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Abstract
Despite the growing availability of sensing and data in general, we remain unable to
fully characterise many in-service engineering systems and structures from a purely
data-driven approach. The vast data and resources available to capture human activ-
ity are unmatched in our engineered world, and, even in cases where data could be
referred to as “big,” they will rarely hold information across operational windows or
life spans. This paper pursues the combination of machine learning technology and
physics-based reasoning to enhance our ability to make predictive models with lim-
ited data. By explicitly linking the physics-based view of stochastic processes with a
data-based regression approach, a spectrum of possible Gaussian process models are
introduced that enable the incorporation of different levels of expert knowledge of a
system. Examples illustrate how these approaches can significantly reduce reliance on
data collection whilst also increasing the interpretability of the model, another impor-
tant consideration in this context.

Impact statement
The availability of monitoring data from engineering structures offers many opportuni-
ties for optimising their design and operation. The ability to be able predict the current
health state of a structure, for example, opens the door to predictive maintenance and,
in turn, enhanced safety and reduced cost and waste. Currently most attempts at har-
nessing knowledge within collected datasets are reliant on those data alone, limiting the
potential of what can be done to how much of the entire life of a structure is captured.
This paper demonstrates how using physical knowledge within a machine learning ap-
proach can improve predictions considerably, reducing the burden on expensive data
collection. A range of approaches allow differing levels/types of physical insight to be
incorporated.
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1 Data vs physics - an opinionated introduction
The umbrella term data-centric engineering, and interest in it, results from our growing
ability and capacity to collect data from our built environment and engineered systems.
The potential gains from being able to harness the information in these data are large,
attracting many researchers and practitioners to the field. Here, we enjoy the very
engaging challenge of simultaneously assessing what we think we know, what we can
measure and what that might actually tell us about the particular structure or system
that we are interested in.

As our data grow, many researchers naturally look to adopt machine learning (ML)
methods to help analyse and predict behaviours of interest in our measured systems.
Within this vibrant field, there are many advances with the potential to enhance or op-
timise how we design and operate our human-made world. The drivers and challenges
of taking a data-driven approach in an engineering setting are often, however, different
for those developing the latest ML/AI algorithms. Generalising significantly, where
a machine learning practitioner might look to develop a powerful algorithm that can
make predictions across many applications without user input, an engineer’s interest
may necessarily be more system-focussed and should also consider what knowledge
can be gained from the model itself alongside optimising its predictive capability. In
terms of challenges, one of the most significant is simply that engineering data, al-
though sometimes “big”, often do not capture all behaviours of interest, may consist of
indirect measurements of those behaviours and, for operational monitoring, will often
be noisy, corrupted or missing.

To give an example where these challenges are particularly pertinent, consider the prob-
lem of asset management of civil infrastructure. Given a fixed budget for a monitoring
system, we’d like to be able to collect and use data to tell us something about the cur-
rent condition of a structure (or multiple structures), ultimately we’d really like to be
able to use that data to make predictions about how the structure(s) will perform in the
future. As a monitoring system comes online, the data available may be large in size,
however, the information content in it will be limited by the operational conditions seen
in the monitoring window, the current condition of the structure and the robustness of
the sensing and acquisition system. A data-driven model established in this setting
bears the same limitations and we should be careful (and are) about how we expect any
such model to generalise to future structural and operational conditions.

Many have and will question why pursuing a data-driven approach is interesting in
this context given these limitations/challenges, especially considering our efforts and
successes throughout history in understanding and describing the world and beyond
via physics. The blunt answer is that we don’t know everything and, when we do know
enough, modelling complex (multi-physics, multi-scale) processes interacting with a
changing environment is often difficult and energy consuming. The more compelling
answer, perhaps, is that we would really like any inferences we make to be based on
evidence of what is happening currently, and for that, observation is needed.

Given a particular context, there are, of course, benefits and disadvantages in taking
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Figure 1: A mapping of problem settings according to knowledge available from phys-
ical insight and data

either approach; a physics-based one can provide interpretability, parsimony and the
ability to extrapolate, for example, whereas data-driven approaches can be considered
more flexible, may require less user input, and take into account evidence from latest
measurements. The selected route may come down to personal choice but hopefully is
the result of a reasoned argument.

One hypothetical approach to this reasoning may be to consider how much of the pro-
cess of interest can be described by known/modelled physics (within a given computa-
tional budget) versus how much of it can by characterised by available data (supposing
one could assess such things) - see Figure 1. Broadly speaking, in region A one would
likely take a physics-based approach and in region C a data-driven one. In the happy
green area either may be applicable, and in the bottom left hand corner, one may wish
to consider the best route to gain additional knowledge, whether through measurement
or otherwise (the triangle sizes here are arbitrary and for illustration only).

Recently interest has been growing in methods that attempt to exploit physics-based
models and evidence from data together, hopefully retaining the helpful attributes from
both approaches. Indeed, there has been an explosion of literature on these methods
in the last few years, duly reviewed in [1–3]. These methods should be useful for the
many engineering problems that fall in region B in Figure 1 - the grey area. ‘Grey’ is
also occasionally used to describe the models themselves, alluding to them being a mix
of physics (so called ‘white-box’) and data-driven (so called ‘black-box’) approaches.
The term ‘physics-informed machine learning’ or similar is now also commonly used
for those methods at the darker end of the scale.

Figure 2 very loosely maps some of the available methods onto the knowledge from
physics and data axes from the original figure and the black to white spectrum (of
course it must be noted here that method location will change according to the spe-
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Figure 2: A non-exhaustive list of modelling approaches very loosely mapped onto the
data/physics problem setting axes from Figure 1.
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cific model type and how it is applied - sometimes significantly so). At the lighter end
of the scale, surrogate models are a continually growing area of interest [4–7] where
emulation of an expensive to run physical model is needed. The emerging field of prob-
abilist numerics [8, 9] attempts to account for uncertainty within numerical modelling
schemes and overlaps with communities specifically looking at bias correction and
residual modelling [10–12], where a data-driven component is used to account for er-
ror in a physical model in the first case, or behaviours not captured by a physical model
in the latter (most often achieved by summing contributions from both elements). In the
middle sit methods where there is a more even share between the explanatory power of
physics and data-driven components; this may simply be achieved by feeding the pre-
dictions of a physical model into a machine learner as inputs [13–15], or may involve
a more complicated architecture informed by understanding of the process itself. Ex-
amples of these hybrid models include neural networks where the interaction between
neurons and the design of their activation functions reflect knowledge of the physics at
work in the situation to be modelled [16, 17]. Finally at the blacker end of the scale
sit constrained methods where, for example, laws or limits can be built into a machine
learner to aid optimisation or ensure physically feasible predictions. Many studies in
this area focus on constraining a cost function [16, 18] for e.g. parameter optimisation,
with fewer focussing on directly constraining the model itself (as will be the case in
some of this work) [19–22].

This paper introduces a spectrum of models from white to black under a Gaussian pro-
cess (GP) prior assumption. Gaussian processes have been shown to be a powerful tool
for regression tasks [23], and their use in this context within engineering is becoming
common (see e.g. [24–27]). The regular use of GP regression by the authors of this pa-
per (e.g. [28–31]) is because of their flexible yet simple nature, ability to function given
small datasets and, importantly, the Bayesian framework within which they naturally
work; the predictive distribution provided allows the calculation of useful confidence
intervals and the opportunity for uncertainty to be propagated forward into any follow-
ing analysis (see [32], for example). Despite these advantages, their use in the provided
citations remains entirely data-driven and thus open to the challenges/limitations dis-
cussed above.

By drawing an explicit link between the classical treatment of GPs in physical sci-
ences and how they are used for regression in a machine learning context, this paper
illustrates a number of potential routes for combining differing depths of physical rea-
soning with learning from data. To do so, Section 2 introduces Gaussian processes
from both perspectives, with Section 3 identifying their overlap and the specific means
of incorporating physical insight into a GP regression, which are then illustrated and
further discussed through examples across the spectrum in Section 4. Finally Section 5
discusses the proposed models in reference to other relevant examples in the literature
and draws conclusions on their future use.

2 GPs from a physics and machine learning perspective
Physics-based perspective
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From the classical perspective, a Gaussian process is one example in a wider family of
stochastic processes used to characterise randomness. To describe a stochastic process
intuitively, to begin, one can consider something that evolves through time. In this case,
a stochastic process is one where, at each instance of time, t, the value of the process
is a random variable. In characterising the stochastic process, we are describing the
evolution of probability distributions through time. Note that we may equally wish to
consider the evolution of a process through a variable (∈ Rn) that is not time and will
do so later in the paper.

The fundamental elements for describing a stochastic process are the mean and auto-
correlation, which are functions over time (or the input variable(s) of interest). Consid-
ering a process y(t), its mean µ(t) and autocorrelation ϕ(t1, t2) functions are

µ(t) =E[y(t)]
ϕ(t1, t2) =E[y(t1)y(t2)]

=

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
y(t1)y(t2)g(y(t1), y(t2))dy(t1)dy(t2)

(1)

where E is the expectation operator. The autocorrelation requires integration of the
product of y(t1)y(t2) and their joint probability density, g, at times t1 and t2 (this is
sometimes referred to as the second order density).

Following on from this, the (auto)covariance of a process, k(t1, t2), is

k(t1, t2) = E[(y(t1)− µ(t1))(y(t2)− µ(t2))] (2)

Clearly, the autocorrelation and (auto)covariance are one and the same for a process
with a zero mean.

A Gaussian process is one where at each instance or iteration, the value of the variable
of interest follows a normal/Gaussian distribution, with the joint distribution of a finite
collection of these also normal. It is completely defined by its mean and the covariance
function, i.e. one need only consider the joint density between two points (second order
density).

Many of the behaviours/variables that we wish to model in science and engineering are
stochastic processes. The first use of the term ‘stochastic process’ arose in the 1930s
[33, 34], but the response of a physical system to random excitation, which is most
certainly a stochastic process, had been under study since at least the turn of the 20th
century.1

A particular example of interest that will be used later in this paper is that of a structure
vibrating. Perhaps the simplest formulation of a stochastic process in this context is
the response of a deterministic system under random excitation. Generally speaking, if
the excitation to a linear dynamical system is a Gaussian process, then the response of

1In 1905 Einstein derived the probability distributions of the displacement through time of particles sus-
pended in fluid [35]. For the interested reader, two review papers on Brownian motion by Uhlenbeck and
co-authors provide an excellent discussion of the work around this time [36, 37].
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Figure 3: Measure of influence of an input point on a prediction for the squared expo-
nential (a) and the covariance function of single degree of freedom (SDOF) oscillator
under a random load (b).

that system is also a Gaussian process (a Gaussian process remains a Gaussian process
under linear operations [38]).

Given an assumed equation of motion (or physical law of interest) for y, one can at-
tempt to derive the covariance function of a process using (1, 2). Later in the paper
the derived covariance function for a single degree of freedom (SDOF) system under
random loading will be shown and employed in a Gaussian process regression setting.

Data-driven perspective
In the context of Gaussian process regression, i.e. from a data-driven perspective, the
process is unknown (to be learned from data), and so the definition of the mean and
covariance functions become a modelling choice. These choices form the prior mean
and covariance, which will be updated to the posterior mean and covariance given
observations of the process of interest.

An example of a common choice for covariance function is the squared-exponential
with an additional white noise covariance term:

k(xp,xq) = σ2
y exp(−

1

2l2
||xp − xq||2) + σ2

nδpq (3)

Rather than a process through time, t, this is a covariance function for a process defined
over a multivariate input space with elements xi (reflecting the more generic nature
of regression tasks attempted). Here there are three hyperparameters; σ2

y , the signal
variance, l, the length scale of the process and σ2

n, the variance from the noise on the
measurements. This may be easily adapted to allow a separate length scale for each
input parameter if required.

After selection of appropriate mean and covariance functions and with access to mea-
surements of the process of interest, the regression task is achieved by calculating the
conditional distribution of the process at testing points given the observations/ mea-
surements.
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Following the notation used in [23]; k(xp,xq) defines a covariance matrix Kpq , with
elements evaluated at the points xp and xq , where xi may be multivariate.

Assuming a zero-mean function, the joint Gaussian distribution between measure-
ments/observations y with inputs X and unknown/testing targets y∗ with inputs X∗

is [
y
y∗

]
∼ N

(
0,

[
K(X,X) + σ2

nI K(X,X∗)
K(X∗, X) K(X∗, X∗)

])
(4)

The distribution of the testing targets y∗ conditioned on the training data (which is
what we use for prediction) is also Gaussian:

y∗|X∗, X,y ∼ N (K(X∗, X)(K(X,X) + σ2
nI)

−1y,

K(X∗, X∗)−K(X∗, X)(K(X,X) + σ2
nI)

−1K(X,X∗))
(5)

See [23] for the derivation. The mean and covariance here are that of the posterior
Gaussian process.

From (5) one can see that the GP mean prediction at point x∗ is simply a weighted
sum - determined by the covariance function - of the training points y. Figure 3a
illustrates how the influence of a training point on a prediction decays as the distance
in the input space increases when using the squared exponential covariance function
(hyperparameters arbitrarily selected). This shows how the covariance between points
with similar inputs will be high, as is entirely appropriate for a data-based learner. In
the absence of training data in an area of the input space, the mean value of the GP will
return to the prior mean (usually zero). An equivalent plot for the covariance function
of an SDOF oscillator employed later (Section 4) is included for comparison, where
one can see the oscillatory nature captured.

3 A spectrum of Gaussian processes for regression
Commonly, engineering applications of GP regression will follow a typical machine
learning approach and adopt a zero mean prior and a generic covariance function se-
lected from either the squared-exponential or Matérn kernel class [23]. In an upcom-
ing summary figure, this will be denoted as f(x) ∼ GP(0, kML), with the subscript
ML denoting the machine learning approach as above. Although successful in many
settings, these applications suffer from those same challenges discussed in the intro-
duction - namely that the regression bears the same limitations as the dataset available
with which to characterise the system/structure of interest.

Here, the incorporation of one’s physical insight of a system into a GP regression
is introduced as a means of lessening reliance on complete data capture. The GP
framework provides a number of opportunities for accounting for physical insight,
the biggest coming from definition of the prior mean and covariance functions. Fol-
lowing on from the previous section, perhaps the most obvious approach is to use
physically-derived mean and covariance functions where available (eqns.(1, 2) above).
If these can be derived, they may readily be used in the regression context, denoted as
f(x) ∼ GP(µP , kP ) (P for physics) in the following.
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Figure 4: A spectrum of GPs for regression combining physics-derived mean and co-
variance functions, µP , kP , with those more standardly used in machine learning, kML.

This section lays out a number of modelling options for the more likely scenario that
one has partial knowledge of the system of interest. Following the flow from more
physical insight to less, each of the models discussed is placed on the white to black
spectrum in Figure 4, perhaps giving an indication of the kind of problem where they
may be most usefully employed (illustrative examples of each follow in the next sec-
tion). As with Figure 2, it should be noted that how each model type is developed and
applied could change its placement on the spectrum.

Light grey If one is able to express the mean behaviour of the process of interest,
or something close to the mean, then this is easily accounted for by employing that
mean as a prior with a standard machine learning covariance function to capture the
variability around it: f(x) ∼ GP(µP , kML) [39, 40]. If the form of the differen-
tial equation governing the process of interest is known and the covariance derivable,
then this may also simply be used in place of the data-driven kernels discussed above,
f(x) ∼ GP(0, kP ) [41]. In this case, the learning of unknown system parameters may
be achieved by maximising the marginal likelihood, p(y|X), in the way that one learns
the hyperparameters in the standard machine learning approach (see for example [23]).

Medium grey In the more likely scenario of only possessing partial knowledge of
the governing equations of a system of interest, or not being able to derive a co-
variance analytically, the suggestion here is that the GP prior may be approximated
or formed as a combination of derived and data-driven covariance functions so that
the data-driven component accounts in some way for unknown behaviour; f(x) ∼
GP(0, g(kP , kML)), for some function g, or perhaps f(x) ∼ GP(µP , g(kP , kML)) if
a mean may be appropriately approximated.

Although this is an area very much still under investigation, the suggested route here
is to begin, if possible, by considering or assuming the likely interaction between the
known and unknown behaviours and to propagate this through to the prior GP structure.
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For example, say that one can assume that the response of a structure is a sum of
understood behaviour and an unknown contribution; y = A+B, with A known and B
unknown, then the autocorrelation of this process can be formed as

E[yy′] = E[(A+B)(A′ +B′)] = E[AA′ +AB′ +A′B +BB′] (6)

If A and B may be assumed independent and we make the standard machine learning
prior assumption on B of a zero mean and covariance KB , this suggests a suitable GP
model2 would be y ∼ GP(0,KA +KB). As any linear operation between covariance
functions is valid, this route is available for many likely scenarios in an engineering
setting, for example, where the response to be modelled is a convolution between a
known system and unknown force (as will be the case for the derived covariance in
the first example below), or, e.g., a product between a known temporal response and
unknown spatial one (y = A(t)B(x) =⇒ y ∼ N (0,KA(t) × KB(x)), for x and t
independent).

Dark grey Finally, if the physical insight one has is perhaps more general or cannot
be expressed through a mean or covariance function, one can consider adapting a data-
driven covariance function to obey known constraints or laws. This may be done by,
for example, the construction of a multiple-output GP with auto and cross-covariance
terms designed to reflect our knowledge [20, 21], or by constraining predictions onto a
target domain such that boundary conditions on a spatial map can be enforced [22, 42].

The next section shows examples for each of these categories, with discussion follow-
ing in Section 5. Each of the examples is presented quite briefly, with references for
further reading. The intention, and the reason for brevity, is to attempt to illustrate mod-
els across the range of spectrum with conclusions drawn from them jointly in Section
5.

4 Examples

4.1 Physics-derived means and covariances
The light grey models described above are applicable when one can derive an approxi-
mate mean or covariance function for the process of interest.

Example 1 f(x) ∼ GP(0, kP )

In Section 2, an oscillatory system under white noise was used as an example of a
Gaussian process in time. For a single degree of freedom (SDOF), the equation of

2A note of caution here: in considering a derivation path rooted in physical insight, we must be careful
not to be fooled into thinking that the GP defined by mean and covariance derived from partial knowledge
is representative of the underlying generative stochastic process, as in many cases this may not be Gaussian.
The implicit assumption taken in any GP regression is that the target of interest can be suitably modelled
by some Gaussian process prior, with the flexibility of the commonly adopted ML kernels allowing useful
models under this assumption. The assumption, in turn, made here, is that the combination of these kernels
with ones derived from physical knowledge also describes some Gaussian process that can be used to model
the target.
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Figure 5: Comparison between the prediction of GPs with squared-exponential (SE)
and SDOF kernels when conditioned on every 10th point of simulated vibration data
[41]. The grey area indicates confidence intervals (CI) at three standard deviations.

motion is mÿ(t) + cẏ(t) + ky(t) = F (t), with m, c, k and F the mass, damping,
stiffness and force respectively. Under a white noise excitation of variance σ2, one
can derive the (auto)covariance of the response Y (t); ϕY (t1)Y (t2) = E[Y (t1)Y (t2)],
which is solvable either via some lengthy integration or by Fourier transform of the
power spectral density [41]:

ϕY (τ) =
σ2

4m2ζωn
3 e

−ζωn|τ |(cos(ωdτ) +
ζωn

ωd
sin(ωd|τ |)) (7)

Here standard notation has been used; ωn =
√
k/m, the natural frequency, ζ =

c/2
√
km, the damping ratio, ωd = ωn

√
1− ζ2, the damped natural frequency and

τ = ti − tj (this is a stationary process).

If one has a system that behaves similarly to this, then we may readily use such a covari-
ance function in a regression context. Figure 5 shows the prediction of an undersampled
SDOF system using a GP regression with this covariance function, compared to one
with a more standard kernel in a machine learning setting (the squared-exponential).
The crosses mark the training/conditioning points.

Hyperparameters for both models were learned from maximising the marginal like-
lihood, p(y|X), with the hyperparameters of the SDOF kernel being the parameters,
ωn, ζ, of the system itself.

One can see that the GP with the standard covariance function (labelled as SE) smooths
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through the observed data as designed, and that the GP with the derived covariance
function (labelled as SDOF mean prediction) is much more appropriately equipped
to model the process than its purely data-driven counterpart. In particular, the inbuilt
frequency content of the derived covariance function gives a significant advantage (wn

is learned as a hyperparameter within a bounded a search space).

In giving the kernel structure pertinent to the process of interest, one is able to sig-
nificantly reduce reliance on conditioning data, in this case allowing sampling below
Nyquist. This covariance function will also be employed in a later example with exten-
sion to multiple degrees of freedom.

Example 2 f(x) ∼ GP(µP , kML)

In some situations, the mean behaviour of a process may be broadly understood. This
example shows the prediction of deck displacement of a stay-cabled bridge3, the model
of which is intended for use in performance monitoring the structure. The deck dis-
placement is a function of a number of drivers, principally traffic loading and tem-
perature. Considering physical insight, we believe that the general displacement trend
is driven by the contraction and relaxation of the cables with temperature, with sea-
sonal trends visible. Here, therefore, a good candidate prior mean function is a linear
relationship between cable extension and temperature.

Figure 6 compares two standard GP regressions (with squared-exponential covariance
functions) with and without the prior mean function included. Mimicking the case
where data from a full monitoring campaign is only available over a short time window,
the models are trained (conditioning and hyperparameter setting) using data from the
first month of the five month period shown. The GP with a zero mean prior (top image
in Figure 6) is unable to accurately predict the deck displacement mean-wise as the
temperature drops seasonally toward the end of the five month period (as this is an
unseen condition, as indicated by the increased confidence interval).

In this case, building in the linear relationship between cable extension and temperature
as a prior mean function allows a more successful extrapolation into the colder months
(lower image in Figure 6), again demonstrating a lessened reliance on complete data
for training.

4.2 Combined derived and data-driven covariance functions
In the middle of the spectrum are the many problems where governing equations are
only available to describe some of the behaviours of interest. The hybrid models here
are proposed to account for this, with the interaction between physical and data-driven
components necessarily more interwoven.

Example 3 f(x) ∼ GP(0, g(kP , kML))

The motivating problem here is the health/usage monitoring of an aircraft wing dur-
ing flight, where we would like to predict wing displacement spatially and tempo-

3The bridge in question is the Tamar Bridge in Southwest England and actually has both stay and sus-
pension cables.
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Figure 6: Comparison between GPs predicting bridge deck displacement over time
with prior mean of zero above and with physics-informed mean function below [39].

rally to feed into a downstream fatigue damage calculation [29, 43]. In this case, one
could assume that the solution of the equation of motion has separable spatial and
temporal components, as with a cantilever beam. Under a random load, the covari-
ance of the temporal component may be derived as in Example 1 (assuming linearity),
accounting for multiple degrees of freedom by adding covariance terms up for each
of the dominant modes (see [44]). As the wing will likely be complex in structure,
a data-driven model component (covariance) is a good candidate to account for spa-
tial variation.4 With separability, the covariance of the process will be a product be-
tween the spatial and temporal components, which would make the assumed GP model:
y ∼ GP(0,KMDOF (t)KML(x)).

Figure 7 shows a simple illustration of this using a simulated cantilever beam under
an impulse load - assuming here that we have no prior knowledge of the likely form
of the spatial (modal) response. The GP is conditioned on a subsampled and trun-
cated time history (1:2:T) from eight points spatially distributed across the beam. The
performance of the model in capturing the spatial temporal process is assessed by de-
composing the beam response into its principal modes and comparing reconstruction
errors across 100 spatial points and the full time history of the simulation (1:end). Fig-
ure 7 shows the GP prediction of the first two modes, where one can see that fidelity in
the spatial and temporal domain are good.

Knowledge of the system has been used in two ways here, firstly in developing the
model structure (the kernel product) and secondly in accounting for the time domain
behaviour through derived covariance. The relative importance of each is dependent
on the availability of training data. Where fully sampled temporal and spatial data are
available, a black-box counterpart should be comparable in performance so long as the

4If the wing was idealised as a cantilever beam, the covariance of the spatial component may also be
readily derived.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 7: Hybrid covariance structure modelling the spatio-temporal behaviour of a
vibrating beam - the spatial variation is assumed unknown. The predictions of the
model are decomposed into the principal modes of the beam and shown here spatially
(a,b) and temporally (c,d) for the first two modes. Normalised mean squared errors
spatially are 0.002 and 0.225 (log loss -5.472,-3.088), with time domain errors 0.411
and 0.285 (log loss -3.520,-2.677) respectively [44].

selected covariance is sufficiently flexible/expressive. Knowledge of the separability of
the domains has allowed good prediction here where limited data are available spatially,
with the temporal knowledge becoming important where data are not fully sampled in
time.

4.3 Constrained covariance functions
At the darkest end of the spectrum are problems and models where insights may be
more general in nature, particularly where that knowledge cannot be used to derive
generative equations.

Example 4 f(x) ∼ GP(0, g(kML))

This example looks at the problem of crack localisation in a complex structure using
acoustic emission monitoring (acoustic emissions occur during the initialisation and
growth of a cracks which may be detected and located through high frequency sens-
ing [45, 46]). The task central to the localisation is to attempt to learn a map of how
energy propagates through a structure from any possible crack location to a number
of fixed sensors that are deployed to monitor acoustic emissions. The map is created
by introducing a forced acoustic burst at each possible crack location (with a laser or
pencil lead break), and then, in our case, producing a interpolative model that can be
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(a) (b)

Figure 8: Comparison of standard and constrained GP models for AE crack localisa-
tion [22] where training data have been limited to the middle section of the plate. (a)
compares model errors at decreasing training grid densities, with measurements at the
boundaries included (top), partial boundary measurements (middle) and no boundary
measurements (bottom). (b) shows an example of squared error difference between the
two models across the plate, with the standard GP showing increased errors away from
the training area.

used inversely to infer location when a new emission is recorded. A large restriction
limiting the use of such a localisation scheme is the need to collect training data across
the structure, which can be time consuming and costly. Similarly, from a physical per-
spective, propagation of AE through a structure is complex (and costly) to model unless
that structure is homogenous and of simple geometry. The proposed solution here is to
follow a data-driven approach but with inbuilt information of the geometry/boundaries
of the system, hopefully helping with both shortcomings.

Figure 8 shows how the use of a constraint to a standard machine learning covariance
function can considerably lessen reliance on full data capture. Here a localisation map
has been made of AE propagation through a plate with a number of holes in; a standard
GP is compared to one where knowledge of the boundaries of the plate have been
built into a sparse approximation of the covariance function [22]. The two approaches
perform similarly where training data are abundant, but we begin to see the gains of
the introduced boundaries as training grid density decreases, and particularly so when
parts of the plate are not mapped at all in the training phase.

5 Discussion and conclusions
Each of the examples shown here has demonstrated how the introduction of physical
insight into a GP regression has lessened reliance on conditioning data and has shown
significantly increased model performance over black-box examples where training
data are incomplete.

The number of ways of accounting for knowledge within the GP framework provides
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parsimonious means to capture many of the different forms of prior knowledge that
engineers possess and, in some cases, particularly when employing a mean function,
for example, can be quite simply achieved.

An additional benefit of many of the models shown is an enhanced interpretability,
which is particularly important in the applied setting. In examples 1 and 3, the hyper-
parameters of the GP are the physical parameters of the system itself, opening the door
to system identification in some cases.

Of the methods introduced/discussed, some are more familiar than others. The use of a
mean function here takes the same approach as the bias correction community when a
GP regression is used to account for discrepancy between a physical (often numerical)
model and measurements of the real system [4, 10]. Underlying the application shown
here is the unspoken assumption that physics built into the mean function is trusted,
thus allowing the consideration of extrapolation. Although the flexibility of the GP
means that it is well able to account for potential bias, in its presence and in the case
of incomplete data available for training, one is as unable to place trust in the model
across the operational envelope as one would be in the black-box case. In the case
of incomplete data, this would suggest that only the simplest physics of which one is
confident should be built in to the regression.

The design of useful kernels is also naturally an area of interest for many, although
often for different purposes to those explored here. Covariance design has been con-
sidered within the control community to improve the performance of machine learners
for system identification tasks [47–49]. [50] provides a review in this context, where
the focus is on the derivation of a covariance function that will act as an optimal reg-
ulariser for the learning of linear dynamical system parameters. Within the machine
learning community, researchers attempting to develop more generic technology also
look to physical systems to provide covariance functions useful for a broad class of
problems [51–59]. These examples present very flexible models that are able to per-
form very well for a variety of different tasks. As discussed in the introduction, the
motivation here is to build in system specific knowledge to lessen reliance on data cap-
ture. These models will only help with this tasks where the physics that inspired the
general model is representative of the process of interest.

Including pertinent physical insight in a Gaussian process regression has most com-
monly been achieved via the multiple output framework, where relationships between
multivariate targets are encoded in cross-covariance terms, including those studies al-
ready mentioned whilst discussing constraints [19–21]. In [60] we adopt a multiple
output GP to constrain a predictor using knowledge of physical boundary conditions
for a structural health monitoring task. [27] shows a more comprehensive approach
in this context, where the relationships between monitored variables are captured with
the multiple output framework, different combinations of covariance functions are also
considered. Notable contributions relevant here and also applied within an engineering
context [61–63], use a differential operator to constrain multiple outputs to represent
a system of differential equations. All of these works, which show significant im-
provement over an entirely black-box approach, adapt the standard machine learning
covariance functions commonly used for regression. Expanding the possibility of di-
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rectly derived priors in both mean and covariance as done here provides an opportunity
(where available) to improve these models further.

The hybrid methods discussed in the medium (murky) grey section have been less
well studied in this context and are the subject of ongoing work. The more complex
interaction between physical and data-driven components has the potential to provide
powerful models, although their use and interpretability will depend on architecture.
When combining covariance functions over the same input domain, for example, the
flexibility of the data-driven component will generally mean that hopes of identifiability
are lost, whilst, nonetheless, still preserving predictive power.

Finally, across disciplines, there are a growing number of examples now available
demonstrating how knowledge of the boundaries or constraints of a system can be very
helpful in the automated learning of their corresponding mapping [64, 65], with many
of the multiple output GP examples discussed above falling in this category. The flex-
ibility of such models, alongside the opportunity to build in the simplest of intuitions
will likely prove very popular in the future.

The main aim of this work was to provide a spectrum of potential routes for accounting
for differing levels of physical insight within a regression context, using a Gaussian
process framework. The examples employed here have demonstrated how the deriva-
tion path proposed can allow one to establish simple yet flexible models with compo-
nents and/or (hyper)parameters linked to the physical system. This has been shown to
be a desirable pursuit when models must be established without an abundance of train-
ing data - a common occurrence across engineering applications, where monitoring of
our key infrastructure remains a difficult and expensive challenge.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank Keith Worden for his general support and feedback
on this manuscript. Additionally, thanks is offered to James Hensman, Mark Eaton,
Robin Mills, Gareth Pierce and Keith Worden for their work in acquiring the AE data
set used here. We would like to thank Ki-Young Koo and James Brownjohn in the
Vibration Engineering Section at the University of Exeter for provision of the data
from the Tamar Bridge.

Funding statement
The authors would like to acknowledge the support of the EPSRC, particularly through
grant reference number EP/S001565/1, and Ramboll Energy for their support of SG
and DP.

Competing interests statement
The authors confirm that no competing interests exist.

17



Data availability statement
Data availability is not applicable to this article as no new data were created or analysed
in this study.

Author contributions - CRediT statement
EJC; Conceptualisation (Lead), Methodology (Equal), Validation (Equal), Formal anal-
ysis (Equal), Investigation (Equal), Data Curation (Equal), Writing - Original Draft
(Lead), Writing - Review & Editing (Lead), Supervision (Lead), Funding acquisition
(Lead) TJR; Methodology (Equal), Validation (Supporting), Formal analysis (Sup-
porting), Investigation (Supporting), Data Curation (Supporting), Writing - Review &
Editing (Supporting), Supervision (Supporting) DJP; Methodology (Equal), Validation
(Equal), Formal analysis (Equal), Investigation (Equal), Data Curation (Equal), Writ-
ing - Review & Editing (Supporting) SJG; Methodology (Equal), Validation (Support-
ing), Formal analysis (Supporting), Investigation (Supporting), Data Curation (Sup-
porting), Writing - Review & Editing (Supporting) MRJ; Methodology (Equal), Vali-
dation (Equal), Formal analysis (Equal), Investigation (Equal), Data Curation (Equal),
Writing - Review & Editing (Supporting).

References
[1] Laura von Rueden, Sebastian Mayer, Katharina Beckh, Bogdan Georgiev, Sven

Giesselbach, Raoul Heese, Birgit Kirsch, Julius Pfrommer, Annika Pick, Rajku-
mar Ramamurthy, Michal Walczak, Jochen Garcke, Christian Bauckhage, and
Jannis Schuecker. Informed machine learning – a taxonomy and survey of in-
tegrating prior knowledge into learning systems. IEEE Transactions on Knowl-
edge and Data Engineering, 35(1):614–633, 2023. doi: 10.1109/TKDE.2021.
3079836.

[2] George Em Karniadakis, Ioannis G Kevrekidis, Lu Lu, Paris Perdikaris, Sifan
Wang, and Liu Yang. Physics-informed machine learning. Nature Reviews
Physics, 3(6):422–440, 2021.

[3] Jared Willard, Xiaowei Jia, Shaoming Xu, Michael Steinbach, and Vipin Ku-
mar. Integrating physics-based modeling with machine learning: A survey. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2003.04919, 2020.

[4] Marc C Kennedy and Anthony O’Hagan. Bayesian calibration of computer mod-
els. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology),
63(3):425–464, 2001.

[5] Nestor V. Queipo, Raphael T. Haftka, Wei Shyy, Tushar Goel, Rajkumar
Vaidyanathan, and P. Kevin Tucker. Surrogate-based analysis and optimiza-
tion. Progress in Aerospace Sciences, 41(1):1–28, 2005. ISSN 0376-0421. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paerosci.2005.02.001.

18



[6] Atharv Bhosekar and Marianthi Ierapetritou. Advances in surrogate based mod-
eling, feasibility analysis, and optimization: A review. Computers & Chemical
Engineering, 108:250–267, 2018.

[7] Defne Ege Ozan and Luca Magri. Physics-aware learning of thermoacoustic limit
cycles. Bulletin of the American Physical Society, 2022.

[8] Jon Cockayne, Chris J Oates, Timothy John Sullivan, and Mark Girolami.
Bayesian probabilistic numerical methods. SIAM review, 61(4):756–789, 2019.

[9] Philipp Hennig, Michael A Osborne, and Hans P Kersting. Probabilistic Numer-
ics: Computation as Machine Learning. Cambridge University Press, 2022.

[10] P Gardner, TJ Rogers, C Lord, and RJ Barthorpe. Learning model discrepancy: A
gaussian process and sampling-based approach. Mechanical Systems and Signal
Processing, 152:107381, 2021.

[11] Jenny Brynjarsdottir and Anthony O Hagan. Learning about physical parameters:
The importance of model discrepancy. Inverse Problems, 30(11):114007, 2014.

[12] Paul D Arendt, Daniel W Apley, and Wei Chen. Quantification of model uncer-
tainty: Calibration, model discrepancy, and identifiability. 2012.

[13] TJ Rogers, GR Holmes, EJ Cross, and K Worden. On a grey box modelling
framework for nonlinear system identification. In Special Topics in Structural
Dynamics, Volume 6, pages 167–178. Springer, 2017.

[14] K Worden, RJ Barthorpe, EJ Cross, N Dervilis, GR Holmes, G Manson, and
TJ Rogers. On evolutionary system identification with applications to nonlinear
benchmarks. Mechanical Systems and Signal Processing, 112:194–232, 2018.

[15] Ramon Fuentes, Elizabeth Cross, Andrew Halfpenny, Keith Worden, and Robert J
Barthorpe. Aircraft parametric structural load monitoring using gaussian process
regression. In Proceedings of the Euopean Workshop on Shtructural Health Mon-
itoring 2014, Nantes, 2014.

[16] Shengze Cai, Zhiping Mao, Zhicheng Wang, Minglang Yin, and George Em Kar-
niadakis. Physics-informed neural networks (pinns) for fluid mechanics: A re-
view. Acta Mechanica Sinica, 37(12):1727–1738, 2021.

[17] Zhilu Lai, Charilaos Mylonas, Satish Nagarajaiah, and Eleni Chatzi. Structural
identification with physics-informed neural ordinary differential equations. Jour-
nal of Sound and Vibration, 508:116196, 2021.

[18] Anuj Karpatne, Gowtham Atluri, James H Faghmous, Michael Steinbach,
Arindam Banerjee, Auroop Ganguly, Shashi Shekhar, Nagiza Samatova, and
Vipin Kumar. Theory-guided data science: A new paradigm for scientific dis-
covery from data. IEEE Transactions on knowledge and data engineering, 29
(10):2318–2331, 2017.

[19] Arno Solin, Manon Kok, Niklas Wahlström, Thomas B Schön, and Simo Särkkä.

19



Modeling and interpolation of the ambient magnetic field by gaussian processes.
IEEE Transactions on robotics, 34(4):1112–1127, 2018.

[20] Niklas Wahlström, Manon Kok, Thomas B Schön, and Fredrik Gustafsson. Mod-
eling magnetic fields using gaussian processes. In 2013 IEEE International Con-
ference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing, pages 3522–3526. IEEE,
2013.

[21] Carl Jidling, Johannes Hendriks, Niklas Wahlström, Alexander Gregg, Thomas B
Schön, Christopher Wensrich, and Adrian Wills. Probabilistic modelling and
reconstruction of strain. Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research
Section B: Beam Interactions with Materials and Atoms, 436:141–155, 2018.

[22] Matthew R Jones, Timothy J Rogers, and Elizabeth J Cross. Constraining gaus-
sian processes for physics-informed acoustic emission mapping. Mechanical Sys-
tems and Signal Processing, 188:109984, 2023.

[23] C.E. Rasmussen and C.K.I. Williams. Gaussian Processes for Machine Learning,
volume 38. The MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, USA, 2006.

[24] Jyrki Kullaa. Distinguishing between sensor fault, structural damage, and en-
vironmental or operational effects in structural health monitoring. Mechanical
Systems and Signal Processing, 25(8):2976–2989, 2011.

[25] Luis David Avendaño-Valencia, Eleni N Chatzi, Ki Young Koo, and James MW
Brownjohn. Gaussian process time-series models for structures under operational
variability. Frontiers in Built Environment, 3:69, 2017.

[26] Hua-Ping Wan and Yi-Qing Ni. Bayesian modeling approach for forecast of struc-
tural stress response using structural health monitoring data. Journal of Structural
Engineering, 144(9):04018130, 2018.

[27] Hua-Ping Wan and Yi-Qing Ni. Bayesian multi-task learning methodology for
reconstruction of structural health monitoring data. Structural Health Monitoring,
18(4):1282–1309, 2019.

[28] Elizabeth Cross. On structural health monitoring in changing environmental and
operational conditions. PhD thesis, University of Sheffield, 2012.

[29] Geoffrey Holmes, Pia Sartor, Stephen Reed, Paul Southern, Keith Worden, and
Elizabeth Cross. Prediction of landing gear loads using machine learning tech-
niques. Structural Health Monitoring, 15(5):568–582, 2016.

[30] TJ Rogers, K Worden, and EJ Cross. On the application of Gaussian process
latent force models for joint input-state-parameter estimation: With a view to
Bayesian operational identification. Mechanical Systems and Signal Processing,
140:106580, 2020.

[31] Lawrence A Bull, Paul Gardner, Timothy J Rogers, Elizabeth J Cross, Nikolaos
Dervilis, and Keith Worden. Probabilistic inference for structural health mon-
itoring: New modes of learning from data. ASCE-ASME Journal of Risk and

20



Uncertainty in Engineering Systems, Part A: Civil Engineering, 7(1):03120003,
2020.

[32] S. J. Gibson, T. J. Rogers, and E. J. Cross. Data-driven strain prediction mod-
els and fatigue damage accumulation. In Proceedings of the 29th International
Conference on Noise and Vibration Engineering (ISMA 2020), 2020.

[33] Alexander Khintchine. Korrelationstheorie der stationären stochastischen
prozesse. Mathematische Annalen, 109(1):604–615, 1934.

[34] Joseph L Doob. Stochastic processes and statistics. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 20(6):376, 1934.

[35] Albert Einstein. On the motion of small particles suspended in liquids at rest
required by the molecular-kinetic theory of heat. Annalen der physik, 17(549-
560):208, 1905.

[36] George E Uhlenbeck and Leonard S Ornstein. On the theory of the brownian
motion. Physical review, 36(5):823, 1930.

[37] Ming Chen Wang and George Eugene Uhlenbeck. On the theory of the brownian
motion ii. Reviews of modern physics, 17(2-3):323, 1945.

[38] Athanasios Papoulis and S Unnikrishna Pillai. Probability, random variables,
and stochastic processes. Tata McGraw-Hill Education, 2002.

[39] S. Zhang, T. J. Rogers, and E. J. Cross. Gaussian process based grey-box mod-
elling for SHM of structures under fluctuating environmental conditions. In Pro-
ceedings of 10th European Workshop on Structural Health Monitoring (EWSHM
2020), 2020.

[40] Daniel J Pitchforth, Timothy J Rogers, Ulf T Tygesen, and Elizabeth J Cross.
Grey-box models for wave loading prediction. Mechanical Systems and Signal
Processing, 159:107741, 2021.

[41] E. J. Cross and T. J. Rogers. Physics-derived covariance functions for machine
learning in structural dynamics. In 19th IFAC Symposium on System Identification
(SYSID): learning models for decision and control., 2021.

[42] Arno Solin and Manon Kok. Know your boundaries: Constraining gaussian pro-
cesses by variational harmonic features. In Proceedings of the 22nd International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (AISTATS). PMLR 89:2193-
2202. Naha, Okinawa, Japan., 2019.

[43] S. J. Gibson, T. J. Rogers, and E. J. Cross. Distributions of fatigue damage from
data-driven strain prediction using Gaussian process regression. Structural Health
Monitoring, 2023. doi: doi:10.1177/14759217221140080.

[44] D. J. Pitchforth, T. J. Rogers, U. T. Tygesen, and E. J. Cross. Incorporation of
partial physical knowledge within Gaussian processes. In Proceedings of the
30th International Conference on Noise and Vibration Engineering (ISMA 2022),
2022.

21



[45] MR. Jones, TJ. Rogers, K Worden, and EJ. Cross. A Bayesian methodology for
localising acoustic emission sources in complex structures. Mechanical Systems
and Signal Processing, 163:108143, 2022.

[46] Matthew Jones. On Novel Machine Learning Approaches for Acoustic Emis-
sion Source Localisation: A Probabilistic Perspective. PhD thesis, University of
Sheffield, 2023.

[47] Lennart Ljung. Perspectives on system identification. Annual Reviews in Control,
34(1):1–12, 2010.

[48] Johan Schoukens and Lennart Ljung. Nonlinear system identification: A user-
oriented road map. IEEE Control Systems Magazine, 39(6):28–99, 2019.

[49] Gianluigi Pillonetto and Giuseppe De Nicolao. A new kernel-based approach for
linear system identification. Automatica, 46(1):81–93, 2010.

[50] Gianluigi Pillonetto, Francesco Dinuzzo, Tianshi Chen, Giuseppe De Nicolao,
and Lennart Ljung. Kernel methods in system identification, machine learning
and function estimation: A survey. Automatica, 50(3):657–682, 2014.

[51] Andrew Wilson and Ryan Adams. Gaussian process kernels for pattern discov-
ery and extrapolation. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages
1067–1075, 2013.

[52] Gabriel Parra and Felipe Tobar. Spectral mixture kernels for multi-output gaus-
sian processes. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages
6681–6690, 2017.

[53] Felipe Tobar, Thang D Bui, and Richard E Turner. Learning stationary time series
using gaussian processes with nonparametric kernels. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, pages 3501–3509, 2015.

[54] Mark Van der Wilk, Carl Edward Rasmussen, and James Hensman. Convolu-
tional gaussian processes. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems, pages 2849–2858, 2017.

[55] Dave Higdon. Space and space-time modeling using process convolutions. In
Quantitative methods for current environmental issues, pages 37–56. Springer,
2002.

[56] Phillip Boyle and Marcus Frean. Dependent gaussian processes. In Advances in
neural information processing systems, pages 217–224, 2005.

[57] Mauricio Alvarez, David Luengo, and Neil D Lawrence. Latent force models. In
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 9–16, 2009.

[58] Magnus Ross, Michael T Smith, and Mauricio A Álvarez. Learning nonparamet-
ric volterra kernels with gaussian processes. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.05582,
2021.

22



[59] Thomas M McDonald and Mauricio A Álvarez. Compositional modeling of
nonlinear dynamical systems with ode-based random features. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2106.05960, 2021.

[60] E.J Cross, T.J Gibbons, and Rogers T.J. Grey-box modelling for structural health
monitoring; physical constraints on machine learning algorithms. In Proceedings
of the International Workshop on Strucutral Health Monitoring, 2019.

[61] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George Em Karniadakis. Machine learning of
linear differential equations using gaussian processes. Journal of Computational
Physics, 348:683–693, 2017.

[62] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George Em Karniadakis. Inferring solutions
of differential equations using noisy multi-fidelity data. Journal of Computational
Physics, 335:736–746, 2017.

[63] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George Em Karniadakis. Numerical gaussian
processes for time-dependent and nonlinear partial differential equations. SIAM
Journal on Scientific Computing, 40(1):A172–A198, 2018.

[64] Sam Coveney, Cesare Corrado, Caroline H Roney, Daniel O’Hare, Steven E
Williams, Mark D O’Neill, Steven A Niederer, Richard H Clayton, Jeremy E
Oakley, and Richard D Wilkinson. Gaussian process manifold interpolation for
probabilistic atrial activation maps and uncertain conduction velocity. Philosoph-
ical Transactions of the Royal Society A, 378(2173):20190345, 2020.

[65] Laura P Swiler, Mamikon Gulian, Ari L Frankel, Cosmin Safta, and John D Jake-
man. A survey of constrained gaussian process regression: Approaches and im-
plementation challenges. Journal of Machine Learning for Modeling and Com-
puting, 1(2), 2020.

23


	Data vs physics - an opinionated introduction
	GPs from a physics and machine learning perspective
	A spectrum of Gaussian processes for regression
	Examples
	Physics-derived means and covariances
	Combined derived and data-driven covariance functions
	Constrained covariance functions

	Discussion and conclusions

