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Abstract
Despite recent advances in population-based structural health monitoring (PBSHM), knowledge transfer be-
tween highly-disparate structures (i.e., heterogeneous populations) remains a challenge. It has been proposed
that heterogeneous transfer may be accomplished via intermediate structures that bridge the gap in informa-
tion between the structures of interest. A key aspect of the technique is the idea that by varying parameters
such as material properties and geometry, one structure can be continuously morphed into another. The
current work demonstrates the development of these interpolating structures, via case studies involving the
parameterisation of (and transfer between) a simple, simulated ‘bridge’ and ‘aeroplane’. The facetious ques-
tion ‘When is a bridge not an aeroplane?’ has been previously asked in the context of predicting positive
transfer based on structural similarity. While the obvious answer to this question is ‘Always,’ the current
work demonstrates that in some cases positive transfer can be achieved between highly-disparate systems.

1 Introduction

An exciting prospect for addressing the challenge of transfer between heterogeneous structures involves
leveraging the inherent geometry underlying the space of structures. Traditional linear machine-learning
methods typically struggle with non-Euclidean data [1, 2], whereas geometric approaches [3–9] are well-
suited for navigating the intricate, curved manifold structures of non-Euclidean spaces. In addition, in ar-
eas outside of SHM, implementing intermediate steps in the transfer process has been shown to facilitate
smoother transitions between vastly different domains or tasks [4, 5, 9–11].

To clarify; one of the ideas in population-based structural health monitoring (PBSHM) is that the structures
of a given population can be expressed abstractly in the form of an attributed graph, which allows them to
be embedded in a metric space – a space of graphs [3]. For two structures S and S′, given the metric space
structure, one can calculate the distance d(S, S′) between them. If the calculated distance were to be lower
than some threshold ϵd, the PBSHM framework would dictate that transfer may be attempted.

An important issue, then, is how transfer can be achieved when the distance between two structures of interest
is too large for positive transfer. Suppose the task is to transfer to a new structure S, which is data-poor, but
there is no structure S′ in the current population for which d(S, S′) ≤ ϵd. Recall that PBSHM does not
distinguish (in its representation space), between real structures and models; as such, a model intermediate
structure S∗ may be constructed for which d(S, S∗) ≤ ϵd and d(S′, S∗) ≤ ϵd. In this situation, transfer may
be accomplished in two steps; first from S′ to S∗ and then from S∗ to S. Furthermore, for large distances
between S and S′, multiple intermediate structures may be developed, to enable transfer via a greater number
of steps. It is important to note that while transfer is carried out in the feature spaces of the structures, it can
be argued that proximity in the structure space is equivalent to proximity in the data space [3]. In transfer-
learning terms, the feature spaces of S and S′ are the target and source domains, respectively.
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Transfer can be considered to be a map between data domains. Geodesic flows, [4, 5], which are derived
from differential geometry, identify the shortest path between two domains by leveraging the underlying
geometry of the space. Gopalan et al. [4] used a geodesic-flows approach in the context of unsupervised
domain adaptation for object recognition, representing the source and target domains as subspaces on a
Grassmannian manifold. The approach in [4] is influenced by incremental learning [12, 13], and involves
identifying potential intermediate domains between the source and target and using a finite number of these
domains to learn domain transitions. Building upon the work in [4], Gong et al. [5] later introduced the
geodesic flow kernel, which integrates an infinite series of subspaces along the flow, for improved domain-
shift modelling.

In accordance with these principles, a heterogeneous transfer approach for PBSHM was presented in [14].
Given that proximity in the structure space typically corresponds to that in the data space, a continuous
chain of structures was generated between simple, simulated one- and two-support bridges, via parameteri-
sation of the material properties and position of the second support. Direct transfer of damage labels from
the one-support bridge to the two-support bridge was poor; however, excellent results were achieved by
transferring across several intermediate structures. The current work considers the more ambitious task of
transferring between a simulated ‘bridge’ and ‘aeroplane’, via a chain of intermediate structures generated
by parameterising the geometry, material properties, and boundary stiffness of the models. Transfer learning
along the chain is performed via normal-condition alignment [15] with classification using support vector
machines (SVM) [16] first with a linear kernel, and then with the geodesic flow kernel [5]. The facetious
question ‘When is a bridge not an aeroplane?’ has been asked with respect to predicting positive transfer
based on structural similarity [17]. While the obvious answer to the question is ‘Always,’ the current work
demonstrates that in some cases positive transfer can be achieved between highly-disparate structures.

The layout of this paper is as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of the theoretical background of the
proposed work, including the geodesic flow kernel. Section 3 discusses the case studies using simulated
structures, with conclusions in Section 4.

2 Theoretical Background

Included in this section is a brief introduction to the geodesic flow kernel and the associated equations
required for its formulation; for a more comprehensive discussion of geodesic flows and the geodesic flow
kernel, interested readers are directed to [4, 5].

2.1 Geodesic flow kernel

The geodesic flow kernel (GFK) [5], characterises incremental changes in geometrical and statistical prop-
erties between the source and target domains via integration of all subspaces along the flow. To construct the
kernel, PCA subspaces are computed and their appropriate dimensionality determined. The principal angles
of the subspaces are then used to develop the geodesic flow. The geodesic flow kernel is then constructed
and embedded into a kernel-based classifier [5].

Let G(D, d) represent the Grassmannian manifold, which is the collection of all d-dimensional subspaces of
RD. Let S1,S2 ∈ RD×d signify the principal component analysis (PCA) [18] bases of the source and target,
respectively. Then, let R1 ∈ RD×(D−d) and Q ∈ RD×D define the orthogonal complement and orthogonal
completion of S1, respectively. The cosine-sine decomposition of Q⊺S2 is given by,

Q⊺S2 =

[
V1 0

0 Ṽ2

] [
Γ
−Σ

]
V ⊺ (1)

where V1, Ṽ2, and V are orthogonal matrices that rotate/align the subspaces onto a common basis, such
that S⊺

1S2 = V1ΓV
⊺ and R⊺

1S2 = −V2ΣV ⊺ [4, 5]. The arccosine and arcsine of matrices Γ and Σ are
used to compute the principal angles, θ, respectively [4, 5], which are then used to develop the geodesic
flow. Via the canonical Euclidean metric on the Riemannian manifold, the geodesic flow is parameterised as



Φ : t ∈ [0, 1] → Φ(t) ∈ G(d,D), with the constraints that Φ(0) = S1 and Φ(1) = S2 [4, 5]. For other t,
Φ(t) can be given as [4, 5],

Φ(t) = Q

[
V1Γ(t)

−Ṽ2Σ(t)

]
(2)

Now, assume two D-dimensional feature vectors xi and xj , whose projections into the space defined by
Φ(t) are calculated for continuous time t from 0 to 1 [5]. These projections are then concatenated to form
the infinite-dimensional feature vectors z∞

i and z∞
j [5]. Via the kernel trick, the inner product between these

vectors gives the geodesic flow kernel, G,

⟨z∞
i , z∞

j ⟩ =
∫ 1

0

(
Φ(t)Txi

)T (
Φ(t)Txj

)
dt = xT

i Gxj (3)

where G ∈ RD×D is a positive semidefinite matrix [5]. The matrix G can be written in closed form [5],

G = Q

[
V1 0

0 −Ṽ2

] [
Λ1 Λ2

Λ2 Λ3

] [
V ⊺
1 0

0 −Ṽ ⊺
2

]
Q⊺ (4)

where Λ1, Λ2, and Λ3 are diagonal matrices with elements [5],

λ1i = 1 +
sin(2θi)

2θi
, λ2i =

cos(2θi)− 1

2θi
, λ3i = 1− sin(2θi)

2θi
(5)

This process is shown in Figure 1. It is important to note that the geodesic flow kernel measures similarity by
considering information from both the source and target domains. As such, the GFK is insensitive to smooth
domain shifts, and can therefore provide better transfer compared to traditional methods. The GFK is used in
this work to facilitate transfer between two highly-disparate structures by embedding it into a support vector
machine (SVM) classifier, as discussed in Section 3.

Figure 1: Geodesic flow kernel, adapted from [5].

3 From a bridge to an aeroplane

The intent of this work is to demonstrate how in some cases, it may be possible to treat highly-disparate
structures as differing only in their values for a certain set of parameters. Models of these structures can
be generated, and varying these parameters within a given interval can result in a continuous and gradual
morphing of one structure into another. A subset of these models can be used to facilitate information
transfer, by incrementally transferring along the chain. This section discusses the development of parametric



models that incrementally span between simple bridge and aeroplane structures (Section 3.1), the incremental
transfer approach used (Section 3.2), and the results of the associated case studies (Section 3.3). Note that
these case studies use only simulated structures and data.

3.1 Model development

Finite element models were generated using PyAnsys. The source structure, S1, was a four-span bridge,
with a concrete 100-metre-long, 15-metre-wide, and 2-metre-thick deck comprised of concrete. Properties
of masonry were used for the three 15-metre-tall, 2-metre-wide, and 2-metre-thick supports. Ground springs
(10 × 1010 N/m) were used to simulate a fixed boundary condition at both ends of the deck. At the base
of the supports, ground springs (10 × 1010 N/m) were used to restrict motion in the forward and lateral
directions and a fixed boundary condition was applied in the vertical direction (the fixed support was applied
instead of springs as it would not change across the structures). The target structure, S2, was a highly-
simplified aluminium ‘aeroplane’ based on the benchmark by the Structures and Materials Action Group
(SM-AG19) of the Group for Aeronautical Research Technology in EURope (GARTEUR). The structure
was modelled with an 18-metre wingspan, where each wing was 3-metres wide and 0.5-metres thick. The
20-metres-long fuselage was 2-metres wide and 2-metres in height. Each wing and the fuselage stood on a
4-metre-tall, 0.5-metre-wide, and 0.5-metre-thick ‘landing gear’ support. The wings were allowed to move
freely (ground spring stiffness 0 N/m), and the base of the supports were constrained only in the vertical
direction. The material properties, dimensions, and ground spring stiffness were then varied between those
for S1, and those for S2, to generate a continuous series of intermediate structures between them. A total
of 80 models were generated, and all were meshed using 10-noded tetrahedral elements. Material properties
and dimensions are listed in Table 1. Note that these values are used here for demonstration purposes but can
be modified and refined as needed.

For all structures, normal-condition datasets were generated using the first 15 natural frequencies and repli-
cating them each 100 times with added noise proportional to the frequency. To simulate a crack, the Young’s
Modulus of a small section of elements located on the far left span/wing was reduced. The relative size and
location of the crack was consistent throughout the transformations. Damage-condition datasets were then
generated in the same manner as the healthy datasets. A subset of the intermediate models (with the crack
shown in red) is presented in Figure 2.

Table 1: Model Properties.

Bridge Aeroplane

Deck Supports Wings Fuselage Landing Gear

Length (m) 100 15 8 20 4

Width (m) 15 2 3 2 0.5

Height (m) 2 2 0.5 2 0.5

Young’s Modulus (Pa) 30× 109 5× 109 69× 109 69× 109 69× 109

Mass Density (kg/m3) 2400 2000 2700 2700 2700

Boundary stiffness (N/m) 10× 1010 0

3.2 Transfer approach

Transfer from the source bridge, S1, to the target aeroplane, S2, was achieved by incrementally transferring
across structures assumed to lie in an intermediate space between them. With the exception of the bridge
S1, which was assumed to have fully-labelled data, each structure (including intermediates), was assumed



Figure 2: Model generation with intermediate states and simulated crack (in red).

to have some labelled normal-condition data and fully unlabelled damage-condition data, where the task
was to correctly identify the healthy and damaged datasets. Predicted labels for each structure were then
transferred across the chain, where the target for the current transfer became the source for the next, as in
Figure 3. This is a type of self-training, similar to transductive methods in semi-supervised learning [19, 20].
In the first examples discussed in Section 3.3.1, transfer was performed using normal-condition alignment
and an SVM classifier with a linear kernel. In the later examples presented in Section 3.3.2, transfer was
performed by first aligning the data, and then using an SVM classifier with a geodesic flow kernel. In each
case, 1000 tests were run using randomised starting seeds, to vary both the generated datasets and training
data for the classifiers. Transfer accuracy was evaluated by considering the prediction at the end of the chain,
and comparing it to that when transferring directly from S1 to S2.



Figure 3: Heterogeneous transfer approach via intermediate structures.

3.3 Results

As previously stated, in the first examples, transfer was performed using normal-condition alignment and an
SVM classifier with a linear kernel. In the later examples, transfer was performed by first aligning the data,
and then using an SVM classifier with a geodesic flow kernel. In all cases, transfer was performed first using
one intermediate structure, and then again using three, 13, and 78 intermediate structures (in other words,
using all generated models).

3.3.1 Linear kernel

Using normal-condition alignment and an SVM with a linear kernel to transfer via one intermediate structure
(shown as S∗

n in Figure 3), the prediction accuracy for damage labels at the end of the chain was higher than
that when transferring directly from S1 to S2, for 58.9% of all iterations, and the average prediction accu-
racy for damage labels was 23.7%, compared to 11.3% for direct transfer. Then, using three intermediate
structures (not shown but relatively equally-spaced between the source and target) the prediction accuracy
for damage labels at the end of the chain was higher than that when transferring directly from S1 to S2, for
81.7% of all iterations. Likewise, the average prediction accuracy for damage labels using three intermedi-
ate structures was 48.7%. Next, using 13 intermediate structures (not shown but relatively equally-spaced
between the source and target) the prediction accuracy for damage labels at the end of the chain was higher
than that when transferring directly from S1 to S2, for 96.5% of all iterations. Likewise, the average predic-
tion accuracy for damage labels using 13 intermediate structures was 88.9%. Finally, using 78 intermediate
structures (as shown in Figure 3), the prediction accuracy for damage labels at the end of the chain was
higher than that when transferring directly from S1 to S2, for 100.0% of iterations. The average prediction
accuracy for damage labels using 78 intermediate structures was 99.5%. Using the linear kernel, mean pre-
diction accuracies, either at the end of the chain or directly from S1 to S2, are shown in Table 2. In the table,
note that ‘IS’ refers to intermediate structure.

3.3.2 Geodesic flow kernel

Using normal-condition alignment followed by SVM with the geodesic flow kernel, and transferring directly
from S1 to S2, resulted in better transfer 100.0% of the time, compared to transferring directly from S1 to
S2 using the geodesic flow kernel. Specifically, the average prediction accuracy for damage labels for direct
transfer using the geodesic flow kernel was 64.5%. Good results were achieved using only one intermediate



Table 2: Mean prediction accuracy.

Linear kernel Geodesic flow kernel

direct 1IS 3IS 13 IS 78 IS direct 1IS 3IS 13 IS 78 IS

11.3% 23.7% 48.7% 88.9% 99.5% 64.5% 88.3% 98.8% 100.0% 100.0%

structure (shown as S∗
n in Figure 3), with a prediction accuracy for damage labels higher than direct transfer

99.9% of the time relative to direct transfer with the linear kernel and 88.0% relative to direct transfer with
the geodesic flow kernel. The average prediction accuracy for damage labels using one intermediate structure
and the geodesic flow kernel was 88.3%. Good results were also achieved using three intermediate structures
(not shown but relatively equally-spaced between the source and target), with a prediction accuracy for
damage labels higher than direct transfer 100.0% of the time relative to direct transfer with the linear kernel
and 99.5% relative to direct transfer with the geodesic flow kernel. The average prediction accuracy for
damage labels using three intermediate structures and the geodesic flow kernel was 98.8%. Excellent results
were achieved using 13 intermediate structures (again, these are not shown but relatively equally-spaced
between the source and target) the prediction accuracy for damage labels at the end of the chain and the
geodesic flow kernel, with a prediction accuracy for damage labels higher than direct transfer for 100.0% of
the iterations, relative to direct transfer with either the linear or geodesic flow kernels. The average prediction
accuracy for damage labels using 13 intermediate structures and the geodesic flow kernel was 100.0%. Using
78 intermediate structures, the transfer prediction accuracy exceeded that from direct transfer for 100.0% of
the iterations, relative to direct transfer with either the linear or geodesic flow kernels. The average prediction
accuracy for damage labels using 78 intermediate structures was 100.0%. Using the geodesic flow kernel,
mean prediction accuracy, either at the end of the chain or directly from S1 to S2, are also shown in Table 2.

4 Conclusions

This work presents case studies for a novel heterogeneous transfer approach for PBSHM, with formulations
based in differential geometry. Using an set of simulated intermediate structures to bridge the gap in in-
formation between the source and target, positive transfer was achieved between a simulated ‘bridge’ and
‘aeroplane’, with overall better predictions than direct transfer.
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“Guest editorial: Non-Euclidean machine learning,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Ma-
chine Intelligence, vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 723–726, 2022.



[3] G. Tsialiamanis, C. Mylonas, E. Chatzi, N. Dervilis, D.J. Wagg, and K. Worden, “Foundations of
population-based SHM, Part IV: The geometry of spaces of structures and their feature spaces,” Mech.
Syst. Signal Process., vol. 157, p. 107692, 2021.

[4] G. Raghuraman, L. Ruonan, and R. Chellappa, “Domain adaptation for object recognition: An unsuper-
vised approach,” in 2011 International Conference on Computer Vision. IEEE, 2011, pp. 999–1006.

[5] B. Gong, Y. Shi, F. Sha, and K. Grauman, “Geodesic flow kernel for unsupervised domain adaptation,”
in 2012 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2012, pp. 2066–2073.

[6] J. Masci, D. Boscaini, M. Bronstein, and P. Vandergheynst, “Geodesic convolutional neural networks
on Riemannian manifolds,” in Proceedings of the IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision
Workshops, 2015, pp. 37–45.

[7] F. Monti, D. Boscaini, J. Masci, E. Rodola, J. Svoboda, and M.M. Bronstein, “Geometric deep learning
on graphs and manifolds using mixture model CNNs,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2017, pp. 5115–5124.

[8] N.A. Asif, Y. Sarker, R.K. Chakrabortty, M.J. Ryan, M.H. Ahamed, D.K. Saha, F.R. Badal, S.K. Das,
M.F. Ali, S.I. Moyeen, M.R. Islam, and Z. Tasneem, “Graph neural network: A comprehensive review
on non-Euclidean space,” IEEE Access, vol. 9, pp. 60 588–60 606, 2021.

[9] C. Simon, P. Koniusz, and M. Harandi, “On learning the geodesic path for incremental learning,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2021, pp.
1591–1600.

[10] A.A. Rusu, N.C. Rabinowitz, G. Desjardins, H. Soyer, J. Kirkpatrick, K. Kavukcuoglu, R. Pascanu,
and R. Hadsell, “Progressive neural networks,” 2022.

[11] S. Sagawa and H. Hino, “Gradual domain adaptation via normalizing flows,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2206.11492, 2024.

[12] G.M. Van der Ven, T. Tuytelaars, and A.S. Tolias, “Three types of incremental learning,” Nature Ma-
chine Intelligence, vol. 4, pp. 1185–1197, 2022.

[13] R. Kashef, “A boosted SVM classifier trained by incremental learning and decremental unlearning
approach,” Expert Systems with Applications, vol. 167, p. 114154, 2021.

[14] T.A. Dardeno, L.A. Bull, N. Dervilis, and K. Worden, “Transfer learning via intermediate structures.”
in Proceedings of the 11th European Workshop on Structural Health Monitoring (EWSHM), Potsdam,
DE, 2024.

[15] J. Poole, P. Gardner, N. Dervilis, L.A. Bull, and K. Worden, “On statistic alignment for domain adap-
tation in structural health monitoring,” Structural Health Monitoring, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 1581–1600,
2023.

[16] B.E. Boser, I.M. Guyon, and V.N. Vapnik, “A training algorithm for optimal margin classifiers,” in
Proceedings of the Fifth Annual Workshop on Computational Learning Theory, ser. COLT ’92. New
York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery, 1992, p. 144–152.

[17] K. Worden, D. Hester, A. Bunce, and J. Gosliga, “When is a bridge not an aeroplane?” in 10th Inter-
national Conference on Structural Health Monitoring of Intelligent Infrastructure, SHMII 2021, 2021,
pp. 1775–1782.

[18] S. Wold, K. Esbensen, and P. Geladi, “Principal component analysis,” Chemometrics and Intelligent
Laboratory Systems, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 37–52, 1987, proceedings of the Multivariate Statistical Work-
shop for Geologists and Geochemists.



[19] S. Fralick, “Learning to recognize patterns without a teacher,” IEEE Transactions on Information The-
ory, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 57–64, 1967.

[20] M-R. Amini, V. Feofanov, L. Pauletto, L. Hadjadj, E. Devijver, and Y. Maximov, “Self-training: A
survey,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.12040, 2022.


	Introduction
	Theoretical Background
	Geodesic flow kernel

	From a bridge to an aeroplane
	Model development
	Transfer approach
	Results
	Linear kernel
	Geodesic flow kernel


	Conclusions

