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PNN: A Novel Progressive Neural Network for Fault Classification in Rotating

Machinery under Small Dataset Constraint
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Abstract

Fault detection in rotating machinery is a complex task, particularly in small and heterogeneous dataset scenarios.
Variability in sensor placement, machinery configurations, and structural differences further increase the complexity
of the problem. Conventional deep learning approaches often demand large, homogeneous datasets, limiting their
applicability in data-scarce industrial environments. While transfer learning and few-shot learning have shown potential,
however, they are often constrained by the need for extensive fault datasets. This research introduces a unified framework
leveraging a novel progressive neural network (PNN) architecture designed to address these challenges. The PNN
sequentially estimates the fixed-size refined features of the higher order with the help of all previously estimated features
and appends them to the feature set. This fixed-size feature output at each layer controls the complexity of the PNN and
makes it suitable for effective learning from small datasets. The framework’s effectiveness is validated on eight datasets,
including six open-source datasets, one in-house fault simulator, and one real-world industrial dataset. The PNN achieves
state-of-the-art performance in fault detection across varying dataset sizes and machinery types, highlighting superior
generalization and classification capabilities.

Keywords: Small-size dataset, Fault detection, Open source dataset, Rotating machinery, Fault, Progressive Neural
Network, Deep neural network, Implemented AI, Application of AI

1. Introduction

Faults in rotating machinery often manifest as distinc-
tive patterns in vibration and acoustic signals [1, 35]. A
substantial body of work on fault detection and classifica-
tion relies on vibration data acquired through strategically
placed sensors [2, 3, 8, 9]. However, the effectiveness of
fault detection can be significantly influenced by factors
such as sensor placement, machinery configuration, and
mechanical structure; making it challenging to generalize
across different setups.
The fault-related features in vibration or acoustic data

often exhibit intricate dependencies on operating frequen-
cies and their harmonics [1, 35]. Traditional methods, such
as wavelet-based feature extraction [24, 25, 26] and FFT
spectrum-based statistical correlation [23], have shown ef-
fectiveness, but these methods are typically tailored to
specific datasets or machinery configurations. Variations
in operating speeds, sampling rates, recording durations,
and machinery types further complicate the generalization
of these models. This is particularly problematic for tra-
ditional deep learning (DL) models, such as AEC (Auto
Encoder) [41], CNN (Convolutional Neural Network) [42],
LeNet [42], AlexNet [45], ResNet18 [38], and LSTM (Long
Short-Term Memory) [43], which require large datasets
for effective training. A comparative analysis in [3] us-
ing a standard 75–25% train-test split on six open-source
datasets highlights the limitations of traditional DL mod-
els. The advanced DL approaches based on these tradi-

tional DL models [3, 29, 30, 31] demonstrate high accuracy
but are often dataset-specific and require large amounts of
training datasets.

Industrial scenarios present additional challenges due to
limited and heterogeneous datasets. High-quality record-
ings for certain fault classes are often scarce, primarily due
to sensor-related issues or setup limitations, resulting in
small and uneven datasets. While transfer learning offers
improvements in small-data scenarios [47], it often necessi-
tates large source datasets and domain-specific knowledge
for synthetic data generation, making it computationally
intensive.

Few-shot learning (FSL) methods have emerged as
promising alternatives for addressing small-data chal-
lenges. Techniques like Siamese CNNs [7] and denois-
ing autoencoders (DAEs) with self-attention mechanisms
[46] have demonstrated efficacy in fault classification tasks.
For example, FSL applied to the CWRU dataset achieves
high performance using a Siamese CNN-based network [7].
Other methods, such as multi-wavelet deep autoencoders
[47] and MAMF-HGCN for aerospace applications [53], re-
duce dependence on large datasets but still require sub-
stantial data for training robust feature extractors. Simi-
larly, TabPFN [48], a transformer-based model trained on
a vast corpus of synthetic data and fine-tuned on target
datasets, achieves high performance on small-size datasets.
However, TabPFN’s dependence on extensive synthetic
data resources to fine-tune smaller datasets.
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The recent DL-based advance model, the AMCMENet
(Adaptive Multiscale Convolution Manifold Embedding
Networks) [55], a 12-layer large size DNN, with a large
volume of training data achieves high accuracy on open
source CWRU dataset. Similarly, the NCVAE-AFL (Nor-
malized Conditional Variational Auto-Encoder with Adap-
tive Focal Loss) model [52], optimized for class-imbalanced
datasets. This model achieves high accuracy at small-size
training-testing ratios of 20 − 80%. However, NCVAE-
AFL, being a large encoder-decoder VAE-based DNN, re-
quires significantly higher training time due to its large
size.
Recent DL-based advancements, including UFADPC

[20], CORAL [9], TCNN [8], LSISMM [50], AIICNN [51],
DGGCAE [54], and UDTL [2], have improved fault classi-
fication performance. All the above methods are basically
deep neural networks (DNNs) with a large number of pa-
rameters. However, these DNNs remain heavily reliant on
extensive training data and dataset-specific configurations,
limiting their applicability in real-world industrial settings
where data acquisition is resource-constrained.
While recent techniques have shown success in fault de-

tection and classification, challenges remain when dealing
with small-size datasets:

• Most methods rely on large deep neural networks
(DNNs), which require substantial labeled train-
ing data, either from rotary machines or synthetic
sources.

• Transfer learning depends on a source domain with a
large training dataset to effectively train the model.

• Even in few-shot learning, a significant amount of
data is needed to train the feature extractor.

This paper addresses these limitations of these DNNs by
proposing a generalized framework for fault detection and
classification in small-data scenarios. The proposed model
is a DNN with a very small number of parameters and re-
quires a small size of the training dataset. The framework
is evaluated on eight datasets, including six widely-used
open-source datasets [2, 3], an in-house machinery fault
simulator dataset, and a dataset from a real industrial
IC-Engine setup. The framework aligns with the Indus-
try 4.0 paradigm by emphasizing compact model design
for deployment on resource-constrained embedded systems
without compromising accuracy.
The key contributions of this paper are:

1. A novel Progressive Neural Network (PNN) architec-
ture for fault classification for rotatory machines. The
PNN sequentially estimates the fixed-size refined fea-
tures of the higher order with the help of all previously
estimated features and appends them to the feature
set. This fixed-size feature output at each layer con-
trols the complexity of the PNN and makes it suitable
for effective learning from small datasets. Refined fea-
tures with each layer ensure consistent performance
across all evaluated eight datasets.

2. The paper devises a Dataset Standardization Tech-

nique that first transforms the input time domain sig-
nal into the frequency domain counterpart using the
Fast Fourier Transform (FFT). This output is further
standardized by quantizing it to a fixed length using
the maximum value among the bins. This not only
reduces the size of the input but also keeps intact all
the dominant features of the input fault signal. decou-
ples the fault features, which are related to operating
frequencies and their harmonics [1, 35]. Again, the
dominant features in fixed bin size reduce the com-
plexity of the learning due to ordered features. This
is efficient for small-size datasets, as evidenced by the
results.

Following are the major innovative aspects of the PNN
architecture:

1. Sequential Feature Refinement: PNN sequentially es-
timates fixed-size refined features at each layer, in-
corporating information from all previously estimated
features. This controlled feature growth enhances
learning efficiency, particularly on small datasets.

2. Minimal number of parameters, reducing computa-
tional complexity with mitigating overfitting and im-
proving generalization on limited data..

3. Vanishing Gradient Mitigation: The sequential archi-
tecture inherently addresses the vanishing gradient
problem, enabling stable training even with deeper
networks.

4. Robust feature extraction through progressive feature
reuse, enhancing its suitability for small datasets.

The organization of this article is as follows: Section 2
presents the problem formulation. The proposed method-
ology, with the description of the data preprocessing and
the architecture of PNN, is given in section 3. Section
4 describes the experimental setups and dataset prepara-
tion. Further, Section 5 presents performance analysis on
various datasets under different dataset sizes and compar-
isons with state-of-the-art techniques. Section 6 covers the
analysis highlighting various capabilities of PNN and ab-
lation studies on PNN. The paper concludes in section 7
with a discussion on limitations and future scopes.

2. Problem Formulation

We define the operation space O of given a rotating ma-
chine is defined in terms of different operation categories
Oi ∈ O consisting of faulty operations fi ∈ F and healthy
operations hi ∈ H . Thus, operation space O can be repre-
sented as a union of Fault space F and healthy operation
space H , i.e., O = F ∪ H . We assume that there are N

faulty operations and one healthy operation category. If
M numbers of observation vectors xk ∈ χ of size L where
M << L are given, then our objective is to find a classifier
G(.) such that overall classification cost C(χ) is minimized
as in (1).
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G̃ = argmin
G()

C(χ) = argmin
G()

M
∑

k=1

1(G(xk), Ok) (1)

Where, indicator function 1(a, b) := 0 if a = b, and 1
if a 6= b. The G(xk) is the predicted category by classi-
fication function G(.) for input xk, and Ok ∈ O is true
category for the observation xk. Since the number of ob-
servations M is very small compared to the subspace of
observation x ∈ R

L, i.e., small-size database, the opti-
mal G̃ depends upon the available dataset χ. The opti-
mal dataset-dependent classification function is denoted
as G̃χ. Thus the problem can be formulated to estimate

the dataset-dependent classifier G̃χ such that it is close to

the global optimal classifier G̃ i.e. G̃χ ≃ G̃
This work uses vibration data as observation data X

to find the optimal classifier G̃. A deep learning-based
classifier (PNN) H has been proposed in this work. This
classifier H maximizes the classification accuracy Acc for
the given small training set M , with inherent noise Ns in
the dataset by minimizing the classification error cost in
(1). We discuss the proposed methodology in detail in the
next section.

3. Proposed Methodology

This section describes the data preprocessing steps and
the design of the proposed Progressive Neural Network
(PNN). The schematic diagram of the preprocessing block
and the PNN block is shown in Figure 1. Detailed descrip-
tions of these blocks are provided in the following subsec-
tions.

3.1. Data preprocessing and size standardization

In the preprocessing step, the input signal x is trans-
formed to emphasize the fault-characterizing features.
These features are often complex and exhibit nonlinear
relationships with the operating frequency of the rotary
machine and its harmonics [1, 35]. To capture these re-
lationships, the signal x is transformed into its frequency
domain counterpart X using the Fast Fourier Transform
(FFT).
Given that fault signals can vary in length and sampling

rate, the transformed signal X is standardized to ensure
the alignment of features corresponding to the same har-
monics. This is achieved by quantizing the signal to a fixed
length of N = 16384 using the maximum value among the
bins. This standardization process preserves the shape of
the original spectrum |X |, unlike the direct application of
a 16384-point FFT on the input signal x, as illustrated in
Fig. 2.
As shown in Fig. 2, the relative positions of peaks and

their magnitudes, which represent the key features of the
data, are well preserved after the proposed preprocess-
ing. In contrast, the spectrum obtained from a direct

16384-point FFT lacks this consistency. By retaining these
critical features, the standardization step enhances the
generalizability of the proposed classification framework,
namely the Progressive Neural Network (PNN) architec-
ture, across different types and sizes of fault datasets. The
PNN architecture is discussed in detail in the following
subsection.

3.2. PNN architecture

The DNN, in general, has a large number of parameters,
and due to this, to learn features from data, they need a
large amount of training data. Our aim is to make a model
for Industry 4.0, where the model size is small so that the
small number of parameters can be turned with a small
size of training data.
We propose a novel Progressive Neural Network (PNN)

architecture for fault classification, which progressively
estimates and concatenates the higher-order features as
shown in Fig. 1. In the Figure, the input X is of size
K, the output zh of a PNN layer is of size Hd, and C

is the number of fault classes. The output of the final
layer is the fault class Ci corresponding to the input x.
Our approach draws inspiration from the Fourier Neu-
ral Operator Deep Neural Network (DNN) introduced in
[56], where each layer processes the previous layer’s out-
put using a Fourier transform, a linear transform, and an
inverse Fourier transform. The resulting output is con-
catenated with a locally linear-transformed version of the
previous layer’s output. In contrast, our PNN architecture
directly utilizes the Fourier spectrum as input, eliminating
the need to process the output of preceding layers. This
design significantly reduces the complexity of the DNN,
decreases the number of processing nodes, and shortens
the training time.
Figure 3 illustrates the detailed structure of a PNN

layer. Each PNN layer, denoted as ln, is a fully connected
layer with a progressively increasing input size while main-
taining a fixed output size of Hd. In this architecture, the
output of each layer is formed by stacking the input and
output of the previous layer. Specifically, the first layer,
l1, takes the original input X of size K. Subsequent layers,
such as ln, progressively combine the original input X (of
size K) with the outputs of all preceding layers (of total
size (n− 1)Hd), as depicted in Figure 3.
So, the next layer receives both the original data and

the features learned from previous layers. Due to this, the
feature extraction at each layer becomes better and better.
At the time of back-propagation, a direct path is available
for gradient flow from the last layer to the first layer & due
to this flow, the problem of the vanishing gradients does
not appear.
The activation an at layer ln is computed as given in (2)

for output znh of a layer ln. The update in output znh for
weight w and bias b with input X and an is done as in (3).

an = σ(znh ) ++ an−1 if n > 1
an = σ(znh ) o.w.

}

(2)
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Figure 1: An overview of the proposed unified fault detection technique: Original datasets of various sizes are standardized to a single size
(16384), and then PNN of N layers and C number of fault classes is trained on this data. The first layer (l1) of PNN has input X of size K,
and the output zh of size Hd, The intermediate layer (ln) receives the input from layer ln−1 (size Hd) along with input from previous layers
ln−2 (size K + (n− 2)Hd) and the final layer gives output Ci (ith fault class). Here n is the layer number & N is depth of the PNN.
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Figure 2: Typical IC-Engine data set fault spectrum with processing
by N-point FFT (N=16384) and max of bin operation.

Where σ(.) is the activation function, and the symbol
++ represents the concatenation.

znh = wnan + bn if n > 1
znh = wnX + bn o.w.

}

(3)

Also, the PNN does not suffer from the problem of van-
ishing gradient due to direct connections of each layer with
the input layer. Thus, the PNN can have a large depth.
The PNN has been tested with more than six layers, and
the obtained performance is far better than the vanilla
DNN network. The architecture of the PNN-based model
for a depth of N layers is as given in (4).

Layer[l1] : Linear(K,Hd),ReLU,BN
Layer[ln] : Linear(K + (n− 1)Hd, Hd),ReLU,BN
Layer[lN ] : Softmax(Linear(K + (N − 1)Hd, C))







(4)

Here, BN represents the 1D batch normalization. As
given in the PNN architecture, the hidden layer size Hd

is constant for all layers, and (Hd << K). So, the in-
crement in the number of neurons in successive layers is
by a constant amount of Hd. Due to this, the number of
parameters in the PNN is very small compared to Vanilla
DNN (VDNN) based models of the same depth. The num-
ber of parameters in a typical VDNN of six layers will be
0.67K2, with each successive layer having only 50% neu-
rons of the previous layer. But for the six layers of PNN,
the number of parameters will be 6KHd+15H2

d , where Hd

is the hidden layer’s size, which is very small. In the next
section, we describe the experimental setup and datasets
on which the performance of PNN has been evaluated.

4. Experimental Setup, Dataset Collection, and

Simulation

This section describes the experimental setup, dataset
collection, and simulation procedures. To simulate small
dataset scenarios, we divided the datasets into training and
testing sets with ratios of 10%− 90% (very small dataset
case) and 25%− 75% (small dataset case). Table 1 sum-
marizes the details of the datasets, where C denotes the

4



Figure 3: Detailed design of a PNN processing blocks

Table 1: Datasets and their descriptions; C: Number of fault classes,
M : total samples. Details of open-source datasets are available in
the referenced literature [2, 3].

S.No Dataset Description C M

1 CWRU Open-source bearing dataset from CWR University 10 100

2 PB Open-source bearing dataset from Paderborn University 3 560

3 UoC Open-source gear fault dataset from University of Connecticut 9 936

4 JNU Open-source bearing dataset from Jiangnan University 12 240

5 MFPT Fault dataset from Society for Machinery Failure Prevention Technology 15 186

6 SEU Gearbox fault dataset from SEU Gearbox Dataset 20 100

7 IC-Engine (ICE) In-house IC-engine dataset from an industrial manufacturer [10] 7 405

8 Simulator (Sim) In-house dataset from SpectraQuest Machinery Fault Simulator 7 525

number of fault classes, and M is the total number of sam-
ples across all classes.

From Table 1, it is evident that the datasets contain
very limited samples per fault class, and the distribution
of samples across fault classes is highly imbalanced. For
instance, in the JNU dataset, there are only 2 samples for
12 fault classes. Datasets 1 through 6 are widely recog-
nized as standard benchmarks in fault detection and clas-
sification research, with their descriptions and prior results
available in [2, 3]. Figure 4 depicts the t-SNE projection
of fault features for the IC-Engine (ICE), CWRU, and PB

datasets. It is evident from the figure that the fault fea-
tures are significantly mixed and lack clear separability,
making fault classification a highly challenging task.

ICE CWRU PB

Figure 4: t-SNE plot of fault classes for ICE, CWRU, and PB
datasets. Each color represents a fault type in the plot.

In the following subsections, we describe the in-house
experimental setups used for fault simulation, including
the SpectraQuest machinery fault simulator and the real
fault data captured from the ICE test-rig.

4.1. Machinery fault simulator test-bed

The machinery fault simulator test-bed from Spec-

traQuest, shown in Fig. 5, is designed to seed various types
of faults on a rotating shaft under load. It is equipped with
four single-axis accelerometer sensors (ICP SQI608A11 ),
mounted at different positions to capture vibration data,
as illustrated in Fig. 5. The rotational speed of the shaft
is controlled using a variable frequency speed controller
attached to a motor, which drives the shaft.
For the experiments, the shaft’s rotational speed was

maintained at 20Hz, and the vibration signals were sam-
pled at a rate of 51 kHz. Vibration data were recorded
for six different simulated fault types and one normal op-
erating condition. For each fault class, 75 samples were
collected from each sensor position. Detailed descriptions
of the simulated faults are provided in Table 2.

Figure 5: SpectraQuest machinery fault simulator with components.

4.2. IC-Engine Test-Rig

We have utilized data from a single-cylinder internal
combustion engine (IC-Engine) test rig [10] of a commer-
cial two-wheeler manufacturing company to record the vi-
bration signals from the engine. This setup has a single-
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Table 2: Types of fault seeded and their description for machinery
fault simulator test-bed

S.No Fault Type Fault Description

0 Dynamic Couple Both loading disk have mass in opposite side

1 Unbalanced Mass Only one loading disk has mass

2 Lateral Misalignment Both end of shaft are at different displacement

3 Bent in Shaft Shaft with bent is used with loading disks

4 Crack in Shaft Shaft with crack in the middle is used

5 Faulty Bearing Faulty bearings were used at both ends

6 Healthy Motion Motion without any seeded fault

Table 3: Types of fault seeded in IC-Engine test-rig

S.No Fault Type Samples Fault Description

0 PGW 64 Primary gear whining, misalignment of gears

1 MRN 65
Magneto rotor noise, pulsar coil starts rubbing with other

parts due to reduced gap.

2
TAPPET

(TPT)
59

Tappet noise, high deviation of tappet clearance from

ideal settings

3 CHN 40
Cylinder head noise, inappropriate setting of top dead

center causing cylinder head slapping.

4 PGD 57

Primary gear damage noise, abnormality in drive gear,

driven gears assembly in the form of tooth damage,

tooth profile error, and inclined bore.

5 CCN 60 Cam chain noise, noise from Cam chain stress.

6

Healthy

Motion

(HEM)

60 Motion without any seeded fault.

cylinder internal combustion engine with an optical en-
coder for speed measurement. Four sensors were placed in
four different positions on the engine to record vibration
data from the engines. The engine’s rotation speed for
testing was kept at 2500 RPM, and the recorded signals
from sensors were sampled at 50kHz. The vibration data
is recorded for six different types of seeded faults and one
healthy engine operation. The types of fault seeded and
their description are given in Table 3. This dataset has
an uneven distribution of the samples with a total of 40
samples for the training with 7 fault classes.

5. PNN Performance Analysis

In this section, we evaluate the proposed Progressive
Neural Network (PNN)-based fault classification frame-
work for its classification performance across various
datasets. The results are compared with both classical
and state-of-the-art techniques to demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of the proposed approach.

As part of the performance analysis, in our experiments,
we trained the PNN-based models of hidden layer size
100 and depth 6 with a learning rate of 0.0001 using the
Adam optimizer. Training was performed over 30 epochs
with a batch size of 8. Weight decay was set to 0.0001,
with Cross-entropy loss. Hyperparameters were selected
for ICE dataset, based on grid search within the following
ranges: learning rate/Weight decay [0.0001, 0.01], batch
size [4, 16], hidden size [10,1000], and PNN depth [3,6].

5.1. Performance Comparison with Classical ML and DL

Techniques

The proposed PNN-based framework is fundamentally
a deep neural network (DNN). Hence, it is natural to
compare its performance with that of widely used DNN
architectures. We evaluated the PNN against classical
machine learning (ML) such as Support Vector Machines
(SVM) [40], and deep learning (DL) techniques, including
Vanilla DNN (VDNN) [12], and advanced DL models such
as ResNet18 [38], VGG11 [39], LeNet [42], AlexNet [45],
and LSTM [43].

The PNN and VDNN models with six layers (PNN6 and
VDNN6), along with SVM using the RBF kernel [40], were
tested on all datasets with training-to-testing ratios of 10-
90%, 25-75%, and 75-25%. The best accuracy for each
dataset and model configuration was recorded for compar-
ison.

Additionally, since the PNN can function as a fully con-
nected (FC) layer in deep learning models, we evaluated
the performance of ResNet18 and VGG11 with PNN6
as the FC layer. These configurations, referred to as
ResNet18+PNN6 (RPNN) and VGG11+PNN6 (VPNN),
were tested under similar conditions.

Table 4 summarizes the performance of these models,
including PNN6 as the FC layer in DL models. It is
evident from the table that PNN-based models achieve
significantly better accuracy across all division ratios and
datasets compared to VDNN and SVM-based models. The
performance of RPNN and VPNN configurations also sur-
passes that of VDNN and SVM. However, VPNN ex-
hibits slightly inferior performance compared to PNN6 and
RPNN due to the vanishing gradient problem associated
with VGG-based models, which hinders their classification
accuracy in scenarios with limited training samples.

Notably, VDNN and SVM models fail to outperform a
random classifier across all datasets and division ratios.
Despite challenges in single-shot or few-shot learning sce-
narios, such as the 10-90% division ratio for the SEU,
MFPT, and JNU datasets (where the number of samples
per class is minimal 1 or 2), PNN models still demonstrate
superior performance compared to VDNN and SVM.

The performance of the PNN6 models as classifiers
across all datasets, under various training-testing divi-
sion ratios (DR), is evaluated using the Area Under the
Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve (AUROC), F1
Score, and standard deviation (SD). Table 5 summarizes
these metrics. For the 75-25% division ratio, where the
classifiers are provided with sufficient training data, the
models achieve an AUROC of nearly 100% with a com-
parable F1 Score across all datasets. In this scenario, the
SD values are minimal, reflecting consistent model perfor-
mance.

The PNN6-based models consistently exhibit high AU-
ROC and F1 Score values across all division ratios and
datasets, highlighting their superior classification accu-
racy. Although the SD indicates variability, it remains
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relatively small, suggesting stable performance during re-
peated runs.

For smaller division ratios, such as 10-90%, the per-
formance decreases due to limited training data. How-
ever, the metrics remain competitive, and the variation
remains within acceptable limits. Notably, datasets like
JNU, MFPT, and SEU are specific cases where the F1
Score is very poor due to the training samples being pre-
dominantly of one or two samples per class.

Figure 6 illustrates the classification performance of
PNN6 across all datasets for a small training dataset divi-
sion ratio of 10-90%. Under this scenario, the performance
is suboptimal for certain datasets, exhibiting significant
deviations and low classification accuracy. For complex
datasets such as JNU and MFPT, the limited training data
further results in poor accuracy and large deviations. Con-
versely, when a larger training dataset is employed (75-25%
division ratio), the classification performance exceeds 90%
with minimal deviation, as highlighted in Table 5.

Figure 6: PNN6 classification performance on all datasets for 10-
90% division ratio.

The CWRU dataset is relatively simple (as illustrated
by the t-SNE plot in Figure 4). As a result, the perfor-
mance of PNN6 remains high even with a small training
dataset. However, as the model complexity increases (e.g.,
in the cases of RPNN and VPNN), the performance de-
creases due to the higher requirement for larger training
datasets. Figure 7 depicts the performance of PNN6 on
the ICE dataset in terms of accuracy and AUROC across
multiple dataset division ratios. The results show a consis-
tent improvement in performance as the size of the training
dataset increases.

Furthermore, we compared the proposed PNN frame-
work with advanced DL models as evaluated in benchmark
[3]. Table 6 demonstrates the accuracy achieved by various
DL models on six open-source datasets. Despite being a
relatively smaller model, PNN achieves accuracy compara-
ble to or better than the benchmark models, with a mean
accuracy that outperforms all evaluated deep models.

Table 4: Comparison of accuracy (in %) for PNN6 (PNN of depth
6) with VDNN6, SVM (RBF kernel), Resnet18+PNN6 (RPNN),
VGG11+PNN6 (VPNN) for 10 − 90% (10%), 25 − 75%(25%) and
75− 25%(75%) training-testing division ratios (DR).

Model type Accuracy (in %)

DR CWRU ICE JNU MFPT PB SEU Sim UoC

S
V
M

10% 46.3 14.76 27.67 6.4 43.0 43.6 48.4 15.26

25% 46.67 15.7 20.1 9.4 43 45.8 23.7 21.6

75% 44.6 15.3 19.0 10.6 43.3 62.5 16.1 22.3

V
D

N
N
6 10% 52.0 24.3 23.6 40.1 41.7 32.0 23.7 20.9

25% 53.2 25.4 24.7 42.6 42.8 31.3 25.8 22.9

75% 72.5 33.3 35.7 26.7 47.5 54 31.7 39.2

R
P
N
N

10% 95 87.2 57 57.5 92 82.2 90.8 99.9

25% 96.2 98 56.8 90.6 98.6 95.6 100 100

75% 100 99.8 99.1 98.75 97.4 98.7 100 100

V
P
N
N

10% 61 94.3 24.7 18.7 91.4 19.8 99.6 100

25% 64.2 100 97.4 90.5 92.2 87.2 100 100

75% 96.2 100 100 100 98.6 95.6 100 100

P
N
N
6

10% 100 93.6 55.0 61.0 97.3 60.6 99.2 99.9

25% 100 96.95 98.6 100 98.6 97.7 99.74 100

75% 100 100 100 100 98.6 95.2 100 100

Table 5: PNN6 model performance across datasets, evaluated with
Accuracy (mean ± SD), F1-score (mean), and AUROC (mean) for
50 iterations and varying training-testing division ratios (10-90%, 25-
75%, 75-25%). The abbreviations are as follows: [Accuracy: Acc],
[Division Ratio: DR], [Dataset: DS], [CWRU: CW], and [MFPT:
MF].

DR 10-90% 25-75% 75-25%
DS Acc (%) F1 AU Acc (%) F1 AU Acc (%) F1 AU

CW 100±0 100 100 100±0 100 100 100±0 100 100
ICE 84.5±1.8 84.5 91.3 93.5±1.0 93.5 95.7 99.1±0.4 99.1 99.5
JNU 62.8±5.0 62.8 80.2 92.4±1.6 92.4 96.1 99.9±0.4 99.9 100
MF 66.5±5.1 66.5 81.7 86±3.0 86.0 92.9 100±0 100 100
PB 95.6±1.1 95.6 96.6 98.4±0.1 98.4 98.8 98.8±0.4 98.8 99.0
SEU 57.1±1.6 57.1 81.2 56.9±1.8 56.9 81.0 97.5±0.8 97.5 98.9
Sim 91.9±0.6 91.9 95.4 99.3±0.1 99.3 99.5 100±0 100 100
UoC 100±0 100 100 100±0 100 100 100±0 100 100

Table 6: Comparison of proposed PNN-based technique for 80−20%
division ratio with accuracy reported in DL-based benchmark study
paper [3]. The accuracy of multiple techniques is average accuracy
in %.

Dataset
Accuracy (in %)

AEC CNN LeNet AlexNet ResNet18 LSTM PNN6

CWRU 100 99.85 100 100 99.77 99.92 100

JNU 95.77 92.88 95.05 95.37 96.49 95.23 100

MFPT 94.95 79.96 93.75 92.04 92.27 93.09 100

PB 74.62 90.57 95.85 95.18 98.77 93.86 98.6

SEU 96.71 96.86 98.09 97.2 99.85 97.35 95.2

UoC 92.53 65.36 83.38 75.04 88.13 80.82 100

Mean

Accuracy
92.43 87.58 94.35 92.47 95.88 93.38 98.9

5.2. Performance Comparison with State-of-the-Art Tech-

niques

Table 7 provides a comprehensive performance compar-
ison between the proposed PNN6 model and several state-
of-the-art deep learning techniques. The listed models
predominantly leverage deep neural network architectures,
with many incorporating transfer learning (TL) to enhance
their classification capabilities.

For smaller dataset sizes, the FDFSL technique [7],
which employs a Siamese CNN-based network for few-shot
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Figure 7: PNN6 performance in terms of Accuracy (%) and AUROC,
with different training-testing division ratios for ICE dataset. The
division ratio of [10-90%] is a few-shot or very small-size dataset
scenario, and the division ratios [20-80%] & [30-70%] are small-size
dataset scenarios.

learning (FSL), achieves competitive performance on the
CWRU dataset with six training samples per fault class.
However, its accuracy falls short when compared to PNN6
at the 10-90% division ratio. Similarly, TabPFN [48], a
transformer-based model trained on a vast corpus of syn-
thetic data and fine-tuned on target datasets, performs
slightly worse than PNN6 at 10% and 25% division ra-
tios. Notably, TabPFN’s dependence on extensive syn-
thetic data highlights a contrast with PNN6, which deliv-
ers superior performance using smaller datasets and fewer
resources.

As outlined in Table 7, PNN6 achieves comparable or
superior results relative to advanced techniques such as
UFADPC [20], CORAL [9], TCNN [8], UDTL [2], and
AMCMENet [55]. CORrelation ALignment (CORAL) [9],
a CNN-based deep model, uses transfer learning to mini-
mize the marginal distribution discrepancy between source
and target domains. While CORAL, a nine-layer model,
performs comparably on the CWRU and JNU datasets,
its performance on the PB and SEU datasets is lower than
that of PNN6.

Notably, the NCVAE-AFL model (Normalized Con-
ditional Variational Auto-Encoder with Adaptive Focal
Loss) [52], designed for class-imbalanced datasets, achieves
high accuracy at training-testing ratios of 20% and 50%.
However, its large encoder-decoder VAE-based architec-
ture necessitates significantly more training epochs com-
pared to PNN6. Similarly, AMCMENet (Adaptive Mul-
tiscale Convolution Manifold Embedding Networks) [55],
which integrates a 12-layer DNN with LSDA (Locality Sen-
sitive Discriminant Analysis) [57] for secondary feature
extraction and particle swarm optimization for parame-
ter tuning, achieves competitive performance. Neverthe-
less, AMCMENet’s large model size demands substantial
training data and computational resources. In contrast,
PNN6’s six-layer compact architecture delivers compara-
ble or better accuracy with substantially fewer parameters
and significantly reduced training time.

Most state-of-the-art models rely on larger architectures
that require extensive computational resources and signif-
icant data for effective training. In comparison, PNN6
demonstrates robust performance across diverse datasets,
including CWRU, PB, JNU, and SEU, while maintaining
a smaller model size, faster training times, and reduced
computational overhead.

Table 7: Performance comparison of proposed PNN6 with latest
DNN-based techniques from the literature. The training and testing
division ratios (DR) are represented as 10−90% (10), 25−75% (25),
75− 25% (75), 80 − 20% (80), 50− 50% (50) with accuracy in %.

Techniques Dataset DR Accuracy
PNN6

Accuracy

FDFSL [7] CWRU FSL 82.80 100

TCNN [8] CWRU 75 99.9 100

UDTL [2]
CWRU, PB,

JNU, & SEU
80

99.93, 59.29

97.73, 57.68

100, 98.6

100, 95.2

CORAL [9] CWRU, JNU 75 97.85 100,100

UFADPC [20] CWRU 50 85 100

NCVAE-AFL [52] CWRU 20, 50 96, 100 100, 100

TabPFN [48]
CWRU 10 89.95 100

CWRU 25 93.61 100

AMCMENet [55] CWRU 80 100 100

5.3. Performance evaluation of PNN in the practical sce-

nario

In industrial settings, data scarcity is a common chal-
lenge, hindering the development of highly accurate ma-
chine learning models. Transfer Learning (TL) offers a
valuable solution by leveraging knowledge acquired from
related datasets to enhance performance on target domains
with limited data. This study investigates the effectiveness
of PNN-based models within a cross-domain TL frame-
work, where the source and target datasets exhibit distinct
characteristics, and the target data is extremely limited.
Specifically, we evaluate the performance of PNN6, as

the fully connected (FC) layer of pre-trained convolutional
neural networks (CNNs), namely ResNet18 (RPNN) and
VGG11 (VPNN). In our experiments, models trained on a
large-scale source dataset (ICE) were fine-tuned on signifi-
cantly smaller target datasets (JNU and SEU) with limited
training data (training-to-testing ratio of 10-90%).
Results demonstrate a substantial performance gain

through TL. For instance, on the JNU dataset, accuracy
improved from 69.9% to 80.6% when using RPNN with
TL. Similarly, a significant accuracy boost on the SEU
dataset, from 91.2% to 96.3%. With VPNN model, the
accuracy on MFPT dataset increased from 30.9% to 100%

Table 8: Effect of cross-domain transfer learning in classification
accuracy for 10−90% training-testing division ratio in a typical run.
The content of each cell is [dataset, accuracy before/accuracy after
transfer learning].

Target Dataset RPNN VPNN

JNU ICE,69.9,80.6 Sim,38.4,95.8

MFPT UoC,70.4,79.6 SEU,30.9,100
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by use of TL on SEU trained model. These findings un-
derscore the effectiveness of PNN-based models for TL in
data-constrained industrial applications.
The success of this approach can be attributed to the

synergy between the robust feature extraction capabilities
of pre-trained CNNs and the ability of PNN6 to adapt ef-
fectively to new data with minimal fine-tuning. This high-
lights the potential of PNN-based models as a promising
solution for addressing data scarcity challenges in various
industrial domains.

6. PNN architecture Capability Analysis

In this section, we perform a comprehensive analysis of
the PNN architecture to evaluate its performance on the
ICE dataset. The analysis encompasses key aspects such
as accuracy, loss behavior, gradient dynamics, convergence
rate, and feature learning capabilities. These evaluations
aim to provide a detailed understanding of the strengths
and effectiveness of the PNN-based approach in addressing
challenges posed by this dataset.

6.1. Learning Capabilities of PNN

The learning capabilities of the proposed PNN6 archi-
tecture were analyzed by examining its loss, accuracy, and
gradient values during training. Figure 8 illustrates the
evolution of these metrics across training epochs. The re-
sults demonstrate that the loss and gradient values con-
verge rapidly to near-zero as training progresses while ac-
curacy steadily approaches 100%.
These observations indicate that the PNN6 architecture

has strong learning capabilities and is effective in avoid-
ing the vanishing gradient problem. For visualization, all
parameter values within each epoch were normalized.
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Figure 8: PNN6 performance metric with epoch (37 iterations per
epoch) for 75− 25% training-testing division ratio.

6.2. Effect of Depth on Learning Capabilities of PNN

The effect of model depth, i.e., the number of layers, on
the learning capabilities of the PNN was analyzed. Fig-
ure 9 presents the accuracy, loss, and gradient plots for
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Figure 9: Accuracy (Acc), loss, and gradients (Grad) performance
comparison of the [PNN3 vs VDNN3] & [PNN6 vs VDNN6]. The
training-testing data division ratio was 75-25%. The PNN-based
models [PNN3 and PNN6] show superior performance compared to
VDNN6 and VDNN3 in all three parameters with small training
epochs.

PNN architectures with six layers (PNN6) and three lay-
ers (PNN3), as well as VDNN architectures with six layers
(VDNN6) and three layers (VDNN3), for a 75% − 25%
training-to-testing ratio.

In these plots, the gradients are summed across all layers
for each epoch and normalized for comparison. The results
show that PNN6 achieves a maximum accuracy of 100%
within just four epochs. In contrast, PNN3 experiences
larger loss and gradient values during the initial epochs,
requiring more iterations to reach the same accuracy level.

For VDNN6 and VDNN3, the loss values remain con-
sistently high throughout the training process. As a re-
sult, the gradients do not stabilize, even after nine epochs,
leading to lower accuracy. These observations indicate
that deeper PNN models, such as PNN6, not only achieve
higher accuracy but also require fewer epochs for conver-
gence. This underscores the superior feature-learning ca-
pability of deeper PNN architectures compared to shal-
lower ones.

6.3. Convergence in PNN

To assess the convergence capabilities of the PNN, we
present t-SNE visualizations of the fault features at differ-
ent training iterations. Figure 10 shows the t-SNE plots
of features learned during training by the 5th layer of both
PNN and VDNN for different epochs, using the classic
75%− 25% training-to-testing division ratio.

The results demonstrate that the PNN exhibits clear
and distinct clustering of fault features within the first
five epochs, with the clustering stabilizing thereafter. In
contrast, the VDNN model struggles to form well-defined
clusters, even after several epochs, which indicates poor
feature learning and slower convergence. This comparison

9



Epoch 1 Epoch 5 Epoch 10 Epoch 15

Figure 10: Comparison of feature learning capability of PNN6 and
VDNN6 (in terms of t-SNE plots) for ICE dataset for different it-
erations of 75 − 25% training-testing division ratio. (Row 1 for the
PNN6 model with Fault ID’s as per Table 3, and row 2 for the
VDNN6 model)

highlights the superior convergence behavior and feature
learning capabilities of the PNN model.
Similarly, for the 10% − 90% division ratio, as shown

in Figure 11, the PNN-based model trains effectively, and
within ten epochs, the clustering becomes stable, except
for fault classes CCN and PGD. In contrast, the VDNN
fails to form proper feature clusters even after ten epochs,
resulting in poor clustering and lower classification ac-
curacy. The PNN achieves high classification accuracy
(greater than 95%) for the ICE dataset within just ten
epochs due to its efficient feature learning. The PNN’s
ability to converge quickly and learn better features can
be attributed to its small number of trainable parameters
and the absence of the vanishing gradient problem. Con-
sequently, the PNN converges faster and outperforms the
VDNN in terms of convergence speed and accuracy for
both the small 10%− 90% division ratio and the classical
75%− 25% ratio.

Epoch 1 Epoch 10 Epoch 20 Epoch 30

Figure 11: Comparison of feature learning capability of PNN6 and
VDNN6 for Engine dataset for different iterations of 10 − 90%
training-testing division ratio. (Row 1 for the PNN6 model with
Fault ID’s as per Table 3, and row 2 for the VDNN6 model)

6.4. Analysis of fault feature and classification perfor-

mance

The Progressive Neural Network (PNN) effectively
learns distinct features for each fault class by leveraging
specific sections of the input spectrum. The presence or
absence of particular spectral regions significantly impacts

the softmax score (classification probability). To analyze
this behavior, we applied masking to different portions of
the input spectrum using a mask size of 500 and evaluated
the corresponding changes in the softmax score.
Figure 13 illustrates the impact of masking various parts

of the spectrum on the softmax score for the PGW fault
class. The spectrum was divided into bins of different sizes,
and the softmax score was recalculated after masking each
bin. Regions marked in red indicate areas of the spectrum
responsible for the largest reduction in the softmax score,
highlighting their importance in fault classification. This
result confirms that the PNN learns distinct features from
specific parts of the spectrum for each fault class.
To further refine the analysis, the spectrum was divided

into smaller bins, with sizes ranging from 1000 to 100. As
shown in Figure 13, larger bin sizes identify broader spec-
tral regions contributing to classification, whereas smaller
bin sizes reveal finer-grained frequency contributions. For
instance, with a bin size of 100, numerous small frequency
components jointly contribute to the classification of the
PGW fault class. This observation demonstrates that fault
classification relies not on a single frequency but on a col-
lection of interrelated frequencies.
The interaction between fault features and their associ-

ated frequencies, along with their harmonics, underscores
the complexity of the underlying relationships. These
small frequency bins encapsulate the nuanced features that
the PNN leverages to achieve high classification accuracy.
In conclusion, this analysis confirms that the PNN cap-

tures unique feature sets from distinct spectral regions for
each fault class. The ability to learn from diverse spectral
sections is a key factor in the model’s superior classifica-
tion performance.

6.5. Ablation Studies on PNN

To evaluate the impact of various design choices in the
proposed framework on classification accuracy, we con-
ducted comprehensive ablation studies. These studies ex-
amine the effects of data standardization, network depth,
hidden layer size (Hd), and feed-forward input (X+ zn−2

h )
on the ICE dataset.

6.5.1. Impact of Data Standardization and Network Depth

The application of N-point FFT-based data standard-
ization negatively impacts the accuracy of PNN6 due to
information loss, as shown in Table 9. This degradation
is especially prominent when training data size is limited.
Figure 2 demonstrates the effects of standardization on the
FFT spectrum. While data standardization aims to create
a unified representation across datasets, the FFT represen-
tation enhances features, thereby significantly influencing
classification performance.
As shown in Table 9, increasing the depth of PNN con-

sistently improves accuracy across all training-to-testing
division ratios. The optimal performance is observed with
PNN6, though the accuracy gain diminishes beyond six
layers.
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Figure 12: Impact of masking different spectral regions on the softmax score for all fault classes. The spectrum is divided into bins of varying
sizes, and the softmax score is recalculated after masking each bin. Red regions indicate spectral areas most critical for fault classification,
highlighting the PNN’s ability to learn distinct features from specific frequency ranges. These plots are for all faults of the ICE dataset for
the mask of size 500 with the training-testing ratio of 75-25%.
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Figure 13: Effect of varying size spectrum masking on the softmax score for the PGW fault class with a training-test ratio of 75-25%. As
the mask size becomes smaller, it reveals finer-grained frequency contributions, highlighting the sensitivity of the PNN to subtle spectral
variations.

Table 9: Effect of Data Standardization and Depth of PNN on Ac-
curacy for ICE dataset.

Division Data Standardization Depth of PNN model
Ratio Without With PNN3 PNN4 PNN5 PNN6

75− 25% 98.56 100 99.01 99.06 99.17 100
25− 75% 95.60 96.95 96.45 96.48 96.48 96.55
10− 90% 87.78 93.60 92.61 92.44 93.36 93.60

6.5.2. Impact of Feed-Forward Input and Hidden Layer

Output

We analyzed the role of feed-forward input (X + zn−2
h )

with a size of (K+(n−2)Hd) in the 75−25% division ratio,
as detailed in Table 10. The impact of removing either or
both components (X and zh) is illustrated in Figure 14.

The removal of both components reduces accuracy to
33.3%, effectively transforming the model into a VDNN,
as gradients cannot propagate directly from the output
layer to earlier layers. When zh is excluded from the feed-
forward input, accuracy drops to 91.67% due to reduced
capability in estimating higher-order features. Similarly,

excluding X alone causes a significant accuracy loss to
15.63%, highlighting the complementary roles of both com-
ponents.

Table 10: Effect of Feed-Forward Connections (X + z
n−2

h
) on Accu-

racy for 75− 25% Division Ratio for ICE dataset

With
X + zn−2

h

With X ,
Without zn−2

h

With zn−2
h ,

Without X
Without X ,
Without zn−2

h

100 91.67 15.63 33.3

6.5.3. Effect of Hidden Layer Size

We also evaluated the influence of hidden layer size (Hd)
on PNN6 performance, as summarized in Table 11. The
results show minimal improvement in accuracy beyond
Hd = 100. Most of the classification accuracy stems from
the direct input (X + zn−2

h ), making the hidden layer size
less critical beyond a certain point. Additionally, larger
hidden layers tend to shorten training time, as training
stops once maximum accuracy is achieved.
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Figure 14: PNN Architectures with and without X and zh

Table 11: Effect of Hidden Layer Size (Hd) on PNN Performance for
Different Division Ratios for ICE dataset

H
d

Division Ratio Time (in sec) Model
(#) 75% 25% 10% (for DR 25%) Size (MB)

10 98.75 96.25 92.25 1.79 3.57
50 98.96 96.45 92.36 1.83 16.17
100 99.27 96.49 92.36 2.14 32.1
250 99.58 96.52 94.08 2.42 81.01
500 99.48 96.52 94.78 5.24 166.33
1000 99.89 96.38 93.08 4.32 351.31

6.6. Computational Complexity Analysis

After dimensionality reduction, the standard FFT input
vector size was fixed at N = 16, 384 for all datasets. Us-
ing this input, the Vanilla Deep Neural Network (VDNN)
model required approximately 178 million parameters,
whereas the PNN model of the same depth required only
8 million parameters for Hd = 100. In the PNN architec-
ture, the hidden layer size Hd is kept constant across all
layers, with Hd ≪ Ni. Consequently, the increment in the
number of neurons in successive layers is proportional to
Hd. This design results in a significantly lower parameter
count for PNN compared to a VDNN of the same depth,
making it computationally efficient.
Furthermore, the small model size, low training data re-

quirements, and reduced computational complexity make
the proposed PNN model suitable for embedded AI appli-
cations. Its improved cross-domain transfer learning ca-
pabilities also render it applicable across a wide range of
industrial scenarios.

7. Conclusion and Future Work

This paper presents an optimal fault classification
framework for rotating machinery under conditions of lim-
ited data availability. The proposed novel Progressive
Neural Network (PNN), has been extensively evaluated

on six open-source and two in-house datasets. The results
demonstrate that the PNN-based models achieve excep-
tional fault detection performance, exceeding 99% accu-
racy in the standard 75-25% training-testing division ratio.
Even under small-data scenarios (10-90% and 25-75%), the
framework achieves accuracies above 85%, highlighting its
robustness and effectiveness for fault classification in vi-
bration data from various rotating machinery. Empiri-
cal analysis reveals that the PNN architecture facilitates
the formation of non-overlapping feature clusters in t-SNE
feature plots within fewer iterations compared to classical
DNNs. Additionally, the PNN model is lightweight, re-
quiring significantly fewer parameters than vanilla DNN-
based models, which reduces computational complexity
and enhances training efficiency. The current framework
has not been tested on non-rotary machinery or for com-
pound fault classification. Our Future research will focus
on extending the proposed approach to address these lim-
itations, thereby broadening its applicability to a wider
range of fault types and industrial use cases.
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