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ABSTRACT

Al-Mg-Si alloys often add small additions of e.g. Mn or Cr, to form dispersoids, which may act as
nucleation sites for Mg,Si particles after homogenization. The purpose is to ensure a high density of
uniformly distributed small 3’-particles, which can be dissolved during further processing prior to the final
age hardening step. However, their density and spatial distribution are critically dependent on the
homogenization procedure. It is therefore important to have a robust and reliable method for assessing their
spatial distribution. In the present work an existing methodology for assessing spatial uniformity, the Global
Shannon Entropy (GSE), has been implemented and evaluated for different dispersoid structures
characterized by scanning electron microscopy. This metric is highly dependent on the parameters used, but
by careful selection of adequate parameters, it can be effective in detecting non-uniformity. An important
weakness with the GSE was identified, and a modification to improve on the ability to differentiate degrees
of non-uniformity is suggested. To evaluate the proposed methodology, the effect of heating rate on
dispersoid precipitation behaviour during homogenisation of four AI-Mg-Si alloys with different
Mn/Cr-content has been investigated. The metric with the new term has demonstrated promising results, and
improved the ability to differentiate degrees of spatial uniformity.
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INTRODUCTION

Al-Mg-Si series alloys are the most common aluminium extrusion alloys and are attractive for
applications in a range of sectors (e.g. construction, automotive and recently also in consumer electronics),
due to their generally good combination of strength, ductility and corrosion resistance. However, their
extrudability and end properties depend critically on the alloy chemistry as well as prior processing
conditions. Coarse B-AlFeSi or Mg.Si-particles typically have a detrimental effect on extrudability, while
small dispersoid particles may affect recrystallization, grain growth and precipitation of Mg and Si. The
strengthening potential in the final age hardening step depends strongly on the amount of Mg and Si in solid
solution after extrusion.

The manner in which these particles are spatially distributed will decide whether the final product
will exhibit uniform properties, and the number density and sizes will determine the extent of the effect. As
such, these are important characteristics.

Al-Mg-Si alloys often have alloy additions like Mn, Cr and Zr, which form dispersoids. With a
relatively high level of Mn, the dispersoids act as recrystallization inhibitors, and their number density and
spatial distribution will have a large influence on the final grain sizes and their uniformity. Dispersoids may
also act as potent nucleation sites for ’-MgSi, which leads to a higher quench sensitivity as the number
density of dispersoids increases. This is generally regarded as a negative effect, as it may reduce the ageing
potential after extrusion. But if the dispersoids can be used to control the precipitation of Mg and Si during
cooling from homogenisation, it may improve the extrudability significantly.

During homogenisation, coarse MgSi particles present after casting or precipitated during heating,
dissolve as the heat treatment proceeds. However, they may re-precipitate during cooling, and reduce the
extrudability of the billets (Bichel et al., 1981; Lohne & Dons, 1983). With a sufficiently slow cooling rate,
Mg and Si precipitate as coarse B-M@,Si particles on grain boundaries in the temperature range of
~525-425°C depending on the alloy composition (Bryant et al., 1989). If these particles are sufficiently large
(> 1 um), they have been found to have a negative impact on the extrusion speed by causing local melting in
the surface area of the billets, as temperature increases during the extrusion process (Reiso et al., 1995; Reiso,
2004). Moreover, if the Mg,Si-particles are large, they will not dissolve during extrusion and, hence, the final
ageing potential is reduced.

However, if the size and spatial distribution of dispersoids are carefully controlled as well as the
cooling rate, the dispersoids may act as nucleation sites for smaller f’-Mg.Si particles precipitating during
cooling after homogenization (formed in the temperature range 425-250°C, if there is Mg and Si left in solid
solution; Bryant and Rise, 1989). These finer B’-precipitates will dissolve as the temperature increases during
extrusion allowing for higher extrusion speeds, while lowering the extrusion pressure as Mg and Si are bound
to non-hardening particles, and leaving Mg and Si available for age hardening after extrusion. However, if
the dispersoids are to act as nucleation agents to control the sizes of the f’-phase, it is critical to control the
dispersoid density and spatial distribution. A low number density of dispersoids should result in larger
B’-particles, while a higher density should yield smaller . As Mg and Si are fairly homogeneously
distributed during homogenisation, a uniform spatial distribution of dispersoids is also essential to ensure
homogeneous precipitation of B” during cooling. If an area is depleted of dispersoids, precipitation of coarse
B-Mg2Si on grain boundaries may occur in that area, and as mentioned above, such coarse particles are
detrimental to the extrudability of the billet (Reiso, 2004; Sheppard, 1999).

In view of the apparent importance of the dispersoid density and spatial distribution on the
precipitation behaviour of Mg,Si-particles after homogenisation, and thus their influence on the subsequent
processing and final ageing potential, it is important to be able to characterize the precipitation behaviour of
dispersoids, both in terms of density and spatial distribution. An important objective of the present study has
therefore been to develop a reliable procedure for the characterization of the density and spatial distribution
of dispersoids in aluminium alloys. Scanning electron microscopy (SEM) has been used to characterize the
dispersoid structures in different aluminium alloys and conditions, while an existing methodology for



assessing spatial uniformity, the Global Shannon Entropy (GSE), has been implemented and evaluated to
assess their spatial distribution. To test and evaluate the proposed methodology, the dispersoid precipitation
behaviour during different homogenisation procedures of four Al-Mg-Si alloys with different Mn/Cr-content
has been investigated.

THEORY

Robust and reliable quantitative methods for assessing the spatial distribution of, e.g. particles and
precipitates in the aluminium matrix have, with a few exceptions (Avrami, 1939, 1940, 1941), mainly been
missing, and today the evaluation is usually done manually and qualitatively by human operators. However,
recent years’ interest in metal matrix nanocomposites (MMNCSs) has resulted in an intensified effort in
implementing mathematical models for the assessment of spatial particle distributions. In these materials,
where nano-sized ceramic particles are embedded into a metal matrix, the uniformity of their distribution is
critical to their performance in terms of mechanical properties (Zhou et al., 2012; Kam et al., 2013) give
thorough reviews of such metrics, and compare their effectiveness in various tests. In these metrics, particles
are treated as dimensionless points, and the resulting patterns are referred to as spatial point patterns. To
provide a reference, patterns of complete spatial randomness (CSR) are created, and a specific pattern of
interest is tested and compared to the CSR pattern to assess their uniformity (or more precisely their
deviation from complete spatial randomness). The CSR patterns are thus regarded as having optimal
uniformity.

There are two main ways of quantifying the uniformity of spatial point patterns, namely with
quadrat-based metrics and distance-based metrics. Distance-based metrics are based on the distances
between each point. However, it is pointed out by Cressie (1993) that it is arbitrary if you choose the nearest
neighbour, second-nearest, third-nearest etc., and this may largely influence the results. Moreover, a problem
arises when a point is located closer to the frame of the image than any other point. This is known as the
“edge-effect”, and several methods have been developed to account for this (Diggle, 2013).

In general, the quadrat-based metrics index of dispersion (ID) and global shannon entropy (GSE)
have been found to be both more effective and convenient than the distance-based metrics, and is therefore
explored further in this study, to assess the spatial distribution of dispersoids in aluminium alloys. The GSE
is an entropic measure, where the probability of a point falling into a certain quadrat, p;, is calculated for each
quadrat in an image grid. The GSE is then calculated through

GSE = {i P; Iog(pi)} log(a); P =X /ixi 1)

where x; is the number of points found in quadrat i. Under perfect uniformity, pi will be equal for all quadrats,
namely pi=1/q, and GSE=1. This ideal situation, however, may only occur under conditions of regularity,
which rarely occur in nature. CSR patterns, which better reflect the ideal for spatial distributions such as
those for dispersoids, will return a GSE lower than 1. How much lower is dependent on the parameters in use.
Moreover, as non-uniformity increases, the GSE decreases until all points are found in one quadrat, and
GSE=0.

In order to assess the GSE metric and its ability to differentiate spatial non-uniformity, the GSE was
calculated from a sample population of 100 spatial synthetic point patterns, to be comparable with the results
from backscatter scanning electron microscopy (SEM). The resolution of the generated images were also set
equal to the SEM images, with an area of, A = 23 - 33 um. Each “image” was given a random number of
points, based on the density chosen, n (average number of points per image). CSR patterns were generated by
assigning random x- and y-coordinates to each point in a pattern, until the amount of points in each pattern,
xi, was fulfilled. To test the efficiency of the GSE metric in detecting non-uniformity, matern cluster patterns
(i.e. clusters, for which the centres are randomly distributed) were chosen, as they have been found to pose
the biggest challenge for the metrics properties (Zhou et al., 2012; Kam et al., 2013). Synthetic cluster
patterns were constructed, with different characteristics in terms of cluster intensity n, amount of points per



cluster, n¢, and spatial distribution of points (distance from cluster center), by varying the standard deviation,
o, of the normal distribution of points within a cluster.

Due to the nature of the quadrat-based metrics, they will necessarily be dependent on the intensity of
points in the patterns. The more points, the higher the metric will score for a given spatial distribution, until
the value saturates at a certain intensity. Non-uniform patterns must therefore always be tested against CSR
patterns with the same average density, n, as a point of reference. This reduces the “smoothing effect”,
making it easier to compare the spatial distribution of samples with different densities. In the current study,
all patterns have been normalized in the following way:

GSE = GSE / GSE @

non—uniform

For the optimum detection power of the metric, the value for g should correspond with the intensity
of points in the image. If there is a large number of quadrats, and few points in the pattern, it will mean that a
large number of quadrats will be empty. This will result in a low GSEcsr, and the detection power of the
metric will be reduced.

An important weakness of the GSE metric is that it does not provide enough spatial information.
The lack of spatial information on the points inside each quadrat was mentioned in the introduction; however,
there is also a lack of information about the order of the quadrats in the grid. For example, the two grids in
Figure 1 represents very different spatial distributions, but the GSE metric cannot distinguish between them,
and will in both cases result in GSE = 0.78. This is a major drawback, and likely the reason why Zhou et al.
(2012) and Kam et al. (2013) found the metric to perform poorly at large g’s. Intuitively, large q’s should
provide a higher resolution and therefore improved accuracy. In fact, ideally, using large enough g’s should
result in the resolution approaching that of distance-based metrics, however, GSE in its current form is not
able to benefit from the larger amount of information available when using a higher resolution.

Metrics which account for the location of the quadrats in the grid are called spatial auto-correlation
measures. Kam et al. (2013) included four such metrics for which the Local Gi (LG) had the best detection
power. However, it still scored well below the index of dispersion (ID) and the GSE, and the question is
whether instead a new term may be added to the GSE to account for this problem, to combine the best of both
worlds.
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Figure 1. Two spatial point patterns that the GSE parameter is not able to differentiate.

The new term would require the ability to determine whether quadrats with large counts are
confined to certain areas in the image, and quadrats with small counts to others. A simple model of how this
could be solved is described below. For high q’s and under CSR conditions, the quadrats with no (or a small
amount of) points will be evenly distributed. This means that as you move along the rows or columns in the
grid, the value of the quadrats should increase and decrease regularly. For example, in the grid to the left in
Figure 1 above, moving downwards in column 1, the quadrat value will first decrease from 2 to 0, then
increase to 2, before it decreases to 0 again, and so on. If there is non-uniformity, the amount of times an
increase or a decrease occurs, should be lower than for CSR, as can be seen in the grid to the right in Figure 1.



In the present work, it is suggested that the GSE metric can be improved by including the amount of
times the mean is crossed for each row and column in the grid. The new term would thus be the counts of
crossings of the mean for a non-uniform pattern, c¥;,n—uniform NOrmalized to that of the CSR, cXcsr. A
modified GSE could then be described by

& C;SEnon—uniform C)znon—uniform
GSE*=GSE -cX = — @)
GSECSR CXCSR

It is necessary to point out that this approach will fail if the spatial distribution approaches
uniformity. In such a case, the graph would have a very low amount of crossings, or even none, as it would
rest on (or close to) the mean. However, as was mentioned earlier, regularity rarely occurs in nature, and this
should not be an issue when dealing with dispersoid distributions. Under CSR, as illustrated in Figure 2, the
number of crossings increases with the intensity of points in the pattern, until it saturates at approximately
half of the maximum amount of crossings possible. That is, for ¢ = 8 - 6 = 48, the maximum amount of
crossings is cxlsx* =7 - 6 + 5 - 8 = 82. Thus the number of crossings for g = 48 saturates at 41, as seen in
Figure 2, and this behaviour is the same for all values of q. It is also noted that there are drops in each graph,
and the drop seems to occur when the intensity of points is equal to an integer multiplied by q (N - g = n, or
n/g=1,2,3...). This may be related to an effect of regularity as it then would be possible for every square to be
occupied by N points, which could result in a low number of crossings.
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Figure 2. The count of crossings of the mean as a function of point intensity. The drop in the plot may be due
to this being the optimal q for the specific point intensity (see text).

An important question to be answered with respect to this new term is if it will improve the precision
of the GSE metric. However, an assessment must also be made to show how it influences the ability of the
GSE metric in differentiating degrees of non-uniformity in spatial point patterns. Figure 3 exemplifies four
different point distributions with different degrees of clustering (non-uniformity).

Figure 4a-d show the corresponding variation of the metrics GSE and GSE* for different point
intensities n, in each case, as a function of number of quadrats, g. The graphs all have clusters of n. = 5, but
different o (= 2, 5, and 8). As the non-uniformity approaches CSR, it is seen that the required q for optimal
detection power decreases, i.e. the minimum peak of the curves is shifted towards smaller q’s. As the patterns
become more uniform for spatial distributions that approach CSR, a low q is thus necessary to detect
non-uniformity. However, it is also apparent that most of the curves for the different degrees of
non-uniformity separate as q increases. This means that the metric’s ability to differentiate the different
spatial distributions is higher for larger q’s, as long as the non-uniformity is large enough to be detected.



Figure 3. Examples of the spatial point distributions generated and tested in Figure 4, with a) CSR, b)
sigma=8 ¢) sigma=>5, and d) sigma=2.

It is suggested that the difficulty in detecting vague non-uniformity with higher ’s may be related to
the problem of the relative localization of the quadrats, discussed in the previous section. The graphs of
GSE™* are indeed different, and seem to have a better detection power for larger q’s, compared to the original
GSE. Moreover, the differences between the different degrees of non-uniformity are larger, suggesting a
better ability to differentiate. The new expression does, however, seem to be unstable for lower Q’s,
indicating that larger g’s in this case leads to both better stability and resolution. To reveal how the GSE and
GSE* may be used in practice, an experimental study will be presented in the next sections.
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Figure 4. The effect of g on the deviation from CSR. The different graphs represent different degrees of
clustering, with 6=2 being closest to CSR. a) n=10, b) n=50, ¢) n=120, d) n=180.



EXPERIMENTAL
Materials and Methods

Four alloys were DC-cast at Hydro Sunndalsgra, and samples were cut out of the billets at a distance
of ~3-4 cm from the centre and ~2 cm from the edge. The chemical composition for this material is listed in
Table 1. The samples were homogenised in an air furnace at a final holding temperature of 575°C, for 2 hours
and 15 minutes. Three different heating rates were used, and all samples were water quenched upon removal.
The heating rate denoted “Normal” was chosen according to a typical industrial heating rate, using a five
stage heating procedure set to an average of 4.6 °C/min until reaching 525 °C, and subsequently 1.0 °C/min
until reaching the final temperature. The “Slow” heating rate was chosen to be % - “Normal” (i.e. an average
of 2.3°C/min from 25-525°C), while the “Fast” was set to 2 - “Normal”. As a consequence of the different
heating rates, the total amount of time in the furnace was different for each heating rate.

Samples were prepared by grinding and polishing for the microstructure investigation. Dispersoid
characteristics were studied in a scanning electron microscope (SEM), Zeiss Ultra 55 LE. Back-scatter
electron (BSE) imaging was used to obtain a Z-contrast and separate the Mn-dispersoids from the matrix.
The acceleration voltage was set to 4 kV to minimize the penetration volume, and a working distance of 7.3
mm was found optimal for the BSE detector. 100 such images were taken of each alloy and heating rate and
these were taken in a straight line through the samples, covering a distance of 1500 um, and crossing
approximately 18-22 grains. The total area covered was ~0.036 mm? for each sample.

The images were analyzed in the software IMT iSolution. Thresholding was carried out manually
for each image, and the final result compared to each original image. Only dispersoids of sizes from 20-300
nm in diameter were accepted. Mathworks’ software Matlab was used as the main tool in order to execute the
different calculations in the evaluation of the GSE metric.

Table 1. Alloys investigated in this study. The compositions are shown in wt%, and are averages of 4 XRD
scans of each billet.

Alloy Si Mg Fe Mn Cr Cu
6063 0.52 0.47 0.22 0.05 - -
6005 0.59 0.55 0.19 0.14 - 0.11
6061 0.67 0.84 0.23 0.06 0.08 0.24
6082 1.03 0.66 0.21 0.51 - -

Experimental Results: Number Density and Area Fraction of Dispersoids

Figure 5 shows results for the number density and % area of both alloys. Here, the “Slow” heating
rate has been chosen as a reference, and the variation in dispersoid density is expressed as percent change
with increasing heating rate. No significant differences was seen in the number density measurements for
alloy 6063 when increasing the heating rate from “Slow” to “Normal”, however, increasing to the “Fast”
heating rate resulted in a ~30% drop in dispersoid density. A similar development was seen for the % area
measurements. With increasing heating rates, the area covered by dispersoids was also found to decrease, but
this time also between “Slow” and Normal”. This behaviour of the % area is also found for alloy 6005,
although less pronounced. However, for this alloy, the number density increased slightly with increasing
heating rate. Due to the higher Mn content, both larger dispersoid densities and % areas are found in this
alloy. Large variations in dispersoid density and % area between the images are also seen, expressed by the
standard deviations, and indicating a non-uniform spatial distribution. The heating rate has more or less the
same effect on the dispersoid density in alloys 6082 and 6005. However, in contrast, the % area of
dispersoids in alloy 6082 remains more or less unchanged. The Cr content in alloy 6061 clearly made the
dispersoid density less sensitive to differences in heating rate. The % area, however, decreased somewhat
when increasing the heating rate from “Slow” to “Normal”. Finally, by examining the % area plot, it may be



seen that the largest percent change with increasing heating rate is found for the leanest alloy, and the percent
change decreases with increasing alloying content.

The results concerning the spatial distribution of dispersoids, in terms of the original GSE and the
modified GSE*, are presented in Table 2. Different values for q and g*, referring to GSE and GSE¥*,
respectively, were selected based on the discussion in Section 2. Q was set to correspond to g/n=1, and g*
was chosen based on when the number of crossings in Figure 2 stabilizes. Both GSE and GSE* show a clear
decrease with increasing heating rate for alloys 6063 and 6005, but the modified metric shows lower values
than the original GSE. For 6061 and 6082 the trends are not clear. The GSE and GSE* for the 6061 alloy
seem to decrease, but the trend is very weak. The same trend is, however, observed in the relative standard
deviation, s/X, showing the variation between the images, though also weak. Finally, 6082 shows no trend as
the “Normal” heating rate resulted in the poorest spatial distribution.

In addition to the GSE and GSE* which return results about the spatial distribution inside the
images, it may be useful to assess the variation in density between the images. A measure for this is the
relative standard deviation, which increases with increasing non-uniformity, and is also found in Table 2. It
corresponds quite well with the results from the GSE analysis, and is thus an independent metric that
supports these results of the GSE and GSE*.
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Figure 5. Percent change in dispersoid number density (a) and %area (b) as a function of heating rate.

Table 2. The results from the GSE analysis.

Alloy Hi";';g n q/q*  GSE o/% GSE*
Slow 1879 12/99 090 0.56 0.80
6063 Normal 1888 12199  0.86 0.59 0.76
Fast 1362 12/99 079 0.73 0.71
Slow 4979 48/180 0.7 0.26 0.92
6005 Normal 5555  48/180  0.95 0.34 0.84
Fast 5818  48/180  0.93 0.41 0.80
Slow 12010 1200224 0.96 0.42 0.81
6061 Normal 11496  120/224  0.95 0.49 0.80
Fast 12257 1201224 0.95 05 0.78
Slow 18347  180/288  0.99 0.15 0.91
6082 Normal 20678  180/288  0.98 0.22 0.84
Fast 22304  180/288  0.99 0.17 0.87




In Table 2 the trend seems to be the same for both the original and the modified GSE. In general, the
GSE and the GSE* scores higher for slower heating rates, indicating a more uniform spatial distribution.
According to Table 2, both the GSE and the GSE* decreases steadily with increasing heating rate for the two
low-Mn alloys, 6063 and 6005. Moreover, the relative standard deviation of the density between the images
is very high in each condition, and shows the same trend towards a more non-uniform spatial distribution for
faster heating rates. The 6061 alloy seems to have a weaker trend than the above mentioned, and indicates
that the higher precipitation temperature or slower diffusivity of the Cr-containing alloy makes the dispersoid
density and spatial distribution less sensitive to changes in heating rate for the alloy compositions in
question. The results from the 6082 alloy are more difficult to interpret, and are somewhat different for GSE
and GSE*. There is no trend, but there is quite a big difference between the GSE and the GSE* results. GSE*
seems to pick up some information the GSE does not.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The main objective of the current study was to assess methods for evaluating the spatial distribution
of dispersoids. Several methods have been developed, but many of these are not sufficiently precise or easy
to implement. An attractive feature of the GSE is its simplicity. It only requires point coordinates or the count
in each square of the grid, and the rest can be automated. The choice of using the quadrat-based method is
based partly on convenience, but of course also on efficiency. The GSE proved to have the most efficient
detection power in the studies by properties by Zhou et al. (2012) and Kam et al. (2013), but also gave
indications of an ability to differentiate degrees of spatial uniformity. The latter was dismissed by Zhou et al.
(2012) due to overlapping intensity distributions. However, these were only partially overlapping for the
GSE, and could clearly be distinguished from each other. Zhou’s conclusion was based on an interest in
evaluating whether one image has a certain spatial distribution, and this is not a relevant concern in the
present study. At high magnifications, such as those needed when studying dispersoids, both density and
spatial distribution may vary significantly from image to image, and the main concern is thus whether a
sample population of images differs from another.

Figure 6 shows how the GSE metric consistently picks up the differences in spatial distribution as
the cluster parameters are gradually changed. This indicates that the GSE indeed is able to differentiate
spatial uniformity of sample populations. However, the graph where only ¢ is changed shows that the ability
to differentiate decreases as the spatial distribution approaches uniformity. This is also what was pointed out
by Zhou et al. (2012), where the largest overlaps were seen close to CSR. However, the effect of each
incremental change of o on uniformity becomes smaller as ¢ increases. The behaviour of the graph is thus a
result of the spatial distribution changing less, and is not caused by problems with the metric. Although this is
true, it is also obvious that the necessity to differentiate spatial uniformity disappears as it approaches
uniformity.

A problem appears, however, when the point intensity is large. This is seen in Table 2, where the
GSE of 6082 is almost 1. By visual inspection of the relevant BSE micrographs (not included here), it is
obvious that this cannot be accurate. The question is whether GSE* can improve the sensitivity of the metric.
This effect was already seen in Figure 5, where the graphs are more spaced than for the GSE. Moreover, this
is again expressed in Table 2 where GSE™* shows the same trend as for the GSE, but with lower values. It also
seems to pick up information in the analyses of 6061 and 6082 that GSE cannot. These results are, however,
ambiguous.



Clustering distance (c)

10 Q ' ' ' 1 L

GSE

—e&— # Clustering points Y
—-O— Clustering distance

0,6

o] 2 4 6 ] 10

# clustering points
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In Table 2 the trend seems to be the same for both the original and the modified GSE. In general, the
GSE and the GSE* scores higher for slower heating rates, indicating a more uniform spatial distribution.
Earlier studies have found the spatial distribution of both Cr- and Mn-containing alloys to be dependent on
the heating rate (Lodgaard & Ryum, 2000b). In general, both a slower heating rate, and a lower
homogenisation temperature seems to promote a more uniform spatial distribution (Lodgaard & Ryum,
2000a; Lodgaard & Ryum, 2000b). In Lodgaard & Ryum’s study (2000a; 2000b; 2000c), Cr-containing
alloys required a slower heating rate than the Mn-containing alloys, and the critical heating rates for a
homogeneous spatial distribution were far above the one’s used in the current study. However, the alloys
used were also much denser, and this may have a significant effect. According to Table 2, both the GSE and
the GSE* decreases steadily with increasing heating rate for the two low-Mn alloys, 6063 and 6005.
Moreover, the relative standard deviation of the density between the images is very high in each condition,
and shows the same trend towards a more non-uniform spatial distribution for faster heating rates. The 6061
alloy seems to have a weaker trend than the above mentioned, and indicates that the higher precipitation
temperature or slower diffusivity of the Cr-containing alloy makes the dispersoid density and spatial
distribution less sensitive to changes in heating rate for the alloy compositions in question. The results from
the 6082 alloy are more difficult to interpret, and are somewhat different for GSE and GSE*. There is no
trend, but there is quite a big difference between the GSE and the GSE* results. GSE* seems to pick up some
information that the GSE does not.

To summarize it may concluded the Global Shannon Entropy (GSE) metric with a careful selection
of relevant parameters, is an adequate metric for the detection of non-uniformity of dispersoid structures in
Al-Mg-Si-alloys. Moreover with the new term it has been demonstrated that the ability to differentiate
degrees of spatial uniformity has improved.
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