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Learning ORDER-Aware Multimodal

Representations for Composite Materials Design
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Abstract—Artificial intelligence (Al) has shown remarkable success in materials discovery and property prediction, particularly for
crystalline and polymer systems where material properties and structures are dominated by discrete graph representations. Such
graph-central paradigm breaks down on composite materials, which possess continuous and nonlinear design spaces that lack
well-defined graph structures. General composite descriptors, e.g., fiber volume and misalignment angle, cannot fully capture the fiber
distributions that fundamentally determine microstructural characteristics, necessitating the integration of heterogeneous data sources
through multimodal learning. Existing alignment-oriented multimodal frameworks have proven effective on abundant crystal or polymer
data under discrete, unique graph-property mapping assumptions, but fail to address the highly continuous composite design space
under extreme data scarcity. In this work, we introduce ORDinal-aware imagE-tabulaR alignment (ORDER), a multimodal pretraining
framework that establishes ordinality as a core principle for composite material representations. ORDER ensures that materials with

similar target properties occupy nearby regions in the latent space, which effectively preserves the continuous nature of composite
properties and enables meaningful interpolation between sparsely observed designs. We evaluate ORDER on a public
Nanofiber-enforced composite dataset and an internally curated dataset that simulates the construction of carbon fiber T700 with
diverse fiber distributions. ORDER achieves consistent improvements over state-of-the-art multimodal baselines across property
prediction, cross-modal retrieval, and microstructure generation tasks. Our work demonstrates learning semantically continuous
multimodal features are fundamental for composite materials, and provides a reliable pathway toward data-efficient universal

multimodal intelligent systems.

1 INTRODUCTION

Materials science forms the foundation for technological
innovation across diverse fields, from semiconductors and
catalysis to energy storage and biomedicine [1]. Historically,
materials discovery has relied on heuristic experimentation,
theory, or computational approaches [2], [3]. While foun-
dational, these methods remain labor-intensive and time-
consuming [4], [5], requiring years to progress from discov-
ery to deployment. Recent advances in machine learning,
especially deep learning, have inspired data-driven tech-
niques in materials science [6]], [7], substantially accelerating
the research process [8]. These methods extract vast knowl-
edge and patterns from large-scale materials databases.
They primarily operate on string descriptors or graph struc-
tures to encode key information such as chemical composi-
tions, crystal parameters, processing conditions, and have
demonstrated remarkable effectiveness in tasks including
property prediction [9], [10], materials design [11], and
structure-application mapping [12]. While recent character-
ization techniques generate diverse data modalities, such as
microscopy images revealing microstructural features [13]]
and X-ray diffraction patterns providing crystallographic
information [14], they typically serve as complementary
verification or alternative representations of information
already encoded in material graph structures. For widely-
researched materials like crystals and polymers, their graph
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representations sufficiently reflect material structure and
properties in most applications [15], [16].

However, this landscape changes for composite mate-
rials. Unlike crystals or polymers, composite properties are
determined by the continuous, nonlinear, and infinitely vari-
able fiber distributions within the polymer matrix, which
discrete graph-based representations cannot encode. Gen-
eral tabular descriptors for composites (e.g., fiber volume
fraction and mean misalignment angle) constrain only high-
level material compositions but fail to capture the spatial
fiber distributions. Furthermore, the nonlinear property-
structure relationships result in dramatic property changes
triggered by minor changes in fiber arrangements [17].
Therefore, the fiber spatial distributions reflected in mi-
croscopy images become essential for composite materi-
als, motivating us to unify coarse compositional control
(in tabular descriptors) with actual fiber distributions (mi-
crostructural images) using multimodal pretraining tech-
niques, such as Contrastive Language-Image Pretraining
(CLIP) [18]. CLIP establishes a shared latent space where
paired features (such as images and texts) from the same
sample are drawn together while unpaired ones are pushed
apart. This alignment framework has been extended to vari-
ous modalities including tabular data [19], [20]], videos [21],
and audio [22]. It has also been proven effective in material
science: MultiMat [10] constructs a unified latent space
for crystalline with modalities including density of states,
charge density, and text descriptions, enabling materials
property prediction and discovery. Khan et al. [12] lever-
age powder X-ray diffraction patterns, chemical precursors,
and crystal graphs to create synthesis-to-application maps
for metal-organic frameworks. Huang et al. [9] develop a
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multimodal dataset encompassing chemical precursors, 2D
graphs, 3D geometries, fingerprints, and textual descrip-
tions for polymer materials.

These approaches demonstrate strong performance on
abundant crystal and polymer data, whose multimodal
representation pairs, e.g., graph structures and target prop-
erties, are typically discrete and uniquely associated. How-
ever, these conditions break down for composite materi-
als, where fiber distribution, orientation, and density vary
continuously within the design space. Moreover, the ex-
treme data scarcity in composite materials poses a critical
challenge: with limited multimodal samples (generally hun-
dreds) representing less than 0.001% of possible configura-
tions, how to enable reliable materials design and under-
stand across unobserved regions of this vast design space?
Current multimodal methods for material science [10], [12],
[23] treats materials as discrete entities to be matched across
modalities, which lack the ability to interpolate between
sparse samples or preserve the property continuity essential
for inverse design.

In this work, we argue that ordinality should serve
as a core organizing principle for multimodal learning in
composite materials. We propose ORDinal-aware imagE-
tabulaR alignment (ORDER), a multimodal pretraining
framework that constructs a latent space reflecting both
cross-modal alignment and ordinal property characteris-
tics. Beyond learning correspondence between tabular de-
scriptors and microstructural images, ORDER ensures that
materials with similar target properties are embedded in
nearby regions, thereby preserving the semantic continuity
of composite design spaces and enable effective learning
from sparse observations. Our key design to achieve this
is ordinal-aware contrastive learning within each modality,
which draws closer samples with similar target properties.
To optimize against current multimodal contrastive learning
process that equally separates any mismatch pair while not
disturbing its cross-modal alignment effect, one straightfor-
ward solution is to weight the two objectives appropriately
but requires grid-search on validation data. To achieve
adaptive and dynamic weighting on any dataset, we further
introduce preference-guided multitask learning [24] to en-
sure Pareto optimal of the bi-objective optimization process.
In accordance with prior work [23], we focus on aligning
tabular and visual modalities, as descriptor and property
information is typically documented in tabular form while
microscopy images provide complementary microstructural
details. While existing approaches usually resort to training
smaller neural networks [25]] due to the limited multimodal
composite datasets, we instead propose to adapt the vision
transformer [26] from the pretrained CLIP model [18] using
parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) [27].

We evaluate ORDER on two real-world multimodal
composite datasets: the public Nanofiber-enforced com-
posite dataset from [23], and our in-house multimodal
dataset on carbon fiber T700 (CF-T700): a high-strength,
intermediate-grade material known for its excellent balance
of stiffness, power, and durability. We exploit the vast de-
sign space and obtain corresponding target properties and
microstructure images to form this first multimodal dataset
for CF-T700. Experimental results show that ORDER not
only achieves superior retrieval accuracy but also retrieves
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physically meaningful candidates. The aligned and ordinal
multimodal representations proven to be universally effec-
tive for target property prediction and generative modeling
tasks. We show that ORDER addresses the challenge of
learning the infinite continuous design space under extreme
data scarcity, providing both a practical framework and
fundamental insight for composite materials.

2 RESULTS
2.1 Construction of Composite dataset

We propose the multimodal CFRP dataset (referred to as
the Composite data for the rest of the paper) to enable the
construction of vision-tabular models. CFRP is a composite
material made of a polymer matrix (e.g., epoxy) and carbon
fibers (as reinforcement). Specifically, we focus on the vary-
ing random unidirectional carbon fibers in epoxy matrix
of the CF-T700 material. We alter the volume fraction (Vf)
in the composite and explore different mean misalignment
angle (MMA) of the fibers as descriptors. Based on the
Representative Volume Element (RVE) [28] method from
the Ansys Material Designer software, we simulate the
corresponding microstructures and target properties (tensile
yield strength, elongation) of the input descriptors. We mod-
eled 436 different descriptor combinations with Vf ranging
from 0.32 to 0.65 and MMA ranging from 0 to 5 degrees,
and obtain their corresponding tabular-image pairs for our
Composite dataset. More details are in Section [4.1}

2.2 Ordinal-aware image-tabular alignment

We present ORDER (ORDinal-aware imagE-tabulaR align-
ment), a multimodal pretraining framework that not only
captures cross-modal relationships but also preserves prop-
erty ordinality inherent in composite material data. Figure
illustrates the representation learning stage of ORDER and
diverse downstream applications based on the pretrained
multimodal representations.

The pretraining procedure operates on the Compos-
ite datasets described in Section as well as a public
Nanofiber dataset [23]. The inputs include descriptors in
tabular form and corresponding microstructural images.
Denote the iy, input vision microstructure as v;, and its cor-
responding table feature (descriptor in tabular form) as ¢;.
In the second step of Figure[Th, ORDER introduces a vision
encoder E, and table encoder E; to process the original
image and tabular inputs, respectively, and map them to a
shared latent feature space: h! = Ey(t;), hY = E,(v;), where
ht,hY € R? are d—dimension features of tabular and vision
modality, respectively.

ORDER pursues two complementary objectives. First,
cross-modal alignment ensures that feature similarity be-
tween matched image-tabular pairs is higher than that
of mismatched pairs: sim(hf,hy) > sim(hf,h?) for all
i # j € [1,N], where N denotes the dataset size. Fol-
lowing established multimodal learning approaches [18],
we employ cross-modal contrastive loss Eahgn to achieve
this alignment (upper panel of Figure [1p, stage 3). This
objective pulls closer features from corresponding image-
tabular pairs while pushing away mismatched cross-modal
pairs and same-modality pairs. However, as illustrated in
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Fig. 1. a The pretraining pipeline of ORDER. Step 1, raw composite data images and target properties are obtained by simulating on various
descriptors, and organized as pairs. Step 2, paired tabular descriptors and microstructure images are encoded into a shared latent space via
dedicated encoders. Step 3, we apply cross-modal contrastive learning between modalities to enforce image-tabular alignment, and ordinal-
aware contrastive learning within each modality to produce property-ordered embeddings. Preference-guided multitask optimization addresses
potential conflicts during the bi-objective optimization. Step 4, the training process yields an aligned and ordinal-aware multimodal latent space.
b Downstream tasks. The pretrained features are then frozen and serve as the initial starting point for various downstream tasks: (i) Cross-
modal retrieval by finding the most similar candidate features with the query feature. The ordinal awareness encoded in features ensures physically
meaningful candidates. (ii) Property prediction by training lightweight prediction heads based on the pre-aligned features. (iii) Descriptor-conditioned
microstructure generation from tabular inputs. Based on the pretrained feature space, a prior network is trained to translate tabular features into
image features and a decoder network learns to reverse them into images.

stage 3 of Figure [Th, the standard alignment loss treats
all negative pairs equally and ignores the continuous and
ordinal characteristics of material property values. Con-
sequently, the resulting feature space may position mate-
rials with distinct properties in near regions, potentially
confusing downstream tasks. To address this limitation,
ORDER'’s second objective enforces ordinal awareness in the
learned representations. Inspired by Zha et al. [29], we apply
contrastive loss Loqer Within each modality to ensure that
samples with similar target properties are embedded closer
in the feature space. As depicted in the lower panel of
Figure([Th (stage 3), this objective produces a continuous and
ordered feature distribution aligned with property values.
By combining cross-modal alignment and ordinal-aware
objectives, ORDER constructs a multimodal latent space
that is both semantically aligned and property-ordered. But
optimizing these dual objectives can introduce conflicting
gradients; to be more specific, cross-modal alignment loss

may push apart image features of materials with similar
properties, while ordinal-aware loss draws them together.
We propose two strategies to mitigate these conflicts: (1)
ORDER-« weights the two objectives with a fixed hyperpa-
rameter o determined via grid search, and (2) ORDER-dyn
dynamically adjust the weights on the losses during train-
ing with preference-guided multitask learning [24]. In our
experiments, we empirically show that ORDER-a achieves
better performance on certain tasks with grid search, while
the hyperparameter-free ORDER-dyn exhibits robust per-
formance across diverse downstream tasks. The scarcity of
fully annotated multimodal materials datasets has led previ-
ous approaches to initialize vision encoders with unimodal
models such as ResNet50 [25], constraining model capac-
ity. ORDER instead adopts the pretrained Vision Trans-
former from CLIP [18], a large-scale vision-language
foundation model. We demonstrate that parameter-efficient
fine-tuning (PEFT) enables effective knowledge trans-
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Fig. 2. a Cross-modal retrieval results w.r.t. accuracy with varying number of retrieved candidates (k). ORDER variants consistently outperform
vanilla cross-modal contrastive learning (CMCL) and MatMCL. b Examples on top-5 retrieved images given tabular descriptors. The left panel
shows query descriptors and the corresponding ground-truth image. The middle panel shows top-5 retrieved examples, with their target property
values displayed beneath each retrieved item. Samples with green borders represent correct retrievals (ground truth), while red borders indicate
unwanted candidates with substantially different target properties. The right panel presents statistics of the properties of retrieved samples. ORDER
achieves markedly lower property deviation errors across retrieved candidates. ¢ Examples on top-5 retrieved descriptors given a query image.
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TABLE 1
Root mean square error (RMSE) of prediction tasks on Composite and Nanofiber datasets using pretrained tabular and image features. Each
column refers to one target property to forecast. Best results for each property are bolded.

Tabular features

Image features

Nanofiber Composite Nanofiber Composite

Method frac. elon. elastic tangent yield Yield P Elon. Method frac. elon. elastic tangent yield Yield P Elon.
Modality-specific baselines

TabPFN 3.134 17.852  0.086 0.093 2546 209.755 0.0018 | ResNet50  2.665 23.932  0.099 0.101 2427 227.339 0.0020
XGBoost 2993 17474 0.094 0.104  2.537 205301 0.0019 | ViT-B/16 2653 23.570 0.095 0.096 2333 231.743 0.0020
CatBoost ~ 3.105 16.036 0.094  0.102  2.568 200.671 0.0017 | ResNetl01 2.686 24.135 0.103 0.104 2466 203.963 0.0016
LightGBM 3.077 18.663  0.099 0.113  2.697 204.357 0.0021 | ViT-B/32 2.729 23.447 0.101 0.103  2.478 211.346 0.0016
Multimodal pretraining - ViT-B/16

MatMCL 2912 20.244 0.086 0.100  2.359 235361 0.0018 | MatMCL 2.625 24.096 0.096 0.095 2.240 255.027 0.0021
CMCL 2632 20.376  0.086 0.097 2240 234.221 0.0019 | CMCL 2.560 24982  0.094 0.095 2267 232319 0.0019
Ours-dyn 1992 14.814 0.061 0.069 1.542 194.615 0.0017 | Ours-dyn 2.210 23.348  0.082 0.080 1.888 189.706 0.0017
Ours-or 1.702 11.992  0.061 0.072  1.785 194936 0.0016 | Ours-o 2155 22118 0.086 0.076  1.962 140.205 0.0011
Multimodal pretraining - ViT-B/32

MatMCL 2.870 19.618 0.094 0.101 2.384 225.647 0.0018 | MatMCL 2.773 24267 0.097 0.100  2.408 262.969 0.0021
CMCL 2.875 21.658 0.096 0.106 2483 229.282 0.0018 | CMCL 2.691 25441 0.101 0.102  2.452 229407 0.0019
Ours-dyn  1.977 14.600  0.070 0.068  1.513 196.793 0.0017 | Ours-dyn 2309 23.276 0.089 0.087 1977 185.248 0.0016
Ours-ar 1.795 11.437 0.065 0.063 1.731 195462 0.0017 | Ours-or 2177 22.811 0.084 0.079 1.923 139.532 0.0011

fer: the rich pretrained representations in CLIP are pre-
served while domain-specific materials knowledge is in-
jected using only hundreds of paired samples. For the tabu-
lar encoder, we employ FI-Transformer [30] following pre-
vious work [23]]. Both encoders are frozen after pretraining
and the learned multimodal representations are applied to
downstream tasks (Figure [1p). Detailed pretraining process
can be found in Section 4.3

We evaluate ORDER'’s representation quality on our
Composite dataset and the public Nanofiber dataset,
through diverse downstream tasks including cross-modal
retrieval, property prediction, and microstructure genera-
tion. The following sections present comprehensive exper-
imental results across these tasks.

2.3 Cross-modal retrieval results

Cross-modal retrieval aims to identify the most relevant
counterpart in one modality given a query in a different
modality, which is fundamental to multimodal materials
informatics and inverse design. Without additional fine-
tuning, the cosine similarities between ORDER-pretrained
features can be computed, as illustrated in Figure [Ip(i) and
detailed in Section We benchmark ORDER-dyn and
ORDER-« (denoted as Ours-dyn and Ours-o in figures)
against two baselines: (1) vanilla Cross-Modal Contrastive
Learning (CMCL) with PEFT, and (2) MatMCL [23], a state-
of-the-art image-tabular pretraining framework for mate-
rial data. All methods employ identical vision and tabular
backbones (ViT-B/16) to ensure fair comparison. Results are
presented in Figure

Figure [2a presents quantitative Top-k retrieval perfor-
mance, where k denotes the number of retrieved candi-
dates. Retrieval is deemed successful if the the correct
corresponding counterpart is included in appears among
the k candidates. Both ORDER variants and CMCL substan-
tially outperform MatMCL across all tasks, demonstrating
that PEFT effectively transfers domain-specific materials
knowledge into foundation models while preserving their
pretrained capabilities. ORDER-« achieves optimal perfor-
mance in most cases through our proposed two variants.
ORDER-dyn attains comparable accuracy to CMCL using
dynamically adapted weights. Notably, incorporating intra-

modal ordinal-aware contrastive loss may introduce con-
flicted gradients during cross-modal alignment, potentially
limiting raw retrieval accuracy gains. However, this tradeoff
is intentional. Our primary objective is not just maximiz-
ing Top-k accuracy, but rather constructing a physically
meaningful feature space. We therefore assess representa-
tion quality through downstream task performance and the
physical soundness of retrieved candidates. In practical in-
verse design scenarios, researchers and practitioners seek to
identify multiple candidates with target properties similar
to a query sample for subsequent experimental validation.
Standard Top-k accuracy metrics only verify ground-truth
inclusion but disregard the quality of remaining candidates,
which limits its practicability in material applications.

To address the limitation of the current Top-k metric,
we analyze the target property distributions of all retrieved
items to evaluate their overall quality (Figure [2b,c). We
examine material properties such as yield strength and elon-
gation, which dictate material characteristics and fidelity.
Green-bordered samples indicate ground-truth matches,
while red-bordered samples deviate substantially from the
query. We can observe that, by the definition of Top-k re-
trieval accuracy (k = 5 in our case), all examples are ‘correct’
retrievals since they include the ground truth. However,
the quality of non-ground-truth candidates differs dramat-
ically between ORDER and MatMCL. MatMCL frequently
retrieves candidates with target properties deviating from
the query sample. We show that the average property
difference between ground truth and all retrieved items
is considerably higher for MatMCL than for ORDER. This
discrepancy arises because MatMCL enforces only cross-
modal alignment, treating all negative samples equivalently
regardless of their ordinal properties. In contrast, ORDER’s
ordinal-aware objective ensures that materials with simi-
lar target properties cluster together in the feature space,
yielding retrieval sets where all candidates exhibit relevant
property values. The above limitations are also observable in
CMCL, suggesting the need of explicit ordinal constraints.

2.4 Property prediction performances

Accurately predicting target material characteristics from
input features is one of the essential tasks in materials
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Fig. 3. Target property prediction performance on Composite and Nanofiber datasets. For multimodal pretraining methods (ORDER, MatMCL,
CMCL), extracted features are frozen and used to train an MLP for property prediction. All multimodal pretraining methods use ViT-B/16 as backbone.

ORDER achieves substantial improvements on both datasets compared

with multimodal and modality-specific baselines. The modality-fusion

results (highlighted with borders and shadows) bring even better performances by incorporating both modality strengths.

science, as it enables materials design by bypassing costly
experimental characterization. This task typically operates
on tabular data, where established tabular-specific meth-
ods such as XGBoost [31], TabPFN [32], CatBoost
and LightGBM have demonstrated strong performance.
As ORDER is a multimodal framework involving image
and tabular modalities, we additionally evaluate vision-
based prediction capabilities by comparing against general
vision models including ImageNet-pretrained ResNet50,
ResNet101 and Vision Transformer (ViT-B/16, ViT-
B/32) [26]. For modality-specific baselines, we train or fine-
tune models directly on raw inputs (¢;, v;). For multimodal
pretraining methods (ORDER, MatMCL, CMCL), encoders
remain frozen after pretraining, and pre-extracted features
(ht, h?) are used to train a lightweight multilayer perceptron
(MLP) for property prediction. We evaluate all methods
on predicting fracture strength, elongation, elastic modu-
lus, tangent modulus, and yield strength for the Nanofiber
dataset, and yield strength and elongation for the Compos-
ite dataset. All experiments are repeated five times indepen-
dently with mean values reported. Results are presented in
Table|[1] (RMSE) and Figure é (R? scores).

ORDER achieves the lowest prediction error across all
target properties. For tabular-based prediction, specialized
tabular methods such as CatBoost perform competitively
on the simpler Composite dataset but struggle with the
more complex Nanofiber data, where our ORDER-« re-

duces prediction error by 30.2% on average compared to
CatBoost. ORDER-dyn and ORDER-« exhibit comparable
performance on Nanofiber, with ORDER-a showing modest
advantages on Composite data. For image-based prediction,
ORDER-« achieves substantially lower errors than all base-
lines on Composite data, reducing error by more than 40%
compared to MatMCL and CMCL.

We observe that prediction performances based on dif-
ferent modalities (tabular descriptors versus images) differ
across target properties and datasets. This pattern com-
plies with our claim that descriptors and microstructure
images are both essential for composite materials. On our
Composite dataset with clear microstructures and coarse-
level descriptors (only include fiber density and misaligned
angle), image-based predictions are more comprehensive.
Nanofiber dataset includes more descriptive descriptors
(detailed in [23]), making tabular-based prediction supe-
rior for some properties more related to descriptors (e.g.,
elongation). Therefore, our introduction of multimodal in-
formation for composite material is necessary and effective.
Table [1f also includes comparisons on different backbones
(ViT-B/16 and ViT-B/32). Our methods consistently surpass
the multimodal baselines on all backbones. The two back-
bones exhibit comparable performance across all tasks.

To fully harness the complementary advantages of mul-

timodal representations, we propose concatenating features
from both modalities for multimodal prediction (denoted ‘-
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Fig. 4. Descriptor-conditioned microstructure generation. a Representative generation examples from ORDER-dyn, CMCL, and MatMCL. Two
randomly selected samples are shown for each method. In-distribution samples were observed during prior and decoder training, while out-
of-distribution samples are unseen. These examples provide qualitative assessments of pretrained features when assisting the generation of
microstructures. b Quantitative evaluation of generated samples using five complementary metrics: FID, KID, LPIPS, IS, and PSNR. Outer rings in
radar plots indicate better performance. ORDER-dyn achieves consistent improvements compared with multimodal baselines.

fusion’). Figure El compares R? scores (higher is better) for
single-modality and fusion-based predictions. Fusion-based
ORDER variants (highlighted with blue borders and shad-
ing) consistently outperform all single-modality methods
by complementing modality-specific information. Among
single-modality approaches, ORDER variants remain opti-
mal across all comparisons. ORDER-« exhibits marginally
superior performance compared to ORDER-dyn, though the
gap is small and the hyperparameter-free ORDER-dyn still
substantially outperforms all other baselines.

The substantial performance gains in both modalities
achieved by ORDER stem from its ordinal-aware feature
distributions. Intuitively, prediction becomes considerably
easier when input features are pre-organized according to
target properties, enabling the MLP to exploit continu-
ous property-feature relationships and interpolate between
sparsely unobserved samples. This ordinal structure is
injected during pretraining via ordinal-aware contrastive
learning without compromising cross-modal alignment, as
evidenced by ORDER’s competitive retrieval accuracy in
Figure 2| This dual optimization design distinguishes OR-

DER from existing multimodal frameworks and directly
contributes to superior predictive performance.

2.5 Descriptor-conditioned microstructure generation

Image-based generation visualizes the material design pro-
cess, revealing fiber orientation effects and local microstruc-
tures to facilitate defect identification and design opti-
mization. Compared with single tabular modality, image
analysis can directly capture more specific spatial fiber
distribution. Acquiring high-quality microstructure images
generally requires laboring and expensive experiment or
simulations. Leveraging ORDER'’s property-aware multi-
modal latent space, we can generate realistic microstructures
conditioned on input tabular descriptors. Our generation
experiments adopt the hyperparameter-free ORDER-dyn to
meet practical requirements, since optimal o is hard to
obtain in advance when generating unseen structures.

We adopt a two-stage generative framework following
DALLE-2 [35]. As illustrated in Figure [Tb(iii), the pipeline
includes a prior network and a decoder trained on pre-
extracted ORDER features. The prior network maps tabular
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Fig. 5. Visualization of the pretrained multimodal representations using target property ‘Elongation’. a The t-SNE projection of multimodal feature
space. Darker colors correspond to higher target property values. ’Initial’ figures show features before pretraining, where image and tabular features
distribute apart. After pretraining, ORDER achieves both cross-modal alignment (overlapping distributions) and property-based ordering (color
gradients). For Nanofiber data with multiple target properties, features exhibit non-linear low-to-high property trends (left to right). b Cross-modal
feature similarity matrices for samples sorted by target property values. Brighter color indicates higher similarity and alignment. ORDER exhibits
alignment not only between cross-modal pairs, but also with samples with proximate property values.

descriptors to their corresponding image feature distribu-
tions, while the decoder synthesizes microstructures from
image features using a diffusion-based generative process
(detailed in Section [1.4.3). The generative architecture and
training procedure remain identical across all compared
methods, with only the quality of pretrained multimodal
features differs. Therefore, the generation results can di-
rectly reflect the representation learning effectiveness.

Figure @ presents representative generated examples
comparing ORDER-dyn with baseline methods on both
in-distribution and out-of-distribution samples. On the
Nanofiber dataset, ORDER-dyn generates microstructures
that reproduce the visual characteristics and fiber density
distributions of ground-truth images. In contrast, samples
from CMCL and MatMCL exhibit degraded resolution, in-
consistent fiber density, and reduced sharpness, indicating
substantial distributional gaps relative to real microstruc-

tures. The Composite dataset enables more quantitative as-
sessment of generation quality. Composite microstructures
contain circular cross-sections of fibers (corresponding to
‘NumFibre” in the presented descriptors), represented as
cylinders at varying misalignment angles. Fiber colors are
rendering artifacts during simulation and do not carry phys-
ical meaning. The critical features are fiber count and mis-
alignment consistency. For the in-distribution example with
ground truth containing 23 parallel fibers (zero misalign-
ment angle), ORDER-dyn generates samples with 21 and
24 fibers respectively while maintaining zero misalignment
angle. The results closely match the target configuration.
Conversely, CMCL and MatMCL produce structures with
fewer fibers accompanied by spurious shadows, irregular
shapes, and misaligned angles. For the out-of-distribution
sample containing 21 oriented fibers, ORDER-dyn generates
21 and 20 fibers with appropriate misalignment angles.
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Although minor artifacts such as slight blurring and shad-
ows appear, the fiber count remains accurate and overall
fidelity is high. CMCL and MatMCL generate fibers with
poorly defined boundaries, substantial visual artifacts, and
inconsistent morphologies that obscure fiber identification.

Figure provides quantitative evaluation using five
different metrics assessing different aspects of generation
quality. Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [36] and Kernel
Inception Distance (KID) [37] measure distributional sim-
ilarity between generated and real images in pretrained
Inception feature space. Learned Perceptual Image Patch
Similarity (LPIPS) [38] evaluates perceptual similarity using
deep neural features. Inception Score (IS) [39] quantifies
quality and diversity through predicted class distribution
entropy but does not measure alignment with ground truth.
Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) [40] assesses pixel-level
reconstruction accuracy. Lower FID, KID, LPIPS and higher
IS, PSNR values are preferable.

Radar charts in Figure[d visualize these metrics for both
datasets and distribution regimes, where outer rings repre-
sent better performance. ORDER-dyn consistently achieves
optimal overall performance across datasets and condi-
tions. On Composite data, ORDER-dyn demonstrates clear
improvements across all five metrics. Although MatMCL
attains comparable IS scores, its degraded performance on
other metrics suggests it generates diverse but structurally
inaccurate images that fail to match the ground-truth. For
Nanofiber data, MatMCL achieves comparable performance
to ORDER-dyn on in-distribution samples but degrades
substantially on out-of-distribution data. Performance de-
teriorates for all methods on unseen properties due to dis-
tribution mismatch between data and model, but ORDER-
dyn maintains relatively modest degradation, supporting
its ability to explore unseen design space based on the
ranked features. Note that the metric results on Composite
data are worse than Nanofiber results, because the adopted
image quality metrics incorporate color information that is
meaningless for grayscale Composite microstructures.

These quantitative results support the qualitative ob-
servations in Figure [#h. By ensuring that latent features
vary continuously with target properties, ORDER produces
meaningful and effective priors that interpolate between
observed material configurations. Such priors contribute
to targeted generation of candidate microstructures with
desired characteristics even for unseen design conditions.

2.6 Method analysis

To validate the effects of dual optimization objectives: cross-
modal alignment and ordinal awareness, we visualize the
multimodal feature spaces learned by our ORDER methods
and baseline methods. Figure bh presents t-SNE [41] visu-
alizations of multimodal features, where darker color indi-
cates larger target property. Before training (‘Initial’), image
(blue) and tabular (red) features occupy separate regions
of the embedding space. Cross-modal contrastive learn-
ing encourages modality alignment, and ORDER achieves
superior alignment on both datasets, with red and blue
points overlapping. In contrast, MatMCL on Composite data
and CMCL on Nanofiber data exhibit incomplete alignment
with separated modality clusters. Ordinal-aware contrastive
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learning further ‘sort” the feature space according to target
property values. On the simpler Composite dataset, all three
methods demonstrate property-correlated distributions, but
ours ORDER methods uniquely achieve gradual ordering
according to property values. On the more challenging
Nanofiber dataset, ORDER features exhibit a small-to-large
property trend from left to right, while MatMCL and CMCL
show no property-based organization. The multiple target
properties in Nanofiber data prevent smooth feature dis-
tribution, yet ORDER still forms coherent property-driven
structure. These t-SNE visualizations provide intuitive in-
sights that ORDER successfully constructs aligned and
property-ordered multimodal space.

Figure 5p presents cross-modal feature similarity matri-
ces with samples sorted by real target property values.
MatMCL produces sharp diagonal patterns indicating high
similarity for matched image-tabular pairs only, which ig-
nores property relationships between similar samples. In ad-
dition to strong diagonal signals, ORDER-dyn and ORDER-
a also encourage similarities between unmatched samples
that decay smoothly with increasing property difference.
This structure directly supports the efficacy of ordinal-aware
cross-modal property encoding. We can observe that with a
constant weighting factor, ORDER-« tend to obtain higher
cross-modal similarities (brighter in the similarity matrices)
than ORDER-dyn, but the overall similarity trends among
the two ORDER variants are similar. On out-of-distribution
samples, these patterns weaken but remain observable for
Composite data, and ORDER methods continue to exhibit
clearer structure than MatMCL on the more challenging
Nanofiber dataset. These cross-modal similarity patterns
collaborate with the t-SNE analysis to confirm that OR-
DER effectively constructs aligned and property-ordered
multimodal representations. This visualization analysis also
provides insights into ORDER’s superior downstream per-
formance across retrieval (Figure [2), prediction (Figure [B),
and generation (Figure [) tasks.

3 DiIsSCUSSION

This work focuses on composite materials, whose material
structure and properties are decided by fiber distributions
in a continuous design space. Therefore, the discrete graph
structures widely used to describe crystals and polymers fail
to model composite materials. These challenges motivate
our design of a vision-tabular pretraining framework for
composite material to encode both tabular descriptors and
their corresponding microstructural images. Current mul-
timodal pretraining approaches deteriorate for composites
with continuous, infinite-dimensional design spaces and
extreme data scarcity. To address this, we propose ORDinal-
aware imagE-tabulaR alignment (ORDER) that constructs
aligned and property-ordered multimodal representations.
ORDER preserves the continuous nature of composite de-
sign spaces and interpolates across unobserved design
spaces with merely hundreds of data points.

ORDER is evaluated on a public Nanofiber-enforced
composite dataset and our in-house CF-T700 Composite
dataset. In cross-modal retrieval, ORDER achieves not only
competitive accuracy but retrieves candidates with substan-
tially lower property deviation, directly enhancing practical
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TABLE 2
Statistical details of the Composite dataset.

Fiber o o Elongation  Yield strength

count MMA()  VE(%) ‘ (mm) (MPa)
Minimum 13.0 0.00 0.31 1.6e-4 13.0
Maximum 26.0 497 0.65 0.02 2149.8
Average 21.8 1.76 0.48 0.004 488.5

utility for inverse design where multiple viable candidates
are needed. ORDER-pretrained features of both modality
achieve consistently lower property prediction error than
modality-specific models and multimodal baselines. Multi-
modal fusion of the features bring even better results. The
high-quality multimodal representations further help gen-
erate microstructures conditioned on tabular descriptors.
The generated images exhibit superior fidelity and maintain
robust performance on out-of-distribution samples, proving
ORDER'’s ability to explore unseen design spaces.

Given the scarcity and expense of annotated multimodal
composite data, ORDER proposes to adapt pretrained
vision-language models through LoRA, a parameter-
efficient fine-tuning method. By applying LoRA to CLIP’s
vision transformer, ORDER preserves rich pretrained
knowledge while injecting domain-specific understanding
with merely hundreds of composite material pairs. ORDER
can be extended to other scientific domains with continuous
properties. Possible future improvements include develop-
ing uncertainty quantification methods for predictions and
retrieval rankings, and exploring alternative strategies for
handling multiple competing target properties.

To conclude, ORDER demonstrates that explicitly mod-
eling property orderliness alongside cross-modal alignment
is essential in composite materials. By bridging discrete
classification paradigms with continuous regression require-
ments, ORDER provides a principled framework for inte-
grating heterogeneous composite material data. As founda-
tion models transform scientific discovery, ORDER'’s strat-
egy of adapting pretrained knowledge while respecting
domain-specific continuous structure offers viable path and
insights toward more capable intelligence system for mate-
rial science.

4 METHODS
4.1 Data preparation

As introduced in Section we construct a multimodal
Composite dataset based on RVE simulation of CF-T700.
Our goal is to comprehensively explore the design space. We
achieve this by trying to model as many possible descriptor
choices as possible. We only retain descriptors successfully
modeled by the Ansys Material Designer, and discard unsta-
ble or impractical choices. The resultant dataset includes 436
pairs of descriptors, their corresponding target properties
and microstructures. The explored range of descriptor and
target property is shown in Table 2 The descriptors include
Vf for deciding the number of fiber in the matrix, MMA that
decides the rotation angle of fibers and the corresponding
orientation tensor. The target properties include tensile yield
strength and elongation.

For the obtained microstructures, we center-crop and
resize them into size (224,224) to fit the input resolution
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of mainstream vision encoders. Random horizontal and
vertical flip of probability 0.1 are applied. Since the colors
of original images are for display purpose only, we further
transform all composite microstructures into grayscale im-
ages. All tabular descriptors are unchanged, and treated as
continuous input in the table encoder.

We follow the data and preprocessing pipeline in
MatMCL [23] for the Nanofiber dataset. The continuous
descriptors are standardized using z-score normalization,
while discrete descriptors are unchanged.

4.2 Ordinal-aware image-tabular pretraining

The pretraining of ORDER is performed on image and tabu-
lar inputs to achieve cross-modal alignment and in-modality
orderliness. Recall the notations in Section Given origi-
nal image inputs v; and tabular inputs ¢;, ¢ € [1, N] where
N is the number of sample pairs, the encoders F;, E,, map
them to a shared latent space:

h = Ey(t;), hY = B, (v;), 1)

where h € R, d = 128 is feature dimension. We propose to
optimize the following losses based on the two features.

4.2.1 Cross-modal contrastive loss

The cross-modal contrastive loss was first adopted by Zhang
et al. [42] to align across modalities, and further proved
effective on large scale data by Radford et al. [18]]. The loss
encourages higher similarity between matched cross-modal
pairs (positive pairs) and low similarity between other pairs
(negative pairs):
exp(hYht/T)
Loy =—) log — ,
-t ; > i exp(hyh%/T) + exp(h{hY/T)

where 7 is temperature parameter and set to 0.1 in this work.

We can define £,_,, similarly. The overall alignment loss is
defined as:

@)

ﬁalign = (Ev—nf + Et_,u)/Q. 3)

Note that the alignment loss L,jign has been widely adopted
for matching various modalities [19], [21]], [23]. Optimiza-
tion of the loss has become the foundation of multimodal
systems.

4.2.2 Ordinal-aware contrastive loss

Inspired by Zha et al. [29], we adopt an ordinal-aware
contrastive loss on both the image and tabular modality
to ensure in-modal feature orderliness with respect to their
target properties. The loss encourages higher similarity
between feature pairs with more similar target properties,
and vice versa. The ordinal-aware contrastive loss for vision
features is defined as:

exp(hi'h}/7)

1
Ly=—— 3> log s
N(N -1) XZ: ; D okeN d(i,k)>d(i,j) XP(RYhE/T)

(4)
where d(4, j) computes the target property distance between
the 7t and j¢,, sample. This work uses L2 distance between
normalized target property values for the computation of
d(-). The loss L, for tabular features can be defined similarly

with Eq. (@), and the overall ordinal loss is defined as:
Lorder = Ly + Ly ©)
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The optimization of Eq. encourages the feature space
to imitate the distribution of their corresponding target
space. While Eq. @) requires computing target property
distances, it does not directly access the target property
values. Instead, only the relative order between sample pairs
is needed to determine the negative samples. Therefore,
there is no need for full target property annotation.

4.3 Model optimization
4.3.1 Preference-guided multi-objective optimization

Our ORDER simultaneously optimizes Laiign and Lorder t0
obtain an aligned and ordered multimodal feature space.
As introduced in Section Laign treats feature pairs
from the same modality as negative pairs, while Lorder
might push in-modal features with similar target properties
closer. Therefore, it is crucial to appropriately handle the
optimization of these two conflicting objectives so that the
effects of both optimization terms are preserved. We weight
the two losses with a hyperparameter o € (0,1):

L =0 Loder + (1 — ) Lalign. (6)

A larger o encourages the model to focus more on in-modal
orderliness, while a smaller « leads to more closely aligned
cross-modal pairs. One strategy, termed as ORDER-« in
this work, selects o with grid-search for each task. ORDER-
« achieves better performance, but is time-consuming and
might not be realistic in label-scarce scenarios.

To address this, we further propose ORDER-dyn with
dynamically adjusted o during optimization. Inspired by
Mabhapatra et al. [24], we adopt a preference-guided strategy
to achieve Pareto optimal weighting solutions. Specifically,
we formulate the joint optimization of Lalign and Lorder
as a multi-objective optimization problem, where we seek
parameters that achieve the optimal trade-off between cross-
modal alignment and in-modal orderliness.

For simplicity, let £1 = Lorder and Lo = Lajign denote
our two training objectives, with corresponding gradients
g1 = VgL and g2 = VypLy with respect to model pa-
rameters 6. Rather than using a fixed scalar weighting
as in Eq. (f), we compute an adaptive update direction
h at each training iteration that balances both objectives
guided by validation performance. Following preference-
guided multi-objective optimization [24], we model the
update direction as a convex combination of training gra-
dients: h = G, where 5 = [f1, B2 is weight vector with
B1+ B2 =1and G = [g1, go] € R"*? is the gradient matrix.

To dynamically guide the optimization toward solutions
that generalize well to the target domain, we leverage
the gradient of L.jien evaluated on a held-out validation
set. Specifically, we compute the validation gradient g, =
Vi E:ﬁlgn and use it to steer the optimization direction. The
validation set is randomly sampled (15% of the original
data) and remains fixed throughout training. We evaluate
performance on held-out data because it suggests general-
ization capability and provides more stable guidance.

The optimal combination 3* = [B7, 85]7 is obtained by
solving a linear program that adapts based on the validation

loss magnitude. When the validation loss EXﬁIgH > € (where
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€ is a small threshold), we maximize alignment between the
update direction and the validation gradient:

* G TAU
B arg max (GB)" g

st. (GB)'g; =2 1yz9-gy95 VieJ\J,
(GB)Tg; >0, VjeJ,
@)
where J = {j | gTg; > 0} identifies objectives whose

gradients align with the validation gradient, J = {1,2}\ J,
and J* = {j | §¥g; = max; gL' g; } identifies the objective
most aligned with validation performance. When L’;‘filgn <e
we maximize the sum of gradient projections:

2

* T. .
B° = arg max ;(Gﬂ) 9; @

st. (GB)T-g; >0, Vje{l,2}.

This formulation ensures that when validation perfor-
mance is poor (E;ﬁlgn > €), the optimization prioritizes
directions that improve validation alignment, potentially
allowing controlled ascent on certain training objectives
to escape suboptimal regions. Conversely, when validation
performance is satisfactory, all training objectives are simul-
taneously minimized. The indicator function 1 ;. equals
1 when at least one training gradient aligns with the val-
idation gradient, and 0 otherwise, preventing unbounded
ascent when no training objective benefits validation per-
formance. The parameter update is then ' = §* — nG3*,
where 7 is the learning rate. This adaptive strategy allows
ORDER-dyn to automatically balance the two objectives
without manual hyperparameter tuning, dynamically ad-
justing the trade-off based on validation feedback to achieve
superior generalization performance.

4.3.2 Low-rank adaptation for material-specific knowledge
injection

To effectively leverage pretrained knowledge from CLIP
while adapting to domain-specific composite materials, we
employ Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [27] for parameter-
efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) of the vision encoder E,,. LoORA
introduces trainable low-rank decomposition matrices into
the attention layers of the Vision Transformer, while keeping
the original pretrained weights frozen.

The adoption of LoRA addresses two critical challenges
in multimodal pretraining for material science. First, paired
multimodal material datasets are scarce (typically with
merely hundreds of data points) due to expensive charac-
terization procedures. Full fine-tuning of pretrained models
like CLIP with these data would lead to severe overfitting
and destruction of pre-aligned multimodal structures [43],
[44]. LoRA reduces trainable parameters to less than 1% of
the original model to substantially mitigate overfitting risks.
Second, LoRA preserves the robust visual representations
learned from large-scale pretraining on 400M image-text
pairs. This enables ORDER to benefit from both general
visual understanding and material-specific features with-
out catastrophic forgetting. Our empirical results demon-
strate that LoRA-based fine-tuning consistently outperforms
training from scratch or using smaller architectures like
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ResNet50, validating its effectiveness for multimodal ma-
terial science applications.

For a pretrained weight matrix Wy € R%** in the
attention module, LoRA represents the weight update as:

W =Wy + AW = Wy + BA, 9)

where B € R?" and A € R"™*F are trainable low-rank
matrices with rank r < min(d, k). With learned matrices
A, B, the forward propagation for image input x; becomes:

hlj = Wyx; + BAx;. (10)

Matrix A is initialized with random Gaussian values, while
B is initialized to zero, ensuring AW = 0 at the start of
training. We apply LoRA to the query, value, key and output
projection matrices in all attention layers of the CLIP vision
backbone with rank r = 8 and scaling factor o = 16.

4.3.3 Overall training process

We optimize Eq. (6) with « either pre-defined or decided
with multi-objective framework described in Section [£.3.1}
The parameters in table encoder £} are fully fine-tuned. For
the vision encoder, we adopt LoRA fine-tuning when using
pretrained CLIP, and full fine-tuning for other backbones.
In this work, the results for ORDER and CMCL are based
on CLIP-pretrained ViT-B/16, and results for MatMCL are
based on ImageNet-pretrained ViT-B/16 as MatMCL is not
specifically designed for multimodal foundation models.

On all tasks, we pretrain with ORDER and CMCL for
200 epochs under initial learning rate 3e-4 using Adam
optimizer [45]. Batch size is 32 for all methods and tasks.
All experiments are implemented with PyTorch [46] and
conducted on NVIDIA L40 GPUs.

4.4 Downstream tasks

We first randomly split the data into train (70%), test (15%)
and evaluation (15%) sets. The model is first pretrained on
train set and applied to the unseen test set for retrieval
results. Only ORDER-dyn requires evaluation set during
pretraining. The same data splits are used for training prior
and decoder models: in-distribution data are from train set
and out-of-distribution data are from test set. Following pre-
vious work [23], we randomly create a new set of data splits
with the same ratio for prediction tasks. The pretrained-
then-frozen model is applied to extract multimodal features,
and the predictor is trained on features of the train set
and predict on the unseen test set. Since our ORDER only
requires distance ranking between sample points, such data
re-splitting does not cause label leakage. Only the prediction
tasks are supervised by target property values.

4.4.1 Cross-modal retrieval

After pretraining, the frozen encoders E, and E; produce
aligned and ordinal-aware features that enable direct cross-
modal retrieval without additional training. For image-to-
tabular retrieval, given a query image x, with extracted
feature hy = FE,(z,), we compute similarities with all
tabular features of candidate data split (train split for in-
distribution data and test split for out-of-distribution data):

_ hy-nt
el

Si 1€ [1,

N, )
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where h! = E,(t;) are the precomputed tabular features.
The top-k candidates are selected as:

Ry = {i1,i2,...,ix} where s;; > 85, > -+ >s;,.  (12)

Tabular-to-image retrieval process can be defined similarly.
For ORDER-q, we set o = 0.2 for Composite data and o =
0.5 for Nanofiber data. The ordinal-awareness ensures that
retrieved candidates not only match semantically but also
exhibit similar target properties, making the retrieval results
practically useful for inverse material design.

4.4.2 Target property prediction

We evaluate the quality of learned representations through
supervised property prediction tasks. After pretraining,
both encoders are frozen and used as feature extractors.
A two-layer MLP predictor is trained on the extracted
features to predict target properties y;. For single-modality
prediction, the MLP takes either tabular features h! or image
features hY as input:

9i = fme(hl) or 9= fue(hY),

where fyrp consists of 2 hidden layers of shape (d,d)
with ReLU activation, and a final layer of shape (d, 1) that
produces prediction results. Note that the target values are
normalized using z-score for the training process. We adopt
a = 0.9 for all prediction tasks with ORDER-c.

For multimodal fusion prediction, we first concatenate
features from both modalities and project them to a unified
dimension through an additional fusion layer:

hguse = fprOj([hz; h;)]) € Rdv

(13)

(14)

where [-;-] denotes concatenation and frj is a linear pro-
jection layer of shape (2d, d) that reduces the concatenated
feature dimension back to d. The fused representation is
then fed into the MLP predictor for prediction as in Eq. (I3).
This fusion strategy enables the model to leverage comple-
mentary information from both modalities that overcomes
modality-specific limitations observed in single-modality
predictions.

Finally, the predictor and projection for fusion features
are optimized with standard mean squared error (MSE) loss:

N
Ly = iZ”@v*va% (15)
N3
For all methods and tasks, we train with learning rate 5e-
4 for 100 epochs using Adam optimizer and batch size 32.
Early stopping is applied on Composite dataset to prevent
overfitting: if the evaluation loss does not improve for 20
consecutive epochs, the training terminates and the results
of the best evaluation epoch are reported.

4.4.3 Descriptor-conditioned microstructure generation

To demonstrate the generative capability of ORDER, we im-
plement descriptor-conditioned microstructure generation
following the framework of DALL-E 2 [35]. The generation
process consists of two stages: (1) a diffusion prior network
that generates image embeddings conditioned on tabular
descriptors, and (2) a diffusion decoder network that syn-
thesizes microstructures from these generated embeddings.
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Based on pre-extracted features h! and hY, the prior
network P is designed to model the conditional distribution
p(h?|h"). During training, we corrupt the real image feature
h;i with Gaussian noise at timestep k to obtain h},. The
prior network is trained to predict the clean image feature
hy given the noisy feature and the tabular condition:

Eprior = ]E’L,k?”h;} - P( ;}’]w h?m k)”%v (16)

where P outputs the predicted unnoised embedding. At
inference, we sample a random Gaussian noise vector and
iteratively denoise it using P conditioned on hj to obtain
the predicted image feature h}.

The decoder network D reconstructs microstructure im-
ages conditioned on these image features using a standard
Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Model (DDPM) [47]. We
employ D to iteratively predict a noise component € added
to the image at timestep k with the following loss funcion:

‘G_D(Ui,k7h§)7k)||ga

£decoder = Ei,e,k (17)

where v; 1, is the noised image at timestep k obtained via the
forward diffusion process on the ground truth image v;.

At inference time, given descriptors ¢ of interest, we first
extract tabular features: hfy = E;(to). We then generate the
image feature izg via the prior network’s reverse diffusion
process and finally synthesize the image z§ = using the
decoder D conditioned on izg The target image 2% is gen-
erated during inference by iteratively denoising from k = K
to k = 0 using the predicted noise at each step to compute
the reverse diffusion update [47], gradually reversing the
noise to desired image. For both datasets, the prior and
decoder networks are trained for 200 epochs and ~150k it-
erations, respectively, with K = 1000 and learning rate le-4
using Adam optimizer. The ordinal structure in the learned
feature space ensures that generated microstructures exhibit
properties consistent with the input specifications.
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