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Abstract. The microstructure of metals and foams can be effectively modelled
with anisotropic power diagrams (APDs), which provide control over the shape
of individual grains. One major obstacle to the wider adoption of APDs is the
computational cost that is associated with their generation. We propose a novel
approach to generate APDs with prescribed statistical properties, including fine
control over the size of individual grains. To this end, we rely on fast optimal trans-
port algorithms that stream well on Graphics Processing Units (GPU) and handle
non-uniform, anisotropic distance functions. This allows us to find large APDs that
best fit experimental data and generate synthetic high-resolution microstructures
in (tens of) seconds. This unlocks their use for computational homogenisation,
which is especially relevant to machine learning methods that require the gener-
ation of large collections of representative microstructures as training data. The
paper is accompanied by a Python library, PyAPD, which is freely available at:
www.github.com/mbuze/PyAPD.

1. Introduction

Understanding the deformation behaviour of polycrystalline materials is crucial
for numerous industrial applications [1, 2]. These materials, composed of multiple
grains with distinct crystallographic orientations, exhibit intricate microstructures
that significantly influence their macroscopic mechanical properties. Moreover, the
characterisation of localised deformations and microstructures formed during the
deformation of polycrystalline materials is vital in developing a thorough physical
understanding of the underlying mechanisms behind localisation phenomena such as
local stress fields [3, 4], fracture and damage initiation [5–8], shear banding [9–13],
and recrystallization nucleation [14–17].

Computational methods, particularly the finite element method (FEM) [18–21]
and Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) [5, 22–24], have emerged as powerful tools for
simulating the mechanical behaviour of virtual polycrystals [13, 25–27]. The accu-
racy and the amount of detail that can be observed using these simulations strongly
depends on the generated RVEs [13, 28–30]. A low-resolution simulation with sim-
ple cubic crystals is sufficient to predict macro-scale (global) data such as global
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2 ANISOTROPIC POWER DIAGRAMS AND POLYCRYSTALS

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1. (A): We model grains in polycrystalline metals as anisotropic power cells,
with desired centroid positions, volumes and shapes specified by ellipsoids. Accom-
modating these constraints in a 2D or 3D spatial domain is a difficult space-filling
problem. (B): We use a semi-discrete optimal transport solver to find a tessellation
of the spatial domain that satisfies these constraints approximately. Using a pixel
grid that is fine enough, we can enforce an arbitrary tolerance on the volumes. Unlike
previous approaches, our method can handle both isotropic cells (blue and green) and
elongated crystals (red, grey). (C): Our method streams well on Graphics Processing
Units (GPUs), allowing us to generate synthetic high-resolution 3D microstructures
in seconds.

crystallographic texture [31] or stress-strain response [28]. However, a representative
polycrystal morphology becomes essential to achieve a more detailed description of
meso-scale deformation localisation effects [13, 28, 30]. In addition, recent studies
have emphasised the need for larger virtual polycrystals with more representative
grain morphologies, considering inherent variability in both grain size and shape
[13, 25, 29, 32]. Therefore, constructing representative volume elements (RVEs) is
essential in analysing the macroscopic and microscopic behaviour of polycrystalline
materials [28, 33]. Combining such representative computational microstructure with
a proper materials model, such as the crystal plasticity model [5], enables micro-scale
analysis of many localised phenomena [13, 16].

Ensuring the accuracy of these analyses depends not only on having an appropriate
constitutive law but also on careful reconstruction of the polycrystal’s geometric fea-
tures [32, 34]. Experimental efforts have contributed significantly to understanding
real polycrystal morphologies, offering valuable insights into the size, morphology,
and orientations of the crystals [35–38]. Nevertheless, creating representative mi-
crostructures with a large number of grains and authentic morphology still remains
challenging.

One of the standard approaches to modelling polycrystalline materials in compu-
tational materials science is to represent them as a power diagram (also known as a
Voronoi-Laguerre diagram) [39–41], with each cell of the diagram corresponding to
a distinct grain. Power diagrams, whose modern theory can be traced back to the
1980s [42, 43], have found diverse applications, not just in microstructure modelling,
but also in spatial analysis [44, 45], mesh generation [46], and in machine learning
[47]. Finding a power diagram with cells of prescribed volumes is in fact equivalent
to solving an optimal transport problem where the target measure is a sum of Dirac
masses. This goes back at least as far as [48]. For modern presentations in the
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computational geometry literature see [49], [50, Chapter 6], in the optimal transport
literature see [51], [52, Section 4], and in the microstructure modelling literature see
[53, 54]. This link ensures that power diagram-based approaches to modelling poly-
crystalline materials can generate large and complex microstructures in a matter of
seconds, while requiring a relatively small number of parameters.

A drawback of this approach is the idealised nature of the grains it produces - they
are convex and have flat boundaries. Moreover, any spatial anisotropy they possess
is solely determined by the relative location of the seed points of neighbouring grains
and not by the preferred growth directions of each grain or by the rolling direction
during processing.

An emerging approach to modelling polycrystals which addresses some of the lim-
itations of power diagrams is to model them as anisotropic power diagrams (APDs)
instead, as pioneered by [55]. In particular, APD-based modelling guarantees control
over the anisotropy of individual grains and curved boundaries between neighbouring
grains, with several such promising approaches explored in recent years by various
authors [55–63]. One obstacle to the wider adoption of APDs as a practical tool
for modelling the microstructure of metals is the computational cost of generating
them. Known optimal-transport-based efficient methods for generating power dia-
grams with grains of given volumes [51–53] do not translate to the anisotropic setup,
and known techniques for generating APDs are drastically slower - while the usual
runtime to generate a large power diagram with grains of given volumes is (tens
of) seconds [53, 64], for APDs it ranges from (tens of) minutes to (tens of) hours.
This high computational cost associated with generating APDs poses a significant
limitation to creating realistic microstructures with numerous grains and authentic
morphology. This limitation is particularly pronounced in fields such as machine
learning and data science, where generating a substantial number of representative
microstructures is essential for a comprehensive study.

In this paper we develop a novel fast approach for generating APDs with pre-
scribed statistical properties, in which we combine semi-discrete optimal transport
techniques with modern GPU-oriented computational tools, originally developed for
the Sinkhorn algorithm [65–67]. Using a single standard scientific-computing-oriented
GPU, we achieve a three orders of magnitude speed-up versus a baseline CPU-only
implementation, which ensures a near instantaneous computation of a generic large
APD. As a result, we are able to:

• Fit an APD to a real EBSD measurement, provided by Tata Steel specifically
for this publication, consisting of 4587 grains in 2D, with high variation in
spatial anisotropy and grain volume, in under one minute.

• Generate a realistic synthetic microstructure that is statistically equivalent
to the EBSD measurement with 4587 grains in about four minutes.

• Create an APD mimicking an EBSD scan of a bidirectionally 3D-printed
stainless steel with long and thin grains in about 3 seconds.

2. Methods

2.1. Modelling polycrystalline materials with anisotropic power diagrams.
Let Ω ⊂ RD represent a bounded region occupied by a polycrystalline material. While
our method applies to arbitrary nonconvex geometries, for simplicity we present it
for the case when Ω is a rectangular domain (a rectangle if D = 2 or a cuboid if
D = 3). For U ⊂ Ω, |U | denotes the area of U if D = 2 or the volume of U if D = 3.
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A matrix A ∈ RD×D is symmetric positive definite if it satisfies

AT = A and x ·Ax > 0 ∀x ∈ RD, x ̸= 0.

We refer to such matrices as anisotropy matrices and denote the weighted norm they
induce on RD by | · |A, that is |x|A :=

√
x ·Ax.

Let X = (xi)
N
i=1 ∈ ΩN be a set of distinct seed points in Ω, W = (wi)

N
i=1 ∈ RN be

a set of weights, and Λ = (Ai)
N
i=1 ∈ (RD×D)N be a set of anisotropy matrices. The

Anisotropic Power Diagram (APD) [55] given by the data (X,W,Λ) is the tessellation
{Li}Ni=1 of Ω defined by

Li :=
{
x ∈ Ω | |x− xi|2Ai

− wi ≤ |x− xj |2Aj
− wj ∀ j ∈ {1, . . . , N}

}
. (2.1)

Notable special cases of APDs occur when, for each i, we have (i) Ai = Id and
wi = 0, which results in a Voronoi diagram, (ii) Ai = Id, which results in a power
diagram, (iii) wi = 0, which results in an anisotropic Voronoi diagram, (iv) wi = 0
and Ai = ciId, ci ∈ R, which results in a Möbius diagram. The theory of these
diagrams is presented in [68].

Let V := (vi)
N
i=1 ∈ RN

+ be a set of target volumes (if D = 3) or target areas (if
D = 2), satisfying

vi > 0,

N∑
i=1

vi = |Ω|.

In this paper we use the term single phase to refer to APDs with grains of equal

volume, i.e., vi =
|Ω|
N for each i, which represent idealised monodisperse microstruc-

tures, where are all the grains have essentially the same size. We use the term multi
phase to refer to polydisperse microstructures.

We call an APD generated by (X,W,Λ) optimal with respect to V if |Li| = vi for
all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

We note that an anisotropy matrix Ai can carry volume information. Suppose we
are given an APD in which each cell is non-empty. Fix i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and suppose
we replace Ai by cAi for some constant c > 0, while keeping X and W fixed, and
keeping Aj fixed for all j ̸= i. Simple calculations reveal that as we increase c,
the volume of Li decreases and, for c large enough, the cell will have zero volume.
Similarly, if wi > wj for all j ̸= i, by sending c → 0, we find that |Li| → |Ω|. At
the same time, for any choice of the constant c, the ratio of eigenvalues of cAi (and
hence the target shape of Li) remains unchanged. To avoid such issues, we suggest
normalising the anisotropy matrices so that detAi = 1 for all i, which can be done
while respecting the associated aspect ratios, as we will shortly explain.

To illustrate the geometric role that anisotropy matrices play, we note that a two-
dimensional anisotropy matrix A can be uniquely determined by three parameters
(a, b, θ), where, in analogy with defining an ellipse, a > 0 is the major axis, b ∈ (0, a]
is the minor axis, and θ ∈ [0, π) is the orientation angle. To be precise,

A(a, b, θ) = VDV−1, where V =

(
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)
, D =

(
a−2 0
0 b−2

)
. (2.2)

Note that |x|A = 1 is the equation of the ellipse with major axis a, minor axis b and
orientation angle θ.

Given an anisotropy matrix A(a, b, θ), its normalised counterpart Â(â, b̂, θ), satis-

fying det Â = 1, is determined by (â, b̂, θ), where â =
√
a/b, b̂ = 1/â. The anisotropy

ratio a/b is preserved by the normalisation: â/b̂ = a/b. A similar comment applies in
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3D with ellipsoids, which are generated by six parameters (a, b, c, θ, ϕ, γ), the major,
middle and minor axes and the Euler angles.

2.2. Finding optimal APDs. Given a set of seed points X = (x1, . . . , xN ), a set of
anisotropy matrices Λ = (A1, . . . ,AN ), and a set of target volumes V = (v1, . . . , vN ),
the problem of finding weights W such that the APD generated by (X,W,Λ) is
optimal with respect to V , i.e., that |Li| = vi for all i, is a semi-discrete optimal
transport problem; see for example [52, Section 4] or [69, Chapter 5]. In particular,
it can be solved by maximising the continuously differentiable, concave function

g(W ) :=
N∑
i=1

(
(vi − |Li|)wi +

∫
Li

|x− xi|2Ai
dx

)
, (2.3)

where the cells Li are computed from the weights w1, . . . , wN as in (2.1). We observe
that g is concave and its gradient is

(∇g(W ))i = vi − |Li|. (2.4)

Thus W maximises g if and only if the APD generated by (X,W,Λ) is optimal with
respect to V . This is well-known in the optimal transport literature (see for example
[52] and [69]). In the isotropic case, when Ai = Id for all i, this was first applied
in the context of microstructure modelling in [53] and then subsequently in papers
including [64] and [54].

In practice, ∇g(W ) = 0 is solved up to relative error tolerance

|(∇g(W ))i|
vi

=

∣∣|Li| − vi
∣∣

vi
≤ ε, (2.5)

where, e.g., setting ε = 0.01 corresponds to allowing grain size deviation of up to 1%.
Similarly, the integral in (2.3) and the area/volume |Li| in (2.3) and (2.4) are

in practice approximated with sums over a discretisation of the domain Ω by pix-
els/voxels.

We will now describe a fast implementation of algorithms for computing APDs
via (2.1) and for finding optimal APDs with respect to prescribed volumes, namely
finding

W ∈ argmax g.

2.3. Implementation. Given a domain Ω ⊂ RD, we let P (y, s) denote the pixel/voxel
centred at y ∈ Ω with side lengths s ∈ RD

+ , that is,

P (y, s) :=
{
y + diag(s)t | t ∈

(
−1

2 ,
1
2

)D}
,

where diag(s) denotes the D-by-D diagonal matrix with s on the diagonal. The
area/volume of the pixel P (y, s) is |P (y, s)| = s1s2 · · · sD = det (diag(s)). We call a
collection of pixels/voxels generated by (Y, s) := {(yj , s)}Jj=1, J ∈ N, a discretisation
of Ω, if

P (yj , s) ∩ P (yk, s) = ∅ for all j ̸= k, and

∣∣∣∣∣|Ω| −
J∑

j=1

|P (yj , s)|

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ δ,

where δ ≥ 0 is a tolerance parameter. Square pixels/cubic voxels are obtained by
setting

s =
1

M
1D, 1D = (1, . . . , 1) ∈ RD, (2.6)
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where M ∈ N+ is the resolution parameter. In particular, if Ω = [0, 1]D and ε = 0,
the discretised domain is then the regular grid of J = MD pixels/voxels, where
|P | := |P (yj , s)| = J−1 = M−D is the area/volume of the pixel/voxel.

Algorithm 1 is a standard method for numerically computing APDs. The novelty
of our work is an efficient GPU implementation of this algorithm, as described below
in Section 2.3.2.

Algorithm 1 Pixel method for computing an APD

Input: D ∈ {2, 3} (the dimension), Ω ⊂ RD (the domain), N ∈ N (the number of
grains), X = (xi)

N
i=1 ∈ ΩN (seed points), Λ = (Ai)

N
i=1 (anisotropy matrices),

W = (wi)
N
i=1 (weights), J ∈ N (number of pixels/voxels), (Y, s) ∈ (RD)J × (RD)

(discretised domain / collection of pixels/voxels).
Output: An assignment vector H ∈ NJ , where the jth pixel is assigned to the
grain Hj ∈ {1, . . . , N}.
Procedure:

1: Compute the cost matrix C ∈ RN×J , where Cij := |yj − xi|2Ai
− wi.

2: Set Hj ∈ argmini∈{1,...N}Cij .

Next we describe how optimal APDs with cells of given areas/volumes can be gen-
erated by combining semi-discrete optimal transport theory with the pixel method.
Consider a domain Ω ⊂ RD and its discretisation (Y, s) = {(yj , s)}Jj=1, as well as the

set of seed points X = (xi)
N
i=1, a set of anisotropy matrices Λ = (Ai)

N
i=1, and a set

of target areas/volumes V = (vi)
N
i=1. Using the regular discretisation from (2.6), we

approximate the dual objective functional g from (2.3) with the discretised function
g̃ : RN → R defined by

g̃(W ) :=

N∑
i=1


(
vi −

∑
j∈{1,...,J}

Hj=i

|P |

)
wi +

∑
j∈{1,...,J}

Hj=i

|P | |yj − xi|2Ai

 , (2.7)

where Hj was defined in Algorithm 1. The gradient of g can be approximated by

(∇g(W ))i ≈ vi −
∑

j∈{1,...,J}
Hj=i

|P |. (2.8)

Note that this is not precisely the gradient of g̃, which is not differentiable everywhere
since Hj is a piecewise constant function of W .

We can find an optimal APD with grains of areas/volumes vi by maximising the
discretised objective function g̃, as described in Algorithm 2. In Section 2.3.2 we
describe an efficient GPU implementation of this algorithm.
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Algorithm 2 Generating an optimal APD using optimal transport theory

Input: D ∈ {2, 3} (the dimension), Ω ⊂ RD (the domain), N ∈ N (the number of
grains), X = (xi)

N
i=1 ∈ ΩN (seed points), Λ = (Ai)

N
i=1 (anisotropy matrices), J ∈ N

(initial number of pixels/voxels), V = (vi)
N
i= (target volumes), ε > 0 (relative

tolerance).
Output: The generators (X,W,Λ) of an APD optimal with respect to V , up to a
relative error tolerance

∣∣|Li| − vi
∣∣ ≤ εvi.

Procedure:

1: Generate a discretisation (Y, s) of Ω with J pixels/voxels.
2: Set the initial guess W0 to W0 = (0, . . . , 0) ∈ RN .
3: Use a numerical optimisation method, such as the classic L-BFGS method [70],

to find W that maximises the function g̃ defined in (2.7), starting from the initial
guess W0. Terminate when |vi −mi|P | | < εvi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, where mi is
the number of pixels/voxels in cell i, mi = #{j ∈ {1, . . . , J} |Hj = i}.

4: If it is not possible to hit the desired tolerance ε, then increase J and restart.

For simplicity, we have presented the algorithms for discretisations of Ω by regular
rectangular grids. In principle, however, any tessellation of Ω could be used. For
example, given a triangulation of Ω ⊂ R2 by J triangles, the corresponding objective
function g̃ in Algorithm 2 is

g̃(W ) :=

N∑
i=1


(
vi −

∑
j∈{1,...,J}

Hj=i

|Pj |

)
wi +

∑
j∈{1,...,J}

Hj=i

|Pj | |yj − xi|2Ai

 ,

where yj is the centroid of triangle j and |Pj | is its area. Using such Finite Element
Method-friendly triangulations might prove useful when using our method side by
side with crystal plasticity simulations.

To generate realistic artificial microstructures, we will also employ a generalised
version of Lloyd’s algorithm [71], which was introduced for the isotropic case Ai = Id
for all i in [53, Algorithm 2] in the setting of microstructure modelling. The purpose
of the generalised Lloyd’s algorithm, stated in Algorithm 3, is to generate more
realistic, ‘regular’ microstuctures, where the cells tend to be simply-connected, which
need not be the case for APDs in general (APD cells can be disconnected and have
holes). Unlike Algorithm 2, Algorithm 3 does not require seeds X as an input.
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Algorithm 3 Generalised Lloyd’s algorithm

Input: D ∈ {2, 3} (the dimension), Ω ⊂ RD (the domain), N ∈ N (the number of
grains), Λ = (Ai)

N
i=1 (anisotropy matrices), J ∈ N (initial number of pixels/voxels),

V = (vi)
N
i= (target volumes), ε > 0 (relative tolerance) and K ∈ N (number of

regularisation steps).
Output: The generators (X,W,Λ) of an APD optimal with respect to V , up to a
relative error tolerance

∣∣|Li| − vi
∣∣ ≤ εvi.

1: Pick or randomly select N initial seed points X0 = (x0i )
N
i=1 ∈ ΩN .

2: Set the initial guess W 0
0 to W 0

0 = (0, . . . , 0) ∈ RN .
3: for k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1 do
4: Use Algorithm 2 with initial guess W k

0 to find an APD generated by
(Xk,W k,Λ) that is optimal with respect to V .

5: Using the discretisation (Y, S) generated by Algorithm 2, set xk+1
i to be the

discrete centroid of the ith grain:

xk+1
i =

1∑
j∈{1,...,J}

Hj=i

|P |
∑

j∈{1,...,J}
Hj=i

|P |yj ,

thus obtaining Xk+1.
6: Set W k+1

0 = W k.
7: end for
8: Use Algorithm 2 with initial guessWK

0 to find an APD generated by (XK ,WK ,Λ)
that is optimal with respect to V . Set X = XK , W = WK .

2.3.1. Choosing the discretisation resolution. For a discretisation with square pix-
els/cubic voxels of area/volume |P | = |Ω|M−D, to reach the desired tolerance ε > 0
in Algorithm 2, it is usually necessary that |P | < εvi for all i = 1, . . . , N since this
is the relative error of misassigning a single pixel/voxel to cell i. For example, if

vi =
|Ω|
N for all i (single-phase material), the theoretical lower bound |P | < εvi gives

|Ω|
MD

<
ε|Ω|
N

⇐⇒ M >

(
N

ε

)1/D

. (2.9)

In Table 1 we display the values of M given by the lower bound (2.9) for various
values of N and D for ε = 0.01.

D

M N
25 50 100 250 500 1000 2500 5000 10000

2 50 71 100 158 224 316 500 707 1000
3 14 17 22 29 37 46 63 79 100

Table 1. The theoretical lower bound (2.9) on M , the pixel sampling resolution
along the axes of the domain Ω = [0, 1]D, when targeting a relative volume accuracy
of ε = 0.01 = 1% (in a single phase material), for different choices of the number of
seed points N and the dimension D of the domain. In practice, for most problems,
choosing M equal to two times the value given by the lower bound (2.9) is sufficient
(see equation (2.10)).
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This may not always be sufficient, however, since changing the weights of an APD
typically reassigns several pixels at the same time, and so in practice the resolution
parameter M is always choosen to be the smallest integer such that

|Ω|
MD

<
ε

2D
min
i

vi, (2.10)

2.3.2. GPU acceleration and kernel operations. The theoretical cost of Algorithm 1
in Section 2.3 is O(NJ), where N is the number of seed points and J is the number
of pixels/voxels that we use to discretise the domain. For a discretisation by regular
rectangular grids given by (2.6), J = MD and if M satisfies (2.10), then we obtain
the quadratic scaling O(NJ) = O(N2) for Algorithm 1 (and Algorithm 2 scales at
least quadratically), with typically a very large prefactor. As a result, for typical
values of N of interest, a standard implementation of such algorithms will result in
runtimes ranging from minutes to hours.

In order to prevent this computation from becoming a numerical bottleneck, we
turn to GPU computing. In particular, we employ the GPU acceleration architec-
ture provided by the machine-learning library PyTorch [72] and rely on its in-house
L-BFGS solver for Algorithm 2, packaged as a general minimisation tool via the
PyTorch Minimize library [73]. Notably, we rely on the very fast automatic dif-
ferentiation available in PyTorch to quickly compute machine-precision accurate
derivatives of g̃ from (2.7). This works remarkably well and is in fact quicker than
providing the gradients by hand using the formula in (2.8), even though g̃ is not
everywhere differentiable – this is, however, in agreement with recent literature on
this topic [74].

To avoid memory overflows when assembling the cost matrix C ∈ RN×J in Algo-
rithm 1, we employ the kernel operations library PyKeOps, an extension for Py-
Torch that provides efficient support for distance-like matrices [67]. As detailed in
[65, 66, 75], turning to a PyKeOps backend brings the memory footprint of optimal
transport solvers from O(NJ) to O(N + J) and provides a ×10 to ×100 speed-up
versus baseline PyTorch implementations.

As will be presented in various examples, this cut down the typical runtime of our
method to (tens of) seconds, making it a feasible tool for generating large samples
of realistic random volume elements. We publish our code as a Python repository
PyAPD [76].

3. Numerical results

Due to its speed, our implementation of the algorithms allows us to tackle several
applications that, up to now, would have been considered prohibitively expensive. In
what follows, we present a comprehensive list of examples showcasing the speed and
the versatility of our method. With regards to speed, in Section 3.2 we present run-
time tests for computing APDs for given inputs (X,Λ,W ), as well as for generating
optimal APDs with cells of prescribed volumes. This is followed by examples based
on Electron Backscatter Diffraction (EBSD) measurements provided by Tata Steel.
First, in Section 3.3, we fit optimal APDs to the EBSD data. Then, in Section 3.4, we
demonstrate how to generate realistic, synthetic microstructures by sampling from a
joint probability distribution of grain volumes, aspect ratios and orientations, which
is obtained as a fitted kernel density estimator [77] of the EBSD data. Finally, in
Section 3.5, we give an example of how to generate a complex microstructure repre-
senting a 3D-printed stainless steel.
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We refer to our Python repository, PyAPD [76], where readers can find Jupyter
notebooks detailing each of the examples presented.

3.1. Hardware. The speed of the method relies heavily on the GPU at our disposal.
The relevant baseline against which GPUs should be compared are floating-point
operations per second (FLOPS). See Table 2.

GPU type Float32 FLOPS Float64 FLOPS

NVIDIA A100 19.49 TFLOPS 9.746 TFLOPS

NVIDIA Tesla T4 8.141 TFLOPS 0.254 TFLOPS

NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 82.58 TFLOPS 1.29 TFLOPS

AMD Radeon RX 7600 21.75 TFLOPS 0.679 TFLOPS

Table 2. Comparison of FLOPS performance of various popular GPUs. A100 and
Tesla T4 are professional GPUs geared towards scientific computing and machine
learning, whereas the other two are commercially available and video-gaming ori-
ented. As of October 2023, GeForce RTX 4090 is the most powerful gaming-oriented
GPU available and AMD Radeon RX 7600 is a popular affordable mid-range GPU.
Note the drastic decrease in performance between single precision (Float32) and dou-
ble precision (Float64) arithmetic (between 30× and 65× decrease) in all cases except
for A100 (∼ 2× decrease). Note that 1 TFLOP denotes 1012 (1 trillion) floating point
operations per second.

We perform our numerical experiments on a single A100 GPU, available through
the NERSC high-performance computing cluster Perlmutter (see Acknowledgements),
but readers are invited to test it for themselves using a T4 Tesla GPU offered free of
charge by Google Colab [78] in a notebook we provide, see [76].

3.2. Runtime tests. We will present the following two sets of runtime tests.

(a) Use of Algorithm 1 to compute an APD, i.e., the tessellation {Li}Ni=1 from
(2.1), for a fixed triple (X,W,Λ).

(b) Use of Algorithm 2 to find optimal APDs with cells of prescribed volumes,
to generate artificial single- and multi-phase microstructures in 2D and 3D.

The common setup is as follows. We consider the box Ω = [0, 1]D, D = 2, 3, with
N grains. If D = 2, we take

N ∈ {25, 50, 100, 250, 500, 1000, 2500, 5000}. (3.1)

If D = 3, we take

N ∈ {50, 100, 250, 500, 1000, 2500, 5000, 10000}. (3.2)

In each case the seed points X = {xi}Ni=1 are drawn randomly from the uniform
distribution on [0, 1]D, but, in the runtime test (b), to increase numerical stability,
the sampling is sequential and any new sampled point x ∈ Ω is accepted only if it is
not too close to some previously sampled seed point xi, namely, if |x−xi| > CN−1/D,
where C = 2

10 . This is motivated by the fact that on a regular grid containing N

points, the seeds would be distance N−1/D apart. Setting C = 2
10 ensures that it

is a very mild constraint and in fact only a small fraction of the sampled points get
rejected. On average, in 2D about 7% of proposed seed points get rejected, whereas
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in 3D it goes down to only about 2%. At the same time, we avoid situations where
two seed points are almost exactly on top of each other. In our tests, we saw that
this issue led to unusually long runtimes for some random runs, especially for large
multi-phase problems with small anisotropy. Note that the sampling is done using
the random number generator from the machine-learning library PyTorch and, even
with the exclusion, it is almost instantaneous.

We sample normalised anisotropy matrices Âi satisfying the constraint det Âi = 1
for all i. In 2D this is achieved by sampling

â ∼ Uniform(1− α, 1), θ ∼ Uniform(0, π),

where α ∈ [0, 1) is the anisotropy threshold parameter. Then we define a normalised

anisotropy matrix Â = Â(1/â, â, θ), as descried above, where 1/â and â are the major
and minor axes, and θ is the rotation angle. Note that setting α = 0 corresponds
to the fully isotropic case (Ai = Id for all i), whereas setting α close to 1 means we
accept any level of anisotropy.

Similarly, in 3D the determinant constraint is achieved by assembling the matrices
from collections (â, b̂, 1/(âb̂), θ, ϕ, γ), where

â ∼ Uniform(1− α, 1), b̂ ∼ Uniform

(
1− α,

1

1− α

)
, θ, ϕ, γ ∼ Uniform(0, 2π).

Here â, b̂, 1/(âb̂) are the axes and θ, ϕ, γ are rotation angles and again α ∈ [0, 1) is
the anisotropy threshold parameter, with α = 0 again corresponding to the isotropic
case.

In both the 2D and 3D examples, we always report runtimes for three choices of
the anisotropy threshold parameter, namely α = 0, 0.3, 0.7.

In runtime test (b) we set the relative error tolerance of the areas/volumes of
the grains to be 1%, meaning that ε = 0.01 (see equation (2.5)). We discretise
Ω with MD square pixels/cubic voxels (see (2.6)). The resolution parameter M is
chosen as discussed in Section 2.3.1. This choice ensures that the area/volume of
each pixel/voxel is less than ε times the area/volume of the smallest grain, and thus
depends on whether the APD is single-phase or multi-phase.

In the single-phase examples the areas/volumes V = (vi)
N
i=1 of grains are equal,

vi = |Ω|/N = 1/N for all i. In this case, when D = 3 and N = 10, 000, setting
the inverse pixel length parameter to M = 200 (which results in MD = 8, 000, 000
voxels) lets us achieve the 1% tolerance reliably.

In the multi-phase examples the areas/volumes are drawn from a lognormal dis-
tribution with shape parameter σ = 1.0 and location parameter µ = 0.5 and subse-
quently normalised so that the total sum of the areas/volumes is |Ω| = 1. It follows
from (2.10) that for multi-phase problems, the value of M has to be increased to
reflect the size of the smallest grain.

Single precision arithmetic is employed for runtime test (a) (computing fixed APDs
via Algorithm 1) and double precision arithmetic is used for runtime test (b) (finding
optimal APDs via Algorithm 2). The switch to double precision is necessary to avoid
precision loss and to achieve the desired error tolerance ε.

To avoid random effects, in all runtime tests we report the mean runtime and the
full range of observed runtimes over ten random runs.

The results are presented in Figure 2 and Figure 3. Notably, with our implemen-
tation we are able to maintain a near 100% GPU usage throughout. Hence, if these
tests were run on different GPUs, the relative timing difference would closely follow
the relative differences in performance reported in Table 2. It is also for this reason
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Figure 2. Runtime test (a). We use Algorithm 1 to compute APDs in 2D (A) and
3D (B), with weights W set to zero and seeds X and anisotropy matrices Λ sampled
randomly as described at the start of Section 3.2. The runtimes are averaged over
10 random runs. The computation was performed on a single A100 GPU with single
precision (solid lines) and compared with a reference run on a CPU (dashed lines).
The GPU computation was about 1000-times faster than the CPU computation. By
checking against the same computation in double precision, we have verified that
even for the largest problems employing single precision arithmetic to compute an
APD does not lead to precision loss and the miss-assignment of pixels is minuscule.
Note that the runtimes are essentially independent of the anisotropy parameter α.

that our implementation is so fast. To make this point clear, for runtime test (a) we
also report runtimes in a CPU-only setup, performed on the AMD EPYC 7713 CPU,
again provided by NERSC. The algorithm runs about 1000 times faster on the GPU
than on the CPU.

From Figure 2 we see that we can generate APDs with 5000 grains in 2D in the
order of 10−2 seconds, and 10, 000 grains in 3D in the order of 10−1 seconds. From
Figure 3 we observe that we can generate multi-phase, anisotropic (α > 0), optimal
APDs (with grains of prescribed volumes) with 5000 grains in 2D in about 1 minute
or less, and 10, 000 grains in 3D in the order of 102 seconds. The runtime for multi-
phase APDs is longer than that for single-phase APDs, as expected. Surprisingly,
the runtime decreases as the anisotropy parameter α increases. In other words, it
is slower to compute isotropic power diagrams than anisotropic diagrams using our
method. This is not a problem, however, since for isotropic power diagrams (where
the cells are much simpler, namely convex polytopes with flat boundaries) there are
much faster algorithms and implementations, such as [51, 53, 64]. For example, a
3D multi-phase, optimal isotropic power diagram with 10, 000 grains of prescribed
volumes can be computed in less than 20 seconds on a standard CPU laptop [54, 79],
and even faster implementations exist, such as [80] and [81]. However, these methods
do not apply to anisotropic power diagrams, for which there is currently no faster
alternative to our library PyAPD [76], as far as we are aware.

3.3. Fitting APDs to EBSD measurements. In the following example, we work
with an experimentally measured microstructure obtained using the EBSD technique
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Figure 3. Runtime test (b). We use Algorithm 2 to find optimal APDs with cells of
prescribed volumes on a single A100 GPU with double precision, in 2D (top two rows)
and 3D (bottom two rows), single phase (1st and 3rd rows) and multi phase (2nd
and 4th rows), as described in Section 3.2. On the right we plot optimal APDs when
N = 5000 (in 2D) and N = 10, 000 (in 3D) with anisotropy parameter α = 0.7, with
colours, in the absence of crystallographic data, assigned randomly. The runtimes
are averaged over 10 random runs. The areas/volumes of the grains are accurate to
1%.



14 ANISOTROPIC POWER DIAGRAMS AND POLYCRYSTALS

specifically for this study. The initial microstructure and crystallographic texture of
the material were measured across the thickness (ND - normal direction) perpen-
dicular to the rolling direction (RD). We performed the EBSD measurements on an
area located at the mid-thickness of the rolling plane (ND-RD plane). The EBSD
scan area is 901.5 µm × 999.52 µm, and it was measured with a step size of 1.0 and
0.85 µm in the rolling and normal directions, respectively. This results in 1,039,754
pixels (901 × 1154). Standard metallographic techniques were used to prepare the
specimen for characterisation. Analysis of the EBSD data was performed using the
TSL OIM software. The material used in the present study is a low carbon steel.

Following a standard postprocessing procedure done in the MTEX toolbox [82],
we obtain a grain file of N = 4587 grains containing information about the areas of
the grains V = (vi)

N
i=1; the locations of the centroids of the grains (ci)

N
i=1; the major

and minor axes and orientations of the ellipses best describing the anisotropy of the
grains, thus giving rise to a set of anisotropy matrices Λ = (Ai)

N
i=1. We note here

that the ratio of areas maxi vi
mini vi

> 188, which makes reaching our target accuracy for
the smallest grains particularly challenging. The original EBSD file, the script for
postprocessing in MTEX and the resulting grain file are available through the library
PyAPD [76].

We fit an optimal APD to the grain file data as follows. We take the seeds xi of
the APD to be the centroids returned by MTEX, xi = ci for all i. Similarly, we
take the anisotropy matrices Ai of the APD to be those returned by MTEX. The
weights wi are found using Algorithm 2, to ensure that the APD cells Li have areas
vi (given by MTEX) up to the relative error tolerance ε = 0.01. The inverse pixel
length parameter M is chosen according to (2.10).

The results are presented in Figure 4. The optimal APD that we obtain is 89.53%
accurate, in the sense that this is the proportion of pixels that are assigned to the
correct grain, while achieving a 1% deviation in terms of the areas of the grains.
For reference, the heuristic guess [59] achieves 89.83% pixel-level accuracy, but the
relative error of the areas is 380%. This is also the reason why the heuristic guess
is not always a great initial guess for Algorithm 2 - most of the computation time
is spent getting the areas of the small grains right. The proportion of the pixels
that are correctly assigned could be increased by optimising the choice of xi and
Ai, rather than taking them directly from the data, as in for example [61], where
accuracies of 93-96% are reported (for a different data set), but this comes at a greater
computational cost.

3.4. Generating realistic synthetic microstructures. We now turn our atten-
tion to generating artificial microstructures that are statistically equivalent to the
EBSD data from Section 3.3 with respect to the joint distribution of the aspect
ratios ai/bi, orientations θi, and areas vi of the grains.

To estimate the joint distribution of the grains in the grain file data, we use the
multivariate variant of kernel density estimation implemented in OpenTurns [83].
The fit and the scatter matrix plot in Figure 4 both reveal the statistical dependence
between the grain properties. In particular, we observe that high anisotropy is mostly
observed for grains with small area/volume.

Following the fitting, we sample (vi, ai/bi, θi) from the resulting joint distribution

and use these to construct the anisotropy matrices Ai = A(âi, b̂i, θi); see equation
(2.2). Then we employ Algorithm 3 to obtain an optimal APD with grains of vol-
ume vi. The reason for using Algorithm 3 is to generate more ‘regular’ APDs; the
algorithm has the effect of significantly reducing the number of disconnected grains
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 4. Fitting an optimal APD to EBSD data (see Section 3.3). (A): The original
EBSD scan. The grains are coloured according to their crystallographic orientation.
To be precise, this is the IPF color map parallel to the loading (vertical) direction for
the original EBSD data. (B): The corresponding IPF color map for the optimal APD.
The relative error tolerance is ε = 0.01 = 1%, and the APD took 50.5 s to generate.
(C): A scatter matrix plot of the statistical grain level data from the postprocessed
EBSD data. Ellipse aspect ratio refers to a/b and ellipse angle refers to θ in equation
(2.2). (D): The postprocessed data illustrated in the form of centroids (red dots) and
ellipses.

and non-simply connected grains, or eliminating them altogether. (Note that Algo-
rithm 3 does not require any input for the seeds xi.) To assess whether the artificial
sample is statistically equivalent to the real EBSD data, we perform the two-sample
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for marginal distributions using OpenTurns [83]. The
results are presented in Figure 5.

3.5. Modelling challenging geometries. In our final example, inspired by [84,
Section 3.3], to showcase the versatility of the method with respect to the grain
geometries that it can produce, we create a highly-anisotropic APD imitating a
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(a) (b)

Figure 5. Generating an artificial microstructure (see Section 3.4). (A): A scatter
matrix plot of the artificially generated data, sampled from a distribution fitted to
the EBSD data in Figure 4, with colours representing density (high in bright colours,
low in dark). (B): The resulting optimal APD (with tolerance ε = 0.02 = 2%)
was obtained with Algorithm 3 with 5 iterations of Lloyd’s algorithm and the initial
seed points X0 drawn randomly from the uniform distribution on Ω. This took
266 s to generate. In the absence of crystallographic input, the colours are assigned
randomly. To compare the artificial sample with the real EBSD data, we have run
the two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for marginal distributions. The returned
p-values of 0.973 (grain areas), 0.968 (ellipse aspect ratios) and 0.706 (ellipse angles)
show a high degree of statistical equivalence.

3D-printed stainless steel. This additively-manufactured material from [85] is a
bidirectionally-printed single-track thickness 316L stainless steel wall, built by di-
rected energy deposition. The results are presented in Figure 6.

4. Discussion

In this section we will discuss how our methods compare and fit in with the existing
body of literature and provide an outlook about future work.

Several interesting APD-based approaches to the modelling of microstructure in
metals have been introduced and explored in recent years. Starting with [55], and
more recently in [61], the authors propose various techniques for converting an EBSD
data grain map, which assigns each pixel to a grain, into an APD in such a way that
the number of misassigned pixels is minimised. The control over the area/volume of
the APD grains is introduced via approximate weight-constraints, and the resulting
optimisation problem is a linear programming problem. Still in the realm of trying
to fit an APD directly to pixel-level data, authors in [57] propose a fast stochastic
optimisation-based alternative to the linear programming approaches introduced in
[55]. Yet another approach to direct fitting is the so-called gradient descent-based



ANISOTROPIC POWER DIAGRAMS AND POLYCRYSTALS 17

(a) (b)

Figure 6. (A): The IPF color map parallel to the building direction for the EBSD
scan of a bidirectionally-printed single-track thickness 316L stainless steel wall, with
the inset zooming in on 5 phases. This figure is taken directly from [85]. (B): An
example APD imitating such a 5-phase geometry. It is generated by supplying
anisotropy matrices corresponding to thin ellipses tilted at prescribed angles, and
centroids and volumes ensuring that the ellipses fill the space well. We also add sev-
eral random small grains and run a few iterations Lloyds algorithm (see Algorithm 3).
The overall runtime to generate it was 3 s.

tessellation fitting introduced in [86] in the broader context of generating realistic
artificial Li-ion electrode particle architectures, and extended to APDs in [60].

All of the methods mentioned so far focus on minimising the number of misassigned
pixels. In the example presented in Section 3.3 we present an alternative approach of
first post-processing the EBSD pixel data to obtain a grain file, followed by employing
Algorithm 2 to minimise the area/volume error. It does not explicitly focus on the
pixel-level mismatch, but nonetheless seems to yield a similar (but slightly lower) level
of accuracy. On the other hand, we benefit from the precise fitting of the volumes, and
also, thanks to the GPU-friendly implementation, from a much decreased runtime. At
the same time, any other approach in the literature where APDs need to be computed
may benefit from our GPU-friendly-implementation of Algorithm 1, which computes
APDs three orders of magnitude faster than a baseline CPU implementation, as we
report in Figure 2.

Another set of methods in literature for fitting APDs to EBSD data uses a heuristic
guess for (X,W,Λ) and avoids solving an optimisation problem altogether; see [59,
62]. This carries next to no computational cost and gives a similar (but slightly lower)
pixel misassigment error. However, as we have reported in Section 3.3, the heuristic
guess for W from [59] appears to struggle to get the volumes of the grains right. On
the other hand, using this heuristic as an initial guess seem to reliably improve the
runtime of Algorithm 2 when employed to fit an optimal APD to real EBSD data.

We also wish to mention the work [87], in which the authors considered a grain
growth model using anisotropic Voronoi diagrams (weights wi all equal to zero). In
light of the recent work on grain growth models using APDs in [62], it would be
interesting to see how our optimal APDs can be used to infer quantities such as the
growth velocity of each nucleated grain.

An area in which we think our method is useful is the reliable generation of samples
of realistic synthetic microstructures with prescribed statistical properties, such as
grain sizes and anisotropy. Existing approaches, such as Dream3D [88], Neper
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[18] and Kanapy [89] use (isotropic) power-diagram-based algorithms. Since in any
power diagram the spatial anisotropy of grains is determined primarily by the relative
location of seed points of neighbouring grains many iterations of an optimisation
algorithm may be needed to produce a power diagram with a desired distribution of
anisotropy. In the case of Neper, it is reported in [41] that it took about 4.8 hours
to generate a sample with N = 10, 000 grains in 3D with prescribed anisotropy of
grains. Based on the timings reported in Figure 3, our method is expected to do so in
about 5-10 minutes. (Note, however, that the runtimes in [41] were produced using
CPU hardware from six years ago, so this is not an entirely fair comparison.) An
alternative approach is to employ deep-learning tools (GANs) to generate artificial
microstructures, as done in [90] and in DRAGen [91]. We further note that there is
interest in this task in biology [92].

Moving forward, we would like to accelerate our methods further by employing
adaptable pixel/voxel sizes. We believe that tools for identifying pixels/voxels at the
boundary of a grain developed in [58] will prove useful in this regard. There are some
similar ideas in the optimal transport community too [93]. We expect the idea of
coresets developed in [61] to be similarly helpful in addressing this challenge. Our
library already allows users to manually supply a non-uniform discretisation of the
domain Ω, but it is key for such a procedure to be automated. A local refinement of
the discretisation can be implemented in a GPU-friendly way by employing the idea
of masking.

As demonstrated in Section 3.4, our method exhibits remarkable time efficiency
in generating realistic RVEs with a large number of grains and authentic morphol-
ogy. This capability opens the door to systematically generating a large number of
carefully designed RVEs, particularly required for machine learning and data sci-
ence applications. The demand for creating a substantial quantity of representative
microstructures is fundamental for conducting comprehensive studies in these fields.

Given the speed of our method and recent work on employing machine-learning
tools to learn the evolution of a two-phase microstructure [94], we plan to study the
evolution of a microstructure in steel under deformation, as done recently in [13]. The
evolution of the microstructure could be modelled as a time evolution of an optimal
APD, generated by (Xt,W t,Λt) and the set of target volumes (V t), where t denotes
time.

Finally, apart from the applications in microstructure modelling, we mention that
it would be easy to modify our library PyAPD [76] to solve quite general semi-
discrete optimal transport problems with non-quadratic costs, which might be ben-
eficial to the optimal transport community. Currently our code is limited to the
anisotropic transport cost c(y, xi) = |y − xi|2Ai

, but it could be modified to work for

any cost that can be represented in PyKeOps [67] as a LazyTensor.
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[58] O. Šedivỳ et al. “Data-driven selection of tessellation models describing poly-
crystalline microstructures”. In: Journal of Statistical Physics 172 (2018), pp. 1223–
1246. doi: 10.1007/s10955-018-2096-8.

[59] K. Teferra and D. J. Rowenhorst. “Direct parameter estimation for generalised
balanced power diagrams”. In: Philosophical Magazine Letters 98.2 (2018),
pp. 79–87. doi: 10.1080/09500839.2018.1472399.

[60] L. Petrich et al. “Efficient Fitting of 3D Tessellations to Curved Polycrystalline
Grain Boundaries”. In: Frontiers in Materials 8 (2021). issn: 2296-8016. doi:
10.3389/fmats.2021.760602.

[61] A. Alpers et al. “Turning Grain Maps into Diagrams”. In: SIAM Journal on
Imaging Sciences 16.1 (2023), pp. 223–249. doi: 10.1137/22M1491988.

[62] A. Alpers et al. “Dynamic grain models via fast heuristics for diagram repre-
sentations”. In: Philosophical Magazine 103.10 (2023), pp. 948–968. doi: 10.
1080/14786435.2023.2180679.

[63] C. Jung and C. Redenbach. “An analytical representation of the 2D generalized
balanced power diagram”. In: Computational Geometry 121 (2024), p. 102101.
doi: 10.1016/j.comgeo.2024.102101.

[64] J. Kuhn et al. “Fast methods for computing centroidal Laguerre tessellations
for prescribed volume fractions with applications to microstructure generation
of polycrystalline materials”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and
Engineering 369 (2020), p. 113175. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2020.113175.

[65] J. Feydy. “Geometric data analysis, beyond convolutions”. PhD thesis. Univer-
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