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In complex power systems, when power equipment fails, multiple concurrent failures
usually occur instead of a single failure. Concurrent failures are so common and hidden in
complex systems that diagnosis requires not only analysis of failure characteristics, but
also correlation between failures. Therefore, in this paper, a concurrent fault diagnosis
method is proposed for power equipment based on graph neural networks and
knowledge graphs. First, an electrical equipment failure knowledge map is created
based on operational and maintenance records to emphasize the relevance of the failed
equipment or component. Next, a lightweight graph neural network model is built to
detect concurrent faults in the graph data. Finally, a city’s transformer concurrent fault is
taken as an example for simulation and validation. Simulation results show that the
accuracy and acquisition rate of graph neural network mining in Knowledge Graph is
superior to traditional algorithms such as convolutional neural networks, which can
achieve the effectiveness and robustness of concurrent fault mining.

Keywords: knowledge graph, graph convolutional neural network, fault diagnosis, concurrent failures, failures
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1 INTRODUCTION

At the end of 2016, China had built the world’s largest power grid and achieved a huge amount of
construction (Liu et al., 2020). However, as the grid continues to grow, the number and variety of
power devices in the grid continues to grow (Wang et al., 2021). Due to the large and complex system,
the power grid is more likely and more severe than a simple system (Wang et al., 2019a). Faults
occurrence also has the nature of randomness, secondary, concurrency, explosiveness, and
obfuscation. In most cases, multiple faults will occur at the same time (Wang et al., 2019b).
This type of faults is called concurrent faults (Qin et al., 2018) and is also known as compound faults
or multiple faults. Concurrent faults in different scenarios are completely different, and the
characteristics of the faults are extremely complex and difficult to diagnose (Ma et al., 2018).
Therefore, research on how to diagnose concurrent transformer faults is crucial for the operation and
maintenance of transmission and transmission equipment, and for the safe and reliable transmission
of power systems.
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Currently, there is a lot of research on fault diagnosis methods,
which can be divided into two main types. One is the traditional
method, namely the principal component analysis method
(Wang and Xiao, 2004) and the physical feature diagnostic
method (Lei et al., 2016). The other is based on artificial
intelligence algorithms such as neural network algorithms
(Ding et al., 2011; Al-Saud et al., 2019), petri networks (Pan
et al., 2008), and fuzzy logic theorems (Lang et al., 2019). The
former pays attention only to the fault characteristics, records a
single record, and cannot judge the concurrent faults which make
it inapplicable. The research on the concurrent faults mainly
focuses on the latter. The authors in (Xu et al., 2010) proposed a
method of concurrent fault diagnosis information fusion based
on random set theory. First, a combination rule of single and
concurrent faults is artificially constructed, and then fuzzy
functions are used for pattern matching to diagnose
concurrent faults. The authors in (Guan and Jiang, 2020)
proposed a concurrent multi-fault diagnosis method for
electromechanical systems based on the Elman network and
ECOC-SVM. This method uses an Elman network instead of
manual construction rules to classify faults, splits concurrent
faults into single faults for analysis, and the efficiency is improved.
But the disadvantage is that the relationship between every single
fault is not considered, and the diagnosis effect is not ideal. In
response to the above problems, the authors in (Hu et al., 2009)
proposed a concurrent fault diagnosis method based on multiple
regression LSSVM, which uses multiple regression least squares
support vector machines to model concurrent faults as a multi-
input and multi-output problem. In (Li and He, 2013), the
authors proposed a kernel fuzzy clustering method used in the
diagnosis of multiple faults in complex products. It is believed
that the relationship between single failure modes in complex
products is particularly important for diagnosing concurrent
faults and kernelized clustering. However, the manual
construction of rules in the above literature is relatively
cumbersome, and the constructed combination rules are only
applicable to specific scenarios, the model is relatively single, the
generalization ability is poor, and it is difficult to adapt to
complex scenarios.

Graph Convolutional Network (GCN) is an extension of
traditional Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) in non-
Euclidean space. It cannot only use multiple graph
convolutional layers to automatically extract the features of
input variables, as well as take into account the topology
structure between the individual nodes (Zhang et al., 2019).
GCN currently has excellent application effectiveness in the
areas of link prediction, protein classification, drug synthesis,
and cross-domain pedestrian detection (de Kleer and Williams,
1987), but its application for simultaneous disability diagnosis is
still in its infancy (Cen, 2010). In the power system massive data
scenario, the fault diagnosis of concurrent faults of electrical
equipment has not been well resolved (Ryu et al., 2019).

In summary, existing methods primarily take two or more
simultaneous faults as separate categories of pattern recognition.
This is the same as judging multiple faults as a new fault type,
ignoring the coupling and correlation between multiple faults. To
further investigate the correlation between multiple faults, this

paper selects the Graph Convolutional Neural Network (GCN),
with strong topological feature expression ability as the basis,
proposes a method for transformer concurrent fault diagnosis
based on graph neural network and knowledge graph. The main
contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

1) This paper proposes a fault knowledge-related expression
method based on a knowledge map. The fault type is used
as the node and the correlation relationship between faults is
used as the edge to describe the fault knowledge relationship.

2) A concurrent fault analysis method based on lightweight CNN
is proposed. The concurrent fault analysis problem is
transformed into a connection prediction problem based
on graph structure data, and the correlation analysis and
fault discovery of concurrent faults are realized.

3) A city’s transformer concurrent fault is taken as an example in
this paper. The simulation results show that the accuracy and
recall rate of graph neural network mining on the knowledge
graph is better than traditional algorithms such as CNNs,
which canmeet the effectiveness and robustness of concurrent
fault mining.

2 TRANSFORMER FAULT
KNOWLEDGE MAP

This paper divides the model layer of transformer fault
knowledge graph into component layer and fault layer.
Among them, the component layer defines all possible faulty
components of the transformer and the connection relationship
between the components. The component layer reflects the first-
order connection relationship between the components of the
transformer. The fault layer defines all the types of possible faults
in the transformer, as well as the similarity and subordination
between the types of faults. The fault layer is based on the
transformer state evaluation guidelines, reflecting the logical
relationship between the faults, and is essentially a knowledge
graph with the transformer state evaluation guidelines as the data
source.

Data layer triple extraction refers to obtaining structured
knowledge such as entities and relationships between entities
and attributes from unstructured data through a series of
knowledge extraction methods under the guidance of the
knowledge organization structure of the model layer. The fault
knowledge graph in this paper has two entities: fault component
and fault type. There are three relationships: fault component-
fault component, fault component-fault type, and fault type-fault
type. The knowledge graph is stored and represented in the form
of triples. Compared with the traditional structured relational
database, the relationship between fields and records requires
complicated calculation and extraction. The triple representation
of knowledge can explicitly express the relationship between the
relationships of entities.

Since most of the model layers of the power transformer fault
knowledge map can be determined by the transformer topology
diagram and transformer operation inspection guidelines, the
fault attribute nodes still need to be summarized and
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supplemented from the knowledge layer. Therefore, this paper
uses a combination of top-down and bottom-up methods to
construct a power transformer fault knowledge map. The
construction process of the knowledge graph is shown in Figure 1

The specific steps are as follows:
First, determine the various components of the power

transformer and their electrical and mechanical connections
through the analysis of the transformer topology. Generate the
first-level pattern diagram of the knowledge map. Determine the
type of failure of each component, the operation mode, and the
maintenance mode after the failure. A top-down approach is used
to design the initial model layer of the knowledge map.

Then, under the guidance of the model layer, a bottom-up
approach is used to perform entity, relationship, and relationship
analysis of the operation and maintenance records based on the
graph CNN method. The three elements of attributes are
extracted to form a high-quality knowledge expression.

Finally, the extracted faulty components and fault time are
added to the model layer as attribute nodes to complete the
update of the model layer. So far, the construction of the power

transformer fault knowledge map is completed, and the
knowledge map is stored in the form of triples.

3 CONCURRENT FAULT DIAGNOSIS OF
TRANSFORMER BASED ON GCN AND
KNOWLEDGE GRAPH
The model layer of the power transformer fault knowledge map is
mainly composed of three core elements, including fault
components, fault time, and fault location, as well as their
interrelationships. Firstly, compile the first model layer of the
fault knowledge map according to the power transformer
structure diagram, and extract the relationship between the
components of the transformer. Secondly, according to the
transformer maintenance guide, extract the relationship
between the components of the transformer and the fault.
Finally, Form the second layer of the knowledge graph
model layer.

3.1 Knowledge Extraction
As shown in Figure 2, the construction of the data layer depends
on the type of data source. Structured data can directly use graph
mapping or D2R conversion. And semi-structured data need to
use a wrapper, while unstructured text data needs to use a
dedicated information extraction method.

The data source used in this paper is a structured excel table,
but some fields such as work content contain unstructured text
content. Therefore, the knowledge extraction in this paper is
divided into two parts. The first part is the structured data
extraction of excel forms, and the second part is the
unstructured data extraction of fields such as work content.

3.1.1 Structured Data Extraction
The working hours, working location and other fields in the table
are all structured data, and there are clear relationship names and
corresponding relationships between them. So, it can be directly
converted into the RDF graph data format. This paper uses the
common R2RML (RDB2RDF) mapping language to complete the
mapping.

FIGURE 1 | Knowledge graph construction process.

FIGURE 2 | The construction mode of the knowledge graph data layer.

Frontiers in Energy Research | www.frontiersin.org February 2022 | Volume 10 | Article 8375533

Liu et al. A Concurrent Fault Diagnosis Method of Transformer

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/energy-research
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/energy-research#articles


3.1.2 Unstructured Data Extraction
Unstructured data extraction is more complicated and can be
divided into the following subtasks: entity recognition,
relationship extraction, event extraction, and coreference
resolution. The text content involved in this article comes
from the work content field of the maintenance record excel
form. The text content components and events are relatively
simple. Only three tasks such as entity recognition,
relationship extraction, and common reference resolution
are required to complete the construction of the data layer.

3.2 Entity Recognition Algorithm Based on
BiLSTM-RCF
Due to the problems of concentrated professional
terminology, fuzzy expression of entity relationships,
unclear boundaries between entities, short text content,
and large quantity in the overhaul content text, it is not
suitable to use manual rule templates for entity classification.
To solve the above problems, this paper introduces the
Chinese entity recognition algorithm based on BiLSTM-
RCF (Luo et al., 2021) to realize the Chinese named entity
recognition of the overhaul content text and solve the
problems of unclear boundaries between entities. The
specific steps are as follow:

Step 1: Represent each word in sentence x as a vector
containing word and character embeddings. Character
embedding is initialized randomly. Word embeddings are
usually imported from pre-trained word embedding files. All
embeddings will be fine-tuned during training.

Step 2: The input of the BiLSTM-CRF model is these
embeddings, and the output is the predicted label of the word in
sentence x. In this paper, there are only five types of labels, B-
Equipment, I-Equipment, B-Fault, I-Fault, and O. Where
B-Equipment and I-Equipment refer to equipment or component
labels, B-Fault and I-Fault refer to fault type labels, and O refers to
other character labels.

Step 3: Input all the scores predicted by the BiLSTM layer into
the CRF layer. In the CRF layer, the legal tag sequence with the
highest prediction score is selected as the best answer. The model
structure is shown in Figure 3.

3.3 Algorithm for Extracting Relations
Between Entities Based on
BiGRU-Attention
Entity Relation Extraction (NRE) is to determine whether there is a
predefined relationship between entities based on named entity
recognition, thereby forming a series of triple knowledge. Based on
the BiLSTM-Attention (Peng, 2021) model, a simplified Bidirectional
GatedRecurrentUnit (BiGRU) structure is used to reduce the number
of parameters and improve the training speed of the model. The
structure of the BiGRU-Attention model is shown in Figure 4.

Based on BiGRU, the attention mechanism is introduced in the
BiGRU-Attention model to find words. By learning a weight, and
giving these words a higher weight to increase their importance,
thereby improving the accuracy of relationship extraction rate.

4 EVALUATION INDEX

The precision and recall as the evaluation indexes are introduced
in the transformer concurrent fault diagnosis method based on
graph neural network and knowledge graph. Among them, the
accuracy rate refers to the proportion of the correct target in the
total number of targets detected by the model, which is usually
called the precision rate. The recall rate refers to the ratio of the

FIGURE 3 | BiLSTM-RCF Chinese entity recognition algorithm flow.

FIGURE 4 | BiGRU-Attention model structure.
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number of correct targets detected by the model to the total
number of correct targets, also called the recall rate.

As shown in Figure 5, suppose that in the correct sample
library, the number of concurrent failures detected by the model
isA, and the number of undetected concurrent failures is B. In the
wrong sample library, the number of concurrent failures detected
by the model is B. The number of failures is C, and the number of
concurrent failures detected is D. The calculation formula for the
accuracy rate p and the recall rate R is as follow:

P � C

C +D
(1)

R � C

A + C
(2)

5 SIMULATION

Based on the PyTorch deep learning computing environment, a
comparative experiment of lightweight graph convolution and
standard graph convolution, and a comparative experiment of
lightweight graph convolution with different layers are set to
verify the approach proposed in this paper. The relevant
parameters of the model are shown in Table 1. The model
test verification of this paper is carried out on the server of
the laboratory, the configuration of server hardware and software
environment with 8-core CPU, 32 GB memory and an NVIDIA
Tesla P4 graphics card with 8 GB video memory.

5.1 Comparative Experiment of Lightweight
Graph Convolution and Standard Graph
Convolution
In this paper, the training data is imported into the lightweight
graph convolution (LightGCN), the standard graph convolution
neural network (GCN) and convolutional neural network (CNN)
respectively. The training loss of the lightweight graph

FIGURE 5 | Schematic diagram of precision and recall rate.

TABLE 1 | Parameter settings.

Parameters Value

Embedding ways 60-dimensional word and term vector
Number of CNN layers 5
Random inactivation rate 0.5
Number of training batches 15
Learning rate 0.0016
Learning rate decay rate 0.04
Optimizer Adamax
Number of convolution kernels per layer 128

TABLE 2 | Training loss comparison.

Training times (epoch) Lightweight graph convolution
(LightGCN)

Standard graph convolutional network
(GCN)

Convolutional neural network
(CNN)

50 0.02 0.261 0.436
200 0.0056 0.032 0.045
400 0.0037 0.0137 0.015
600 0.0036 0.0096 0.012
800 0.0036 0.0065 0.0093

TABLE 3 | Recall rate comparison.

Training times (epoch) Lightweight graph convolution
(LightGCN)

Standard graph convolution
(GCN)

Convolutional neural network
(CNN)

50 0.851 0.811 0.745
200 0.868 0.839 0.749
400 0.874 0.848 0.741
600 0.875 0.850 0.752
800 0.874 0.861 0.764
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convolution and the standard graph convolution is shown in
Table 2.

It can be seen that the convergence speed of lightweight graph
convolution training is much faster than standard graph
convolution and CNN, and the final training loss of
lightweight graph convolution is small. Standard graph
convolution shows the convergence speed and convergence
effect of lightweight graph convolution are both better than
standard image convolution.

FIGURE 6 | Comparisons of lightweight graph convolution and standard graph convolution.

TABLE 4 | Comparison of lightweight graph convolution training batches for
200 times.

Convolutional layer number Training loss Average precision mean
(mAP/%)

1 0.0078 79.4
2 0.0063 81.1
3 0.0043 82.3
4 0.0061 81.9

FIGURE 7 | Comparison of graph convolutions with different layers.
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After the training is completed, we use the test set to test the
three algorithms, and the recall rate is shown in Table 3.

It can be seen from Table 3 that the recall rate of the
lightweight graph convolution is better than that of the
standard graph convolution and CNN, indicating that the
lightweight graph convolution has a better mining effect on
concurrent faults than the standard graph convolution and CNN.

The comparison between lightweight graph convolution and
standard graph convolution is shown in Figure 6. It can be seen
that the concurrent fault mining effect of lightweight graph
convolution is indeed better than standard graph convolution,
and the convergence speed of lightweight graph convolution is
faster, furthermore, the training difficulty is less. In terms of
practicability and ease, the lightweight graph convolution is better
than the standard graph convolution.

5.2 Comparative Experiment of Lightweight
Graph Convolution With Different Layers
A comparative experiment was conducted on GCN models with
different layers. The results are shown in Table 4. It can be seen
that the effect is best when the number of convolutional layers
is three.

The graph convolution comparison of different layers is
shown in Figure 7. It can be seen that whether it is lightweight
graph convolution or standard graph convolution, when the
number of network layers is less than or equal to three layers,
increasing the number of network layers can effectively
improve the mining Accuracy. After the number of network
layers is greater than three, due to over fitting, increasing the
number of network layers will reduce the mining effect, or even
not converge. Therefore, when the number of graph
convolutional layers is three, mining can achieve the best
results.

6 CONCLUSION

Responding to the problem of modeling and inference of safety
hazards due to concurrency failures, this paper introduces the
knowledge graph and uses its ability to model relational networks
to extract a transformer fault relational network from operation
and maintenance data. At the same time, based on graphs, the
product neural network is marked by extracting a large number of
sub-graphs of the transformer fault knowledge map, and a graph
convolutional network is trained to concurrent fault mining. By
comparing with the standard graph convolution network, the
accuracy and recall rate of graph neural network mining on the

knowledge graph are better than traditional algorithms such as
convolutional neural networks, which can meet the effectiveness
and robustness of concurrent fault mining. Currently, the
research in this paper focuses primarily on the analysis and
investigation of known companion faults. Subsequent research
will consider the situation of unknown concurrent faults and
study the discovery and update mechanism of unknown
concurrent faults.
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