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Abstract

Directed Energy Deposition (DED) has significant potential for rapidly manufacturing complex and multi-material parts. However,
it is prone to internal defects, such as lack of fusion porosity and cracks, that may compromise the mechanical and microstructural
properties, thereby, impacting the overall performance and reliability of manufactured components. This study focuses on in-
situ monitoring and characterization of melt pools closely associated with internal defects like porosity, aiming to enhance defect
detection and quality control in DED-printed parts. Traditional machine learning (ML) approaches for defect identification require
extensive labeled datasets. However, in real-life manufacturing settings, labeling such large datasets accurately is often challenging
and expensive, leading to a scarcity of labeled datasets. To overcome this challenge, our framework utilizes self-supervised learning
using large amounts of unlabeled melt pool data on a state-of-the-art Vision Transformer-based Masked Autoencoder (MAE),
yielding highly representative embeddings. The fine-tuned model is subsequently leveraged through transfer learning to train
classifiers on a limited labeled dataset, effectively identifying melt pool anomalies associated with porosity. In this study, we
employ two different classifiers to comprehensively compare and evaluate the effectiveness of our combined framework with the
self-supervised model in melt pool characterization. The first classifier model is a Vision Transformer (ViT) classifier using the
fine-tuned MAE Encoder’s parameters, while the second model utilizes the fine-tuned MAE Encoder to leverage its learned spatial
features, combined with an MLP classifier head to perform the classification task. Our approach achieves overall accuracy ranging
from 95.44% to 99.17% and an average F1 score exceeding 80%, with the ViT Classifier outperforming the MAE Encoder Classifier
only by a small margin. This demonstrates the potential of our framework as a scalable and cost-effective solution for automated
quality control in DED, effectively utilizing minimal labeled data to achieve accurate defect detection.

Keywords: Directed Energy Deposition;Computer Vision; Masked Autoencoder; Vision Transformers; Self-supervised learning;
Image Classification;

1. Introduction

Directed Energy Deposition (DED) [1] is widely used in
aerospace and biomedical industries for its ability to precisely
repair and build high-value components. This laser-based addi-
tive manufacturing process utilizes a focused laser beam to melt
and fuse metal powder or wire layer by layer, creating a moving
melt pool [2] at the laser-material interface as shown in Figure
1. However, these intricate interactions can sometimes intro-
duce defects like porosity, which compromises the mechanical
integrity and reliability of the final parts [3]. Porosity in DED
components arises primarily from entrapped gas bubbles within
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the melt pool, originating either from gases trapped in the feed-
stock or from incomplete fusion between layers [4]. As the
melt pool solidifies, these bubbles may become trapped, form-
ing voids that impact the material’s strength. The melt pools
characteristics such as size, shape, and temperature distribution
are crucial in shaping the microstructural and mechanical prop-
erties of the part [3]. In-situ characterization of the melt pool
provides valuable insights into defect formation, allowing man-
ufacturers to identify and mitigate porosity and other defects
[5]. By monitoring melt pool dynamics during the DED pro-
cess, manufacturers can also enhance quality control and ensure
the reliability of their final products.

In recent years, significant efforts have been made to de-
velop in-situ monitoring and characterization methods for melt
pool dynamics in laser additive manufacturing (LAM), espe-
cially for identifying internal defects within directed energy
deposition (DED). [7] introduced a real-time porosity detec-
tion framework using Self-Organizing Map (SOM) clustering
on thermal melt pool images, achieving 96% accuracy. Simi-
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Figure 1: Cross-sectional view of Directed Energy Deposition (DED) processes
redrawn from [6]: (a)Powder-feed and (b)Wire-feed.

larly, [8] proposed a fusion approach combining PyroNet (CNN)
and IRNet (LRCN) for porosity prediction via decision-level in-
tegration of pyrometer and infrared images. [9] reached 98.44%
accuracy using thermal history and morphological features with
a K-Nearest Neighbor (KNN) model. Meanwhile, [10] em-
ployed a variational autoencoder (VAE) with Gaussian mixture
modeling (GMM) and K-means clustering to detect melt pool
anomalies in DED, reporting 94.52% accuracy. In laser wire
DED, [11] leveraged YOLO-based CNNs for real-time segmen-
tation and analysis, improving monitoring precision. [12] used
a high-dynamic range camera with a KNN classifier to classify
stability zones, achieving a 13% error rate. In the mean time,
multi-sensor fusion and data-driven models have also shown
promise. [13] integrated multiple sensors with machine learn-
ing models like SVM, KNN, Random Forest, and MLP, achiev-
ing a 90% true positive rate while [14] applied an unsupervised
online learning method in laser metal deposition (LMD), reach-
ing 76% accuracy with K-means and 97% with SOM for classi-
fying images as healthy” or anomalous.” Another work by [15]
introduced a defect diagnosis system in DED using a degree of
irregularity (DOI) feature index, achieving up to 96.92% accu-
racy for balling defects, outperforming STFT-based CNN mod-
els. More recent developments continue to push the boundaries
of in-situ monitoring accuracy. [16] proposed FixConvNeXt,
achieving 99.1% accuracy in real-time melt pool state identi-
fication for L-DED while reducing computational costs. [17]
demonstrated an acoustic-based approach using CNNs for de-
fect detection in DED, reaching 89% overall accuracy and 98%
AUC-ROC for keyhole pore detection. [18] introduced a Gaus-
sian SVM classifier for layer-wise anomaly detection in DED,
achieving up to 96.38% accuracy and a 95.34% F-score, sur-
passing benchmarks in efficiency. [19] utilized DenseNet-39
with high-speed camera images, achieving 99.3% accuracy in
classifying melt pool states as stable or unstable, reducing com-
putational demands. [20] employed a ConvLSTM autoencoder
with high-speed camera video data for detecting defects like
wire dripping and arcing, effectively enabling real-time anomaly
detection in DED. We summerize the different learning method-
ologies and models employed for defect detection tasks through
in-situ melt pool data within the DED process in Table 1.

Moreover, Table 1 highlights that Convolutional Neural Net-
work (CNN) based models [20, 21, 16, 8, 22, 10, 19, 11] have
been at the forefront of advancements in real-time melt pool
monitoring and defect detection within DED process. While

CNNs, often applied through supervised learning [8] in this do-
main, have shown success in defect detection using melt-pool
features, they come with limitations. These models struggle
to perform optimally when faced with data domains charac-
terized by linearly inseparable features or fuzzy object bound-
aries [23]. Additionally, acquiring large labeled datasets for
melt pool monitoring is costly and time-intensive, which lim-
its CNNs’ effectiveness and often leads to overfitting. Trans-
fer learning has [24] emerged as a solution to this problem by
leveraging pre-trained models on similar datasets to improve
model performance on the smaller, domain-specific data. How-
ever, transfer learning is not always effective, especially when
there is a significant domain shift or the data distribution dif-
fers substantially from the pre-trained model’s original training
set. Consequently, there is a need for more adaptable and versa-
tile approaches that can utilize the abundance of unlabeled data
generated in manufacturing processes.

Given these limitations of supervised learning models such
as CNNs, self-supervised learning (SSL) [25] has become an in-
creasingly popular approach that reduces the reliance on large
labeled datasets by enabling models to learn directly from the
data through reconstruction. SSL trains models on pretext tasks
that generate predictive signals from the data itself, allowing
models to learn rich feature representations. These learned fea-
tures can later be fine-tuned with smaller labeled datasets, mak-
ing SSL a resource-efficient method in manufacturing contexts
where labeled data is scarce. This capability is particularly
valuable in Directed Energy Deposition (DED) processes, where
labeled data is often limited, and traditional supervised models
may struggle to generalize effectively on smaller datasets.

Researchers have explored various SSL techniques, com-
bining them with supervised classifiers or unsupervised clus-
tering of latent features for defect identification tasks [10, 20].
However, in the domain of melt pool thermal images for defect
detection, unsupervised clustering may be less suitable since
the latent features are not usually linearly separable, which can
limit the effectiveness of identification without labeled data.
Additionally, to apply a supervised classifier on latent features,
it is essential to ensure high-quality feature generation to sup-
port accurate supervised classification. To overcome these con-
straints, we utilize Vision Transformers (ViTs) [26], which are
transforming the computer vision landscape with their superior
capability to capture intricate spatial relationships and global
dependencies within high-resolution images. Unlike CNNs, Vi-
sion Transformers (ViTs) divide images into patches and pro-
cess them sequentially, allowing for enhanced feature extrac-
tion at both local and global levels. This capability is especially
advantageous in applications requiring high detail and preci-
sion, such as melt pool analysis for defect detection. This study
employs a state-of-the-art ViT-based Masked Autoencoder (MAE)
[27] in a self-supervised learning framework. The MAE model
has formed the backbone of several recent foundation models
[28, 29] in computer vision. This model is used to learn spatial
features directly from the unlabeled data. Inspired by the Large
Language Models (LLM) [30], the MAE reconstructs missing
parts from the masked portions of the input during training,
thereby learning robust, representative features. These learned
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Table 1: Summary of literature on In-Situ Monitoring and Defect Detection via Melt Pool data in DED.

Tasks Method Models Study
Real-time porosity detection Unsupervised Self-Organizing Map (SOM) [7]
Porosity prediction through multi-sensor data fusion Supervised PyroNet (CNN), IRNet (LRCN) [8]
Classification of melt pool from thermal & morphological features Supervised K-Nearest Neighbor (KNN) [9]
Melt pool anomaly detection Unsupervised VAE,GMM, K-means [10]
Real-time segmentation & classification of melt pools Supervised YOLOv5, YOLOv8 [11]
Classification of melt pool stability Supervised K-Nearest Neighbor (KNN) [12]
Porosity detection from multi-sensor data fusion Supervised SVM, KNN, MLP, RF [13]
Real-time defect detection from melt pool Unsupervised K-means, SOM [14]
Defect detection from melt pool irregularities Supervised SIFT-based 2D CNN [15]
Real-time melt pool state identification Supervised FixConvNeXt [16]
Defect detection through acoustic signal Supervised KNN, SVM, CNN [17]
Layer-wise melt pool anomaly detection Supervised SVM classifier [18]
Melt pool state classification Supervised DenseNet-39 [19]
Defect detection by melt pools Self-Supervised ConvLSTM Autoencoder [20]

features are then leveraged to train classifiers on a small labeled
dataset, enabling accurate identification of melt pool anomalies
correlated with porosity. The summary of our contribution is:

• We develop a self-supervised learning approach combined
with supervised classification which is well-suited to real-
world LAM environments, where unlabeled data, such as
thermal images of melt pools, is abundant, while labeled
data remains scarce due to the intensive nature of physi-
cal experimentation required for labeling.

• We minimize computational overhead by using a pre-
trained ViT-based Masked Autoencoder (MAE); fine-tuning
it on a substantial number of unlabeled thermal images
captured from in-situ melt pool monitoring during DED
printing.

• Our proposed framework employs Transfer Learning to
utilize the fine-tuned model’s parameters in training var-
ious classifiers on limited labeled data for accurate melt
pool classification.

• To evaluate our approach, we compare two supervised
classifiers: a standard ViT Classifier and a fine-tuned MAE
Encoder paired with an MLP classifier, both trained on
labeled data and utilizing the fine-tuned parameters and
learned features respectively from the self-supervised MAE
model. This comparison validates the effectiveness of
our framework combining self-supervised learning with
different supervised classification strategies by achieving
reliable identification of melt pool classes.

The rest of the paper is organized into the following sec-
tions. In Section 2 we briefly describe the experimental setup
and in-situ melt pool data collection used in this study. Section
3 explains the methodology used in our approach with the self-
supervised MAE and ViT Classifier models. In Section 4 we
demonstrate the obtained melt pool classification results from
using both the classifiers with our setup. Finally, in Section
5 we summarize our findings and contributions with final re-
marks.

2. Experimentation & Data collection

For data collection, we conduct the experiments using a
customized powder-based DED system (AMBIT™ Core DED,
Hybrid Manufacturing Technology, TX, USA). We mount a
thermal imager Pyrometer camera (ThermaViz® TV200, Stra-
tonics) inside the printing chamber for in-situ monitoring and
melt pool data capture during printing. Since our DED setup
is hybrid, including both additive and CNC machines, we do
an off-axis installation of the camera at a viewing angle of 57◦

(as shown in Figure 2) to maintain a clear line of sight to the
melt pool while avoiding obstruction from the laser head and
deposition tool and ensuring the required working distance of
245 ± 30 mm. The focal length is fixed at 42 mm. We per-
form a positional and temperature calibration of the pyrometer
camera before each experiment. A Neutral density filter is also
calibrated and used to prevent pixel saturation during the in-
situ recording by the pyrometer. In this study, we print two
single-track thin-wall Inconel 718 samples, each measuring 40
mm in length and consisting of 10 layers in Figure 2, with the
scanning direction reversed on every layer to create a linear re-
ciprocating scan pattern. The variations in printing strategies
and process parameters are summarized in Table 2 below. Note
that, we have fixed the exposure time of the pyrometer at 0.3
ms optimized by experimentation for both sample printing. The
camera records the distribution of thermal gradient of the trav-
eling melt pool during the printing and the frames can be re-
trieved as individual thermal images. The melt pool zone is
defined as the region where the temperature exceeds the mate-
rial’s melting point. For Inconel 718, this temperature thresh-
old is 1336◦ Celsius. The boundary of the melt pool surface
is represented by an isotherm, as illustrated in Figure 3. Each
pixel in the thermal images represents the corresponding tem-
perature of the melt pool zone and the rest of the area within
the field of view of the camera. The transmissivity of Inconel
718 is considered negligible as the material is highly opaque.
The two-color pyrometer reduces emissivity effects by measur-
ing infrared radiation at two wavelengths, with pre-calibration
using a manufacturer-provided lamp and slope correction ad-
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Figure 2: (a) The pyrometer setup inside the DED printing chamber; (b) Printed
Samples.

Figure 3: Examples of (a) A normal melt pool; (b) An abnormal melt pool.

justments as needed. Then, we perform a 360◦ X-ray Computed
Tomography (XCT) (SkyScanner1272) scan on Sample 2 (from
Table 2) to identify the locations of the inter-layer pores and la-
bel the corresponding melt pool images captured at those spe-
cific locations. We find a total of 76 melt pools associated with
internal pores and label them as class ‘1’ and the rest 1371 nor-
mal melt pools as class ‘0’. Examples of normal and abnormal
melt pool thermal images are shown in Figure: 3.

Table 2: Experimental parameters and dataset characteristics.

Samples Laser
power
(W)

Scanning
speed

(mm/s)

Frame
rate
(Hz)

Number
of

images

Labeled

1 800 10 370 7812 ✗
2 700 10 64 1447 ✓

3. Methodology

Our framework can be divided into two stages. First, we
fine-tune a pre-trained MAE model on unlabeled melt pool im-
ages in a self-supervised manner. Next, we apply these fine-
tuned model parameters to train classifier models on the lim-
ited labeled data, enabling binary classification of the melt pool
images. These steps are explained in detail in the following
sections.

3.1. Masked AutoEncoder (MAE)

The Masked Autoencoder (MAE) is a scalable self-supervised
learning framework that learns meaningful spatial features from

unlabeled image data through image reconstruction. Like a typ-
ical autoencoder, MAE maps input data to a latent representa-
tion and then reconstructs the original data from this represen-
tation. However, MAE differs from an autoencoder as it uses
only partial information from the input during encoding, recon-
structing the complete image based on this limited data. This
innovative masking strategy effectively reduces computational
overhead, one of the main challenges in vision models. The
model employs an asymmetric architecture: the encoder pro-
cesses only the visible patches, while a lightweight decoder re-
constructs the full image using the latent representation of the
visible patches and the mask tokens. The details are explained
below.

3.1.1. MAE Encoder
The encoder in MAE is based on a Vision Transformer (ViT)

[26] later described in section 3.3.1 but without the classifier
MLP head (Figure 5). Unlike traditional autoencoders, it oper-
ates only on the visible, unmasked patches of an image while
the rest are masked. MAE divides each image into non-overlapping
patches. A subset of these patches (covering only 25% of the
entire image) is randomly selected to remain visible. This sam-
pling follows a uniform distribution to prevent any spatial bias,
such as a concentration of visible patches near the image cen-
ter. As the remaining 75% of the images are not supplied to the
encoder, the reconstruction task becomes more challenging and
this cannot be done successfully by simply relying on neigh-
boring pixels like CNNs or neighboring patches like a typical
ViT. To address this each visible patch in the MAE is embedded
using linear projection with positional embeddings, following
which it is processed through transformer blocks.

3.1.2. MAE Decoder
The MAE decoder is also a ViT transformer, that takes the

full set of tokens of the original images, which includes both
the encoded visible patches and additional mask tokens that
represent the missing patches to be predicted. Each mask to-
ken is a shared, learned vector indicating a missing part of the
image. Positional embeddings are added to all tokens to en-
sure the decoder understands the spatial location of each mask
token within the image. The decoder is used solely during
pre-training/fine-tuning for the reconstruction task, while the
encoder’s learned features are used later for recognition tasks.
This asymmetry reduces the overall inference time, making the
model more efficient for large-scale applications. At the end of
the decoder, there is a linear projection layer that maps the de-
coder’s output embeddings to pixel values. This layer translates
the high-dimensional feature representations back into the pixel
space of the masked patches. The model uses Mean Square Er-
ror (MSE) (equation 1) as the reconstruction loss between the
predicted pixel values and the actual pixel values of the original
image for the masked patches.

MSE =
1
N

N∑
i=1

(predictedi − targeti)
2 (1)

Where, N is the total number of samples, predictedi refers to
the predicted value for the i-th sample and targetirefers to the
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target or actual value for the i-th sample.
The MAE pre-training process is designed to be efficient

and avoids the need for specialized sparse operations. First,
each input patch is converted into a token through linear pro-
jection, with positional embeddings added. The tokens are then
randomly shuffled, and a portion is removed according to the
masking ratio, resulting in a subset of tokens for the encoder.
This process, equivalent to sampling patches without replace-
ment, creates a compact input for the encoder. After encoding,
mask tokens are added to the encoded patches, and the shuf-
fled list is restored to its original order to align each token with
its corresponding target. The decoder processes this complete
set of tokens, with positional embeddings and reconstructs the
target. This straightforward approach incurs minimal computa-
tional overhead, as the shuffling and unshuffling steps are com-
putationally light.

3.2. Self-supervised Framework with classifiers

In this study, we exploit the self-supervised learning capa-
bilities of MAE to capture valuable spatial information from
unlabeled melt pool images. Instead of training the model from
scratch, we leverage a pre-trained MAE base model that has al-
ready undergone extensive training on the ImageNet-1k dataset
for 800 epochs using a high-performance setup [27]. This pre-
trained model has demonstrated superior performance over pre-
vious ViT-based models in image recognition tasks. Therefore,
we fine-tune this pre-trained MAE with our unlabeled melt pool
data (following the steps in Algorithm 1), significantly reducing
the computational overhead. The original MAE paper [27] also
emphasizes fine-tuning over full pre-training based on their ex-
tensive experiments. Following fine-tuning, we transfer the pa-
rameters of the MAE model to a classifier, which is then trained
on our limited labeled melt pool image data for the final classi-
fication task as shown in Figure 4.

3.3. Classifier Models

When the fine-tuning is done, we transfer the trained param-
eters of the MAE Encoder only to our classifiers. We discard
the MAE decoder since it is solely the encoder that produces
the latent representations for recognition tasks. We transfer the
fine-tuned parameters of the MAE Encoder to classifier mod-
els to train them in a fully supervised manner to perform the
classification task. In this study, we use two different classifiers
on the labeled data: a supervised ViT Classifier initialized by
the fine-tuned encoder parameters and the fine-tuned MAE En-
coder with an MLP classifier trained in a supervised manner,
as described below. In this section, we first describe the Vision
Transformer (ViT) backbone, which is fundamental in both the
MAE Encoder and the ViT Classifier employed in this study.

3.3.1. ViT Classifier
The Vision Transformer (ViT) classifier [26] adapts the tra-

ditional natural language processing (NLP) Transformer encoder’s
[31] structure only, to process images effectively as shown in
Figure 5. In this approach, each input image of resolution H×W

Algorithm 1 Self-superivised Fine-Tuning of MAE

1: Input: Unlabeled dataXunlabeled, Pre-trained MAE Encoder
EMAE(·) with parameters, ϕ0 and DecoderDMAE(·) with pa-
rameters, θ0

2: Output: Fine-tuned ϕ for classifier
3: Initialize MAE with pre-trained ϕ0 and θ0

4: Define the number of epochs for fine-tuning
5: for each epoch do
6: for each batch of images x in Xunlabeled do
7: Patch embedding: (z, ϕ) = EMAE(x, ϕ0)
8: Reconstruct (x̂, θ) = DMAE(z, θ0)
9: Compute Reconstruction Loss (MSE):

Lrecon = min
ϕ,θ

1
N

N∑
i=1

∥x̂i − xi∥
2

10: Update parameters ϕ and θ:
ϕ, θ ← ϕ, θ − η∇ϕ,θLrecon

11: where, η is the learning rate, and ∇ϕ,θ is the gradient
with respect to ϕ and θ.

12: end for
13: Save ϕ based on the lowest validation loss, Lrecon
14: end for

with C color channels is divided into a grid of non-overlapping
patches of size P × P. Each patch is flattened into a 1D vector
of size P2 · C, forming a sequence of patches that serves as the
input to the Transformer model. The number of patches is de-
termined by N = H×W

P2 . To clarify the model’s functionality, the
following section presents and explains key equations from the
original ViT paper [26].

After the image is divided into patches, each patch is then
projected into a latent space of fixed dimension D through a
trainable linear projection, creating patch embeddings for the
Transformer. This process can be represented in equation 2 be-
low.

z0 = [xclass; x1
pE; x2

pE; . . . ; xN
p E] + Epos, E ∈ R(P2 ·C)×D, Epos ∈ R(N+1)×D

(2)
where xp represents each patch, E is the learnable projection
matrix, and Epos denotes the positional encoding matrix. Learn-
able 1D positional encodings Epos are added to each patch em-
bedding to retain spatial information. This allows the Trans-
former to recognize the spatial relationships between patches.
Furthermore, a special classification token xclass, similar to the
[CLS ] token [30] used in natural language processing, is prepended
to the sequence. This classification token aggregates informa-
tion from the entire image and serves as the image’s global rep-
resentation at the output of the Transformer encoder.

The Vision Transformer (ViT) encoder consists of a L stack
of Transformer layers, each structured with alternating Multi-
Head Self-Attention (MSA) in equation 6 and feed-forward Multi-
Layer Perceptron (MLP) blocks shown in equation 7. Each
block is preceded by layer normalization (LN) and includes
residual connections to enhance training stability (Figure 5).
The classification head consists of an MLP head. The MSA
operation involves computing the attention of multiple heads,
h = { 1, . . . , H }. The self-attention mechanism is summarized
below in the equation 3.
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Figure 4: Overview of the framework for in-situ characterization of melt pool images using a self-supervised MAE with classifier models.

Attention(Q,K,V) = softmax
(

QK⊤
√

dk

)
V (3)

where, weights Q = WQ[zi], K = WK[zi], V = WV [zi], and
dk is the dimension of K.

For each head h, the attention mechanism is computed as
follows:

headh = Attention
(
z(l−1)W

Q
h , z(l−1)WK

h , z(l−1)WV
h

)
(4)

MSA(·) = Concat(head1, . . . , headH) (5)

z0
ℓ = MSA(LN(zℓ−1)) + zℓ−1, ℓ = 1, . . . , L (6)

In equations 3, 4, 5, the MSA mechanism allows the model
to assess relationships between all patches by weighing their
interactions respectively, while layer normalization (LN) is ap-
plied before MSA to stabilize the learning process (equation
6). The residual connection adds the original input back to the
MSA output, aiding in gradient flow and enabling deeper model
structures.

zℓ = MLP(LN(z0
ℓ )) + z0

ℓ , ℓ = 1, . . . , L (7)

Here, the MLP block refines each patch’s representation in-
dividually and consists of two linear layers with a Gaussian
Error Linear Unit (GELU) activation in between. The resid-
ual connection here also supports stable gradient flow, prevents
vanishing gradient, and helps preserve the input features while
enhancing the patch representation in equation 7.

y = LN(z0
L) (8)

In equation 8, the layer normalization is applied specifically
to the class embedding z0

L from the last layer, which represents
the entire images complete information. Then, the normalized
class token, y serves as the final output representation of the
image and is subsequently used for classification by the softmax
layer in the MLP head (Figure 5). This structure enables the
ViT model to capture and integrate both local and global spatial
relationships across patches.

We transfer the fine-tuned weights ϕ from the MAE En-
coder (Algorithm 1) to the ViT Classifier (Algorithm 2) to ini-
tialize the supervised training on the labeled melt pool images.
The training steps for the ViT Classifier are outlined in the Al-
gorithm 2.
3.3.2. MAE Encoder classifier

As we already mentioned earlier, the MAE Encoder has a
similar architecture as a ViT encoder (Figure 5) except for the
MLP classifier head. Thus, we add an extra two-layer MLP
classifier head to the end of the MAE Encoder model to per-
form the classification task here. Additionally, while the ViT
classifier incorporates a class embedding and a designated to-
ken [CLS ] within the input patch embeddings, the MAE En-
coder instead utilizes a dummy token during pretraining, which
serves a similar function but is primarily intended for alignment
with the ViT architecture rather than explicit classification. As
advised in the original MAE paper [27], applying global pool-
ing over the encoders output tokens is recommended to obtain a
single image representation for classification. In our implemen-
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Algorithm 2 Classification with ViT Classifier

1: Input: Labeled dataXlabeled, labels y, Fine-tuned MAE En-
coder parameters ϕ, ViT Classifier encoder EViT(·)

2: Output: Class prediction ŷ for each image x
3: Divide each image x into patches {xi

p}
N
i=1, where xi

p ∈ RP×P

4: Define the number of epochs for training
5: for each epoch: do
6: Patch embedding, zi = EViT(xi

p, ϕ), i = 1, . . . , N
7: Append class embedding [CLS ] from patch embedding

sequence for image x:
[CLS , z1, z2, . . . , zN]

8: Obtain class logits from final [CLS ]:
logits = ψc MLP([CLS ])

9: Apply softmax to obtain class probabilities:

ŷ = softmax(logits) =
exp(logits j)∑
k exp(logitsk)

10: Compute cross-entropy loss with labels y:

Lclass = −
∑

c

yc log ŷc

11: Update parameters ϕ and ψc to minimize Lclass:
ϕ, ψc ← ϕ, ψc − η∇ϕ,ψc Lclass

12: Return Class predictions ŷ
13: Save model based on the lowest validation loss, Lclass
14: end for

tation, we followed this recommendation and evaluated differ-
ent pooling strategies. We found that max-pooling [32] of the
output features yielded superior performance. Thus, we apply
max-pooling to the output embeddings and generate a similar
class representation (Algorithm 3).

We train this setup of fine-tuned MAE Encoder with the
MLP classifier extension on the labeled melt pool data. This
additional MLP head allows the model to map learned features
to the desired class labels, and perform classification. The goal
is to evaluate the performance of the fine-tuned MAE Encoder
paired with an MLP classifier, leveraging the features learned
during the self-supervised fine-tuning phase on unlabeled melt
pool images, trained on labeled data to classify melt pool cat-
egories effectively. The training steps are demonstrated in the
Algorithm 3.

4. Results & Discussion

In this section, we discuss the training strategies, experi-
mental setup, models’ architectures, and results in detail.

4.1. Training setup of self-supervised MAE

First, we fine-tune the pre-trained MAE model using 7812
unlabeled melt pool images collected from Sample 1 from Ta-
ble 2 in a self-supervised manner to learn the spatial features
through image reconstruction. The data is divided into an 80%-
20% split for the training and validation. We use the MAE-
base model [33], configured with an encoder consisting of 12

Algorithm 3 Classification with MAE Encoder Classifier

1: Input: Labeled dataXlabeled, labels y, Fine-tuned MAE En-
coder EMAE(·) with parameters ϕ,

2: Output: Class prediction ŷ for each image x
3: Divide each image x into patches {xi

p}
N
i=1, where xi

p ∈ RP×P

4: Define the number of epochs for training
5: for each epoch: do
6: Patch embeddings, zi = EMAE(xi

p, ϕ), i = 1, . . . ,N
7: Apply max pooling to get a single embedding vector:

zpool = MaxPool([z1, z2, . . . , zN])

8: Pass zpool to MLP classifier to obtain class logits:
logits = ψm MLP(zpool)

9: Apply softmax to obtain class probabilities:

ŷ = softmax(logits) =
exp(logits j)∑
k exp(logitsk)

10: Compute cross-entropy loss with labels y:

Lclass = −
∑

c

yc log ŷc

11: Update parameters ϕ and ψm to minimize Lclass:
ϕ, ψm ← ϕ, ψm − η∇ϕ,ψm Lclass

12: Return Class predictions ŷ
13: Save model based on the lowest validation loss, Lclass
14: end for

transformer blocks with a width of 768, and a decoder with
8 Transformer blocks and a width of 512 and reconstruction
target without pixel normalization [27]. The original 400 ×
400 RGB images are resized to 224 × 224 to reduce compu-
tational cost and match the dimensions of the pre-trained MAE.
To make the model robust, data augmentation techniques such
as rotation and flipping are applied. Hyperparameters are se-
lected based on the empirical tuning to ensure stable conver-
gence. A learning rate of 0.0001 with the Adam optimizer bal-
anced convergence speed and stability, preventing sharp oscil-
lations. Weight decay (0.00005) reduces overfitting by penaliz-
ing large weight magnitudes, encouraging smoother representa-
tions, while dropout (0.5) enhances regularization by randomly
deactivating neurons, preventing reliance on specific features.
The training setup and specific hyperparameters are summa-
rized in Table 3 and the learning curve obtained is demonstrated
in Figure 6.
Table 3: Training setup and hyperparameters used for the self-supervised fine-
tuning of MAE model.

Name Value
Model MAE-Base
Input dimensions 3 × 224 × 224
Patch size 16 × 16
Learning rate 0.0001
Dropout rate 0.5
Weight decay rate 0.00005
Optimizer Adam
Epochs 100
Batch size 32
Reconstruction loss Mean Square Loss (MSE)

7



Figure 5: Overview of Vision Transformer Classifier redrawn from [26]; (a) Transformer Encoder Architecture, (b) MLP head Architecture.

We have used an NVIDIA A10 GPU (Graphic Processing
Unit) with 23 GB RAM for this training. The fine-tuning pro-
cess takes around 25 hours to complete, largely due to the com-
putational demands of reconstructing images. Once the training
is completed, we save the parameters of the best-performing
model to transfer to the classifiers for the recognition task. This
approach aims to boost the classifiers with the enriched features
learned from the fine-tuning phase on a similar domain, to map
melt pool images to their respective classes accurately.

4.2. Training setup of supervised Classifiers

At this stage, we employ two different supervised classi-
fiers, i.e., the fine-tuned MAE Encoder only with an MLP clas-
sifier head and a supervised ViT Classifier model. The reason
behind attempting the MAE Encoder with MLP head is to test
the ability of the MAE Encoder for the recognition task which

is proven to be efficient on benchmark image datasets [27]. We
also employ a fully supervised ViT Classifier base model [34].
We transfer the fine-tuned parameters of the self-supervised
MAE Encoder to both classifiers. The same computational re-
sources outlined in section 4.1 are used for the training. We run
this setup on 1447 labeled melt images collected from Sample 2
from Table 2. The dataset is initially divided into a test set com-
prising 15% of the total data, and the remaining 85% is used for
training.

During the training phase, we employ a six-fold cross-validation
approach to ensure robust training and performance evaluation
of our models. Within the cross-validation, the data was split
into six equal folds, where in each iteration, one fold served as
the validation set while the remaining five folds were used for
training. This process is repeated six times. We use the same set
of hyperparameters in both classifiers’ setups and perform end-
to-end supervised training on the labeled dataset to perform the
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Figure 6: The learning curve of the self-supervised MAE model during fine-tuning on unlabeled melt pool images

binary classification of the normal and abnormal melt pools.
The training setup and model specifications are mentioned in
the Table 4.

Table 4: Training setup and hyperparameters used for Classifiers.

Name MAE Encoder ViT Classifier
Model MAE-Base ViT-Base
MLP head Added Default
[CLS ] token Max pooling Default
Input dimensions 3 × 224 × 224 3 × 224 × 224
Patch size 16 × 16 16 × 16
Transformer Blocks 12 12
Learning rate 0.0001 0.0001
Dropout rate 0.5 0.5
Weight decay rate 0.00005 0.00005
Optimizer Adam Adam
Epochs 100 100
Batch size 16 16
Loss Cross Entropy Loss Cross Entropy Loss

4.3. Performance Evaluation

To evaluate the models’ performance, we calculate the Ac-
curacy, Precision, Recall, and F1 score for the predicted out-
comes. The results from the six-fold cross-validation for both
setups are presented in Table 5 and Table 6, respectively. Ad-
ditionally, Figure 7 illustrates the confusion matrices across all
cross-validation folds.

Accuracy =
T P + T N

T P + T N + FP + FN
(9)

Precision =
T P

T P + FP
(10)

Recall =
T P

T P + FN
(11)

F1 Score =
2 × Precision × Recall

Precision + Recall
(12)

Here, TP = True positive, the actual positive instances pre-
dicted positive; TN = True Negative, the actual negative in-
stance predicted negative; FP = False Positive, the actual neg-
ative instances predicted positive; and FN = False Negative,
the actual positive instances predicted negative by the model
respectively.

Table 5: Classification results across different folds by ViT classifier.

Fold Accuracy Precision Recall F1 Score
1 0.9917 0.8000 1.0000 0.8889
2 0.9876 1.0000 0.7692 0.8696
3 0.9544 0.6250 0.6667 0.6452
4 0.9834 1.0000 0.7143 0.8333
5 0.9876 1.0000 0.7273 0.8421
6 0.9876 1.0000 0.8000 0.8889

Table 6: Classification results across different folds by MAE Encoder classifier.

Fold Accuracy Precision Recall F1 Score
1 0.9834 0.8333 0.6250 0.7143
2 0.9854 0.9091 0.7692 0.8333
3 0.9668 1.0000 0.4667 0.6364
4 0.9834 1.0000 0.7143 0.8333
5 0.9751 0.7273 0.7273 0.7273
6 0.9876 0.9286 0.8667 0.8966

The results from evaluating both classifier models, initiated
by the same fine-tuned MAE, over six folds from Figure 7, indi-
cate that both models achieve consistently high accuracy, with
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Figure 7: The confusion matrix for each of the folds for ViT Classifier and MAE Encoder Classifier respectively.

scores ranging between 0.9544 and 0.9917. While both clas-
sifiers maintain strong performance, the ViT Classifier gener-
ally achieves higher precision, often reaching 1.0000, indicat-
ing minimal misclassification of negative samples as positives.
Recall varies across folds for both models, with each achieving
stronger performance in different folds. However, the ViT Clas-
sifier demonstrates more consistent recall across folds, ranging
from 0.6667 ∼ 1.000, resulting in a slightly higher overall F1
score of 0.6452 ∼ 0.8889. In contrast, the MAE Encoder Clas-
sifier shows slightly lower recall scores, ranging from 0.4667 to
0.8667, with F1 scores between 0.7143 ∼ 0.8966. The F1 score
reflects the balance between precision and recall, accounting
for FP and FN . This makes it a better performance indica-
tor than accuracy in cases where one class dominates the test
dataset. The F1 scores highlight that the ViT Classifier some-
times produces fewer false positives and negatives, leading to
more consistent classification results. Thus, while the MAE En-
coder Classifier performs well, the MAE Encoder with the ViT
Classifier demonstrates a slight advantage in precision, recall,
and F1 score and stability across metrics, making it a preferable
choice for melt pool classification.

The slightly lower performance of the MAE Encoder Clas-
sifier can be attributed to its default design, which is primar-
ily specialized for spatial feature extraction by reconstruction
rather than classification. Since the Vision Transformer (ViT)
was originally designed for classification tasks, fine-tuning nat-

urally aligns with its pre-existing architecture, allowing for effi-
cient adaptation. In contrast, the MAE encoder was pre-trained
for a reconstruction-based objective, requiring a significant shift
in representation learning to accommodate classification. This
transition may have resulted in suboptimal adaptation, as the
encoder had to reconfigure its learned feature representations
for discriminative rather than generative tasks. Consequently,
the ViT classifier fine-tuned more effectively, while the MAE
encoder required additional adjustments to integrate the newly
introduced classification head, potentially leading to slower con-
vergence and slightly lower performance.

4.4. Limitations & Future Work

While our framework achieves high classification accuracy
with both models, there are limitations to consider. In this study,
we use Mean Squared Error (MSE) as the reconstruction loss;
however, other loss functions, such as contrastive loss [35],
could be explored for this data type in future work. The self-
supervised MAE model could benefit from an even larger and
more diverse set of melt pool images collected under varying
process parameters. Although our classifiers performed well,
their generalization could improve with more labeled data in
both the training and testing phases.

Furthermore, while ViT models outperform CNNs in cap-
turing complex local and global features, they are computa-
tionally intensive, mainly due to quadratic operations like self-
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attention, leading to longer training times. Class imbalance
[36, 37] is another challenge: generating high-quality images
to balance classes in ViT models requires advanced generative
models, which also require significant computational resources.
Although class balancing isn’t essential for the self-supervised
MAE model, it would improve the robustness of the classifiers.
If the synthetic data lacks accuracy or quality, the ViT models
may struggle to effectively learn features, significantly impact-
ing overall performance. Lastly, to make optimal use of limited
labeled data, semi-supervised techniques [38] can be explored
in the future as an alternative to fully supervised classification
approaches, potentially enhancing model effectiveness with re-
duced labeling requirements.

5. Conclusions

The integration of advanced machine vision and AI is trans-
forming additive manufacturing, enabling the handling of com-
plex data types like thermal images of melt pools. These melt
pools, which undergo intricate laser-material interactions and
rapid solidification, are key indicators of the physical state of
a print and the potential for flaw formation. However, their
nuanced thermal distributions are challenging to interpret accu-
rately, and labeling them requires extensive ex-situ inspection,
which is both time-intensive and costly. To address these chal-
lenges, our framework leverages a self-supervised MAE on a
large set of unlabeled melt pool images, combined with a super-
vised classifier trained on limited labeled data. This approach
captures both local and global features more effectively than
CNNs, making it an ideal fit for melt pool characterization. We
summarize the key findings of our study as follows.

• We successfully reduce the dependency on large labeled
datasets for supervised training by implementing a self-
supervised MAE model to learn the spatial features from
the similar but unlabeled melt pool data. By fine-tuning a
pre-trained version of this model, we optimized compu-
tational resources effectively and yet achieved high accu-
racy.

• For a fair comparison, both classifier models used in this
study utilize the fine-tuned parameters and learned fea-
tures respectively, derived from the same self-supervised
MAE model. The ViT Classifier demonstrates slightly
superior performance over the MAE Encoder Classifier
due to its architectural advantage, achieving an average
accuracy of 98.2% and an average F1 score of 82.8%.

• Although tested on melt pool data from the DED process,
this framework can be adapted to other thermal imaging
data in similar LAM processes, offering a scalable, effi-
cient solution for in-situ melt pool characterization that
can complacent against traditional and expensive ex-situ
defect characterization methods.

Our framework thus provides a robust and efficient alterna-
tive for automated melt pool monitoring and characterization in
LAM, capable of enhancing quality control with reduced de-
pendency on extensive labeled datasets.
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