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Abstract 

Machine Learning (ML) has widely been used for modeling and predicting physical systems. These 

techniques offer high expressive power and good generalizability for interpolation within observed 

data sets. However, the disadvantage of black-box models is that they underperform under blind 

conditions since no physical knowledge is incorporated. Physics-based ML aims to address this 

problem by retaining the mathematical flexibility of ML techniques while incorporating physics. In 

accord, this paper proposes to embed mechanics-based models into the mean function of a Gaussian 

Process (GP) model and characterize potential discrepancies through kernel machines. A specific class 

of kernel function is promoted, which has a connection with the gradient of the physics-based model 

with respect to the input and parameters and shares similarity with the exact Auto-covariance function 

of linear dynamical systems. The spectral properties of the kernel function enable considering 

dominant periodic processes originating from physics misspecification. Nevertheless, the stationarity 

of the kernel function is a difficult hurdle in the sequential processing of long data sets, resolved 

through hierarchical Bayesian techniques. This implementation is also advantageous to mitigate 

computational costs, alleviating the scalability of GPs when dealing with sequential data. Using 

numerical and experimental examples, potential applications of the proposed method to structural 

dynamics inverse problems are demonstrated. 
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   Damping coefficient 

(.)   Dirac delta function 

(.)   Latent operator of Gaussian Process 

̂   Modal frequency of structure 
2

k    Amplitude of the cosine kernel function 
2

n   Noise variance 

   Time difference 

   Frequency 

k   Frequency of the cosine kernel function 

( , )d ζ ζ   Euclidean distance of ζ  and ζ  

( , )f x θ   Simulated response of physics-based model M  

()k   Kernel covariance function 

()k    Physics-based tangent kernel function 

k   Correlation length 

m   Number of cosine functions in the MMTE kernel 

M   Physics-based model with parameters θ  

( ; )S    PSD of MMTE kernel function 

δ   Hyper-parameter vector 

iδ
ε   Prediction error process 

   Parameters of the MMTE kernel 

ζ   Auxiliary variables 

| 1i iμ   Conditional mean vector 

θμ   Hyper mean of θ  

θΣ   Hyper covariance matrix of θ  

| 1i iΣ   Conditional covariance matrix 

θ   Physics-based model parameters 

C   Damping matrix 

J   Gradient matrix 

K   Stiffness matrix 

( )K    Full covariance matrix with parameters   

M   Mass matrix 

δQ   Random-walk model parameters 

x   Initial and input conditions 

y   Measured time-history response 

 

 

1. Introduction 

First principle models of physical systems shape the backbone of computational science and 

engineering, enormously developed for a wide range of real-life applications. The performance of 

these models directly depends on the developers’ knowledge and expertise in how accurately they can 

describe the physical system of interest. Therefore, validation and verification of physics-based 

models have been explored continuously as a necessary and active task by investigators of different 

scientific and engineering disciplines. Although traditional approaches to data-driven model 
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identification exist, there has been a critical need for proposing systematic tools with enhanced 

robustness and accuracy [1,2]. 

Physics-based Machine Learning (ML) has recently emerged in computational physics and 

mechanics through deep Neural Networks (NNs) and Gaussian Processes (GPs) [3,4]. These models 

might deem completely different from each other, but recent works reveal that there are interrelations 

and connections as well [5,6]. In terms of performance, it is notable that deep networks enjoy moderate 

generalizability and high expressive power. Nonetheless, uncertainties are often intractable owing to 

complex network architecture. Moreover, deep networks do not offer physical interpretability and 

demand high computational costs, especially when employed in conjunction with detailed physics-

based models. Conversely, GP models can embed physics-based models in their mean process and 

express correlation and uncertainty through kernel covariance machines. In this respect, physics-based 

models and kernel machines can be parameterized through a common set of uncertain parameters, 

whose identification can be addressed through maximum likelihood estimation and Bayesian inference 

[7,8]. 

Physics-informed GPs are highly advantageous as they allow compensate for the discrepancy 

between the physics-based models and measured data [9]. In this context, the model discrepancy might 

originate from the misspecification of the governing physical equations, initial conditions, boundary 

equations, and physical parameters. This type of uncertainty can be captured through GP models only 

if a proper kernel covariance function is established [10]. In the ML literature, common choices of 

kernel machines include Exponential, Exponential-Sinusoidal, Polynomial, Matern', Neural, and 

Rational covariance functions [7]. Such kernels can also be combined through basic algebraic 

operations, e.g., summation and multiplication, to simulate relationships that are more complex [7,11]. 

These kernel functions are founded upon the stationarity of the underlying stochastic processes, which 

describe the correlation between the data points based on a measure of proximity of their projection 

onto an auxiliary latent space [12]. Such an auxiliary space of parameters can be specified using 

available input information although it can be possible to infer them from the data as well. In any case, 

the stationarity of kernel functions allows the Wiener-Khintchine theorem to provide a spectral 

realization, which helps better understand theoretical properties and guides users through the selection 

process [7]. 

At first glance, it might deem reasonable to incorporate the above covariance functions for 

identifying physics-based models. For instance, GP models have customarily been associated with 

squared-exponential kernel function, correlating data points based on the Euclidean distance of the 

auxiliary input space [13–15]. In most practical applications, this class of GPs, known as kriging, can 

perform well for interpolation within training sets of measured data. Nevertheless, when it comes to 

predicting held-out data sets, they provide disproportionate predictions, which do not match dominant 

trends appearing in the model discrepancy [16]. This issue should be searched in the fact that such 

kernel machines do not benefit from any physical knowledge to capture the prevailing correlation 

patterns and dependencies. On top of this problem, the model discrepancy is unlikely to be wide-sense 

stationary as they can vary across time and space domains, whereas the foregoing kernel functions tie 

well within stationarity. Therefore, there is a research gap in kernel-based GP solutions, which 

incorporate contextual physical knowledge of specific applications and consider non-stationarity. 

Despite these shortcomings, GP models have been successful in the context of Structural Health 

Monitoring (SHM) [17–19]. Yuen and Katafygiotis have used GP models to describe the correlation 

of prediction errors in Bayesian modal updating problems comparing the exact covariance matrix with 

the sample autocorrelation function [20,21]. Papadimitriou and Lombaert have used GPs with 

exponential kernel functions for considering the spatial correlation of closely spaced sensors and the 

redundancy of sensing information to avoid clustering of sensors at certain locations [22]. Simoen et 

al. have examined numerous classes of kernel functions and established a Bayesian approach to trade-

off accuracy with the complexity of kernel functions [10]. Kosikova et al. propose a new model 

selection scheme, which also incorporates the quality of predictions for kernel selection [16]. 

Avendano-Valencia et al. have used GP models for describing the temporal variation of dynamical 
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properties with operational and environmental conditions [23]. In the same vein, Zhu and Au have 

employed GPs to describe the relationship of modal properties with loadings and prediction errors 

spectral properties [24]. The state-space representation of GPs has been used for describing and 

identifying unknown input forces [25,26]. Jiang et al. have applied GP-based models for updating the 

FE models of Miter Gates [27]. Gardner et al. have applied kernel-based domain adaptation for 

population-based SHM [28]. Ramancha et al. have identified the exact kernel covariance function for 

the identification of linear structures [29]. Cross et al. have used Matern' covariance functions to create 

geometry-consistent GPs for describing acoustic emission mappings [30]. This on-going trend seems 

to continue in the next years as new inspirations and applications step into the research spotlight. 

This study expands upon physics-based ML by pushing forward a new class of kernel covariance 

functions and considering non-stationary effects. The kernel function is investigated theoretically, 

shown to be consisting of a Multi-Modal Trigonometric Exponential (MMTE) covariance function 

and a physics-driven tangent covariance structure. By doing so, the gradient information of physics-

based models is considered in the covariance function, offering robustness when facing parametric 

misspecification. Non-stationary effects are considered through hierarchical Bayesian modeling 

techniques, e.g., [31–34], where the temporal variation of parameters is considered through 

partitioning the measured data into sub-partitions across which stationary assumptions remain valid. 

Once the theoretical findings are explained, numerical and experimental examples are provided to 

highlight potential applications and merits compared to the classical Bayesian approach. 

This paper continues with Section 2, which formalizes the new formulation and introduces the 

new kernel function. Section 3 investigates the theoretical properties of the proposed framework, and 

Section 4 proposes a computational algorithm to summarize the detailed flow of steps. Section 5 

demonstrates the proposed methodology through numerical and experimental examples, and Section 

6 draws conclusions and maps our future works. 

 

2. Proposed Methodology 

2.1. Physics-informed Gaussian Process 

Let onN
y  denote the measured time-history response of a mechanical system subjected to known 

initial and input conditions xnN
x , where 

oN  is the number of measured quantities, 
xN  is the 

dimension of the input space, and n  is the number of time increments. The objective is to carry out a 

Supervised Learning Task and update a physics-based model M  and its unknown parameters 
Nθ  from the input-output pairs ( , )x y . For this purpose, we first define that, given the input x  

and the parameter θ , the physics-based model M  provides an explicit functional relationship to 

generate the physical responses as follows: 

  
:

( , )     ( , )

x onN N N

M
f







 x θ x θ

         (1) 

where ( , ) oN
f x θ  is the simulated response of the physics-based model M . Due to modeling errors 

and measurement noise, the model responses deviate from the measured ones. Additionally, the choice 

of structural model parameters θ  can considerably affect simulated responses. To overcome these 

issues, a class of physics-informed kernel machines is employed to describe the probabilistic 

relationship between the output y  and the input x  as 

  

| , , ~  ( , ) ,  ( , ; )

Physics based Model Kernel Machines

GP f k


 
 

 
 

y x θ y x θ ζ ζ         (2) 

where (. | , )GP m s  is a GP with m  mean and s  covariance function; ( , ; )k
ζ ζ   is a kernel machine 

described via the unknown parameters 
N  and the auxiliary variables 

Nζ . The kernel 
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( , ; )k
ζ ζ   characterizes a latent dot-product Euclidean space, which projects data points into the 

multi-dimensional space of the auxiliary parameters 
Nζ  and describes the correlation between 

data points based on the proximity of the auxiliary variables. This specification essentially implies that 

the kernel function can be written as 

 
:

( , ) ( , ; ) ( ) ( )

N N

T
k

k

 



  




   ζ ζ ζ ζ ζ ζ
        (3) 

where (.) :
N N   is a latent operator acting upon ζ ’s to describe the correlation between data 

points. It should be noted that, in this paper, the mathematical expression of ( , ; )k
ζ ζ   is assumed to 

be available, so there is no need to acquire or specify the operator (.)  explicitly.  

Based on Eq. (2), the likelihood function of an observed vector like y  can be described as 

   | , , | ( , ), ( )p N fy x θ y x θ K                      (4) 

where ( ) o onN nN
K   is the prediction error covariance matrix parameterized by known parameters 

 , which will be specified later. 

 

2.2. Tangent Kernel Machines 

The physical model M  provides a one-to-one relationship between θ  and y , when x  is known. Due 

to modeling errors, any choice of θ  can create some residual mismatch between the model and 

measured responses. This type of uncertainty is mixed with other sources of errors but can be modelled 

by releasing θ  to vary according to a parameterized Gaussian distribution, given as 

 | , ~ ,Nθ θ θ θθ μ Σ θ μ Σ                      (5)  

where Nθμ  and N N 
θΣ  are the hyper mean and covariance of the physics-based model 

parameters. These hyper-parameters { , }θ θμ Σ  should also be inferred from the data. For this purpose, 

the Bayes’ rule is used to provide the posterior distribution of all unknown parameters as 

 , , , | , ( | , , , , ) ( , , , )

                              ( | , , ) ( | , ) ( , ) ( )

                              ( | ( , ), ( )) ( | , )

p p p

p p p p

N f N







θ θ θ θ θ θ

θ θ θ θ

θ θ

θ μ Σ x y y x θ μ Σ θ μ Σ

y x θ θ μ Σ μ Σ

y x θ K θ μ Σ

  

 



                 (6) 

In this equation, the likelihood function ( | , , )p y x θ   is replaced from Eq. (4); the conditional prior 

distribution ( | , )p θ θθ μ Σ  is replaced from Eq. (5); other prior distributions, i.e., ( , )p θ θμ Σ  and ( )p   

are considered uniform. 

Although the posterior distribution in Eq. (6) is general, its calculation can be intractable due to 

the interdependence of parameters and the large number of parameters involved. Thus, from a 

computational standpoint, it is advantageous to marginalize some of the parameters as nuisance. For 

this purpose, we first approximate the functional relationship ( , )f x θ  of the model response through 

a first-order Taylor series expansion around  ;    θx θ μ , which leads to 

( , ) ( , ) ( )f f  θ θx θ x μ J θ μ                      (7) 

where ( , ) / Tf


  
θθ μ

J x θ θ  is the gradient matrix evaluated at the expansion point. When this 

linearization is substituted into Eq. (7), it turns out that the model parameters θ  can be integrated out 

explicitly, leading to 

   , , | , ( | ( , ), ( )) ( | , ) | ( , ), ( )Tp N f N d N f  θ θ θ θ θ θ
θ

μ Σ x y y x θ K θ μ Σ θ y x μ JΣ J K                 (8) 

This result is a direct consequence of Theorem 1, discussed in Appendix (A), which simplifies the 

integral of two Gaussian distributions whose mean vectors are a linear function of the integral variable. 
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In this equation, the expression T

θJΣ J  is the tangent covariance matrix, incorporated through further 

parameterization of the physical parameters. When the matrix 
θΣ  is diagonal, the expression T

θJΣ J  

can be simplified into 

2

1

( , ) ( , )
j

N T
T

j j j

f f


 



  
  

   


θ

θ

θ μ

x θ x θ
JΣ J                       (9) 

where 
2

j
  denotes the jth diagonal element of 

θΣ . This covariance matrix characterizes the correlation 

between the data points through the following tangent kernel function: 

2

1

( , ) ( , )
( , ;{ , })

j

TN
p q

p q

j j j

f x f x
k x x



 
 



  
  

   


θ

θ θ

θ μ

θ θ
μ Σ                   (10) 

where ( , )pf x θ  and ( , )qf x θ  returns the physics-based model response when the physical system of 

interest is subjected to the incremental input px  and qx ; ( , ;{ , })p qk x x θ θμ Σ  is the physics-based 

tangent kernel function, describing the correlation between the instances px  and qx . On this basis, the 

following features of the tangent kernel function can be highlighted: 

 The correlation between the data points p and q grows with the sensitivity of the physical 

response with respect to θ , given as [ ( , ) / ]p jf x   
θθ μθ  and [ ( , ) / ]q jf x   

θθ μθ . 

 The tangent kernel ( , ;{ , })p qk x x θ θμ Σ  only depends on the response sensitivities and the hyper-

parameters. This implies that the variance of the pth data point is given proportional to the 

squared response sensitivity 
2[ ( , ) / ]p jf x   

θθ μθ . 

 Based on Eq. (10), the cross-correlation between the responses of different DOFs is proportional 

to the multiplication of their corresponding response sensitivities. This means that, for a fixed 

parameter covariance matrix θΣ , responses that are more sensitive yield larger uncertainty and 

vice versa. 

 

2.3. Trigonometric Kernel Machine 

In this paper, the MMTE kernel function, proposed in [16], is used for describing the correlation 

between data points. This kernel function reads as the mixture of squared-exponential and cosine 

functions, which is summed up with an isotropic variance to account for potential measurement noise, 

as given by 

   
2

2 2

2
1

( , )
( , ; ) exp cos ( , ) ( , )

m

k k n

k k

d
k d d    



  
      

   


ζ ζ
ζ ζ ζ ζ ζ ζ               (11) 

where 2

k  is the amplitude of the correlation, 2

n  is the noise variance, 
k

 is the correlation length of 

the kth exponential function, 
k  is the frequency of the kth cosine function, ( , )d ζ ζ  is the Euclidean 

distance between ζ  and ζ , and (.)  is Dirac delta function. This specification of the kernel function 

implies that the kernel parameters can be collected into 2 2 2 2 2

1 1 1[      ...     ]T

m m m n     .  

This definition implies that the covariance matrix ( )K   embeds the elements [ ] ( , ; )pq p qk k ζ ζ 

. In this paper, the auxiliary parameters pζ  and qζ  are considered the corresponding time instants, and 

the distance measure ( , )p qd ζ ζ  can reduce into the temporal distance q pt t   . Thus, the MMTE 

function can be rewritten as 



7 

 

 
2

2 2

, 2
1

( ; ) exp cos ( )
m

k i k n

k k

k


      


  
    
   
                 (12) 

This particular form of covariance function shares similarity with the Auto-covariance function of 

linear dynamical systems under Gaussian White Noise (GWN) input [35]. It allows calculating the 

Fourier Transform of the above kernel function to arrive at its Power Spectral Density (PSD), which 

helps understand how the correlation is modeled. By doing so, the PSD of ( ; )k    is obtained as 

2 2
2 2 2 2

1

1
( ; ) exp ( ) exp ( )

2 4 4

m
k k

k k k k n

k

S       


    
          

     
              (13) 

A mathematical proof for this expression is provided in Appendix (B). At this point, we consider 

a numerical example to visualize this kernel function in the frequency domain. For this purpose, let 

the parameters 2m  , 2

1 2  , 2

2 8  , 2

1 5 , 2

2 2.5 , 
1 2  , 

2 10  , 2 0.5n  . Fig. 1(a) displays 

the corresponding kernel function, exhibiting how the MMTE kernel function composes two 

exponentially decaying cosines. Fig. 1(b) shows the corresponding PSD function given by Eq. (13), 

which indicates two peaks at 2 rad/s and 10 rad/s frequencies. Based on this demonstration, it can 

concluded that the MMTE can be suitable for modeling temporal correction when the prediction error 

process is composed of a few mixing dominant sinusoidal functions. 

 

 
Fig. 1. (a) MMTE kernel covariance function (b) the corresponding PSD function 

 

Despite desirable spectral properties of this kernel function, the underlying stationarity limits its 

application. This problem is tackled in the next section through hierarchical Bayesian techniques. 

 

3. Hierarchical Bayesian Formulation 

3.1. Joint Posterior Distribution 

Let 1 2[   ... ]
D

T T T T

NX x x x  and 1 2[   ... ]
D

T T T T

NY y y y  comprise a data set partitioned into 
DN  segments, 

where 
ix  is known input and 

iy  is measured physical responses. The objective is the same as the 

pervious section, which is the Supervised Learning Task of inferring the unknown parameters of the 

physics-based model from this multi-partition data. The formulation presented earlier can similarly be 

applied to address this problem; however, when the posterior distribution in Eq. (8) is used for inferring 

the unknown parameters from each individual pair ( , )i ix y , the unknown parameters and their 

distribution appear to vary across partitions. This variability is concerned with the parameters of the 

physics-based model θ , as well as the MMTE kernel parameters  . Thus, the parameter vectors 
iθ  

and 
i  are introduced through adding the subscript i , which represent the correspondence to the 
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specific pair ( , )i ix y . Additionally, the parameters 1{ } DN

i iθ  are considered mutually independent and 

parameterized by considering the following prior distribution in a similar sense as Eq. (5), leading to 

| , ~ ( , )  ,  {1,..., }
i i i ii i DN i N θ θ θ θθ μ Σ θ μ Σ                  (14) 

where 
i

Nθμ  and 
i

N N 
θΣ  are the mean vector and covariance matrix of the partition-specific 

parameters 
iθ , respectively.  

The parameters collected in { , , }
i i

N

i ivec  θ θδ μ Σ   are variable across data partitions. Due to 

this variability, knowledge transfer across the partitions is not possible unless additional assumptions 

are considered to regulate the variation of these parameters across partitions. For this purpose, the 

parameters 
iδ ’s are considered sequentially dependent, governed by a first-order random walk model, 

written as 

1   ,  {1,..., }
ii i Di N   δδ δ ε                    (15) 

where 
i

Nδε  is a zero-mean GWN process with covariance matrix 

block-diag( , , )
N N 

 
θ θδ μ ΣQ Q Q Q . Therefore, the conditional prior distribution of 

iδ ’s can be 

written as 

1 1| , ~ ( | , )  ,  {1,..., }i i i i DN i N   δ δδ δ Q δ δ Q                  (16) 

Based on Eqs. (14) and (16), the joint prior distribution turns out to be a hierarchical distribution, 

written as 

1 1

1

({ , } , ) ( | , ) ( | , ) ( )
D

D

i i

N
N

i i i i i i

i

p N N p 



 
  
 
δ θ θ δ δθ δ Q θ μ Σ δ δ Q Q                (17) 

where 1({ , } , )DN

i i ip  δθ δ Q  is the joint prior distribution of all parameters, ( )p δQ  is the prior distribution 

of the hyper-parameters 
δQ , and 

0 00 0{ , , }
N

vec  θ θδ μ Σ   can be set to a prior estimate of the 

parameters. Having made this assumption, the Bayes’ rule gives the joint posterior distribution of all 

parameters as follows: 

1 1 1({ , } , | , ) ( |{ , } , , ) ({ , } , )D D DN N N

i i i i i i i i ip p p  δ δ δθ δ Q X Y Y θ δ Q X θ δ Q                (18) 

where the prior distribution 1({ , } , )DN

i i ip  δθ δ Q  is given by Eq. (17), and 1( |{ , } , , )DN

i i ip  δY θ δ Q X  is the 

likelihood function of the full data set comprising all partitions of the data, which is expressed based 

on Eq. (4) as follows: 

 1( |{ , } , , ) ( , ), ( )DN

i i ip N δY θ δ Q X Y f X Θ K Φ                   (19) 

where the vectors 1[ ]
D

T T T

NΘ θ θ  and 1[ ]
D

T T T

NΦ    are expanded vectors, containing the 

physical parameters and kernel parameters corresponding to all partitions, respectively. Note that the 

elements of the Gaussian distribution in Eq. (19) are given as 

1 1,2 1,3 1,1 1 1

1,2 2 2,3 2,2 2 2

3 3 3 1,3 2,3 3

1,

1, 2, 1,

( , )

( , )

( , )  ; ( , )   ; ( )

( , )

D

D

D D

D D D
D D D D D

N

T

N

T T

N N

T T T
N N N N N N N N

f

f

f

f





    
    
    
      
    
    
    

     

K k k ky x θ

k K k ky x θ

y x θY f X Θ K Φ k k K

k

y x θ k k k K 

            (20) 

In this equation, the elements of the covariance matrix is calculated based on the kernel function. This 

means that the elements [ ]i pqK  and 
,[ ]i j pqk  are calculated from the kernel function ( , ; )p q ik ζ ζ  , 

wherein the kernel parameters 
i  are replaced when i j . 
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Substituting the likelihood function from Eq. (19) and the prior distribution from Eq. (17) gives 

the joint posterior distribution: 

 

 

1 1

1

1

1

({ , } , | , ) ( , ), ( ) ( | , ) ( | , ) ( )

                                     ( , ), ( ) ( | , ) ( | , ) ( )

D

D

i i

D

N
N

i i i i i i

i

N

i i

i

p N N N p

N N N p

 







 
  

 

 
  

 





δ θ θ δ δ

Θ Θ δ δ

δ θ Q X Y Y f X Θ K Φ θ μ Σ δ δ Q Q

Y f X Θ K Φ Θ μ Σ δ δ Q Q

            (21) 

where 
1

[ ,..., ]
ND

T T TΘ θ θμ μ μ  and 
1

block-diag( ,..., )
ND

Θ θ θΣ Σ Σ  comprise the hyper-parameters of all 

data partitions. Like the single partition formulation in Section 2, the simultaneous estimation of 
iθ  

and { , }
i iθ θμ Σ  can be cumbersome, so it is beneficial to marginalize 

iθ ’s from the posterior 

distribution giving: 

 1 1 1

1

({ } , | , ) |{ } , , ( | , ) ( )
D

D D

N
N N

i i i i i i

i

p p N p  



 
  

 
δ δ δ δδ Q X Y Y δ Q X δ δ Q Q               (22) 

where the marginalized likelihood function,  1|{ } , ,DN

i ip  δY δ Q X , is given as 

   

 

1|{ } , , ( , ), ( ) ( | , )

                                ( , ), ( )

DN

i i

T

p N N d

N

 

 

δ Θ Θ
Θ

Θ Θ

Y δ Q X Y f X Θ K Φ Θ μ Σ Θ

Y f X μ K Φ JΣ J
               (23) 

This integral is calculated using the results of Theorem 1 of Appendix (A), where the linearization 

with respect to Θ  around 
Θμ  is exercised. Moreover, it is noted that 

1block-diag( ,..., )
DNJ J J  

consists of 
iJ ’s given as ( , ) /

i i

T

i i i if


  
θθ μ

J x θ θ . On this basis, the marginal likelihood function can 

be expressed in an expanded format: 

 

11

22

33

1

1 1 1 1,2 1,3 1,1
1

1,2 2 2 2 2,3 2,22

3 1,3 2,3 3 3 33

1,

1, 2,

|{ } , ,

( , )

( , )

( , ) ,

( , )

D

D

D

D D

D
D ND D D

N

i i

T

N

T T

N

T T T

N N

T
N N N N

p

f

f

fN

f





  
     
   
  
  
  
    

δ

θθ

θθ

θθ

θ

Y δ Q X

K J Σ J k k kx μy

k K J Σ J k kx μy

y k k K J Σ Jx μ

k

y x μ k k 1,D D D D N DD

T T T

N N N N N

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

  θk K J Σ J

                      (24) 

In this equation, the processing of 
DN  data partitions cannot be performed separately for each 

partition. Since the number of unknown parameters grows linearly with the number of data partitions, 

the computational cost becomes progressively more costly. This issue can be circumvented by 

approximating the conditional distribution by imposing a Markovian dependence between data 

partitions and thereof parameters so that sequential data processing becomes practicable. Such a 

simplification implies that the correlation of faraway partitions can be ignored. This simplification is 

justifiable in the context of the MMTE kernel since the correlation exponentially decays with the 

distance. Based on this assumption, the full data set likelihood can be simplified into 
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1

1 1 1 1 1

2

1 1 1 1 1 1

2

1 1

|{ } , , |{ } ,{ } , |{ } ,
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From Eq. (24), the probability distributions required in Eq. (25) can be calculated from the general 

properties of multivariate Gaussian distributions, which yield [36]: 

   
1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| , ( , ), Tp N f θ θy x δ y x μ K J Σ J                  (26) 

   
1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| , ( , ),

k k

T

k k k k k k k kp N f
         θ θy x δ y x μ K J Σ J                (27) 

  1 1
1 1 1 1 1,1

1 1 1

1,

( , )
, | , , , ,

( , )

k k

k k

T
k k k k k kk

k k k k k k T T
k k k k k k k

f
p N

f

 
    

  



    
              

θ θ

θ θ

x μ K J Σ J ky
y y x x δ δ

y x μ k K J Σ J
   (28) 

Based on Theorem 2 of Appendix (C), the likelihood function can be transformed into a Markovian 

format, given by 

   1 | 1 | 1

1

|{ } , , ,
D

D

N
N

i i i i i i i

i

p N  



δY δ Q X y μ Σ                  (29) 

where | 1
oN

i i μ  and | 1
o oN N

i i



 Σ  are respectively the conditional mean vector and covariance 

matrix, given for 2i  , as follows: 

   
1 1

1

| 1 1, 1 1 1 1 1( ; ) ( ; )
i i i

T T

i i i i i i i i i if f
 



         θ θ θμ x μ k K J Σ J y x μ                    (30) 

   
1

1

| 1 1, 1 1 1 1,i i

T T T

i i i i i i i i i i i i



        θ θΣ K J Σ J k K J Σ J k                      (31) 

Based on this simplified likelihood function, the posterior distribution can be rewritten as 

 1 | 1 | 1 1

1

{ } , | , ( , ) ( | , ) ( )
D

D

N
N

i i i i i i i i i

i

p N N p   



 
  
 
δ δ δδ Q X Y y μ Σ δ δ Q Q               (32) 

It should be noted that the mean and covariance are given for 1i   by 
11|0 1( , )f θμ x μ  and 

11|0 1 1 1

T  θΣ K J Σ J , respectively. Here, the posterior distribution benefits from a Markovian structure 

since the parameters and data of each partition only depends on their preceding counterparts. This 

property will be shown to be advantageous for developing a sequential computational algorithm. 

 

3.2. Graphical Representation 

A graphical representation of the proposed probabilistic model is displayed in Fig. 2 using plate 

notation [37]. The rectangular plate represents each data partition and embeds partition-specific 

parameters. The parameters considered fixed across-partitions, i.e., 
θμ

Q , 
θΣ

Q , and Q , are left out of 

this plate and shown by the purple circles. The white circles refer to the unknown parameters, and the 

gray circle indicates each partition of the data. The arrows represent the conditional dependence of the 

parameters, and the curved arrows indicate the sequential dependence of the parameters across 

different partitions. As can be seen, the Markovian structure of the data partitions and data-specific 

parameters, i.e., 
iy , 

iθ
μ , 

iθ
Σ , and 

i , depend on their counterparts of the ( 1)thi   partition shown by 

the curved arrows. 
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Fig. 2. Graphical representation of the proposed hierarchical probabilistic model 

 

3.3. Posterior Predictive Distribution 

Once the posterior distribution is calculated, it is possible to predict unobserved responses. This goal 

requires predicting statistical properties of the unobserved responses using the observed data. Let 

1DN δ  denote the parameters of a new partition, which should be inferred from 
DN  partitions. By virtue 

of the principle of total probability, the posterior predictive distribution of 1DN δ  can be calculated 

from 

1 1( | , ) ( | , ) ( , | , )
D D D D D

ND

N N N N Np N p d d   
δ

δ δ δ
Q δ

δ X Y δ δ Q δ Q X Y δ Q               (33) 

where the distribution ( , | )
DNp δδ Q Y  should be calculated from Eq. (32) through a proper 

marginalization, which is to be discussed in Section 4. In this equation, the uncertainty of 
DNδ  and 

δQ  is propagated to predict the unknown parameters 1DN δ . Subsequently, the unobserved response 

1DN y  can be calculated as 

1
1 1 1 1 1 1 1( | , , ) ( | , ) ( | , )

D D D D D D D
ND

N N N N N N Np p p d


       δy x X Y y x δ δ X Y δ               (34) 

where 1 1 1( | , )
D D DN N Np   y x δ  is the posterior predictive distribution given as 

 1 1| 1|,
D D D D DN N N N NN   y μ Σ , where the mean and covariance are given by Eqs. (30-31). In these 

equations, the integrations over the multi-dimensional space of 
DNδ , 1DN δ , and δQ  is 

computationally expensive, for which specific strategies will be provided in Section 4. 

 

4. Computational Algorithm 

In the context of Bayesian methods, the exact calculation of the posterior distribution is often 

intractable, and it is necessary to establish proper approximations. This problem is also the case with 

the posterior distribution obtained in Eq. (32), where a large number of parameters are involved, and 

they grow linearly with the number of partitions. Therefore, applying a sampling method can be a 

laborious approach owing to the complex dependence of the parameters, as indicated in Fig. 2. 

In this paper, an optimization strategy is instead adopted to approximate the posterior distribution 

by ignoring the identification uncertainty of iδ . Such a strategy can be justified for most practical 

cases, where the modeling errors are large such that the partition-to-partition variability is much larger 

than the identification uncertainty [38]. By doing so, the posterior distribution in Eq. (32) can be 

approximated as 

 1 1

1

ˆ{ } , | , ( ) ( | , ) ( )
D

D

N
N

i i i i i i

i

p N p 



 
  
 
δ δ δδ Q X Y δ δ δ δ Q Q                (35) 

where ˆ
iδ  denotes the Most Probable Values (MPVs), and ˆ( )i i δ δ  is Dirac delta function centered 

at ˆ
iδ . The Markovian structure of the probabilistic model gives the opportunity to find the MPVs of 

Q( ; )i if x θ

iθ

iθ
μ

iθ
Σ

iy
i

ix

θμ
Q

θΣ
Q

i
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iδ ’s sequentially by minimizing the negative log-likelihood function, | 1 | 1
ˆˆ( ) ln ( , )i i i i i iL N   δ y μ Σ , 

for each 
iδ , given by 

1

| 1 | 1 | 1 | 1

1 1ˆ ˆˆ ˆ( ) ln ( ) ( ) .
2 2

T

i i i i i i i i i i iL cte

       δ Σ y μ Σ y μ                 (36) 

where  .  denotes the determinant of a matrix; .cte  stands for constant terms; the mean 
| 1

ˆ
i iμ  and the 

covariance matrix | 1
ˆ

i iΣ  are obtained from Eqs. (30-31) while the parameters 
1iδ  is set to its MPVs 

1
ˆ

iδ , obtained at the preceding step of the analysis. 

Once the MPVs ( ˆ
iδ ’s) are acquired for {1,..., }Di N , the posterior distribution of the hyper-

parameters 
δQ  can calculated from Eq. (35), giving: 

  1

1

ˆ ˆ| ( | , ) ( )
DN

i i

i

p N p



 
  
 
δ δ δQ Y δ δ Q Q                   (37) 

Note that this marginal posterior distribution is obtained by neglecting the identification uncertainty 

of iδ . Considering ( )p δQ  to be uniform, from this equation, the MPVs of δQ  can be calculated by 

maximizing Eq. (37) for δQ  or minimizing its negative-logarithm given by 

  1

1 1

1

1 ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ( ) ln | ln ( ) ( ) .
2 2

DN
TD

i i i i

i

N
L p cte

 



 
       

 
δ δ δ δQ Q Y Q δ δ Q δ δ              (38) 

where ( )L δQ  is calculated from Eq. (37). Taking derivatives of this expression with respect to 
δQ  

allows writing: 

1 1 1

1 1

1

( ) 1 ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ( )( )
2 2

DN
TD

i i i i

i

L N   

 



 
    

  
δ

δ δ δ

δ

Q
Q Q δ δ δ δ Q

Q
                (39) 

Setting this equation equal to zero provides: 

1 1

1

1ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ( )( )
DN

T

i i i i

iDN
 



  δQ δ δ δ δ                   (40) 

where ˆ
δQ  is the MPVs of the covariance matrix 

δQ .  

Similar to the approximation introduced in Eq. (37), the posterior predictive distribution of Eq. 

(33) can be written as 

1 1 1
ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ( | , ) ( | , ) ( ) ( ) ( | , )

D D D D D D D D
ND

N N N N N N N Np N d d N       
δ

δ δ δ δ δ
Q δ

δ X Y δ δ Q δ δ Q Q δ Q δ δ Q (41) 

Since this distribution is Gaussian, it is straightforward to sample it for predicting the response 

subjected to future input. For this purpose, from Eq. (34), we can write: 

 

 

1
1 1 1 1| 1| 1 1

( ) ( )

1 1| 1|

1

ˆ ˆ( | , , ) , ( | , )

1
                                  ,

D D D D D D D D D D
ND

s

D D D D D

N N N N N N N N N N

N
m m

N N N N N

ms

p N N d

N
N


      

  











δ
δ

y x X Y y μ Σ δ δ Q δ

y μ Σ

             (42) 

where 
( )

1|D D

m

N Nμ  and 
( )

1|D D

m

N NΣ  are respectively the samples of the mean vector and covariance matrix, 

wherein 
DNδ  is replaced with its MPVs whereas 1DN δ  is replaced by its samples 

( )

1D

m

N δ  drawn from 

1
ˆ ˆ( | , )

D DN NN  δδ δ Q . This Gaussian mixture distribution is known to have the following statistical 

moments [31]: 

( )

1 1|

1

1 s

D D D

N
m

N N N

msN
 



    y μ                    (43) 
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 ( ) ( ), ( ) ( ) ( )

1 1| 1| 1| 1| 1|2
1 1 1

1 1s s s

D D D D D D D D D D D

T
N N N

m m T m m m

N N N N N N N N N N N

m m ms sN N
     

  

     
          

     
  y μ μ Σ μ μ                  (44) 

where 1DN 
 
 y  and 1DN 

 
 y  are the mean and covariance of the unobserved responses 

1DN y , 

respectively. 

Algorithm 1 gives a systematic procedure to address the computation of the proposed probabilistic 

model. This procedure starts with progressively finding the MPVs of the partition-specific parameters 

for each data partition. Then, it continues with calculating the MPVs of δQ  and predicting unmeasured 

structural responses. In this algorithm, calculating the determinant and the matrix multiplication 
1

| 1 | 1
ˆ ˆ( )i i i i i



 Σ y μ  is a critical step required between the lines 4 and 5. Since the procedure must be 

repeated at each step of the maximization, it governs a substantial amount of the computation. This 

problem, referred to as the “Scalability” of GPs, implies that the computational cost grow cubically 

with the dimension of the full covariance matrix, i.e., 3(( ) )o DO nN N  [39]. However, the data 

partitioning exercised in the present study mitigates the computational burden up to a large extent 

since long-length time-history data can be processed separately for short segments. This 

implementation essentially implies that the computational cost can be reduced from 3(( ) )o DO nN N  to 
3( ( ) )D oO N nN , offering significant computational savings. 

Additionally, calculating the determinant and inverse of | 1
ˆ

i iΣ  might encounter ill-posedness as 

the number of data points within each partition 
onN  increases. To circumvent this problem, the 

Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) of | 1
ˆ

i iΣ  is used for truncating redundant dimensions and 

reducing the dimensionality of the covariance matrix. In order to specify an appropriate level of 

truncation, the slope of the singular values decay can be checked against a predefined tolerance of 0.1-

1% of the largest singular value. 

 
Algorithm 1.  
Calculation of the MPVs of the unknown parameters and predictions of unmeasured responses 

1: Set the initial values of 0δ̂ , comprising 
0

ˆ
θμ , 

0

ˆ
θΣ , and 

0̂ . 

2: For 1: Di N  (Data Partitions) { 

3: Find the MPVs ˆ ˆˆˆ{ , , }
i ii i θ θδ μ Σ   by minimizing the log-likelihood function ( )iL δ  given by Eq. (36) 

4: } End For 

5: Approximate the MPVs of δQ  by the expression 
1 1

1

1ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ( )( )
DN

T

i i i i

iDN
 



  δQ δ δ δ δ . 

6: Draw samples ( )

1D

m

N δ  from the distribution 
1

ˆ ˆ( | , )
D DN NN  δδ δ Q . 

7: Compute the mean and covariance of unobserved responses using Eqs. (43-44). 

 

 

5. Illustrative Examples 

5.1. IASE-ASCE Benchmark Problem 

The SHM benchmark structure is used to demonstrate the proposed methodology. The dimensions and 

mechanical properties of this structure are available in the literature [40]. As shown in Fig. 3(a), the 

structure is a steel-braced frame, constructed in four stories and covered by concrete slabs. It is 

subjected to a concentrated force acting on the 4th floor along the x direction. The dynamical force 

( )xP t  is considered GWN process with zero mean and 10kN standard deviation. For this structure, the 

out-of-plane deformations of the slabs are significantly smaller than the in-plane displacements and 

rotations. Additionally, the axial elongation of the columns is negligible compared to bending and 

shear deformations. Therefore, it is admissible to neglect the axial displacement of columns and 
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simulate the structure by the 12-DOF lumped-mass column shown in Fig. 3(b). This simplification 

implies that each floor can have translational displacements along both x- and y-axes, as well as a 

rotational deformation along the z-axis. Based on this structural model, the elements of the mass and 

stiffness matrices ( M  and K ) were calculated. The damping matrix is considered proportional to the 

mass and stiffness matrices, given by   C K M , where 0.02   and 52 10   . This damping 

matrix creates modal damping ratios of order 0.1-5%. 

 

 
Fig. 3. (a) A 3D view of the IASE-ASCE benchmark structure (b) 12-DOF lumped mass model used for inference 

 

Having made the above assumptions, the synthetic response of the structure is generated and 

recorded for an adequately long period using 0.001t s   sampling interval. The acceleration 

responses of the 2nd and 3rd floors ( ,2xu  and ,3xu ) are considered as measured quantities, contaminated 

with zero-mean additive GWN with a standard deviation equal to 5% Root-Mean-Square (RMS) of 

the noise-free signals. This simulated data is next partitioned into 
DN  segments and used for model 

inference and response predictions. 

The physics-based model used for simulating the dynamical responses is assumed to have the same 

mass matrix as the original structure. The stiffness matrix is partially unknown, whose elements 1 ,2xk  

and 2 ,3xk  are to be determined. This means that the physical parameters 1 2[  ]T θ  should be 

identified from the data. However, the damping matrix is considered to deviate from that of the 

structure using 0.03   and 52 10      . Moreover, the physical parameters are considered 

variable across data partitions, drawn from ~ ( ,0.01 )i
iid

Nθ 0 I , where {1,2,..., }Di N . This 

misspecification aims to simulate systematic errors when describing the observed dynamical 

responses. 

The accuracy and complexity of the MMTE kernel function is governed by the number of 

incorporated cosine functions ( m ). In Fig. 4(a), the PSD of the prediction errors is indicated, wherein 

three dominant modes at frequencies 9, 40, and 48Hz can be observed. This initially suggests that 

3m   can be a good choice. To investigate this issue further, Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) is 

calculated when {1,2,3,4}m  modes are incorporated into the kernel function. As shown in Fig. 4(b), 

the maximum BIC score is obtained for 3m   when the three modes 9, 40, and 48Hz are used. Thus, 

the selection of these three modes can be supported intuitively and theoretically. 
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uy,2
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Fig. 4. (a) PSD of the discrepancy between the model and actual acceleration responses of the 3rd floor; (b) BIC score 

compared to the number of kernel modes 

Having considered the above settings, Algorithm 1 is used to identify the unknown parameters of 

the model and kernel machines. The estimated mean of the kernel parameters are presented in Table 

1 using different choices of the number of data points ( n ) and partitions (
DN ). Estimations of 

/ (2 )k  , where {1,2,3}k  , are close to those observed in Fig. 4(a), and they are almost invariant 

regardless of the number of data points or partitions. Conversely, estimations of 2

k , 2

n , and 21 / k  

vary depending on the data length n  and the number of partitions 
DN . This observation is natural in 

the sense that the length of data (or the number of data points) govern temporal characteristics of the 

kernel function. 

 
Table 1. 

Estimated mean of the unknown parameters obtained from posterior predictive distribution 

DnN  n  D
N  2

1  2

11/  1 / (2 )   2

2  2

21/  2 / (2 )   2

3  2

31/  3 / (2 )   2

n  

3000 
500 6 0.88 3.95 9.84 0.99 2.57 39.39 0.87 2.98 47.79 3×10-6 

1000 3 0.07 0.50 10.66 0.89 0.48 39.82 0.86 2.72 47.79 4×10-6 

9000 
300 30 1.18 8.45 10.25 1.18 9.50 39.40 1.16 7.07 46.18 2×10-5 

1000 9 0.45 1.24 10.83 0.99 1.03 39.80 1.04 1.43 47.90 7×10-6 

 

Table 2 presents the mean and standard deviation of the stiffness parameters identified for different 

choices of the number of data points and partitions. The estimated mean values are very close to the 

actual values (
1 2

1    ), and the estimated standard deviations closely agree with the actual values 

(
1 2

0.01    ), confirming the validity of the results. Additionally, the mean and standard 

deviation of the stiffness parameters remain consistent regardless of the number of data points and 

partitions. This asymptotic behavior is desirable as it resolves a significant shortcoming of the classical 

Bayesian approach [1], where the posterior uncertainty reduces with the number of data points and 

partitions. 

 
Table 2. 

Estimations of the mean and standard deviation of the stiffness 

parameters obtained based on the posterior predictive distribution  

DnN  n  DN  
1

  
2

  
1

  
2

  

3000 
500 6 0.998 1.020 0.0101 0.0099 

1000 3 1.002 0.997 0.0098 0.0082 

9000 
300 30 1.008 1.000 0.0103 0.0102 

1000 9 1.006 1.004 0.0092 0.0102 

 

Having identified the unknown parameters, we propagate uncertainties for predicting dynamical 

responses based on Algorithm 1. Predictions of the acceleration response of the 4th DOF ( ,2 ( )xu t ) are 

shown in Fig. 5. The first 10s segment of the measured response is regarded as the training data set, 
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and the next 10s data is treated as the held-out data set. For better visualization, four zoomed windows 

are provided. As can be seen, the estimated mean response agrees with the measured response, and 

the uncertainty bounds indicated by the shaded areas reasonably account for potential errors. A similar 

pattern can be observed in Fig. 6 for the 7th DOF ( ,3 ( )xu t ), emphasizing the accuracy of the proposed 

method. 

 

 
Fig. 5. Predictions of the acceleration response of the 2nd floor along the x-axis when using 10s data partitioned 

into 10DN   segments, each comprising 1000n   time samples 

 
Fig. 6. Predictions of the acceleration response of the 3rd floor along the x-axis when using 10s data partitioned 

into 10DN   segments, each comprising 1000n   time samples 

 

Fig. 7 compares predictions of ,2 ( )xu t  based on the classical Bayesian approach (e.g., [1]) and the 

proposed method. Fig. 7(a) shows that the classical framework does not account for potential 
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discrepancies between the estimated mean and the measured responses as the uncertainty bounds 

appear thinner than required. In contrast, Fig. 7(b) shows that the estimated mean and the uncertainty 

bounds (±3SD) calculated through the proposed framework well account for the errors caused by 

model misspecification. 

 

 
Fig. 7. Predictions of the acceleration time-history response of the 2nd floor along the x-axis using (a) Classical Bayesian 

framework (b) proposed framework 

 

5.2. Experimental Example 

In this section, we test the proposed framework using experimental data. For this purpose, a shaking-

table test is performed to excite the base of a small-scale three-story structure shown in Fig. 8(a). The 

base and the three stories acceleration responses along the x-axis are measured subjected to a 

broadband GWN acceleration along the x-axis. A three-story shear frame shown in Fig. 8(b) can model 

the dynamical behavior of the structure. The applied excitation is plotted in Fig. 9(a), and the measured 

acceleration response of the 3rd floor is showcased in Fig. 9(b). The time-history acceleration responses 

of the three floors are recorded at 0.005s time intervals. 

The mass of the structural model shown in Fig. 9(b) is considered lumped at each floor, originating 

from the thick floor plates. The mass of the columns and beams is relatively negligible. Thus, the mass 

matrix is diagonal having elements 
1 5.63 kgm  , 

2 6.03 kgm  , and 
3 4.66 kgm  . The damping 

matrix ( Ĉ ) is considered to be proportional to the mass matrix, given by 

3

1

ˆ ˆˆ ˆ
ˆ ˆˆ2

ˆ ˆˆ

T

i i
i i T

i i i

 


 
   

 


M M
C

M



 
                   (45) 

where the modal damping ratios are obtained from [41,42], considered 1
ˆ 2.39%  , 

2
ˆ 0.87%  , and 

3
ˆ 0.65%  ; 

1 2 3
ˆ ( , , )diag m m mM  is the mass matrix; 

1
ˆ 114.41 rad/s  , 

2
ˆ 81.82 rad/s  , and 

3
ˆ 28.56 rad/s   are the nominal modal frequencies; 3ˆ

i   is the ith nominal mode shape 

corresponding to modal frequency ˆ
i . Unlike the known matrices M̂  and Ĉ , the stiffness matrix is 

considered to be unknown, described as 
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1 2 2

2 2 3 3

3 3

0

( )

0

  

   

 

  
 

   
 
  

K θ                    (46) 

where  1 2 3

T
  θ  is a parameter vector, comprising the stiffness of each floor. The primary 

objective is to identify the unknown parameters using the acceleration responses of the 1st and the 3rd 

floors using the proposed methodology, and the secondary objective is to predict unobserved 

responses. 

 

   
Fig. 8. (a) Three-story frame tested on a shaking-table (b) 3-DOF linear structural model 

 

 
Fig. 9. (a) GWN base excitation (b) Measured acceleration response of the top floor 

 

Based on Algorithm 1, TMCMC sampling method [43–45] is used to draw 10000sN   samples 

of 
1( | )

D DN Np Dδ , considering 500n   and 20DN  . Fig. 10 visualizes the posterior predictive 

distribution 
, 1( | )

D DN Np Dθμ  based on the Markovian samples. The dashed red lines show the 

reference values reported in [41], which appear close to the mode of the calculated distribution. 

Moreover, the estimated stiffness of the first floor is calculated considerably smaller than those of the 

m1

m2

m3

y1(t)

y2(t)

y3(t)
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second and third floors. This behavior is suspected to be due to a loose connection of the first stories’ 

column to the base plate compared to other floors. 

Fig. 11 shows the posterior predictive distribution of the kernel function parameters, 

1( | )
D DN Np D . The kernel frequencies can be approximated as 

1 115 rad/s  , 
2 82 rad/s  , and 

3 28 rad/s  . These values one-to-one correspond to the modal frequencies of the structure 

mentioned earlier as 
1̂ , 

2̂ , and 
3̂ . The correlation lengths fall within the interval 

[1.0 2.0], {1,2,3}i i    , indicating fast decay of temporal correlation over time. 

 
Fig. 10. Posterior predictive distribution 

, 1( | )
D DN Np Dθμ  computed based on 20 sets of vibration data 

 

 
Fig. 11. Posterior predictive distribution of the kernel parameters computed based on 20 sets of vibration data 

 

Table 3 shows the posterior mean and standard deviation of the structural parameters, identified 

considering different number of data points ( n ) and partitions ( DN ). It can be seen that the stiffness 

of the first floor is identified smaller than the other two floors, which can originate from the loosening 

the bolts at the base. The estimated mean values also appear to be close to those reported in previous 

works [41]. Additionally, it is notable that, regardless of the values of n  and DN , the estimated mean 
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and standard deviations converge almost to the same values. This asymptotic behavior is desirable as 

the posterior distributions are insensitive to the number of data points and the redundancy of the 

measured information. 

The convergence trend of the statistical properties of the structural parameters can be seen in Fig. 

12 for 4000n  . The mean ( ˆ
i

 ) and standard deviation ( ˆ
i

 ) estimated from each data partition is 

indicated by the error bars. The posterior predictive distribution 
1( | )i ip Dδ  is calculated for 

{1,2,...,20}i  , giving a sense how the parameters vary as the information of different partitions 

accumulates. Based on this distribution, the estimated mean and standard deviation of the stiffness 

parameters are displayed in Fig. 12 through the red line and the shaded area, respectively. As shown, 

the uncertainty bounds can account for the variability of estimated mean values and standard 

deviations across different partitions of data. 

 
Table 3. 
Posterior mean and standard deviation of the stiffness parameters calculated for varying 

choices of the number of data points or partitions 

DnN  n  DN  
1

ˆ
  

1

ˆ
  

2

ˆ
  

2

ˆ
  

3

ˆ
  

3

ˆ
  

10000 
1000 10 17.98 0.0867 25.58 0.0804 24.97 0.0938 

500 20 17.95 0.0945 25.55 0.1011 24.96 0.1060 

25000 
1000 25 17.99 0.0975 25.54 0.1041 24.99 0.1105 

500 50 17.96 0.1069 25.54 0.0896 24.96 0.1075 

 

 
Fig. 12. Variation of the posterior distribution of the stiffness parameters with the number of partitions 

 

Predictions of the acceleration responses of the 1st and 3rd floors are plotted in Fig. 13. As can be 

seen, the estimated mean response closely follows the measured signal. Moreover, the shaded area 

representing 99% confidence interval (±3SD) fairly contains potential discrepancy between the 

measured and mean responses. 
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Fig. 13. Prediction of the acceleration response of the 1st and 3rd floors based on 

1( | , )
DNp y X Y  

 

6. Conclusions and Future Works 

New kernel covariance functions are introduced to promote physics-informed GP models in the 

context of structural dynamics inverse problems. These covariance functions are composed of the 

MMTE kernel function, a physics-driven tangent covariance function, and an isotropic Gaussian noise. 

When this composite kernel function is studied theoretically, we realize that it incorporates the 

gradients of physical responses into the covariance structure, offering additional robustness when 

facing parameter variation. Moreover, hierarchical Bayesian modeling techniques are employed to 

account for temporal variability by partitioning the measured time-history data into multiple sub-

segments. Although the primary motivation behind using a hierarchical probabilistic model is to 

consider the non-stationarity of measured responses, it turns out that the proposed data partitioning is 

advantageous from a computational standpoint, where the scalability of GPs can be alleviated. 

Subsequently, a computational algorithm is proposed to facilitate the sequential processing of 

measured data and estimate structural parameters and unmeasured dynamical responses. Two 

illustrative examples are finally presented to validate the proposed methodology, which helps draw 

the following specific conclusions: 

 The spectral density of the model discrepancy reveals the existence of a few dominant peaks. The 

MMTE kernel function is a suitable kernel function to characterize this stochastic behavior. 

 The order of the MMTE kernel function is selected through a Bayesian model selection approach, 

revealing that a good model order for the MMTE kernel can be the number of dominant peaks 

appearing on the PSD of the prediction errors.  

 The proposed framework reliably accounts for the variability of structural model parameters 

across the datasets and provides realistic posterior distributions for unmeasured dynamical 

responses. Unlike other non-hierarchical approaches, the uncertainties calculated do not decrease 

with the number of data points and partitions.  

 The predicted responses show a very reasonable agreement with the measurements, and the 

propagated uncertainty can contain potential discrepancies of mechanics-based models accounting 

for possible modeling errors. 

Although simple examples were provided to demonstrate the method, this study reveals that higher 

accuracy can be achieved by incorporating physical knowledge into the kernel covariance function. 

Nonetheless, more research should be conducted to further discover the applicability of the presented 
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framework to other types of problems. In a broader context, the proposed framework can be explored 

further by applying it to non-linear systems and non-stationary types of force excitations. 

 

 

Appendix (A). Derivation of the explicit integral in Eq. (8) 

Theorem 1. Let xN
X  and 

Nμ  be two vectors of random variables described by Gaussian 

distributions ~ ( | , )NX X Aμ Σ  and 
0 0~ ( | , )Nμ μ μ Σ , where xN N

A , 0

Nμ , and 

0

N N 
Σ  are known and given. The integral of the multiplication of these two Gaussian 

distributions over μ  is given as (See Appendix A of [46] for its detailed proof) 

0 0 0 0( | , ) ( | , ) ( | , )TN N d N μ X Aμ Σ μ μ Σ μ X Aμ Σ AΣ A               (A1) 

Corollary 1. Based on Theorem 1, the integral in Eq. (8) can be calculated as 

( | ( , ), ) ( | , )

             ( | ( , ) ( ), ) ( | , )

             ( | ( , ), )T

N f N d

N f N d

N f

  

 





θ θ
θ

θ θ θ θ
θ

θ θ

y x θ K θ μ Σ θ

y x μ J θ μ K θ μ Σ θ

y x μ JΣ J K

              (A2) 

This finding proves the result claimed earlier in Eq. (8). 

 

 

Appendix (B). Derivation of Eq. (13) 

By definition, the PSD of the kernel covariance function given in Eq. (12) can be calculated as 
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           (B1) 

Note that the integral exp( ) ( )j d   



  is equal to one, due to the underlying properties of Delta 

function. Additionally, the Euler’s formula allows writing the cosine function as 

,cos( ) (exp( ) exp( )) / 2k i j j      . Replacing this expression into Eq. (B1) yields: 
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           (B2) 

The integral 
 

2
ax b

e dx
  

  is known to be / a , so the latest integrals can be simplified into 

2 2
2 2 2 2
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1
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                (B3) 

This result proves Eq. (13), claimed earlier within the text. 
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Appendix (C). Derivation of Eqs. (30-31) 

Theorem 2. Let xN
X  be a vector of random variables described by ( | , )N X μ Σ , where the mean 

xN
μ  and covariance x xN N

Σ  are both known. For partitioned vector 1 2[   ]T T TX x x , the 

probability distribution ( | , )N X μ Σ  can be written as 

1 1 11 12

12 222 2

( )    ,  
T

p N

 
      

       
     
 
 X μ Σ

x μ Σ Σ
X

Σ Σx μ
                 (C1) 

Then, the probability distribution of 
2x  conditional on 

1x  can be calculated from [36]: 

1 2
2 1 2 2|1 2|1

1

( , )
( | ) (  , )

( )

p
p N

p
 

x x
x x x μ Σ

x
                 (C2) 

1

2|1 2 12 11 1 1( )T   μ μ Σ Σ x μ                   (C3) 

1

2|1 22 12 11 12

T  Σ Σ Σ Σ Σ                    (C4) 
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