approach is linear and does not contain
any trainable parameters until the final logistic regression classifier. Thus, it is a much simpler model than
other graph convolution approaches. Despite this, SGC achieves accuracy scores comparable to much more
complex methods on standard benchmark graph datasets like Cora [25] and CiteSeer [12].

SGC models were trained on the training set for 200 epochs. The performance on the training and
validation sets were measured at the end of every 10 training epochs and the model with the lowest validation
loss was used for the final evaluation. During training the negative log likelihood loss function was used to
measure the distance between the predicted and true values for training examples. The Adam optimizer [26]
was used to update the model parameters during backpropagation.

A couple different learning rates and weight decay parameters were tried. The results are reported for
a learning rate of 0.005 and a weight decay of 0.001 as they gave reasonable results for model training.
Future plans for scaling up the model include a more thorough grid search to tune these parameters. K, the
number of neighborhood hops to include during the message passing process, was varied between 1 and 4 to
determine how the number of neighborhood shells influences the performance. Each model was trained for
200 epochs. During training the average training and validation losses were recorded every 10 epochs. The
model with the lowest validation loss was evaluated on the train, validation, and test sets.

3 Results and discussion

3.1 Predictive model- computer vision

The first SVM model was trained on features extracted from images of the entire initial microstructure. The
training and validation accuracy scores for different values of the regularization parameter C are shown in
Figure 4. As C is increased to values above 8.5, the model achieves perfect classification of the training set.
However, this performance does not generalize and the performance on the validation set is only around
54%, indicating the occurrence of overfitting. Using C=0.46 gives a maximum validation accuracy of 0.64.
This value was used for the final evaluation of the model on the test set. The confusion matrices for the
final model on the training, validation, and test sets are shown in Figure 5. The model achieves training,
validation, and test accuracy scores of 0.75, 0.64, and 0.60, respectively. The biggest source of classification
errors in all 3 of the datasets is falsely predicting that the candidate grain would grow abnormally when it
in instead undergoes normal grain growth during the simulation. This leads to very low recall scores for
predictions of normal grain growth in the validation and test sets with values 0.42 and 0.35, respectively.
The training set is slightly unbalanced, with 53% of the initial states demonstrating AGG. To verify that the
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Figure 5: Confusion matrices for SVM trained on features from full images on training (left), validation
(middle), and test (right) sets. ”NGG” and ”AGG” denote normal and abnormal grain growth, respectively.

model was not biased towards predicting that most runs will exhibit AGG due to the uneven distribution of
training examples, another SVM was trained with the same parameters. During training, the loss component
of each example was weighted inversely to the frequency of the labels in the dataset, reducing the effect of
class imbalance. This did not significantly change the resulting model performance, confirming that the low
classification performance is not simply a result of the presence of the imbalanced dataset.

The images contained the entire initial microstructrure. However, it is unlikely that grains far away from
the candidate have significant influence over its growth trajectory. Thus, a second set of tests was conducted
using cropped images. 224x224 patches were extracted from the center of each image. This captured about
4 neighborhood shells of the candidate grain and also removed artifacts from image preprocessing as these
patches did not need to be resized befoce feature extraction. The training and validation accuracy scores
for different values of the regularization parameter C are shown in Figure 6. Setting C=0.067 achieves a
maximum validation accuracy of 0.74. Interestingly, the validation accuracy is actually higher than the
training accuracy. This may be an artifact of the small dataset size.

The confusion matrices for predictions on the training, validation, and test set are shown in Figure
7. The classification accuracy scores on the training, validation, and test sets are 0.67, 0.74, and 0.62,
respectively. Since neither model achieved higher than 80% classification accuracy on the datasets, the first
hypothesis remains unsupported. However, the results still provide a useful baseline for the performance of
the graph-based model to be compared against.

Despite having better performance on the validation set, the model performance does not generalize
well and shows a similar classification test accuracy to the model trained on full images. Similar to before,
the largest source of error was falsely predicting AGG in trials that underwent normal grain growth. One
possible explanation of the low performance is that the training set did not contain enough data to train
the model. However, the computer vision approach was validated on the NEU dataset before being used in
this experiment. During cross-validation, only about 240 images from each defect class were used for model
training, and the model still achieved over 99% validation accuracy in each fold. Though the classification
performance on the NEU dataset is not guaranteed to be transferable to other datasets, it does demonstrate
how the proposed computer vision approach can be used to successfully classify different images with a small
number of training images.

In this study, the training set in this study includes 468 and 532 images of microstructures that exhibited
normal and AGG, respectively. Thus, this indicates that predicting the occurence of AGG (as defined in
this study) from an image representation of the initial microstructure is a more difficult challenge, and the
lower performance is not simply a result of having not enough training images to successfully fit the model.
Nonetheless, the plans for future research include repeating this experiment using a larger dataset with over
27,000 images to train and test the model. This will determine if simply adding more training examples will
lead to improved classification performance.
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Figure 6: Training and validation accuracy for SVM trained on features extracted from cropped images as
a function of regularization parameter C.

Figure 7: Confusion matrices for SVM trained on features from cropped images on training (left), validation
(middle), and test (right) sets. ”NGG” and ”AGG” denote normal and abnormal grain growth, respectively.
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Figure 8: Confusion matrices for SGC model with K=2 on training (left), validation (middle), and test
(right) sets. ”NGG” and ”AGG” denote normal and abnormal grain growth, respectively.

3.2 Predictive model- simple graph convolution

The confusion matrices for the Simple Graph Convolution model with K=2 is shown in Figure 8. The
model achieves classification accuracy scores of 0.71, 0.75, and 0.75 on the training, validation, and test sets,
respectively. Compared to the computer vision approach the simple graph convolution model demonstrates
much better classification performance. Not only are the classification scores higher, but the performance on
the training, validation, and test sets are much closer to each other. This indicates that the SGC model does
not over-fit the data and generalizes to unseen examples much better than the computer vision approach.

Similar to the computer vision approach, the biggest source of classification error is falsely predicting
AGG in trials that undergo normal grain growth. It is possible that weighting the loss components during
training or even balancing the dataset would help even out the ratio of false positive and false negative
predictions of AGG. However, since there is only slight imbalance in the dataset, and the model still makes
a significant number of predictions of normal grain growth, the unbalanced dataset is unlikely to be the sole
source of errors in predictions. This is consistent with the results in Section 3.1 where weighting the loss
components did not change the performance of the model by a significant amount.

Separate models were trained with K varying from 1 to 4. This allows for direct measurement of how
the number of neighborhood shells included in the analysis effects the predictive performance of each model.
The training, validation, and test accuracy for these models trained are shown in Figure 9. With K=1, the
model achieves very low classification accuracy around 0.55 on the validation and test sets. As K is increased
to 2, the classification performance increases to 0.75. As K is increased to values of 3 and 4, the classification
accuracy does not change much and remains around 0.73. These results suggest that all of the relevant
information for maximizing the predictive performance of AGG is contained in the nearest and next-nearest
neighbors of the candidate grain. This result highlights a key advantage of the message passing approach.
By preserving the connectivity of the grain structure in the graph data structure, it is possible to examine
the effect of including different subsets of grains on the performance of the model. This type of analysis is
not possible with computer vision approaches which require rectangular input images.

The maximum accuracy score achieved by the SGC model was around 75%. Thus, the first hypoth-
esis, stating that the data can be classified with over 80% accuracy, remains unsupported. However, the
performance of the SGC model surpassed that of the computer vision approach. In addition to achieving
higher accuracy scores, the SGC model demonstrated the ability to generalize to the test set much better.
This supports the second hypothesis proposed in this study that preserving graph structure is important to
detecting AGG in the material.

4 Estimation of the maximum meaningful prediction accuracy

As detailed above, the SGC model significantly outperforms the computer vision approach for predicting the
occurrence of AGG from the initial microstructure in this dataset. However, the performance of the SGC
model is far from perfect with a 25% error rate. There are several possible changes that can be made to
the process to improve the classification performance including using a different set of node features, a more
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Figure 9: Training, validation, and testing accuracy vs K for SGC models.

sophisticated neural network architecture, increasing the dataset size, balancing the training set, conduct
a more thorough grid search to optimize model hyperparameters during training, and so on. However, in
addition to the model, there is another possible factor that limits the predictive performance of detecting
AGG: the data itself. In the dataset used in this study a single candidate growth ratio is associated with each
initial microstructure. However, the Monte Carlo Potts method is stochastic and the final results depend
on the state of the random number generator during the simulation. Because of this it is possible for the
same initial microstructure to exhibit either normal or AGG, depending on the random number generator.
Therefore, the maximum meaningful accuracy that can be attained by a predictive model that only uses the
initial state as an input is limited by the consistency of the simulations themselves.

To measure the dependency of candidate growth ratio on the random number generator, 3 trials each
were picked from the training set that had reported candidate growth ratios close to 0, 5, 10, 15, and 20.
The initial state was copied and the simulation was re-ran with a randomly selected seed. The growth ratio
of the candidate grain was recorded and this process was repeated 20 times for each initial microstructure.
The results are shown in Figure 10.

The violins are colored by the candidate growth ratios observed for the original data point from the
training set used in this study, termed the ’original growth ratio.’ From the plot it is clear that the final
size of the candidate grain is heavily dependent on random state. Trials with original growth ratios of 0,
indicating that the candidate grain was consumed in the original dataset, showed the lowest amount of
variation. However, this set of trials still shows a wide range of growth ratio values both above and below 1.
This indicates that even determining whether the candidate grows or shrinks is influenced by random state.
In fact, one of the repeated trials contains candidate growth ratios that span from 0 to 9.75. Thus, despite
having the same initial state the candidate grain was entirely consumed in one trial and grew so large that
it almost met the criteria for abnormal growth in another.

Sets with an original growth ratio of 10 or 15 typically showed the highest amount of variation between
repeated trials. Two out of three sets of trials with original candidate growth ratio values of 20 showed a
lower median candidate growth ratio than two sets of trials with original candidate growth ratios of 15. In
fact, both of these sets also had lower median values than one of the sets of trials with an original growth ratio
of 10. This suggests that runs that exhibit growth ratios larger than about 15 are results of low-probability
events instead of being a representative trial for that given initial microstructure.

The average value for the standard deviation of the candidate growth ratios for a given set of 20 repeated
trials with the same initial structure, denoted σ, was found to be 3. Thus, a preliminary way to estimate
the uncertainty in the dataset and selected criteria for AGG is to count the fraction of samples with growth
ratios within 1σ of the threshold used for AGG. This corresponds to trials with candidate growth ratio values
on the interval (7, 13). These samples have a high probability of flipping labels from AGG to normal grain
growth, or vice versa, when re-run with a different random number seed.

About 35% of the samples in the training set meet this criteria. This indicates that an estimate of the
upper bound for the maximum meaningful prediction accuracy is only 65%. This raises two issues. First,
the maximum accuracy is only slightly better than random guessing for a given sample, indicating that
there is an upper limit to the utility of developing classification models for this task. Second, the SGC model
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Figure 10: Candidate growth ratio (cgr) distributions for 20 simulations repeated for the same initial mi-
crostructure and different random number seeds for 15 different trials from the training set used in this study.
Trials are colored by the corresponding cgr observed in the original dataset. Note that the distributions for
each violin were determined from kernel density estimation and are thus purely statistical and not physical.
This results in some distributions including negative values for cgr which are not physically possible.

achieved 75% accuracy on the validation and test sets, which is much higher than the estimated upper bound
listed above. Since the test set was completely hidden from the model during training, performance of the
model is representative of the predictive performance of the model in general.

The results indicate possible directions for future work. First, it is possible that using a more consistent
definition of AGG will lead to less uncertainty. Uncertainty in the labels comes from both the intrinsic
variation in the grain growth behavior observed in the simulation but also from the confidence in the ability
of the criteria for AGG to separate the data into two distinct classes. Of course, the intrinsic uncertainty
in the grain growth simulations due to the stochastic nature of the Monte Carlo simulations cannot be
eliminated. For example, consider two trials conducted on the same initial state with different random seeds.
In one trial, the candidate grain does not grow, and its final size is similar to initial size. In the second
trial, the candidate grain undergoes several rapid bursts of growth and ends up significantly larger than the
other grains in the matrix. In this case, the criteria for the label should not distinguish both of these runs
as AGG or normal grain growth. Instead, the uncertainty associated with this initial state is accepted to be
a consequence of the stochastic nature of the simulation.

However, there is also uncertainty associated with the criteria for determining the labels. This uncertainty
can potentially be reduced by selecting more consistent labels. In this study, the criteria for AGG is when
the candidate growth ratio exceeds 10. One limitation of this approach is that two trials with candidate
growth ratios of 9.999 and 10.001 are labeled as normal and abnormal growth, despite having very similar
growth trajectories in practice. This criteria would be reasonable if the distribution of growth ratios was
bimodal and did not contain many trials with values close to the threshold. However, this is not the case
for this dataset. The distribution of candidate growth ratio values is shown in Figure 11. The cumulative
distribution increases approximately linearly between growth ratio values of 5 and 15, with an R2 value of
0.997. Despite spanning a range of values from clear examples of normal growth to clear examples of AGG,
the growth ratio values do not separate into two distinct regions. Thus, there will be several trials close to
any threshold value selected in this range.

To reduce the uncertainty associated with the criteria for AGG, a more sophisticated process for distin-
guishing AGG from normal grain growth can be developed. From observing the trials it was determined
that AGG occurs through sudden bursts of short-term growth. However, criteria like the growth ratio or
the final relative sized used in ref [9] only use the initial and/or final grain sizes to characterize AGG. Thus,
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Figure 11: Cumulative distribution of candidate growth ratios in the training set used in this study.

these metrics only capture an average growth rate throughout the duration of the simulation. To obtain a
more consistent criteria for detecting AGG, it is possible that analyzing the grain size at each time step to
look for sudden growth events can provide a more objective criteria that better distinguishes between the
two growth modes. This is one promising potential area of future work.

A second possible future direction for the project is to train models for regression or logistic regression
instead of classification. Even with a better criteria to apply to distinguish between growth modes, the
performance of any classification model is inherently limited by the stochastic nature of the Monte Carlo
simulations. Thus, rather than assigning a single label to each initial state, predicting the overall distribution
of candidate grain growth trajectories may be a more fruitful effort. The first step for this approach is to
generate a new dataset containing grain growth simulations repeated several times for each initial state.
Afterwards, there are several different approaches and possible project directions for exploring this further.
One possibility would be to train a regression model to predict the mean and standard deviation values for
the final size of the candidate grain in each set of repeated simulations for the same initial state. Another
option would be to select a criteria for classifying AGG, and predict the fraction of repeated trials that will
exhibit normal versus abnormal growth. Thus, instead of accepting the intrinsic variation of Monte Carlo
simulations as a fundamental limitation that limits the utility of predictive models, this approach treats the
variation itself as a signal that can be learned. This has the potential to provide additional insights about
the growth mode of a material. In addition to predicting regions in a given microstructure that are likely to
exhibit AGG, it may also be possible to detect regions which may have high amounts of variation in their
microstructure evolution, prompting further investigation.

5 Conclusions

Two datasets of SPPARKS ‘candidate grain’ simulations of abnormal grain growth was created. Manual
analysis of several simulations led to a preliminary working definition of abnormal grain growth. Two
approaches for predicting the occurrence of abnormal grain growth using only the initial state of the system
as an input. The first approach utilized a computer vision and transfer learning approach. The VGG16
convolutional neural network pre-trained on Imagenet was used to extract features from an image-based
representation of the initial microstructure and a machine learning approach utilizing PCA and a kernel
SVM classifier was used to predict which initial structures would exhibit abnormal grain growth. This
approach only achieved 60% accuracy on the test set and showed signs of over-fitting to the training set.
In the second approach, a simple graph convolution model was used to predict the occurrence of abnormal
grain growth from a graph-based representation of the initial microstructure. This approach achieved 75%
accuracy on the test set and did not show signs of over-fitting. Varying K, the number of iterations of
message passing used by the model, indicated that only nearest and next-nearest neighbors of the candidate
grain need to be considered to achieve the maximum performance observed in this study. The results did
not support one hypothesis that a predictive model could achieve 80% accuracy, but did support a second
hypothesis that the graph-based approach would outperform a similar computer vision model.
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Investigation of the model performance lead to an investigation in the intrinsic uncertainty in grain growth
behavior in the Monte Carlo simulations. Simulations were repeated using the same initial state and the
only difference between repeated trials was the state of the random number generator. Significant variation
was observed between repeated trials of each initial state. 35% of trials in the training set had a candidate
growth ratio value that were close to the threshold used as a criteria for abnormal grain growth. This raises
questions about the maximum possible meaningful predictive accuracy of abnormal grain growth attainable
with the current dataset. Ongoing efforts to increase model performance include training models on a larger
dataset and exploring more sophisticated model architectures and feature representations. Since significant
variation was observed from the random state of the Monte Carlo simulations, additional efforts will be
made to quantify the intrinsic uncertainty of these simulations and train models to predict the distribution
of grain growth trajectories for each initial state, as opposed to a single target.
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