
QUANTIFYING ANALOGY OF CONCEPTS VIA OLOGS AND WIRING DIAGRAMS

JASON LO

ABSTRACT. We build on the theory of ontology logs (ologs) created by Spivak and Kent, and define a
notion of wiring diagrams. In this article, a wiring diagram is a finite directed labelled graph. The labels
correspond to types in an olog; they can also be interpreted as readings of sensors in an autonomous
system. As such, wiring diagrams can be used as a framework for an autonomous system to form abstract
concepts. We show that the graphs underlying skeleton wiring diagrams form a category. This allows
skeleton wiring diagrams to be compared and manipulated using techniques from both graph theory and
category theory. We also extend the usual definition of graph edit distance to the case of wiring diagrams
by using operations only available to wiring diagrams, leading to a metric on the set of all skeleton wiring
diagrams. In the end, we give an extended example on calculating the distance between two concepts
represented by wiring diagrams, and explain how to apply our framework to any application domain.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Analogical reasoning is a technique that humans often use in problem-solving. We apply analogical
reasoning when we are dealing with a problem in a new situation, where the problem bears some
resemblance to ones that we have solved before. In a more mundane, everyday situation, this could
mean figuring out how to catch a train in a city we have never been in - from past experiences, we
might gather that a plan that has a good chance of working is to buy a ticket first, and then find the
right platform for the train. Of course, the details as to how to purchase a ticket and how to find
a specific train platform would vary from location to location, but as long as we attempt to execute
steps that are ‘close’ to the plan we have in mind, or ‘similar’ to steps that we had taken in the past for
getting onto the right train, our plan has a reasonable chance of succeeding. We also use analogical
reasoning in situations that are much more nuanced and complex, such as in scientific research, in
setting government policies, or in legal arguments in the courtroom. The recognition of analogues is
also important in human experiences, such as in art, literature, and music.

In order to apply analogical reasoning in designing a problem-solving framework by autonomous
systems, we first need a way to recognize when two concepts are similar. In other words, we need
a way to quantify the similarity between two concepts. Although there are existing methods for
quantifying analogy such as word-embedding algorithms [13, 4], these methods use statistical or
probabilistic techniques that rely on having enough data, which is not always how humans recognize
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analogies. Humans can recognize analogies by determining the internal structures of concepts and by
categorizing concepts [8].

In this article, we describe a mathematical approach to quantifying the analogy of two concepts.
Our approach builds on the idea of ontology logs, or ologs, first coined in a paper by Spivak and Kent
in 2012 [20]. Ologs gives a direct connection between data (such as those received from sensors in an
autonomous machine) and category theory (a part of mathematics that studies the relations among
objects, independent of context). In particular, we define the notion of wiring diagrams, which are
labelled directed graphs satisfying certain axioms. Wiring diagrams can be used to represent processes
that occur over time, and hence can be used to represent complex concepts. The labels of wiring
diagrams correspond to concepts that appear as objects in ologs, whereas the underlying directed
graphs of wiring diagrams themselves form a category. Since ologs are themselves categories, we can
compare wiring diagrams using both the underlying graph structures and the underlying categorical
structures, thus quantifying the similarity between two concepts (as long as they are represented as
wiring diagrams).

1.1. Why ologs?. Ologs give a way to organize concepts and the relations among them. Every olog
is a category in the sense of category theory, which is a language that is used across major branches
of modern mathematics. In addition, every olog is associated to a database schema. As a result, ologs
provide a bridge via which tools from different areas of mathematics such as algebra, topology and
geometry can be used to organize and understand data. Indeed, ologs have been applied to fields
such as biology [19, 24], linguistics [12], materials design and manufacturing [6, 3], among others.

1.2. Wiring diagrams. Wiring diagrams have long been used to represent the various components
and connections in an electric circuit. Mathematically, wiring diagrams can be defined and studied as
operads [15, 17, 21, 25]. In this article, we settle for a more simplistic definition of a wiring diagram
- roughly speaking, a directed graph with labels that correspond to objects in an olog. Of course,
it would be interesting to work out the precise connections between the operadic approach towards
studying discrete-time processes taken in [15] and our approach.

1.3. Outline of the article. In Section 2, we give a brief example to illustrate the basic terminology
from the theory of ologs. In Section 3, we review the idea that any classification scheme for concepts
that involves a series of ‘multiple-choice’ questions - such as the dichotomous identification key for
insects that students may learn in high school - can be constructed as an olog. We also list in Section
3.2 basic ideas for populating an olog for use in a specific application domain. In Section 4, we
demonstrate how intangible concepts such as relations among physical entities can be represented by
ologs. We also point out the obvious fact, that since an olog has an underlying graph, one can use
any reasonable metric on graphs such as the shortest-distance metric to define a distance between any
two objects in an olog.

In Section 5, we give the mathematical definition of our version of wiring diagrams. We prove
a couple of elementary mathematical properties of wiring diagrams in Lemmas 5.6 and 5.8. Then,
through an example in 5.13, we illustrate how the occurence of a concept that is represented by a
wiring diagram can be detected using data collected from sensors over time.

In Section 6, we define the notion of skeleton wiring diagram graphs, or skeleton WD graphs.
These are directed graphs that are the underlying graphs of skeleton wiring diagrams. We show in
Section 6.1 that skeleton WD graphs with a common set V of vertices form a category R(V ). As such,
morphisms in this category give us new ways to compare wiring diagrams, i.e. new ways to compare
concepts, that were not possible if one only considered traditional edit operations on graphs. Then in
Section 6.8, we use morphisms in the category R(V ) to extend the usual definition of elementary edit
operations on graphs to the case of wiring diagrams.

In Section 7, we give an extended example showing how the ideas in Sections 5 and 6 can be
implemented to quantify the analogy between two concepts. We chose the concepts of an ‘electric car
charging station’ and a ‘bus’. Both are physical entities that are capable of changing a characteristic
of another physical entity when a particular relation is satisfied. We explain how to define relevant



QUANTIFYING ANALOGY OF CONCEPTS VIA OLOGS AND WIRING DIAGRAMS 3

sensors and ologs, and then how to construct wiring diagrams that can be used to represent the two
concepts ‘electric car charging station’ and ‘bus’. Then, we show how elementary edit operations on
wiring diagrams can be used to define a ‘distance’ between these two concepts, thus achieving our goal
of quantifying analogy between concepts that are represented by wiring diagrams. In 7.5, we give a
list of steps that one can follow in order to implement the ideas in this article to quantify analogy in
any application domain of the reader’s choice. Finally, we end the article with a brief discussion on
future directions in Section 8.

1.4. Acknowledgements. The author would like to thank David I Spivak and Nima Jafari for helpful
comments on earlier versions of the manuscript. This work was partially supported by a DARPA Young
Faculty Award (number D21AP10109-02).

2. OLOGS AND DATA

We assume the reader has a rudimentary knowledge of the language of category theory and ologs,
including the concept of fiber product (or ‘pullback’) in a category. Basic concepts in category theory
can be found in books such as [18, 22, 1] which are aimed at a general audience, or [9] which is
aimed at mathematicians. On the other hand, a quick introduction to ologs can be found in the paper
by Spivak and Kent [20, Sections 1-3] in which ologs were first defined. In this section, we briefly
recall some basic terminology from the theory of ologs by way of an example. We will also assume
throughout this article that all the categories that arise are small.

2.1. Example. An olog is a category in which

(i) Each object and each arrow is labeled with text to indicate their meaning.
(ii) Each arrow represents a relation that corresponds to a function.

Property (ii) is one of the main differences between the olog approach and the knowledge graph ap-
proach to knowledge representation. It implies that any two consecutive arrows can be composed
(because any two functions where the codomain of one equals the domain of the other can be com-
posed), which is one of the requirements of a category. Since an olog is a category, which has an
underlying graph, both graph-theoretic and category-theoretic tools are available when dealing with
ologs.

For example, Figure 1 is an olog with three objects and two arrows. In this olog, given any pair
(p, c) where p is a person, c is a car, and p owns c, the arrow p (resp. c) represents the operation
that “forgets” the information c (resp. p) and only remembers p (resp. c); using a more mathematical
language, we can think of p and c as the first and second projections from the ordered pair (p, c),
respectively. We will follow the language in [20], and refer to objects in an olog as types, arrows in an

a pair (p, c) where
person p owns car c

p
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a person a car

FIGURE 1. An example of an olog.

olog as aspects, and write ⌈something⌉ instead of something when we want to refer to a type in the
main text of this article. We will also use the notation ⊣p⊢ when we refer to an aspect labelled as p.

We can regard an olog as a representation of the internal knowledge of an autonomous system. In
this article, we will focus on ologs where, for every point t in time, each type T in an olog corresponds
to a table Ft(T ) containing all instances of the concept T known to the autonomous system. For
example, suppose at the point t in time, there are 5 persons known to the system, say Adam, Betty,
Carlos, Dolly, Eric, and 4 cars known to the system, say (labeled by their license plate numbers) 9XL3A,
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Person
Adam
Betty
Carlos
Dolly
Eric

(A) Table for the type ⌈a person⌉

Pair (p, c) where
person p owns car c

(Betty, 9XL3A)
(Carlos, 6PK7M)
(Dolly, 5RV3Q)

(B) Table for the type ⌈a pair (p, c)
where person p owns car c⌉

Car
9XL3A
2HA1T
8WT9R
5RV3Q
6PK7M

(C) Table for the type ⌈a car⌉

TABLE 1. Tables that together form a database.

2HA1T, 8WT9R, 5RV3Q, 6PK7M. Suppose also that at time t, the system is aware that Betty owns the
car 9XL3A, Carlos owns 6PK7M, and that Dolly owns 5RV3Q. Then the three types in Figure 1 would
yield the three tables in Table 1, which together constitute a simple database containing data that
corresponds to the concepts in the olog in Figure 1. The rows of these tables are called the instances of
the corresponding type. The arrows p and c in Figure 1 then yield the operations Ft(p),Ft(c) which,
respectively, sends each pair in the middle table to either the first coordinate (‘person’) or the second
coordinate (‘car’). For example, Ft(p) would send the pair ‘(Betty, 9XL3A)’ to ‘Betty’ while Ft(c) would
send it to ‘9XL3A’. In the language of category theory, we say that Ft is a functor. (See [20, 18] for
more on the connections between ologs and database schemas.)

3. USING OLOGS TO CLASSIFY CONCEPTS

Since an olog is defined to be a category in the mathematical sense, all the tools in category theory
apply to ologs. The fiber product construction in category theory, for example, offers a way to make
precise the ‘overlap’ or intersection of two concepts. Using fiber products, any scheme that classifies
a collection of concepts via a series of multiple-choice questions, such as a flow chart for identifying
insects that are often taught in high school biology can be incorporated into an olog.

3.1. From a classification scheme to an olog. Consider the following series of questions, which
might be used as part of a scheme that tries to classify different types of transport vehicles:

• Question 1: Does it have wheels? Answer:
1. Yes
2. No

• Question 2: What power source does it use? Answer:
1. Human power.
2. Electricity.
3. Gas.

Recording the answers to these questions when we apply them to a bicycle and a gas-powered car,
we obtain the table in Table 2.

Question Bicycle Gas-powered car
Question 1 1 1
Question 2 1 3

TABLE 2

The answers recorded in Table 2 allow us to associate the concepts ‘bicycle’ and ‘gas-powered car’
to different vectors in R2

bicycle 7→ (1, 1)

gas-powered car 7→ (1, 3).
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The point here, however, is that we can construct an olog that distinguishes ⌈a bicycle⌉ and ⌈a gas-
powered car⌉ as two distinct types. To do this, let us begin with the simple olog in (3.1.1), which
represents the fact ‘a bicycle is a human-powered vehicle’.

(3.1.1) a bicycle
a human-powered

vehicle
is

The database schema corresponding to this olog consists of two tables: a table listing all known
instances of a bicycle, and a table listing all known instances of a human-powered vehicle, such that
every instance that appears in the first table also appears in the second table. Table 3 shows an
example of such a schema.

Bicycle
Bicycle 1
Bicycle 2
Bicycle 3

(A) Table for the type ⌈a bicycle⌉

Human-powered
vehicle
Kayak 1
Bicycle 1
Kayak 2
Bicycle 2

Skateboard 1
Bicycle 3

(B) Table for the type ⌈a human-
powered vehicle⌉

TABLE 3. An example of tables in a database schema for the olog in Figure 3.1.1.

Intuitively, the concept of a human-powered vehicle represents the overlap of two different con-
cepts: a transport vehicle, and the use of human power. More concretely, a human-powered vehicle
can be defined as a transport vehicle that uses human power as a source of power. As a result, in
the setting of ologs, we can construct the type ⌈a human-powered vehicle⌉ using a fiber product as
follows. We begin with the olog in (3.1.2), where the vertical arrow is the function that takes any
transport vehicle as its input, and gives its type of power source (e.g. human power, gas, electricity,
etc.) as its output.

(3.1.2)

a transport
vehicle

human power
a type of

power source
is

has as power source

The pullback of the olog in (3.1.2) is (3.1.3), in which the upper and the left arrows are newly
generated in the pullback construction. The upper row represents the fact ‘a human-powered vehicle
is a transport vehicle’, and the left vertical arrow represents the same function as the right vertical
arrow (in this case, every instance of a human-powered vehicle uses human power as its power source,
and so the codomain of the left vertical arrow is simply ‘human power’).



6 JASON LO

(3.1.3)

a human-powered
vehicle

a transport
vehicle

human power
a type of

power source
is

has as power source

is

Similarly, we can construct the concept ⌈a gas-powered vehicle⌉ in an olog using a fiber product as
in (3.1.4).

(3.1.4)

a gas-powered
vehicle

a transport
vehicle

gas
a type of

power source
is

has as power source

is

Since the right vertical arrows in (3.1.3) and (3.1.4) coincide, both of these ologs can be incorpo-
rated into the larger olog in (3.1.5).

(3.1.5)

a bicycle
a human-powered

vehicle
a transport

vehicle

a gas-powered
passenger car

a gas-powered
vehicle

human power
a type of

power source

gas

is

has as power source

is

is

is

is

is

The olog (3.1.5) ‘recovers’ Question 2 in the multiple-choice classification scheme from the start of
this subsection. To find the answer when we apply Question 2 to the concept ‘a bicycle’, for example,
we look among types B that correspond to the upper-left vertex of a fiber product diagram of the
form in (3.1.6), where A is a type corresponding to a specific example of a power source, and find the
particular B such that there is an injection ⊣is⊢ pointing from ⌈a bicycle⌉ to B.
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(3.1.6)

B
a transport

vehicle

A
a type of

power source
is

has as power source

3.2. Populating an olog. The examples in Section 3.1 cover some basic principles for populating an
olog for applications in a given context:

(1) Introduce types that correspond to ‘seed’ concepts that are relevant to the given context. For
example, in the case of the olog in (3.1.5), we can begin with ⌈a transport vehicle⌉, ⌈a type
of power source⌉, ⌈gas⌉, and so on.

(2) Introduce aspects that connect different seed concepts. In (3.1.5), this means introducing the
function ⊣has as power source⊢ and the two ⊣is⊢ arrows from ⌈gas⌉ and ⌈human power⌉.

(3) Perform categorical operations such as fiber products to generate more complicated types in
the olog; these operations also come with natural arrows such as projections. In the case
of (3.1.5), this entails constructing the two fiber products within it. These fiber products
generate the new types ⌈a human-powered vehicle⌉ and ⌈a gas-powered vehicle⌉; we can then
connect them with the types ⌈a bicycle⌉ and ⌈a gas-powered passenger car⌉ with respective
⊣is⊢ arrows.

4. DISTANCE BETWEEN CONCEPTS IN AN OLOG

Once we have an olog that includes the relevant concepts in a particular context or application,
we can start using the olog to define distances between pairs of concepts, thereby quantifying the
similarity or ‘degree of analogy’ of different concepts. The idea is simple: every category has an
underlying graph, and there are established methods for defining a notion of distance between vertices
in a graph (e.g. see [23] and [7, D41]).

Definition 4.1. (shortest-distance metric on an olog) Given an olog O, we can first consider the
underlying graph, which is a directed graph. Suppose we forget the directions of the arrows and
consider the associated undirected graph G. Let V be the set of vertices of G, and A the set of edges
in G. Recall that a path from one vertex x to another vertex y is a sequence of edges e1, · · · , em, for
some positive integer m, that begins at x and ends at y. Let us assume G is a connected graph with a
finite number vertices and edges. Then for any function c : A → R>0, we can define a new function
d : V × V → R≥0 via the formula

d(x, y) = min
{ n∑

i=1

c(ei) : there is a path e1, · · · , en from x to y in G
}
.

It is easy to see that the function d satisfies the requirements of a metric on the set V , thus giving
us a notion of ‘distance’ between vertices of the graph G, and hence a notion of distance between
types (concepts) in the olog O. If the olog O has an underlying graph that is disconnected, we can
simply enlarge the codomain of d to R≥0 ∪ {∞} and define d(x, y) to be ∞ when x, y lie in distinct
disconnected components of the graph.

Example 4.2. Consider the olog (3.1.5). If we assume the function c in Definition 4.1 assigns the
value 1 to every edge in the underlying undirected graph of this olog, then with respect to the shortest-
distance metric, the distance between the concepts ‘a bicycle’ and ‘a gas-powered passenger car’ would
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be 4, whereas the distance between the concepts ‘a human-powered vehicle’ and ‘a gas-powered
vehicle’ would be 2.

Under the shortest-distance metric, the distance between two concepts depends on the function c,
and hence the specific olog in use. If the olog (3.1.5) contains more types and aspects between ⌈a
bicycle⌉ and ⌈a human-powered vehicle⌉, for instance, and c still assigns the value 1 to every edge,
then the distance between the concepts ‘a bicycle’ and ‘a gas-powered passenger car’ would be greater
than 3. This is not unreasonable since, even for a person, whether or not two concepts are similar
depends on the particular context, and also on the amount of knowledge the person has.

4.3. Using ologs to compare relations. Concepts that seem more intangible at first glance - such
as relations among different entities - may also be represented as types in an olog. Once two concepts
are represented by types in the same olog, we can use ideas from Section 4 to define a notion of
distance between two relations.

The olog in Figure 1 already contains an example: we can represent the relation of ownership
between a car and a person as the type ⌈a pair (p, c) where person p owns car c⌉.

Between two entities, such a person p and a car c, there may be different relations that one can
speak of. For example, if a person p owns a car c, then the two entities are related by an ‘ownership’
relation. If a different person p′ owns a different car c′, then p′ and c′ are related by the same relation.
On the other hand, if the person p has access to the car c′ (e.g. p leases the car c but does not own
it), then we can say p and c′ are related by an ‘access’ relation, which is different from the ‘ownership’
relation. In analogical reasoning, it is important to be able to compare different relations between the
same entities.

We describe here a systematic way to construct types in an olog that represent relations between
entities. Suppose ∼ is a relation between two entities, and we write x ∼ y to represent ‘x is related to
y via the relation ∼’. Then we can always construct the types and aspects as in (4.3.1).

(4.3.1)

P∼ :

a pair (x, y) where
x is an entity of kind K1

y is an entity of kind K2

and x ∼ y

P :
a pair (x, y) where

x is an entity of kind K1

y is an entity of kind K2

an entity of kind K1 an entity of kind K2

p1 p2

is

Here, p1 and p2 refers to projections from a pair (x, y) to its first argument x and second argument
y, respectively. We can then use the type P∼ as a representation for the relation ∼ between an entity
of kind K1 and an entity of kind K2.

Using fiber products, we can now construct types that represent various kinds of relations in an
olog and understand how they are related to one another.

Example 4.4. Consider the olog in (4.4.1). To construct this olog, we first begin with the types A,B,
and A′. We then construct D as the direct product of B with itself, and define p1, p2 as the projections
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onto the first and the second arguments, respectively. For convenience, given any two types P,Q in
this olog, we will write PQ to denote the unique aspect in the olog from P to Q. Then we construct
C ′′ as the fiber product of C ′D and CD.

Now, if we add the type F to the olog as a proxy for the relation ‘ownership’ between two entities,
we can further construct E as the fiber product of FD and CD, E′ as the fiber product of FD and
C ′D, and E′′ as the fiber product of EF and E′F . If we add another type F̃ as a proxy for the relation
‘has access to’ between two entities, we can similarly construct Ẽ as the fiber product of F̃D and CD,
Ẽ′ as the fiber product of F̃D and C ′D, and Ẽ′′ as the fiber product of ẼF̃ and Ẽ′F̃ .

Now, for the underlying undirected graph of the olog in (4.4.1), if we use a function c that assigns
the value 1 to every edge, then with respect to the shortest-distance metric (Definition 4.1), the
distance between the concepts ‘owns’ and ‘has access to’ would then be equal to 2 (attained by the
path FD followed by DF̃ . The distance between the concept ‘a person owning a building’ (represented
by E′′) and the concept ‘a person having access to a building’ (represented by Ẽ′′) would also be 2,
attained by the path E′′C ′′ followed by C ′′Ẽ′′.

One can imagine that, by using other types representing relations other than F and F̃ , new types
representing other relations among different kinds of entities can be added to the olog. As a result,
we will be able to define a distance between any two relations as long as they appear as types in the
same olog.

(4.4.1)

Ẽ′′

a pair (e, f) where
e is a person,

f is a building, and
e has access to f

Ẽ′

a pair (e, f) where
e is an entity,

f is a building, and
e has access to f

Ẽ

a pair (e, f) where
e is a person,

f is an entity, and
e has access to f

F̃
a pair (e, f) where
e, f are entities, and
e has access to f

E′′

a pair (e, f) where
e is a person,

f is a building, and
e owns f

E′

a pair (e, f) where
e is an entity,

f is a building, and
e owns f

E

a pair (e, f) where
e is a person,

f is an entity, and
e owns f

F
a pair (e, f) where
e, f are entities, and

e owns f

C ′′
a pair (e, f) where
e is a person, and
f is a building

C ′
a pair (e, f) where
e is an entity, and
f is a building

C
a pair (e, f) where
e is a person, and
f is an entity

D
a pair (e, f) where
e, f are entities A′ a building

A a person B an entity

is

p1

is

p2

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

is
is

is is

is

is

is

is

5. USING WIRING DIAGRAMS TO REPRESENT PROCESSES

In Section 3, we saw that fiber product from category theory can be used to build complex concepts
from simple concepts. In this section, we introduce the idea of wiring diagrams, which will allow us
to represent processes that occur over time. We will define a wiring diagram as a graph decorated
with labels. Note that the idea of wiring diagrams has been used in engineering for many years, and
there have been various mathematical approaches to using wiring diagrams to represent systems or
processes [15, 17, 21]. In this article, we focus on a more elementary approach and leave a more
operadic approach as taken in the aforementioned articles to future work.
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Definition 5.1. A (directed) graph is a quadruple G = (V,A, s, t) where

• V is a set, the elements of which are called vertices;
• A is a set, the elements of which are called arrows, or edges;
• s : A → V is a function, called the source function;
• t : A → V is a function, called the target function.

Given an arrow a in a graph, we often draw it as an arrow pointing from s(a) to t(a):

s(a)
a−→ t(a).

That is, the functions s and t indicate where an arrow starts and end, respectively.
For example, Figure 2 is a graph with 4 vertices (labelled A,B,C,D) and 5 arrows (labelled

a, b, c, d, e), with the functions s, t given by s(a) = A = s(b), t(a) = t(b) = s(c) = s(e) = B, t(c) =
s(d) = C, and t(d) = t(e) = D.

FIGURE 2

A wiring diagram in this article will be a graph where, to each vertex, we attach a ‘state vector’ that
represents the values of certain parameters that correspond to sensors. To make this precise, we first
define the notion of sensing functions.

Definition 5.2. (sensing function) A sensing function F associated to a sensor is a function whose
domain DF is the set of all the things the sensor can be applied to, and whose codomain CF is the set
of all possible outputs from the sensor. That is, for any x ∈ D, F (x) is the output given by the sensor.

We also allow sensors to take on broader meanings, and use the word sensor to refer to any device
or algorithm that observes the environment and gives an output.

Example 5.3. (a) For a speed sensor next to a motorway, the corresponding sensing function F can
be defined on the set DF of all cars that move past the sensor, while CF is the set of all nonnegative
integers. Then, at any point in time, F would give an integer output representing the speed of a vehicle
currently in front of the sensor (in miles per hour, rounded to the nearest nonnegative integer); if there
is no vehicle in front of the sensor, the sensor gives an output of 0.

(b) For a motion sensor that detects whether there is any movement inside a particular room, we
can take the domain DF of the corresponding sensing function F to be the singleton set {•}, and take
the codomain CF of F to be {0, 1}. This way, at any point in time, the sensing function F would give
the value 0 if no movement is detected inside the room, and give the value 1 if movement is detected.

(c) For a sensor that tracks the blood oxygen level of a particular person, the corresponding sensing
function F can be defined as a function from a singleton set {•} to the real interval [0, 100] so that, at
any point in time, the number F (•) represents the blood oxygen level of that person (in percentage)
at that time.

(d) For any two cities x, y in the world, we can define a sensing function Fx,y : {•} → {0, 1}, which
depends on x and y, such that Fx,y(•) takes on the value 1 (resp. 0) if x and y are sister cities (resp.
are not sister cities). The value of Fx,y would depend on the particular time when the measurement is
taken. In practice, this sensing function can be constructed using an algorithm that crawls through the
public web or government databases to determine the current status of sister city agreements between
the two cities.

We now define a wiring diagram as follows.
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Definition 5.4. (wiring diagram) A wiring diagram (WD) is a quintuple

(V,A, s, t,LV )

satisfying the following conditions.

WD0. G = (V,A, s, t) is a finite directed graph, called the underlying graph of the wiring diagram.
We will refer to elements of V as vertices or states, and refer to elements of A as arrows or
wires.

WD1. LV is an indexed set {Lv}v∈V such that each Lv is a set of triples

Lv = {(Fi, xi, yi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ mv}

where mv is a nonnegative integer depending on v, and where each Fi is a sensing function,
with xi in the domain of Fi and yi in the codomain of Fi. We allow Lv to be the empty set.

WD2. There is a labelling of the vertices, given by a function f : V → {1, 2, · · · , n} where n is the
number of elements in V , such that for each a ∈ A, we have f(s(a)) < f(t(a)).

In our formal definition above, we do not a priori require f to be a bijective function. By Lemma
5.8 below, however, there always exists a bijection f that satisfies WD2. By abuse of notation, we will
refer to Lv as the state vector at the vertex v, and refer to an element of Lv as a label. We will refer
to a graph that arises as the underlying graph of a wiring diagram as a wiring diagram graph or a WD
graph. Note that a finite directed graph is a WD graph if and only if it satisfies WD2.

How to read a wiring diagram.

• For each vertex v, the state vector Lv specifies the values of various parameters that must be
achieved at a particular point in time.

• Each arrow a represents the requirement that the state vector Ls(a) is achieved before the
state vector Lt(a) is achieved.

Condition WD2 implies that we can always arrange the vertices of a wiring diagram in a way so
that every arrow points from left to right. A wiring diagram then represents a process where, as we
read the diagram from left to right, specific readings of parameter values occur.

5.5. Properties of WD graphs. We list some basic properties of WD graphs in this subsection.
We adopt the following definitions for a directed graph G = (V,A, s, t).

• A loop is an arrow that points from a vertex to itself, i.e. a ∈ A such that t(a) = s(a).
• A path of length n is a sequence of arrows a1, · · · , an, where n is a positive integer, such that

t(ai) = s(ai+1) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1, and none of the ai are loops.
• An oriented cycle is a path of length more than 1 that begins and ends at the same vertex.

Note that an arrow is a path of length 1.

Lemma 5.6. Let G = (V,A, s, t) be a WD graph. Then

(i) G contains no loops.
(ii) G contains no oriented cycles.

Proof. Let f be a function associated to G in WD2.
(i) Given any arrow a ∈ A, we have f(s(a)) < f(t(a)) which implies s(a) and t(a) must be distinct

vertices, and so a cannot be a loop.
(ii) Suppose G contains an oriented cycle, i.e. a path formed by the concatenation of arrows

a1, a2, · · · , ak, ak+1 where t(ai) = s(ai+1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ k while t(ak+1) = s(a1). Then we have

f(s(a1)) < f(t(a1)) = f(s(a2)) < · · · < f(t(ak)) = f(s(ak+1)) < f(t(ak+1)) = f(s(a1))

whic is a contradiction. ■

Definition 5.7. We say a WD graph is axal if the function f in WD2 can be taken to be a bijection.
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That is, a finite directed graph with n vertices is an axal WD graph if and only if the vertices can
be labelled as v1, · · · , vn such that every arrow points from vi to vj for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n (so all
the vertices lie on an axis, and all the arrows point in the positive direction of the axis). The lemma
below shows that every WD graph is axal.

Lemma 5.8. Let G = (V,A, s, t) be a WD graph. Then there exists a bijective function f̃ : V →
{1, 2, · · · , n} where n = |V | such that for every arrow a ∈ A, we have f̃(s(a)) < f̃(t(a)). That is, G is
axal.

Proof. Let f : V → {1, · · · , n} be a function associated to G as in WD2. Without loss of generality,
we can assume im f = {1, · · · , k} for some integer 1 ≤ k ≤ n. For each i ∈ im f , let Mi denote the
preimage of i, i.e. Mi = f−1(i), and let mi = |Mi|, the number of vertices mapping onto i under f .
Let m = max{mi : i ∈ im f}.

Now for each i ∈ im f , let f̃i denote any bijection

Mi →
{
i+

1

2m
j : 0 ≤ j ≤ mi − 1

}
=: Ri.

We can then concatenate the f̃i into a single function f̃ ′ on V , i.e. we set

f̃ ′ : V →
⋃

i∈im f

Ri

v 7→ f̃i(v) if v ∈ Mi.

Note that f̃ ′ is a bijection, and so we can post-compose f̃ ′ with a unique order-preserving bijection
onto {1, · · · , n} to form a function f̃ . We claim that f̃ satisfies WD2.

Take any arrow a ∈ A. From the definition of f , we have f(s(a)) < f(t(a)). By construction of f̃ ′,
it follows that

⌊f̃ ′(s(a))⌋ = f(s(a)) < f(t(a)) = ⌊f̃ ′(t(a))⌋
(where ⌊−⌋ denotes the floor function on real numbers). From the construction of f̃ ′, this means that
f̃ ′(s(a)) and f̃ ′(t(a)) lie in distinct Ri and f̃ ′(s(a)) < f̃ ′(t(a)), which in turn implies f̃(s(a)) < f̃(t(a)).
That is, f̃ satisfies WD2. ■

Remark 5.9. Using the language of order theory, given a function f in condition WD2 in the definition
of a wiring diagram, we obtain a partial order on the set V of vertices if we declare x ≤ y whenever
f(x) < f(y). It is well-known that every partial order has a linear extension, and Lemma 5.8 constructs
an explicit linear extension for a given f . The definition of a wiring diagram does not come with a
fixed function f , however; condition WD2 merely asserts the existence of such a function.

5.10. State vectors and actions. Informally, each state vector Lv in a wiring diagram represents
the ‘status’ of relevant parameters, whereas each wire a in a wiring diagram represents a ‘difference
of states’, and thus corresponds to an action or event that leads the state vector at Ls(a) to become the
state vector Lt(a). If we define sensing functions carefully, a single state vector can also indicate the
occurence of an action or an event.

Example 5.11. For example, suppose we want to represent the concept “person p enters coffee shop
s” using a wiring diagram. Consider a sensor tracking the movement of the person p, where the sensor
gives the output 0 when p is outside the coffee shop, and gives the output 1 when p is inside the coffee
shop. This results in a sensing function F1 with the singleton set {•} as the domain and defined by

F1(•) =

{
0 if p is outside s

1 if p is inside s

at any point in time. The concept “person p enters coffee shop s” can then be represented by the
wiring diagram with two vertices as in (5.11.1).



QUANTIFYING ANALOGY OF CONCEPTS VIA OLOGS AND WIRING DIAGRAMS 13

(5.11.1)
•

(F1, •, 0)
•

(F1, •, 1)

In particular, the single wire in this wiring diagram informally represents the act of p ‘entering’ the
coffee shop s.

Another way to represent the concept “person p enters coffee shop s” is by considering a ‘numerical
derivative’ of F1. Let us define a new sensing function dF1 : {•} → {−1, 0, 1} given by

dF1(•) = (current value of F1)− (value of F1 five seconds ago).

Then the occurrence of p entering the coffee shop s would correspond to the moment when the
function dF1 registers a value of 1, and so the act of p entering the coffee shop s can also be represented
by the following wiring diagram with a single vertex and no wires

•
(dF1, •, 1)

Example 5.12. In (5.12.1) there are three possible underlying graphs for wiring diagrams with four
vertices. In a wiring diagram with underlying graph G1, the state vectors must be achieved in the
order of LA, LB , LC , and then LD. A situation where such a wiring diagram arises, for example,
would be in curriculum planning. In the curriculum of a gentle introduction to calculus, for example,
we can define the state vectors LA through LD to represent the following:

• LA: A student has learned the definition of continuity.
• LB: A student has learned to take limits of functions.
• LC : A student has learned the definition of derivative.
• LD: A student has learned to take the derivative of a polynomial function.

To formally write these as labels of a wiring diagram in terms of sensing functions, one can use sensing
functions that register the scores on tests covering the respective topics.

(5.12.1)

•
B

G1 :
•
A

•
B

•
C

•
D

G2 :
•
A

•
D

•
C

G3 :
•
A

•
B

•
C

•
D

In a wiring diagram with underlying graph G2, the state vector LA must be achieved first; then
LB and LC must be achieved, but between them it does not matter whether it is LB or LC that is
achieved first. After both LB , LC have been achieved, LD must then be achieved. Our example in
Section 5.13 involves a wiring diagram that contains G2 as part of its underlying graph.
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In the case of G3, either LA or LC must be achieved first, although they can occur independently.
The state vector LD can only be achieved after LA, LC have both been achieved, while LB can only
be achieved after LA has been achieved. (Between LB and LD, there is no requirement as to which
should come first.) A situation where such a wiring diagram arises is when different teams work on
a project continuously in relay. Suppose for any positive integer i, there is a team Ti, and that all
these teams work on the same project in a factory. Then a wiring diagram with underlying graph G3

would depict the process of ‘passing the baton’ from one team to the next if we take the state vectors
to represent the following for any i ≥ 2:

• LA: Ti−1 has created instructions for Ti.
• LB: Ti−1 has departed the factory.
• LC : Ti has arrived at the factory.
• LD: Ti has completed the instructions from Ti−1 and made new progress on the project.

A wiring diagram with underlying graph such as (5.12.2) would then represent the entire relay pro-
cess.

(5.12.2)

• •

• • • •

• • • •

• •

. . . • •

• •

5.13. Example: buying coffee. Let us build on Example 5.11 and consider the process of “a person
p buying coffee from a shop s”. We can think of this process as comprising four components:

(i) p enters the coffee shop s.
(ii) p makes payment for coffee.

(iii) p receives coffee.
(iv) p leaves the coffee shop s.

Depending on the type of shop, (ii) might occur before (iii), or (iii) might occur before (ii); it is
reasonable to assume, however, that in most cases, (i) must occur before both (ii) and (iii), which
must occur before (iv).

Next, we describe each of events (i) through (iv) in terms of sensors. We can use changes in
the value of the sensing function F1 from above to describe (i) and (iv). To describe the event (ii),
consider a sensing function F2 that detects whether a payment has been made by p for coffee (this
is something that can be detected as a change in the activity log in the cashier’s machine, or in the
activity log of person p’s payment devices). That is, we can take F2 to be a function with domain {•}
such that

F2(•) =

{
0 if p has not made a new payment for coffee
1 if p has made a new payment for coffee

.
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To describe the event (iii), we can define a sensing function F3 that detects whether p is holding
coffee (such as from an image recognition algorithm), i.e. F3 has domain {•} and is given by

F3(•) =

{
0 if p is not holding any coffee
1 if p is holding coffee

.

The process of “a person p buying coffee from a coffee shop s” can now be represented by the
wiring diagram in (5.13.1).

(5.13.1)

•
(F2, •, 1)

•
(F1, •, 0)
(F2, •, 0)
(F3, •, 0)

•
(F1, •, 1)

•
(F1, •, 0)

•
(F3, •, 1)

Let us define numerical derivatives of F2 and F3 by setting

dFi(•) = (current value of Fi)− (value of Fi five seconds ago).

for i = 1, 2, 3. Then the process of “a person p buying coffee from a coffee shop s” can also be
represented by the wiring diagram

(5.13.2)

•
(dF2, •, 1)

•
(dF1, •, 1)

•
(dF1, •,−1)

•
(dF3, •, 1)

In this wiring diagram, each of the four labels corresponds to an action by p.

5.14. Wiring diagrams and ologs. Recall that every label in a wiring diagram is of the form (F, x, y)
where F is a sensing function with some domain DF and codomain CF . Fix an element y0 of CF . We
can construct the olog (5.14.1), where each vertical square is constructed using a fiber product. The
instances of the type ⌈an element x of DF , F (x) = y0⌉ correspond to labels of the form (F, x, y0), and
so we can take this type in the olog as a representation of the concept captured by the label (F, x, y).
This way, every label in a wiring diagram can be represented by a type in an olog. Since we can define



16 JASON LO

the distance between any two types in an olog (Section 4), we can define the distance between any
two labels in a wiring diagram once we represent them as types in the same olog.

(5.14.1)

an element x of DF ,
F (x) = y0

an element of DF

an element x of DF ,
F (x) ̸= y0

{y0} an element of CF

an element y of CF ,
y ̸= y0

F

is

is

is

is

5.15. Relations and sensing functions. Even though a label in a wiring diagram must be of the
form (F, x, y) by definition, this definition is broad enough to describe relations among entities. To
see this, let us recall some basic terminology on relations on sets.

Given two sets S and T , a binary relation R on S × T is simply defined to be a subset of S × T . For
any a ∈ S and b ∈ T , we say a is related to b or write a ∼ b (when R is understood) to mean (a, b) ∈ R.

Given a set S, a binary relation R on S is defined to be a relation on S × S. For a relation R on a
set S, we say R is

• reflexive if x ∼ x for all x ∈ S;
• anti-symmetric if, whenever x ∼ y and y ∼ x for x, y ∈ S, it follows that x = y;
• transitive if, whenever x ∼ y and y ∼ z for x, y, z ∈ S, we have x ∼ z.

A binary relation that is both reflexive and transitive is called a preorder; a preorder that is also
anti-symmetric is called a partial order.

Given a relation R on a set A×B, we can define the function

qR : A×B → {0, 1} : (a, b) 7→

{
0 if a ≁ b

1 if a ∼ b
.

That is, F is a function that detects whether a pair (a, b) satisfies the relation R. If we write ij to
denote the inclusion of {j} into {0, 1} for j = 0, 1, then we can construct the olog (5.15.1) where each
vertical square is a fiber product. Pairs (a, b) that lie in R are now instances of the type P1, and so we
can take P1 as a type that represents the relation R.
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(5.15.1)

P0 :
a pair (a, b) where

a ∈ A, b ∈ B
and a ≁ b

P1 :
a pair (a, b) where

a ∈ A, b ∈ B
and a ∼ b

P :
a pair (a, b) where

a ∈ A, b ∈ B

{0}

{1} {0, 1}

qR

i0

i1

Note that we can regard qR as a sensing function with domain A × B and codomain {0, 1}; this
way, the olog (5.15.1) is merely a special case of the olog (5.14.1). The concept “a is related to b
with respect to the relation R” can now be represented by the label (qR, (a, b), 1) in a wiring diagram.
Equivalently, we can rewrite the label as (F, •, 1) where F is the sensing function

F(a,b),R : {•} → {0, 1} : • 7→

{
0 if a ≁ b

1 if a ∼ b
.

Remark 5.16. In the previous section, we saw that every label in a wiring diagram can be represented
by a type in an olog. In the current section, we saw that labels can represent whether two entities
satisfy a relation.

6. USING WIRING DIAGRAMS TO QUANTIFY ANALOGY

In Section 4, we saw that there is a way to define the distance between any two concepts that occur
as types in the same olog. In Section 4.3, we saw that the relations between different entities (such as
ownership or access) can be represented as types in an olog. Then, in Section 5, we saw that wiring
diagrams can represent processes that occur over a period of time, and that the labels at the vertices
of a wiring diagram can be defined using concepts that occur in an olog. This allowed us to conclude
in Section 5.14 that we can define the distance between any two labels in a wiring diagram, as long
as they both correspond to types in the same olog.

In this section, we propose a definition of distance between any two wiring diagrams. Our defini-
tion builds on the idea of elementary edit operations between graphs - which leads to the notion of
graph edit distance - taking advantage of the fact that every wiring diagram has an underlying graph.
Our approach has two advantages compared to simply considering the graph edit distance between
the underlying graphs, however. First, we consider categories generated by these graphs, which allow
us to make better use of the inherent structures of wiring diagrams; second, since labels of wiring
diagrams correspond to types in an olog, we also have a measure of distance among the labels them-
selves that takes into account the structure of the olog being used. That is, our definition refines graph
edit distance by utilizing the categorical aspects of wiring diagrams.

6.1. A category of skeleton WD graphs. All the wiring diagrams that have appeared in this article
are ‘skeleton’ in the following sense:

Definition 6.2. We say a WD graph G = (V,A, s, t) is skeleton if it satisfies the following condition:
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WD3. For any two distinct vertices v, v′ ∈ V , there is at most one path from v to v′.

We say a wiring diagram is skeleton if its underlying graph is skeleton.
In particular, for any two distinct vertices v, v′ in a skeleton WD graph, the following are true:

(a) If there is already a path from v to v′ comprising more than one arrow, then there cannot be
any arrow (a path of length 1) from v to v′.

(b) There is at most one arrow from v to v′.

We now describe a construction that takes any skeleton WD graph and produces a partial order on
its set of vertices. Suppose G = (V,A, s, t) is a skeleton WD graph. First, we define a relation R0 on V
by setting

R0 = {(x, y) ∈ V × V : x = s(a), y = t(a) for some a ∈ A}.
Next, we define the transitive closure R2 of R0 [7, D26, Chap. 3]. That is, we first define

R1 = R0

⋃
{(x, y) ∈ V × V : x = y},

and then declare an element (x, y) of V × V to be in R2 if and only if there is a sequence of elements
(x0, x1), (x1, x2), · · · , (xk−1, xk) in R1 with k ≥ 1 such that x0 = x and xk = y. In other words, R2

is the result of forcing reflexivity and transitivity on R0. By construction, R2 is a preorder on V and
R0 ⊆ R2. We write R(G) to denote R2. Note that R(G) depends only on G, and not a choice of the
bijection f̃ from Lemma 5.8.

Lemma 6.3. Let G be a skeleton WD graph, and f̃ : V → {1, · · · , n} (where n = |V |) any bijection as
in Lemma 5.8. Then

(i) For any element (x, y) of R(G) where x ̸= y, we have f̃(x) < f̃(y).
(ii) If we identify V with the set {1, · · · , |V |} via the bijection f̃ , then R(G) is a subset of the natural

preorder on Z.

Proof. (i) Take any (x, y) ∈ R(G) such that x ̸= y. From the construction above, there exists a
sequence (x0, x1), (x1, x2), · · · , (xk−1, xk) in R1 with k ≥ 1 such that x0 = x, xk = y. For each 0 ≤ i ≤
k − 1, either xi = xi+1 in which case f̃(xi) = f̃(xi+1), or xi ̸= xi+1 in which case (xi, xi+1) ∈ R0 and
f̃(xi) < f̃(xi+1). The claim then follows.

(ii) This follows immediately from (i). ■

From the construction of R(G), it is clear that R(G) is always a partial order on V . Lemma 6.3(ii)
says that there is always an embedding of partial orders from R(G) into the natural partial order
(Z,≤).

For any finite set V , we can now define a category R(V ). We will take the objects of R(V ) to
be skeleton WD graphs G whose underlying set of vertices is exactly V . Given any two skeleton
WD graphs G1, G2, we will define a morphism G1 → G2 whenever R(G2) ⊆ R(G1). (Note that
R(G1), R(G2) are both subsets of V × V .) More precisely, if we consider the category P(V × V ) of
subsets of V × V where morphisms are set inclusions, then we declare a morphism αi : G1 → G2

in R(V ) whenever there is a morphism i : R(G2) → R(G1) in P(V × V ). In particular, for any
object G in R(V ), we declare the identity morphism on G to be that corresponding to the identity
function on R(G). Given any two composable morphisms, say αi : G1 → G2 and αj : G2 → G3, we
define the composition αjαi to be αij , i.e. the morphism corresponding to the composite set inclusion
ij : R(G3) ⊆ R(G1). It is easy to see that R(V ) satisfies the axioms of a category. We will refer to
R(V ) as the category of skeleton WD graphs over V .

Sometimes, we will use ⇒ to indicate a morphism in R(V ) to better distinguish between the arrows
within wiring diagrams themselves. We say a morphism α : G1 → G2 in R(V ) is irreducible if it cannot
be written as the composition of two non-identity morphisms, i.e. if there is no skeleton WD graph G3

such that R(G2) ⊊ R(G3) ⊊ R(G1).

Example 6.4. Let V be the set {A,B,C}. Then α, α′ below are morphisms in the category R(V )
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(6.4.1)

A B C

A B

C A

B C

α α′

The morphism α corresponds to the inclusion

{(A,C), (B,C)} ⊆ {(A,B), (B,C), (A,C)}

of subsets of V × V while the morphism α′ corresponds to the inclusion

{(A,B), (A,C)} ⊆ {(A,B), (B,C), (A,C)}.

Informally, having a morphism G → G′ in a category R(V ) means that the partial order generated
by G′ is ‘more general’ (i.e. is a smaller subset of V × V , and hence has ‘less restrictions’) than that
generated by G.

6.5. Morphisms in the category of skeleton WD graphs. Morphisms in the category of skeleton
WD graphs give us a way to compare intrinsic structures of wiring diagrams.

Let us return to the example in Section 5.13, where we defined sensing functions dF1, dF2, dF3 and
used them to write down a wiring diagram as in (5.13.2) to represent the process of “person p buying
coffee from coffee shop s”. Different people might have come up with different wiring diagrams to
represent the same process. Both wiring diagrams in (6.5.1) can represent the process of p buying
coffee from s, the difference being whether we require the person to pay for coffee before or after
they receive it.

(6.5.1)

•
(dF1, •, 1)

•
(dF2, •, 1)

•
(dF3, •, 1)

•
(dF1, •,−1)

•
(dF1, •, 1)

•
(dF3, •, 1)

•
(dF2, •, 1)

•
(dF1, •,−1)

In practice, we would want to consider the two wiring diagrams in (6.5.1) as very ‘similar’ to the
wiring diagram in (5.13.2); in fact, we would normally think of the two diagrams in (6.5.1) as special
cases of that in (5.13.2). To make these comparisons mathematically precise, we can use the category
of skeleton WD graphs.

For simplicity, let us write A,B,C,D to denote the labels

(dF1, •, 1), (dF2, •, 1), (dF3, •, 1), (dF1, •,−1),

respectively. Let V be the set {A,B,C,D}, and consider the category R(V ) of skeleton WD graphs
over V . Then we have two morphisms α, α′ in R(V ) as in (6.5.2).
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(6.5.2)
A B C D A C B D

B

A D

C

α α′

The morphisms α, α′ can be considered as mathematical formulations of the similarities between
these wiring diagrams.

Remark 6.6. Even though there is a notion of a category of graphs, the morphisms α, α′ cannot have
been defined as morphisms of graphs. In fact, using a standard definition of a morphism between
graphs [9, Section II.7], in (6.5.2) any morphism in the category of graphs from the upper left graph
to the lower graph should take the arrow from B to C to some arrow from B to C, whereas we do
not have any arrow between B and C in the lower graph.

6.7. Edit distance for graphs. For undirected graphs, a standard method for measuring the simi-
larity between graphs is to use the graph edit distance. To define graph edit distance, one first needs
to decide on a set of elementary edit operations on graphs such as inserting or deleting a vertex,
inserting or deleting an edge, or changing the label of a vertex or an edge. The graph edit distance
between two graphs G,G′ is then the minimum number of elementary operations needed in order to
transform G to G′ (e.g. see [11, Section 3.1] or [14, 16, 5]). The graph edit distance is a metric on
the set of all finite graphs.

6.8. Distance for wiring diagrams. Since wiring diagrams can be considered as directed graphs
where the vertices are labelled with state vectors, we can also define a version of the graph edit
distance tailored to wiring diagrams. In fact, we will introduce new operations on graphs that are
only possible by considering the intrinsic structures of wiring diagrams.

Let us write W •
s to denote the set of all skeleton wiring diagrams where the state vector Lv at

every vertex v is nonempty, and where the underlying graph has at least one vertex. To begin with,
we define elementary edit operations on such wiring diagrams to be the following.

(i) Adding a new vertex with a nonempty state vector.
(ii) Deleting a vertex along with its state vector.

(iii) Adding a new label at a vertex.
(iv) Deleting an existing label at a vertex.
(v) Changing an existing label at a vertex to a different label.

(vi) Adding an arrow.
(vii) Deleting an arrow.

(viii) Replacing the underlying graph G = (V,A, s, t) of a skeleton wiring diagram with another
skeleton WD graph G′ = (V ′, A′, s′, t′), such that V ′ = V and there is an irreducible morphism
G → G′ in R(V ).

(ix) Replacing the underlying graph G = (V,A, s, t) of a skeleton wiring diagram with a another
skeleton WD graph G∗ = (V ∗, A∗, s∗, t∗), such that V ∗ = V and there is an irreducible
morphism G∗ → G in R(V ).

We require an elementary operation to take a wiring diagram in W •
s to another wiring diagram in W •

s .
For example, we cannot apply operation (iv) to a vertex if it results in the vertex having an empty state



QUANTIFYING ANALOGY OF CONCEPTS VIA OLOGS AND WIRING DIAGRAMS 21

vector, while operation (vi) is only valid if condition WD2 continues to hold. We will write EEO(W •
s )

to represent the set of all possible elementary edit operations on W •
s .

Note that operations (viii) and (ix) only change the arrows in the underlying graph and do not
change the state vectors at the vertices. As we saw in Remark 6.6, operations (viii) and (ix) cannot
always be replaced with elementary edit operations of other types. Also, operations of types (i), (iii),
(vi), (viii) are the inverses of operations of types (ii), (iv), (vii), (ix), respectively, while the inverse of
an operation of type (v) is again of type (v).

If there is a sequence E1, · · · , Em of elementary edit operations (where m is a positive integer) that
transforms a wiring diagram W in W •

s to another wiring diagram W ′ in W •
s , then we say (E1, · · · , Em)

is an edit path from W to W ′. Given two wiring diagrams W,W ′ in W •
s , we will write P (W,W ′) to

denote the set of all edit paths (E1, · · · , Em) that transform W to W ′. Note that the length m of the
edit path may be different for different paths.

Lemma 6.9. Let c be any function from EEO(W •
s ) to R>0. For any W,W ′ ∈ W •

s , set

d(W,W ′) = min
{ m∑

i=1

c(Ei) : (E1, · · · , Em) ∈ P (W,W ′)
}
.

Then d is a function W •
s ×W •

s → R>0 that defines a metric on W •
s .

Proof. Given any wiring diagram W in W •
s , there is always a sequence of elementary edit operations

of types (vii), (ii) and (iv) that transform W into a wiring diagram with a single vertex and a single
label. This means that for any two elements W,W ′ in W •

s , there is always an edit path of finite length
from W to W ′. Hence d(W,W ′) is a positive real number, i.e. d defines a function from W •

s ×W •
s to

R>0.
If we formally define d(W,W ) = 0 for any W ∈ W •

s , then a standard argument shows that d
satisfies the requirements of a metric. ■

Note that the distance d(W,W ′) between two wiring diagrams W,W ′ in W •
s depends on two things:

• The types of elementary edit operations allowed.
• The ‘cost function’ c in Lemma 6.9.

In particular, the cost function c can be designed so as to reflect the olog that represents the internal
knowledge of an autonomous system, as the next example shows.

Example 6.10. Fix an olog O. (In practice, O would contain the ‘internal knowledge’ of an au-
tonomous system.) Assume that all the labels in wiring diagrams that will arise are uniquely repre-
sented by types in O. In other words, if we let L̃ represent the set of all labels that will appear in
wiring diagrams considered, and let T denote the set of all the types in O, then there is an injection
i : L̃ → T . Suppose we want to compute d(W,W ′) for some W,W ′ ∈ W •

s . Let A denote the set of
edges in the underlying undirected graph of O (i.e. we consider the underlying directed graph of G,
and then ignore the directions of the arrows). For any function cO : A → R>0, we can define a metric
dO on T as in Definition 4.1. Now let c be any function from EEO(W •

s ) to R>0 such that, for any
elementary edit operation E of type (v) that changes a label L to another label L′, we define

c(E) = dO(i(L), i(L
′)).

That is, the cost of applying an operation E of type (v) is computed as the distance from the type
representing L to the type representing L′ with respect to the metric dO on T . The resulting metric d
on W •

s then depends on the structure of the olog O and the metric dO on the set T .
As we will see in the next section, our definition of d(W,W ′) utilizes properties of wiring diagrams

and ologs that are not considered in usual definitions graph edit distance between two graphs.
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7. EXAMPLE - COMPARING AN ANALOGY

We can now use elementary edit operations on skeleton wiring diagrams to quantify analogy be-
tween different concepts.

Suppose we want to compare the concept ‘an electric car charging station’ and ‘a bus’. In everyday
language, we could say that these two concepts are analogous in the sense that both are physical
entities capable of altering a characteristic of another physical entity. That is, in order to determine
the analogy between an electric car charging station and a bus, we must first spell out what we mean
by these two concepts, such as:

(S1) An electric car charging station s is a physical entity that increases the battery level of an
electric car c, when the car is connected to the charging station.

(S2) A bus b is a physical object that can alter the location of a person p when p is inside b.

Thus an electric car is an object that alters the characteristic ‘battery level’ of an electric car, while a bus
is an object that alters the characteristic ‘location’ of a person. To capture this analogy mathematically,
we need to represent these concepts as wiring diagrams. We can think of wiring diagrams as giving
a “coordinate system” for representing concepts such as a car charger or a bus, on which we can
mathematically compare these concepts and quantify their similarity.

7.1. Sensing functions and wiring diagrams. For any electric car charging station s and any
electric car c, we will write s ⊨ c (resp. s ⊭ c) to mean ‘c is connected to s’ (resp. ‘c is not connected to
s’). We then define the sensing function Cs,c : {•} → {0, 1} by declaring

Cs,c(•) =

{
0 if s ⊭ c

1 if s ⊨ c

and subsequently a ‘numerical derivative’

dCs,c(•) = (current value of Cs,c)− (value of Cs,c five seconds ago).

Also, we define the sensing function Bc : {•} → [0, 100] that measures the battery level, as a per-
centage, of the electric car c. If we model Bc as a differentiable function over time t, we can take its
derivative B′

c =
dBc

dt and thus define the sensing function B+
c : {•} → {0, 1} where

B+
c (•) =

{
0 if B′

c ≤ 0

1 if B′
c > 0

.

Using the formulation in S1, we can now represent the concept of an electric car charging station
using the wiring diagram W1 in (7.1.1).

(7.1.1) W1 :
•

(dCs,c, •, 1)
•

(B+
c , •, 1)

In plain language, this wiring diagram says the following: after an electric car c is connected to
a charging station s, the battery level of c starts to increase. Alternatively, we can use the wiring
diagram in (7.1.2) to represent the concept of an electric car charging station.

(7.1.2) W ′
1 :

•
(Cs,c, •, 0)

•
(Cs,c, •, 1)

•
(B+

c , •, 1)

Next, for any bus b and any human p, we will write b ≻ p (resp. b ⊁ p) to mean ‘p is inside b’ (resp.
p is not inside b’). This allows us to define the sensing function Tb,p : {•} → {0, 1} where

Tb,p(•) =

{
0 if b ⊁ p

1 if b ≻ p
.
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We also define a numerical derivative of dTb,p similarly to dCs,c. In addition, we define a sensing
function Lp : {•} → [−90, 90]× [−180, 180] that keeps track of the location of p at any time t as a pair
Lp(•) = (x, y) of latitudinal and longitudinal coordinates x and y. Assuming Lp is a smooth function

with respect to t, we can define its second derivative L′′
p =

d2Lp

dt2 and subsequently the sensing function
Ap : {•} → {0, 1} via

Ap(•) =

{
0 if |L′′

p | = 0

1 if |L′′
p | > 0

.

We can also define a differentiable function Dp : {•} → R that measures, at any point in time t, the
distance travelled by p since t = t0, where t0 is some fixed value. Writing D′

p =
dDp

dt , we can then
form the sensing function Mp : {•} → {0, 1} such that

Mp(•) =

{
0 if |D′

p| = 0

1 if |D′
p| > 0

.

Using the formulation S2, we can now represent the concept of a bus using the wiring diagram W2 in
(7.1.3).

(7.1.3) W2 :
•

(dTb,p, •, 1)
•

(Ap, •, 1)
•

(Mp, •, 1)

In everyday language, this wiring diagram says that the concept of a bus is characterised by the
following sequence of events: a person enters a bus, the bus begins moving, resulting in the location
of the person changing. Alternatively, we can use the wiring diagram in (7.1.4) to represent the same
concept.

(7.1.4)

W ′
2 :

•
(Tb,p, •, 0)

•
(Tb,p, •, 1)

•
(Ap, •, 1)

•
(Mp, •, 1)

7.2. Ologs. Using the wiring diagram in (7.1.1) as a proxy for the concept of an electric car charging
station, and that in (7.1.3) as a proxy for the concept of a bus, we can now attempt to calculate a
distance between these two wiring diagrams using the method proposed in Section 6.8. We will merely
compute an upper bound of the distance by finding a third wiring diagram W3 that is connected to
both W1 and W2 via edit paths. Diagram W3 will represent an abstract process that accounts for
commonalities between W1 and W2. The labels in W3 will make use of abstract concepts that give a
connection between the concepts appearing in labels of W1 and W2; all these concepts will also be
related via ologs.

We begin by constructing an olog as in (7.2.1).
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(7.2.1)

P0 :

a pair (y, f) where
y is an entity,

f : {y} → {0, 1}
is a sensing function,

and f(y) = 0

P :

a pair (y, f) where
y is an entity, and
f : {y} → {0, 1}

is a sensing function

P1 :

a pair (y, f) where
y is an entity,

f : {y} → {0, 1}
is a sensing function,

and f(y) = 1

A0 :
a pair (c,B+

c ) where
c is an electric car, and

B+
c = 0

A :
a pair (c,B+

c ) where
c is an electric car

A1 :
a pair (c,B+

c ) where
c is an electric car, and

B+
c = 1

{0} {0, 1}

{1}

e

i0

j

ej

i1

To build this olog, we begin with the type ⌈a pair (y, f) where y is an entity, and f is a {0, 1}-valued
sensing function that can be applied to y⌉, which we denote by P . We define the aspect e to be the
‘evaluation map’ that maps (y, f) to the number f(y). Then, we can construct the subtype A that
represents all the pairs of the form (c,B+

c ) where c is an electric car. (Recall that a type T ′ is a subtype
of another type T in an olog if every instance of T ′ is also an instance of T .) That is, an instance of A
is a pair where the second coordinate is already fixed as the sensing function B+

c for the electric car
c. We can then define A0 as the fiber product of ej and i0, A1 as the fiber product of ej and i1, P0 as
the fiber product of e and i0, and P1 as the fiber product of e and i1. This way, we can take the type
A to be a representation of the concept B+

c in an olog, and take the type A1 to be a representation of
the concept B+

c = 1, which corresponds to the label (B+
c , •, 1) in the wiring diagram W1. Note that

the instances of P are in 1-1 correspondence with sensing functions fy : {•} → {0, 1} that depend on
the entity y, so we can use P as a type that represents the concept of an arbitrary sensing function
fy : {•} → {0, 1} that tracks some characteristic of some entity y.

Next, we can form an olog as in (7.2.2).
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(7.2.2)

T0 :

a triple (x, y,∼) where
x, y are entities,

∼ is a relation between entities
and x ≁ y

T :
a triple (x, y,∼) where
x, y are entities, and

∼ is a relation between entities

T1 :

a triple (x, y,∼) where
x, y are entities,

∼ is a relation between entities
and x ∼ y

G0 :

a pair(s, c) where
s is an electric car
charging station,
c is an electric car,

and s ⊭ c

G :

a triple (s, c,⊨) where
s is an electric car

charging station, and
c is an electric car

G1 :

a pair(s, c) where
s is an electric car
charging station,
c is an electric car,

and s ⊨ c

{0} {0, 1}

{1}

i0

i1

q

k0

k1

j′

qj

We begin by defining the type ⌈a triple (x, y,∼) where x, y are entities, and ∼ is a relation between
entities⌉, denoted T , and the subtype G that represents triples of the form (x, y,⊨), where ⊨ is the
‘is plugged into’ relation from earlier. The aspect j′ is the inclusion from G into T , while q is the
aspect that takes a triple (x, y,∼) to the value 1 (resp. 0) if x ∼ y (resp. x ≁ y). As before, i0 and i1
denote the respective set inclusions. Then, we define T0 as the fiber product of q and i0, T1 as the fiber
product of q and i1, G0 as the fiber product of qj′ and i0, and G1 as the fiber product of qj′ and i1.
Now we can use the types G1, G0 as representations for the concepts defined by the labels (Cs,c, •, 1)
and (Cs,c, •, 0).

Note that for an arbitrary relation ∼ between entities and any two entities x and y, we can define
a sensing function Fx,y,∼ : {•} → {0, 1} that gives the same value as q, i.e. Fx,y,∼(•) equals 1 (resp.
0) when x ∼ y (resp. x ≁ y).

7.3. Elementary edit operations. We give two different approaches to calculating the distance
between the concept of an ‘electric car charging station’ and a ‘bus’, depending on the choices of
wiring diagrams and cost functions along the way.

7.3.1. Approach 1. Let us use wiring diagrams W1 and W2 as formulations of S1 and S2, respectively.
The two wiring diagrams W1 and W2 are related via elementary edit operations on wiring diagrams
as in Figure 3. Below, we use ⇒ to denote an elementary edit operation so as to better distinguish
them from the arrows within wiring diagrams.

In Figure 3, E1, E2, E5, E6 are all operations of type (v) in the sense of Section 6.8, i.e. each of them
is just a change of a single label; in all these instances, we are changing a label to a more abstract
label. The operation E3 is of type (viii) - it corresponds to an irreducible morphism in the category
R(V ) where V is the set of vertices in W2. The operation E4 is of type (ii), where the vertex with
a single label (Ap, •, 1) is deleted. If write E−1

i for the inverse of an elementary edit operation Ei,
then each Ei is again an elementary edit operation and W1 is transformed into W2 via the sequence
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FIGURE 3

of operations

(E1, E2, E
−1
6 , E−1

5 , E−1
4 , E−1

3 ).

Now for any cost function c : EEO(W •
s ) → R>0, we obtain an upper bound for the distance d(W1,W2)

using the metric d from Lemma 6.9:

d(W1,W2) ≤
2∑

i=1

c(Ei) +

6∑
i=3

c(E−1
i ).

7.3.2. Approach 2. Let us use W ′
1 and W ′

2 as representations of S1 and S2, respectively. In this case,
no wiring diagram labels are defined using numerical derivatives of sensing functions, and W ′

1 and
W ′

2 are related via elementary edit operations as shown in Figure 4. We will also make use of the
ologs in (7.2.1) and (7.2.2) more directly in defining our cost function c for the metric on W •

s .
In Figure 4, the operation E4 is of type (viii) while E5 is of type (ii). On the other hand, the

operations E1, E2, E3, E6, E7, E8 are all of type (v); each of these six operations involves changing
the sensing function in a label to a different sensing function. For example, E1 involves changing
(Cs,c, •, 0) to (Fx,y,∼, •, 0), while E3 involves changing (B+

c , •, 1) to (fy, •, 1). Note that all the labels
involving Cs,c, B

+
c , Fx,y,∼, f

y in Figure 4 are represented by types in the ologs in (7.2.1) and (7.2.2):

Label Type
(Cs,c, •, 0) G0

(Cs,c, •, 1) G1

(B+
c , •, 1) A1

(Fx,y,∼, •, 0) T0

(fy, •, 1) P1
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FIGURE 4

Using constructions similar to those in (7.2.1) and (7.2.2), we could expand these ologs to contain
types corresponding to all the other labels in Figure 4, too. Combining these ologs into a single olog
O, then choosing a cost function cO on the edges underlying O and proceeding as in Example 6.10,
we obtain a metric d on W •

s that utilizes the ologs in (7.2.1) and (7.2.2) in calculating d(W ′
1,W

′
2).

From Figure 4, we now have the upper bound for d(W ′
1,W

′
2)

d(W ′
1,W

′
2) ≤

3∑
i=1

c(Ei) +

8∑
i=4

c(E−1
i ).

Remark 7.4.

(1) Whether we take Approach 1 or Approach 2 above, the actual distance between the two wiring
diagrams being compared would depend on the olog being used to represent all the relevant
concepts and the specific elementary edit operations allowed. For example, in Approach 1, if
we had allowed an arbitrary change of label in elementary edit operations of type (v), then
there would be such an operation connecting the second diagram in the left column and the
third diagram in the right column in Figure 3. The specific elementary edit operations of type
(v) used in Figures 3 and 4 make the point, that the two concepts we are trying to connect
(‘electric car charging station’ and ‘bus’) can both be connected to a more abstract concept
(represented by the wiring diagram at the bottom in either Figure 3 or Figure 4). In particular,
the operation E3 in Figure 3 and the operation E4 in Figure 4, both of which are morphisms
in some category R(V ), make mathematically precise what it means for a concept to be “more
abstract” than another.
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(2) One could argue that, strictly speaking, some of the wiring diagrams in Figures 3 and 4 do not
satisfy our definition of wiring diagrams (Definition 5.4) because, in WD1, we require that
the first argument of every vertex label be a specific sensing function, whereas entries such
as dFx,y,∼ and fy in Figures 3 and 4 are ‘generic’ sensing functions. We can get around this
technical issue by extending the definition of wiring diagrams and allowing the arguments of
vertex labels to be types in an olog. This will be explored in a sequel to this article.

7.5. Summary. We now give a summary of the steps that one can follow in order to compute the
distance between pairs of concepts in a given application domain. Suppose the concepts we are
concerned with are elements of an indexed set {Ni}i∈I . Then one can perform the following tasks in
the listed order:

(1) Define the relevant sensing functions.
(2) Define wiring diagrams Wi that represent the concepts Ni.
(3) Construct an olog (or ologs) containing types that correspond to all the labels in the wiring

diagrams Wi (e.g. see 5.14 and 5.15).
(4) Decide on a list of acceptable elementary edit operations on wiring diagrams. For example,

one may wish to restrict the kinds of allowed operations of type (v) in the list in 6.8.
(5) Decide on a cost function c in the definition of the metric on wiring diagrams in Lemma 6.9.

More specifically, one needs to decide on the cost of each elementary edit operation, such as
the cost of an operation of type (v) - see Example 6.10.

(6) For any two distinct concepts Ni, Nj , calculate their distance d(Ni, Nj) using the definition
in Lemma 6.9. Each possible edit path from Ni to Nj would constitute a ‘justification’, or a
mathematical breakdown of the analogy between concept Ni and concept Nj .

For the main example in this section, Steps (1) and (2) were implemented in 7.1, Steps (3) was
implemented in 7.2, while Steps (4) through (6) were implemented in 7.3.

8. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this article, we first recalled how ologs can be used to represent abstract concepts. Then we
define the concept of wiring diagrams where labels at vertices correspond to types in an olog. Wiring
diagrams allow us to represent concepts corresponding to temporal processes, which may not be so
easily represented using ologs alone. We can think of wiring diagrams as giving a coordinate system,
or a state space on which one can develop a theory of problem-solving. This direction will be explored
in a sequel to this article.

As mentioned in 1.2, the term ‘wiring diagram’ has also been defined and studied as operads in
works such as [15, 17, 21, 25]. The wiring diagrams as defined in this article certain show features
of self-similarity - under appropriate assumptions, one can replace any vertex in a wiring diagram
(along with its state vector) by a wiring diagram to obtain a more complicated wiring diagram. It
would be worthwhile to reconcile the definition of wiring diagrams in this article with those in the
aforementioned works. In the present article, we refrained from doing so in order to keep our theory
accessible to a wider audience.

Example 5.12 hinted at the complexity that can be encoded within the underlying graphs of wiring
diagrams. For example, a wiring diagram of the form (5.12.2) may be an indication of the social
behavior of collaboration. This opens up a host of questions to be answered. For example, given a
sequence of events over time, what are the possible wiring diagrams that possess these events as the
state vectors, and how many are there? Mathematically, this is related to the problem of enumerating
all the preorders or partial orders on a set of given objects, and perhaps related to the notion of
graph fibrations [2]. One can also ask if wiring diagrams can be used to classify behaviors, whether
in the context of biology (behaviors of different species), social science (behaviors of humans or
organizations), finance (behaviors of markets).

Lastly, the definition of wiring diagrams we adopted in this paper applies to any type of data
that admits a fibration into a linearly ordered set - the concept of ordering among the state vectors
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in a wiring diagram comes from condition WD2 in Definition 5.4. In all the wiring diagrams we
considered in this paper, the state vectors always corresponded to events that can be partially ordered
with respect to time (i.e. whether one event is required to occur before another). Nonetheless, one
can just as well consider wiring diagrams where the ordering is given by causation, for example,
as in the case of mathematical proofs. As shown in examples in [20, Sections 6.6-6.7] (see also
[10]), some mathematical definitions can be expressed via ologs, after which mathematical lemmas
can be expressed as commutativity of diagrams within the olog. One could potentially think of a
mathematical proof as a wiring diagram where the state vectors correspond to various ‘milestones’ in
the proof, and where arrows are defined using causation among the milestones. One could then make
precise what we mean when we say two mathematical proofs are ‘similar’, or that the argument of
one proof in a specific context ‘carries over’ in a different context.
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