
ADJOINT-BASED DETERMINATION OF WEAKNESSES IN
STRUCTURES
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Abstract. An adjoint-based procedure to determine weaknesses, or, more generally the
material properties of structures is developed and tested. Given a series of force and de-
formation/strain measurements, the material properties are obtained by minimizing the
weighted differences between the measured and computed values. Several examples with
truss, plain strain and volume elements show the viability, accuracy and efficiency of the
proposed methodology using both displacement and strain measurements. An important
finding was that in order to obtain reliable, convergent results the gradient of the cost
function has to be smoothed.

1. Introduction

The problem of trying to determine the material properties of a domain from loads and
measurements is common to many fields. To mention just a few: mining (e.g. prospecting
for oil and gas), medicine (e.g. trying to infer tissue properties), engineering (e.g. trying to
determine the existence and location of fissures, aging of structures).
A very pressing issue at present is the aging of concrete structures in the developed world.
Many bridges (and large buildings) were built with reinforced concrete after the destruction
of the second world war and the highway system that emerged thereafter. These bridges are
now 60-70 years old, about the lifespan of concrete. Therefore, it is imperative to know their
structural integrity, which implies determining material properties from external loads and
deformations. Damage localization is especially challenging in the case of reinforced concrete
structures due to the inhomogeneous material layout and (mostly) very voluminous, massive
structures. This motivates the development of new damage detection techniques suitable
for these applications, like the coda wave interferometry [22, 12, 11] and their connection
to the overall system identification to ultimately establish digital twins. The adjoint-based
technique presented here is based on displacement and strain measurements and can thus
be seen as complementary. A combination of several sensor approaches would also appear
highly promising. Another prominent example with urgent need for damage identification
are the structures in wind generators [6]. These massive devices are continuously subjected
to large, time-dependent forces which will surely lead to material exhaustion and aging in
20-50 years.
From an abstract setting, it would seem that the task of determining material properties from
loads and measurements is an ill-posed problem. After all, if we think of atoms, granules or
some polygonal (e.g. finite element [FEM]) subdivision of space, the amount of data given
resides in a space of one dimension less than the data sought. If we think of a cuboid domain
in d dimensions with Nd subdivisions, the amount of information/ data given is of O(Nd−1)
while the data sought is of O(Nd).
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Another aspect that would seem to imply that this is an ill-posed problem is the possibility
that many different spatial distributions of material properties could yield very similar or
equal deformations under loads. That this is indeed the case for some problems is shown
below in the examples.
On the other hand, the propagation of physical properties (e.g. displacements, temperature,
electrical currents, etc.) through the domain obeys physical conservation laws, i.e. some
partial differential equations (PDEs). This implies that the material properties that can
give rise to the data measured on the boundary are restricted by these conservation laws, i.e.
are constrained. This would indicate that perhaps the problem is not as ill-posed as initially
thought.
As the task of damage detection is of such importance, many techniques have been developed
over the last decades [7, 19, 14, 23, 21, 1, 10]. Some of these are based on changes observed
in the frequency domain [7, 19, 21] or the time domain [14, 23], while others are based on
changes observed in displacements or strains [1, 10].
The procedures proposed here are also based on measured forces and displacements/strains,
but use adjoint formulations [26, 4, 18] and smoothing of gradients to quickly localize dam-
aged regions.

We remark that damage/weakness detection from measurements falls into the more gen-
eral class of inverse problems where material properties are sought based on a desired cost
functional [5, 24, 15].

2. Determining material properties via optimization

The determination of material properties (or weaknesses) may be formulated as an opti-
mization problem for the strength factor α(x) as follows: Given n force loadings fi, i = 1, n
and n corresponding measurements at m measuring points/locations xj, j = 1,m of their
respective deformations umdij , i = 1, n, j = 1,m or strains smsij , i = 1, n, j = 1,m, obtain
the spatial distribution of the strength factor α that minimizes the cost function:

I(un, α) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wmdij (umdij − Idij · ui)2 +
1

2

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wmsij (smsij − Isij · si)2 (2.1)

subject to the finite element description (e.g. trusses, beams, plates, shells, solids) of the
structure [27, 25] under consideration (i.e. the digital twin/system [20, 8]):

K · ui = fi , i = 1, n (2.2)

where wmdij , w
ms
ij are displacement and strain weights, Id, Is interpolation matrices that are

used to obtain the displacements and strains from the finite element mesh at the measurement
locations, and K the usual stiffness matrix, which is obtained by assembling all the element
matrices:

K =
Ne∑
e=1

αeKe (2.3)

where the strength factor αe of the elements has already been incorporated. We note in
passing that in order to ensure that K is invertible and non-degenerate αe > ε > 0.
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2.1. Optimization via adjoints. The objective function can be extended to the Lagrangian
functional

L(un, α, ũn) = I(un, α) +
n∑
i=1

ũti · (K · ui − fi) (2.4)

where ũi are the Lagrange multipliers (adjoints). Variation of the Lagrangian with respect
to each of the measurements then results in:

dL

dũi
= K · ui − fi = 0 (2.5a)

m∑
j=1

wmdij (umdij − Idij · ui) +
m∑
j=1

wmsij (smsij − Isij · si) + Kt · ũi = 0 (2.5b)

dL

dαe
=

n∑
i=1

ũti ·
dK

dαe
· ui =

n∑
i=1

ũti ·Ke · ui . (2.5c)

The consequences of this rearrangement are profound:

• The gradient of L, I with respect to α may be obtained by solving n forward and
adjoint problems; i.e.
• The cost for the evaluation of gradients is independent of the number of variables
used for α (!).
• For most structural problems K = Kt, so if a direct solver has been employed for the

forward problem, the cost for the evaluation of the adjoint problems is negligible;
• For most structural problems K = Kt, so if an iterative solver is employed for the

forward and adjoint problems, the preconditioner can be re-utilized.

2.2. Optimization steps. An optimization cycle using the adjoint approach is then com-
posed of the following steps:

For each force/measurement pair i:

1. With current α: solve for the deformations → ui
2. With current α, ui and umdij , s

md
ij : solve for the adjoints → ũi

3. With ui, ũi: obtain gradients → I i,α = Li,α
4. Once all the gradients have been obtained:

4.1. Sum up the gradients → I,α =
∑n

i=1 I
i
,α

4.2. If necessary: smooth gradients → Is,α
4.3. Update αnew = αold − γIs,α.

Here γ is a small stepsize that can be adjusted so as to obtain optimal convergence (e.g. via
a steepest descent method).

3. Interpolation of displacements and strains

The location of a displacement or strain gauge may not coincide with any of the nodes
of the finite element mesh. Therefore, in general, the displacement ui at a measurement
location xmi needs to be obtained via the interpolation matrix Idi as follows:

ui(x
m
i ) = Idi (x

m
i ) · u (3.1)

where u are the values of the deformation vector at all grid points.
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In many cases it is much simpler to install strain gauges instead of displacement gauges.
In this case, the strains need to be obtained from the displacement field. This can be written
formally as:

s = D · u (3.2)

where the ‘derivative matrix’ D contains the local values of the derivatives of the shape-
functions of u. The strain at an arbitrary position xmi is obtained via the interpolation
matrix Isi as follows:

si(x
m
i ) = Isi (x

m
i ) · s = Isi (x

m
i ) ·D · u . (3.3)

Note that in many cases the strains will only be defined in the elements, so that the inter-
polation matrices for displacements and strains may differ.

4. Choice of weights

The cost function is given by equation (2.1) repeated here for clarity:

I(un, α) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wmdij (umdij − Idij · ui)2 +
1

2

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wmsij (smsij − Isij · si)2 . (4.1)

One can immediately see that the dimensions of displacements and strains are different. This
implies that the weights should be chosen in order that all the dimensions coincide. The
simplest way of achieving this is by making the cost function dimensionless. This implies
that the displacement weights wmdij should be of dimension [1/(displacement*displacement)]
and the strains weights wmsij should be of dimension [1/(strain*strain)]. Several options are
possible:

Local Weighting. In this case

wmdij =
1

(umdij )2
; wmsij =

1

(smsij )2
; (4.2)

this works well, but may lead to an ‘over-emphasis’ of small displacements/strains that are
in regions of marginal interest.

Average Weighting. In this case one first obtains the average of the absolute value of the
displacements/strains for a loadcase and uses them for the weights, i.e.:

uav =

∑m
j=1 |umdij |
m

; wmdij =
1

u2
av

; sav =

∑m
j=1 |smsij |
m

; wmsij =
1

s2
av

; (4.3)

this works well, but may lead to an ‘under-emphasis’ of small displacements/strains that
may occur in important regions;
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Max weighting. In this case one first obtains the maximum of the absolute value of the
displacements/strains for a loadcase and uses them for the weights, i.e.:

umax = max(|umdij |, j = 1,m) ; wmdij =
1

u2
max

;

smax = max(|smsij |, j = 1,m) ; wmsij =
1

s2
max

;

(4.4)

this also works well for many cases, but may lead to an ‘under-emphasis’ of smaller displace-
ments/strains that can occur in important regions;

Local/Max Weighting. In this case

wmdij =
1

max(εumax, |umdij |))2
; wmsij =

1

max(εsmax, |smsij |))2
; (4.5)

wmdij =
1

max(εumax, |umdij |))2
; wmsij =

1

max(εsmax, |smsij |))2
; (4.5)

with ε = O(0.01− 0.10); this seemed to work best of all, as it combines local weighting with
a max-bound minimum for local values.

5. Smoothing of gradients

The gradients of the cost function with respect to α allow for oscillatory solutions. One
must therefore smooth or ‘regularize’ the spatial distribution. This happens naturally when
using few degrees of freedom, i.e. when α is defined via other spatial shape functions (e.g.
larger spatial regions of piecewise constant α). As the (possibly oscillatory) gradients ob-
tained in the (many) finite elements are averaged over spatial regions, an intrinsic smoothing
occurs. This is not the case if α and the gradient are defined and evaluated in each element
separately, allowing for the largest degrees of freedom in a mesh and hence the most accurate
representation. Three different types of smoothing or ‘regularization’ were considered. All
of them start by performing a volume averaging from elements to points:

αp =

∑
e αeVe∑
e Ve

(5.1)

where αp, αe, Ve denote the value of α at point p, as well as the values of α in element e and
the volume of element e, and the sum extends over all the elements surrounding point p.

5.1. Simple Point/Element/Point Averaging. In this case, the values of α are cycled
between elements and points. When going from point values to element values, a simple
average is taken:

αe =
1

ne

∑
i

αi (5.2)

where ne denotes the number of nodes (degrees of freedom) of an element and the sum extends
over all the nodes of the element. After obtaining the new element values via equation (5.2)
the point averages are again evaluated via equation (5.1). This form of averaging is very
crude, but works surprisingly well.
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5.2. H1 (Weak) Laplacian Smoothing. In this case, the initial values α0 obtained for α
are smoothed via: [

1− λ∇2
]
α = α0 , α,n|Γ = 0 (5.3)

Here λ is a free parameter which may be problem and mesh dependent (its dimensional value
is length squared). Discretization via finite elements yields:

[Mc + λKd]αααααααααααααα = Mp1p0αααααααααααααα0 (5.4)

where Mc,Kd,Mp1p0 denote the consistent mass matrix, the stiffness or ‘diffusion’ matrix
obtained for the Laplacian operator and the projection matrix from element values (αααααααααααααα0) to
point values (αααααααααααααα).

5.3. Pseudo-Laplacian Smoothing. One can avoid the dimensional dependency of λ by
smoothing via: [

1− λ∇h2∇
]
α = α0 (5.5)

where h is a characteristic element size. For linear elements, one can show that this is
equivalent to:

[Mc + λ (Ml −Mc)]αααααααααααααα = Mp1p0αααααααααααααα0 (5.6)

where Ml denotes the lumped mass matrix [16]. In the examples shown below this form of
smoothing was used for the gradients, setting λ = 0.05.

6. Examples

All the numerical examples were carried out using two finite element codes. The first,
FEELAST [17], is a finite element code based on simple linear (truss), triangular (plate)
and tetrahedral (volume) elements with constant material properties per element that only
solves the linear elasticity equations. The second, CALCULIX [9], is a general, open source
finite element code for structural mechanical applications with many element types, material
models and options. The optimization loops were steered via a simple shell-script for the
adjoint-based optimization. In all cases, a ‘target’ distribution of α(x) was given, together
with defined external forces fΓ. The problem was then solved, i.e. the deformations u(x)
and strains s(x) were obtained and recorded at the ‘measurement locations’ xj, j = 1,m.
This then yielded the ‘measurement pair’ f ,uj, j = 1,m or f , sj, j = 1,m that was used to
determine the material strength distributions α(x) in the field.

The first cases serve to verify that the procedure can recover a uniform strength factor,
starting for an arbitrary distribution. The subsequent cases treat the more realistic scenario
of trying to determine regions of weakening materials.

6.1. Crane. The case is shown in Figure 6.1 and considers a typical crane used at construc-
tion sites. The crane has a height of 1,400 cm, and the arm has a length of 2,500 cm. A
typical truss is about 100 cm long and has an area of 5 sqcm. Density, Young’s modulus
and Poisson rate were set to ρ = 7.8, E = 2 · 1012, ν = 0.3 respectively (all cgs units). The
two end points on the arm had loads of fy = −2.0 · 109 gr cm/sec2 applied, while the two
end points on balancing/back part of the arm had loads of fy = −1.0 · 109 gr cm/sec2.
The finite element discretization consisted of 350 linear truss elements. The loads lead to
a deformation in the vertical direction wy = −18 cm at the tip of the arm. The top figure
shows the strength factor α and the ten measuring points used (which in this case coincide
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Figure 6.1. Crane: base case (α = 1.0)

with nodes of the finite element mesh), while the bottom figure displays the deformation
field.

Displacement Measurements. Given the desired/measured displacements at these 10 measur-
ing points, different starting values for the strength factor α were explored. Figures 6.2-6.4
show the results obtained when starting from a uniform value of α = 2.0 without Figure 6.3
and with Figure 6.4 gradient smoothing. One can see that for this case gradient smoothing
is essential.

Figures 6.5, 6.6 and 6.7 show the results obtained when starting from a random distribution
of α without and with gradient smoothing. As before, one can see that for this case gradient
smoothing is essential.

Strain Measurements. Ten strain measuring points were defined in trusses along the structure
(see top left of Figures 6.8, 6.9 and 6.10). Given the desired/measured strains at these 10
measuring points, different starting values for the strength factor α were explored. The
results obtained and behaviours observed were very similar to the cases with displacement
measurements: gradient smoothing was essential. Therefore, gradient smoothing has always
been applied for all the results shown in the sequel. Figures 6.8, 6.9 and 6.10 show the
results obtained when starting from a uniform value of α = 0.5. The top figures show the
actual values while the bottom part shows the expected strain and strength distribution
in the trusses. Note also on the top left the differences in target and actual strain at the
measurement points.

Figures 6.11, 6.12 and 6.13 show the results obtained when starting from a uniform value
of α = 1.0 for the case that the lower part of the crane tower has been weakened to α = 0.5.
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Figure 6.2. Crane: Start: α = 2.0, Iteration: 0

Figure 6.3. Crane: Start: α = 2.0, Iteration: 90, No Smoothing of Gradients

As before, the top figures show the actual values while the bottom part shows the expected
strain and strength distribution in the trusses.
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Figure 6.4. Crane: Start: α = 2.0, Iteration: 90, Smoothing of Gradients

Figure 6.5. Crane: Start: Random α, Iteration: 0

Displacement Measurements With Multiple Loads. The same ‘weakened bottom’ scenario
was also computed for the 10 displacement measurement points shown before, but with 3
load scenarios. The first is the same as before, the second induces a torsion of the mast and
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Figure 6.6. Crane: Start: Random α, Iteration: 90, No Smoothing of Gradients

Figure 6.7. Crane: Start: Random α, Iteration: 90, Smoothing of Gradients

the third applies forces between the mast and the end of the arm. Figures 6.14, 6.15 and
6.16 show the results obtained when starting from a uniform value of α = 1.0. In the figures,
the top left shows the computed strength factor, the top right the desired (exact) strength
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Figure 6.8. Crane: Start: α = 0.5, Iteration: 0

Figure 6.9. Crane: Start: α = 0.5, Iteration: 490

factor, while the bottom shows the displacements (computed and desired overlapped) for the
3 load cases.
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Figure 6.10. Crane: Start: α = 0.5, abs(Minimum) and Maximum

Figure 6.11. Weakened Crane: Start: α = 1.0, Iteration: 0

6.2. Footbridge. This case considers a typical footbridge and was taken from [13]. The
forces and material number of the trusses, whose dimensions (all units in mks) have been
compiled in Table 6.1, can be discerned from Figure 6.17. Density, Young’s modulus and
Poisson rate were set to ρ = 7, 800, E = 2 · 1011, ν = 0.3 respectively.



13

Figure 6.12. Weakened Crane: Start: α = 1.0, Iteration: 490

Figure 6.13. Weakened Crane: Start: α = 1.0, abs(Minimum) and Maximum

The structure was modeled using 136 shell and 329 beam elements. The bridge is under
a distributed load of 1 MPa on the downwards direction, applied to every plate, as well
as gravity. Figure 6.18 shows the target case where we have E = 0.1E0 at one beams in
the structure. In 6.18(a), the location of the 8 sensors is shown, along with the target
displacements. Starting from a uniform value of α = 1.0, shown in Figure 6.19, the target
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Figure 6.14. Weakened Crane: Start: α = 1.0, Iteration: 0

Figure 6.15. Weakened Crane: Start: α = 1.0, Iteration: 490

case is nearly reproduced in 200 steepest descent iterations, as can be seen in Figure 6.20.
The evolution of the objective function is shown in figure 6.21.
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Figure 6.16. Weakened Crane: Convergence History for the Load Cases

Material # Properties. Dimensions in mm

1 Steel plate. t = 10
2 Steel beam. Hollow section 300× 200× 12
3 Steel beam. Hollow section 200× 200× 10
4 Steel beam. Hollow section 180× 180× 10
5 Steel beam. Hollow section 180× 180× 5
6 Steel beam. Hollow section 200× 200× 10
7 Steel beam. Hollow section 200× 100× 5

Table 6.1. Materials and dimensions of plates and beams.

6.3. Plate with Hole. The case is shown in Figures 6.22, 6.23 and 6.24 and considers a
plate with a hole. The plate dimensions are (all units in mks): 0 ≤ x ≤ 60, 0 ≤ y ≤ 30,
0 ≤ z ≤ 0.1. A hole of diameter d = 10 is placed in the middle (x = 30, y = 15). Density,
Young’s modulus and Poisson rate were set to ρ = 7, 800, E = 2 · 1011, ν = 0.3 respectively.
672 linear, triangular, plain stress elements were used. The left boundary of the plate is
assumed clamped (u = 0), while a horizontal load of qx = 105 was prescribed at the right
end. The left part of the figures show the computed strength factor and displacements, while
the right part displays the expected values (the strength factor range is 0.1 ≤ α ≤ 1). The
14 measurement points, together with the differences in displacements between measured
and computed values are also shown in the bottom right part.

6.4. L-Shape. The case, taken from [10] is shown in Figures 6.25, 6.26 and 6.27 and con-
siders an L-shaped block subjected to a vertical force. The plate dimensions are (all units
in mks): 0 ≤ x ≤ 0.6, 0 ≤ y ≤ 1.3, 0 ≤ z ≤ 0.30. The upper part extends up to
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Figure 6.17. Footbridge: materials

(a) Target displacements and sensor locations (b) Target strength factor

Figure 6.18. Footbridge: Target conditions

x = 0.45, and the L-part extends to y = 0.3. A fillet with radius r = 0.05 was added to
avoid extreme stress concentrations. Density, Young’s modulus and Poisson rate were set to
ρ = 7, 800, E = 2 · 1011, ν = 0.3 respectively. 14,622 linear, tetrahedral elements were used.
The top boundary of the block is assumed clamped (u = 0), while a vertical surface load of
fy = −2 · 107 was prescribed at the top of the L-shaped region (only the straight section, i.e.
not the fillet).

The 10 visible measurement points (the other 10 are at the same x, y positions but on the
other z-face), together with the target displacements and strength factors are shown in figure
6.25 (the strength factor range again is 0.1 ≤ α ≤ 1). . This case was particularly challenging
because the weakened region does not have a considerable influence on the displacements.
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(a) Initial displacements and sensor values (b) Initial strength factor

Figure 6.19. Footbridge: Initial conditions

(a) Displacements obtained (b) Strength factor obtained

Figure 6.20. Footbridge: Solution obtained

Therefore, many possible strength factor distributions can yield similar displacements. The
smoothing of the gradient was a key tool for the optimizer to arrive at the proper solution.

Figure 6.26 shows the initial conditions for the optimization loop. The results obtained
after 100 steepest descent iterations are displayed in figure 6.27. Note that 5 passes of
gradient smoothing were employed. The evolution of the objective function is shown in
figure 6.28.
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Figure 6.21. Footbridge: Objective function history

Figure 6.22. Plate With Hole: Start: α = 1.0, Iteration: 0
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Figure 6.23. Plate With Hole: Start: α = 1.0, Iteration: 89

Figure 6.24. Plate With Hole: Start: α = 1.0, abs(Minimum) and Maximum
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(a) Target displacements and sensor
locations

(b) Target strength factor

Figure 6.25. L-Shape: Target conditions

(a) Initial displacements and sensor
locations

(b) Initial strength factor

Figure 6.26. L-Shape: Initial conditions
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(a) Displacements obtained (b) Strength factor obtained

Figure 6.27. L-Shape: Solution obtained
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Figure 6.28. L-Shape: Objective function history
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7. Conclusions and outlook

An adjoint-based procedure to determine weaknesses, or, more generally the material
properties of structures has been presented. Given a series of force and deformation/strain
measurements, the material properties are obtained by minimizing the weighted differences
between the measured and computed values. It was found that in order to obtain reliable,
convergent results the gradient of the cost function has to be smoothed.
Several examples are included that show the viability, accuracy and efficiency of the proposed
methodology using both displacement and strain measurements.
We consider this a first step that demonstrates the viability of the adjoint-based methodology
for system identification and its use for digital twins [20, 8]. Many questions remain open,
of which we just mention two obvious ones:

- What sensor resolution is required to obtain reliable results ?
- Will these techniques work under uncertain measurements ? [2, 3].

Furthermore, the steepest descent procedures may be improved by going to a quasi or full
Newton solver. But: will they be faster ?
The answers to these questions are currently under investigation.
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