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Abstract

There is a broad class of networks which connect inputs to out-
puts. While evolutionary operators have served as a backbone for a
wide array of complex optimization problems, methods to apply such
operators to these networks remain ill-defined. We aim to remedy this.
We define an Input/Output Directed Graph (or IOD Graph) as a graph
with a set of nodes N and directed edges E, where N contains (a) a
set of “input nodes” I ⊂ N , where each i ∈ I has no incoming edges
and any number of outgoing edges, and (b) a set of “output nodes”
O ⊂ N , where each o ∈ O has no outgoing edges and any number
of incoming edges, and I ∩ O = ∅. We define informativeness, which
involves the connections via directed paths from the input nodes to
the output nodes: A partially informative IOD Graph has at least one
path from an input to an output, a very informative IOD Graph has
a path from every input to some output, and a fully informative IOD
Graph has a path from every input to every output.

A perceptron is an example of an IOD Graph. If it has non-zero
weights and any number of layers, it is fully informative. As links are
removed (assigned zero weight), the perceptron might become very,
partially, or not informative.

We define a crossover operation on IOD Graphs in which we find
subgraphs with matching sets of forward and backward directed links
to “swap.” With this operation, IOD Graphs can be subject to evolu-
tionary computation methods. We show that fully informative parents
may yield a non-informative child. We also show that under condi-
tions of contiguousness and the no dangling nodes condition, crossover
compatible, partially informative parents yield partially informative
children, and very informative input parents with partially informa-
tive output parents yield very informative children. However, even
under these conditions, full informativeness may not be retained.
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1 Introduction
There is a broad class of networks which connect inputs to outputs. While
evolutionary operators have served as a backbone for a wide array of complex
optimization problems, methods to apply such operators to these networks
remain ill-defined. We seek to remedy this.

We define this class of graphs as Input/Output Directed Graphs or IOD
Graphs. An IOD Graph is a graph with a set of nodes N and directed edges
E, where N contains (a) a set of “input nodes” I ⊂ N , where each i ∈ I
has no incoming edges and any number of outgoing edges, and (b) a set of
“output nodes” O ⊂ N , where each o ∈ O has no outgoing edges and any
number of incoming edges, and I ∩ O = ∅. Nodes n ∈ N which are neither
inputs nor outputs, so n /∈ I, n /∈ O, are called “intermediate nodes.”

IOD Graphs can represent a variety of flow or state transformation net-
works, any of which can be subject to crossover as we define it in this study.
Examples of IOD Graphs include chemical reaction networks (e.g., Unsleber
and Reiher, 2020; Wen, Spotte-Smith, Blau, McDermott, Krishnapriyan,
and Persson, 2023), municipal water systems (e.g., Shinstine, Ahmed, and
Lansey, 2002; Wu and Clark, 2009), data flow networks (e.g., Meng, Wong,
Yuan, and Lu, 2004), and electrical circuits (e.g., Koza, Bennett, Andre,
and Keane, 1997; Shanthi and Parthasarathi, 2009). A common use of IOD
Graphs is problem solving. Multi-layer perceptrons, for example, are feed-
forward IOD Graphs which convert inputs into “useful” outputs. Percep-
trons are used to solve a variety of problems, for example in cognitive science
they are used to emulate human categorization behavior.1 Because of the
prominence of neural networks, we will generally describe IOD Graphs as in-
formation flow networks and interpret the properties and results from that
perspective. However, as mentioned above, these results about crossover
could also apply to e.g. municipal water system design. Also, while many
neural networks are feed-forward, we do not restrict our study or the defi-
nition of IOD Graphs to feed-forward networks.

IOD Graphs solve problems by converting inputs into outputs, so an IOD
Graph’s ability to solve problems relies in part on the connectedness of
inputs to outputs. We introduce a measure of the connected paths from
inputs to outputs in ‘informativeness.’ Informativeness is a characterization
of how information flowing into to the system is utilized, in the sense that

1E.g. the classification learning literature beginning with Shepard, Hovland, and Jenk-
ins (1961) and including the neural network ALCOVE Kruschke (1992). See more below.
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it characterizes how many inputs are eventually connected to an output.
More precisely, the informativeness of an IOD Graph is a characterization
of how many paths exist from inputs to outputs. Informativeness is a key
component of the value of an IOD Graph to solve a problem. At one extreme,
an IOD Graph that has no path from an input to an output is useless at
solving problems because it cannot deliver any information from the inputs
to the outputs. On the other hand, an IOD Graph could have a path for
every input and output pair, plus additional paths that interact, for example,
as do the nodes in the layers of a multilayer perceptron.2 (We also, as a
corollary, introduce the concept of actionability, which is the symmetric
measure of how many outputs are eventually connected from an input.)

One problem appropriate for IOD Graphs is the classification learning prob-
lem in cognitive science/psychology. A canonical version of this problem
was by Shepard, Hovland, and Jenkins (1961). In their laboratory, they
showed human subjects objects characterized by a three-dimensional binary
vector (e.g. big v. small, dark v. light, square v. triangle) and queried the
category, A or B. The experimenter knew the true category, and told the
human subject whether their guess was right; the error rate over time of
different categorizations was measured (as the reader might imagine, some
categorizations are easier to learn than others) and these experiments pro-
vide a data benchmark that future computational learning models strived
to explain. One such explanation was ventured by Kruschke (1992), who
approached this problem with a single-layer perceptron/feed-forward neu-
ral network with three inputs, two outputs, and nine nodes in the “hidden
layer,” for a total of 14 nodes. The set of all IOD Graphs with 14 nodes
is vast: there are 142 − 32 − 22 = 183 possible connections, and therefore
roughly 2183 ≈ 1.2 × 1056 different possible IOD Graphs with that number
of inputs, outputs, and intermediate nodes. Growing potential solutions in
this space via evolutionary methods seems wise. The DIVA model (Kurtz,
2007) is another IOD Graph in this literature, which would model the SHJ
problem as 3 inputs and with two sets of 3 outputs for a total of 6 outputs.
A crossover method like the one we describe in this paper could, for exam-
ple, breed IOD Graphs from ALCOVE and DIVA implementations, possibly
providing useful new solutions.

The purpose of this paper is to rigorously define a crossover operation and
2Informativeness is also applicable for these other types of IOD Graphs. For example,

a municipal water system which has no paths from inputs to outputs would function very
poorly as water could not flow.
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(begin to) characterize how informativeness (and actionability) changes un-
der this crossover operation. Crossover has been considered for feed-forward
neural networks in some studies, e.g. Braun and Weisbrod (1993), Arifovic
and Gencay (2001), García-Pedrajas, Ortiz-Boyer, and Hervás-Martínez
(2006), Chandra, Frean, and Zhang (2012), Dragoni, Azzini, and Tetta-
manzi (2014), and Uriot and Izzo (2020). From that perspective, we seek
to characterize instead of invent those methods. That is, we seek to lay
a strong theoretical foundation for crossover on a broader class of graphs,
of which feed-forward neural networks, municipal water systems, electric
circuits, etc., are special cases, and relate these different methods to infor-
mativeness, which we believe helps capture some of the effectiveness of IOD
Graphs to process information.

We formally define IOD Graphs and informativeness in Section 2. We for-
mally define the crossover operation in Section 3, including the core defini-
tions (Section 3.1) and a discussion of crossover compatibility (Section 3.2),
which characterizes when two IOD Graphs can be subject to the crossover
operation. We then bring the analysis back to informativeness in Section 4,
‘The Preservation of Informativeness,’ which proves the core theorems. Sec-
tion 5 briefly extends the analysis from informativeness to a related idea
of actionability, which characterizes the amount of informed behavior flow-
ing out of a system, in the sense that it characterizes how many outputs
are eventually connected from an input. Section 6 discusses aspects of the
results, such as the competing conventions problem and the distribution
of informativeness categories across networks of different degree. Section 7
concludes.

2 Definitions
Definition 1 An Input/Output Directed Graph or IOD Graph is a graph
with a set of nodes N and directed edges E, such that N contains two subsets:

• A set of nodes I ⊂ N , where each i ∈ I has no incoming edges and
any number of outgoing edges, and

• A set of nodes O ⊂ N , where each o ∈ O has no outgoing edges and
any number of incoming edges, and where O ∩ I = ∅

The set I are inputs into the system and the set O are outputs. We name the
nodes which are neither inputs nor outputs as intermediate nodes. Specifi-
cally, N\ (I ∪ O) is the set of intermediate nodes. We do not require the set
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of intermediate nodes to be non-empty.

Figure 1a depicts an example IOD Graph. A perceptron with any number
of layers is an example of an IOD Graph; Figure 1b depicts a single-layer
perceptron. Perceptrons are used to solve various problems relating input
variables to output variables. We consider IOD Graphs as a larger class of
networks that could plausibly be used to solve those same kinds of problems.

One property we wish to define on IOD Graphs is how the inputs are con-
nected to the outputs via directed paths. We define informativeness, which
involves the connections via directed paths from the input nodes to the out-
put nodes: A partially informative IOD Graph has at least one path from
an input to an output, a very informative IOD Graph has a path from every
input to an output, and a fully informative IOD Graph has a path from
every input to every output. On the other extreme, a non-informative IOD
Graph has no paths from inputs to outputs. A non-informative IOD Graph
is worthless as a problem-solving engine.

I1

I2

I3

O1

O2

V

Y

W

Z

X

(a) A Partially Informative IOD
Graph

I1

I2

I3

O1

O2

A

C

B

D

(b) A Fully Informative IOD Graph
(A Single-layer Perceptron)

Figure 1: Two Input/Output Directed Graphs of Varying Informativeness

Figure 1a is a partially informative graph: For example, I1 → V → W →
Y → Z → O2 is a directed path which leads from I1 ∈ I to O2 ∈ O.
However, it is not very informative, because there is no path from I2 to
any output, and it is not fully informative because very informative is a
necessary condition for fully informative. If the IOD Graph were modified
by adding a directed edge from I2 → W , then this modified IOD Graph
would be very informative. A multi-level perceptron with non-zero weights
on its edges, for example depicted in Figure 1b, is fully informative. Every
input has a directed path to every output. Removing even one of these links,
however, would reduce the IOD Graph depicted in Figure 1b to be only very
informative.
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3 The Crossover Operation

3.1 Crossover-related Definitions

We define a crossover operation on IOD Graphs in which we find subgraphs
with matching sets of forward and backward directed links to “swap.” Here
we define the relevant terms to fully define the crossover operation. In the
genetic algorithm, the one point crossover operation splits the two parent
genomes, and then splices the initial part of one parent’s genome and the
latter part of the other parent’s genome. Similarly, we split two IOD Graphs
into an input part and an output part and then splice the input part of one
IOD Graph to the output part of the other.

In order to define this operation, we must define first, how to split an IOD
Graph, and second, how to splice them.

The natural way to split an IOD Graph is to partition its nodes into two
non-overlapping sets, where all input nodes are in one part and all output
nodes are in the other part.3 We define an IO Partition as follows:

Definition 2 Let G be an Input/Output Directed Graph, with corresponding
subsets of nodes I and O. Then define an IO Partition of G to be a partition
(Ψ, Ω) of N , where I ⊆ Ψ and O ⊆ Ω.

For any IO Partition (Ψ, Ω), we refer to Ψ as the input part and Ω the
output part of the partition.

Given this definition of an IO partition, we define M(Ψ, Ω) as the set of
all edges which connect the parts of the partition. This is called a cut in
network theory. Formally, using (n1, n2) to denote a directed edge from n1
to n2,

M(Ψ, Ω) =

e ∈ E

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
e = (n1, n2)

or
e = (n2, n1)

for all n1 ∈ Ψ, n2 ∈ Ω


We call M(Ψ, Ω) the separating membrane associated with IO Partition
(Ψ, Ω). An IO Partition and corresponding separating membrane are de-
picted in Figure 2.

Each e ∈ M(Ψ, Ω) either connects from the input part to the output part or
the reverse. If it connects from the input part to the output part, we call it

3Definition: A partition (S1, S2) of the set S requires that S1 ∪S2 = S and S1 ∩S2 = ∅.
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I1

I2

I3

O1

O2

A

B

C

D

E

M(Ψ,Ω)

Ψ Ω  

Figure 2: An IO Partition and corresponding membrane

a forward link, because it links from inputs to outputs. If instead it connects
from the output to the input, we call it a backwards link. Let F (Ψ, Ω) be
the set of forward links in a membrane M(Ψ, Ω) and B(Ψ, Ω) be the set of
backwards links in M(Ψ, Ω). Clearly, M(Ψ, Ω) = F (Ψ, Ω) ∪ B(Ψ, Ω).

I1

I2

I3

O1

O2

A

B

C

D

E

M(Ψ,Ω)

Ψ Ω  

Figure 3: This IO Partition is input-contiguous
but not output-contiguous

We also wish to have a way to describe a partition as cohering within the
input or output parts.

Definition 3 For an IO Partition (Ψ, Ω):

• The input part Ψ is contiguous (or, equivalently, (Ψ, Ω) is input-
contiguous) if, for every n ∈ Ψ\I, there is a path from some input
i ∈ I to n which lies entirely within Ψ, and

• The output part Ω is contiguous (or, equivalently, (Ψ, Ω) is output-
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contiguous) if, for every n′ ∈ Ω\O, there is a path from n′ to some
output o ∈ O which lies entirely within Ω.

If both the input part Ψ and output part Ω are contiguous, we say the IO
partition (Ψ, Ω) is contiguous.

Requiring a partition to be contiguous means intermediate nodes in the
input part are connected from inputs and intermediate nodes in the out-
put part are connected to outputs. Figure 3 depicts an IOD Graph and
IO Partition which is input-contiguous but not output-contiguous. Output
contiguousness fails because there is no path from C to an output which is
contained in Ω.

3.2 Crossover compatibility

Suppose G, G′ are IOD Graphs with IO Partitions (Ψ, Ω) and (Ψ′, Ω′). Then
we say these IO Partitions are crossover compatible if they have the same
number of forward and backward links, and the rather technical assumption
(typically easily satisfied) that the input part of one parent shares no nodes
with the output part of the other and vice versa.

Definition 4 IOD Graphs and IO Partitions {G, (Ψ, Ω)} and {G′, (Ψ′, Ω′)}
are crossover compatible if Ψ ∩ Ω′ = ∅, Ψ′ ∩ Ω = ∅, and

|F (Ψ, Ω)| =
∣∣F (Ψ′, Ω′)

∣∣ , and
|B(Ψ, Ω)| =

∣∣B(Ψ′, Ω′)
∣∣

If IO Partitions (Ψ, Ω) and (Ψ′, Ω′) are crossover compatible, then they can
be used to create crossover children. For simplicity, and without lack of gen-
erality, we define the crossover child constructed from crossover compatible
Ψ and Ω′. In this case, we call G the input parent, because it contributes
the input part, and G′ the output parent, because it contributes the output
part.4 First, we define a crossover membrane M̂ :

Definition 5 Suppose G, G′ are IOD Graphs with crossover compatible IO
Partitions (Ψ, Ω) and (Ψ′, Ω′). Then a crossover membrane M̂ is defined as
as all edges f ′′ and b′′, where

1. For each forward edge f ∈ F (Ψ, Ω), select, without replacement, a
forward edge f ′ in F (Ψ′, Ω′), and then construct the edge f ′′ which
connects the source of f to the destination of f ′, and

4Notably, there may also be a crossover child that can be constructed from (Ψ′, Ω).
The process and discussion is identical with the roles of Ψ and Ψ′, and Ω′ and Ω, reversed.
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2. For each backward edge b ∈ B(Ψ, Ω), select, without replacement, a
backward edge b′ in B(Ψ′, Ω′), and construct the edge b′′ which connects
the source of b′ with the destination of b.

Note that a given pair of crossover compatible IO Partitions (Ψ, Ω) and
(Ψ′, Ω′), there must exist at least one crossover membrane. There may be,
and often are, more than one possible crossover membrane. In that case, Ψ
and Ω′ can be connected in meaningfully different configurations.

Definition 6 Suppose G, G′ are IOD Graphs with crossover compatible IO
Partitions (Ψ, Ω) and (Ψ′, Ω′). Then construct a crossover child C as the
graph consisting of the following nodes and edges:

• The set of nodes in C is Ψ ∪ Ω′

• The set of edges in C is the union of:

– the set of edges e which connect elements of Ψ,

– the set of edges e′ which connect elements of Ω′, and

– a crossover membrane M̂

Crossover is depicted in Figure 4. On the left, we have the Input Par-
ent IOD Graph. The set of nodes to the left of M1 are the set Ψ, i.e.
Ψ = {I1, I2, I3, A, B, C} . The set of nodes to the right are the set Ω =
{C, E, O1, O2}. The membrane M1 = M(Ψ, Ω) contains three forward links
and one backward link: F (Ψ, Ω) = {(A, C), (D, E), (D, O2)}, B(Ψ, Ω) =
{(C, A)}

On the right, we have the Output Parent IOD Graph. Ψ′ = {I ′1, I ′2, I ′3, V, W}
and Ω′ = {X, Y, Z, O1, O2}. Like M(Ψ, Ω), M(Ψ′, Ω′) contains three for-
ward links and one backward link: F (Ψ′, Ω′) = {(V, X), (W, Y ), (I3, Y )},
B(Ψ′, Ω′) = {(X, W )}. The Input Parent and Output Parent are crossover
compatible because the membranes M1 = M(Ψ, Ω) and M2 = M(Ψ′, Ω′)
have the same number of forward links (three) and the same number of back-
ward links (one). Since they are crossover compatible, we can construct a
crossover membrane M3 which connects the input part of the Input Parent
(set Ψ) to the output part of the Output Parent (set Ω′). In Figure 4, we
depict crossover membrane M3 = {(A, Y ), (D, Y ), (D, X), (X, A)}. As with
M(Ψ, Ω) and M(Ψ′, Ω′), M3 contains three forward and one backward link.
Given this crossover membrane, the Child is a well-defined IOD Graph.

Note in this example, the crossover child C is an IOD Graph. This is always
true; that is, the set of IOD Graphs is closed under crossover. The proof of
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I1

I2

I3

O1

O2
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Z

X

M2

I1

I2

I3

A

B

D

O1

O2
Y

Z

X

M3

Input Parent Output Parent

Child

Ψ Ω  Ψ' Ω'  

Ψ Ω'  

Figure 4: The Crossover Operation on Input/Output Directed Graphs

this claim is straightforward. We state this formally in Lemma 1:

Lemma 1 If G and G′ are IOD Graphs, then any child produced by crossover
will also be an IOD Graph.

Proof. Definition 6 implies that the crossover child C is a graph (that is,
a set of nodes and a set of edges). Moveover, it contains a set of inputs
I ⊆ Ψ, where all nodes i ∈ I have no incoming links, and a set of outputs
O ⊆ Ω, where are notes o ∈ O have no outgoing links. Since Ψ ∩ Ω = ∅,
then I ∩ O = ∅. Therefore the child C is an IOD Graph.

The reader may be interested in applications to feed-forward networks such
as neural networks or perceptrons. Like the set of IOD Graphs, the set of
feed-forward networks is closed under crossover, as shown in Lemma 2:

Lemma 2 If G and G′ are feed-forward IOD Graphs, then any child pro-
duced by crossover will also be a feed-forward IOD Graph.

Proof. Suppose two feed-forward IOD Graphs G and G′ produce a child
which is not feed-forward. Then there is an edge which causes a loop in
a child which was not present in either parent. This loop cannot involve
only nodes within Ψ nor nodes only within Ω’, because G and G′ are feed-
forward networks. This loop must have been “created” by the crossover.
This means it must contain one forward and one backward link from the
crossover membrane. However, the crossover membrane contains no back-
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ward links. Contradiction.

While the set of feed-forward networks is closed under crossover, the set of
multilayer perceptrons is not; crossover can produce children who do not
maintain the multilayer structure. Crossover between perceptrons can be
guaranteed to produce perceptrons if the set of IO Partitions is restricted
such that all nodes in the same layer are in the same part of the partition
(e.g. if a node n ∈ Ψ then all ñ in the same layer as n are also in Ψ). This
proof is omitted.

4 The Preservation of Informativeness
There is no guarantee that informativeness of two IOD Graphs are preserved
under crossover.

I1
O1

A

Φ

M1

Input Parent G Output Parent G'

Child C

I1' O1'

X

Φ'

M2

I1

A

Φ

Φ'

M3

O1'

X

Figure 5: Two fully informative parents
may yield a non-informative child

Figure 5 illustrates an example with two fully informative parents that each
have one input and one output, and a path which connects them. In ad-
dition, input parent G has what we call a ‘false input’ ϕ and the output
parent has a corresponding ‘false output,’ ϕ′. The figure illustrates how a
false input/false output pair can completely disable a path from an input to
an output in the child. The crossover operation acts like flipping a switch,
breaking flow of information.5,6

5Note: there is an alternative crossover membrane which would preserve full informa-
tiveness: namely the links (A, X) and (ϕ, ϕ′) comprise a crossover membrane which results
in a fully informative child.

6Later, we say that ϕ and ϕ′ are dangling nodes. See the no dangling nodes condition
below (Definition 7).
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The false output ends the flow of information from the input. This ‘causes’
non-informativeness. However, a false output alone is not sufficient for this
example. The false input is also required. Without a false input in Input
Parent G, these IO Partitions would not be crossover compatible and there-
fore crossover could not be performed. In particular, |F (Ψ, Ω)| would be
two, while |F (Ψ′, Ω′)| would be one. Node X would require an incoming
link from the membrane but there would be no link to be found.

The process shown in Figure 5 generalizes exponentially with inputs and
outputs, as shown in Theorem 1:

Theorem 1 The child of two IOD Graphs may retain no informativeness
of the parents.

Proof. We show a child of two IOD Graphs may retain no informativeness
of the parents by creating two IOD Graphs of arbitrary informativeness, then
showing they can produce a crossover child which has no informativeness.

Suppose G and G′ are IOD Graphs which each have J inputs I, I ′ and K
outputs O, O′. G is the input parent and G′ the output parent.

Suppose G has the following structure:

For each input node i ∈ I, there are K paths, called p(i, k), which may
have intermediate nodes in common. Path p(i, k) leads from input i to
either output k or an intermediate node with no outgoing links. If every
path p(i, k) leads from input i to output k, ∀i, k, then the IOD Graph is
fully informative. The more paths end in intermediate nodes, the lower the
informativeness. Therefore, any level of informativeness can be achieved by
the choice of paths p(i, k) in the construction of G.

In addition to these paths, G has J ·K nodes which we will call “false inputs.”
We name these nodes ϕ(i, k), for i = 1, . . . , J, k = 1 . . . K. False input ϕ(i, k)
has no incoming edges and one outgoing edge, which connects directly to
output k. ϕ(i, k) is the false input we will use to replace input i.

G has no other nodes or edges other than those described above.

The IO Partion (Ψ, Ω) associated with G is:

(Ψ = N\O,Ω = O)

Suppose G′ has the following structure:

12



For each input node i′ ∈ I ′, there are K paths, called p′(i′, o′). Path p′(i′, o′)
leads from input i′ to either output o′ or an intermediate node with no outgo-
ing links. As above, these paths may have nodes in common. Like in graph
G on the input part, IOD Graph G′ can achieve any level of informativeness.

G′ has J · K nodes which we will call “false outputs.” We name these nodes
ϕ′(i′, o′), for i′ ∈ I ′, o′ ∈ O′. False output ϕ′(i′, o′) has one incoming edge
and no outgoing edges. It is connected directly from input i′. ϕ′(i′, o′) is the
false output we will use to replace output o′.

Like IOD Graph G, G′ has no other nodes or edges other than those de-
scribed above.

The IO Partion (Ψ′, Ω′) associated with G′ is:

(Ψ′ = I,Ω′ = N\I)

We then construct a crossover membrane M̂ which breaks all informative
paths by connecting potential informative paths to false inputs and outputs:

First we create a one-to-one and onto mapping from I to I ′, called j : I → I ′,
and a one-to-one and onto mapping O to O′ called k : O → O′.

Second, for each i ∈ I and o ∈ O, M̂ does the following:

• it connects path p(i, o) to false output ϕ′ (j(i), k(o)), and

• it connects each false input ϕ(i, k) to path p′(j(i), k(o)).

Then in the resulting child, every path leading out of each input i ∈ I leads to
false output ϕ′(·). This means that the IOD Graph has no informativeness.

I1

I2

I3

O1

O2

A

B

C

D

E

(a) Nodes A and D Dangle

I1

I2

I3

O1

O2

A

B

C

D

E

(b) No Dangling Intermediate Nodes

Figure 6: The No Dangling Nodes Condition
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False inputs and false outputs are what we call ‘dangling nodes.’ Dangling
nodes are intermediate nodes which do not lie on a path from an input to
an output.7 To preserve informativeness through inheritance, we use the
property which rules out dangling nodes, the no dangling nodes condition:

Definition 7 An IOD Graph satisfies the no dangling nodes condition if
every intermediate node is on a path from an input i ∈ I to an output
o ∈ O.

In Figure 6a, both nodes A and D are “dangling” because neither is on a
path from an input to an output. Figure 6b satisfies the No Dangling Node
condition because every intermediate node falls on a path from an input to
an output. Node I2 is not on a path to an output, but it is an input, not
an intermediate node, so does not violate the condition.

It follows immediately that IOD Graphs which satisfy the No Dangling
Nodes condition and have a non-empty set of intermediate nodes are par-
tially informative. (Why? Any existing intermediate node must lie on a
path from an input to an output, and therefore such a path exists.) How-
ever, an IOD Graph can satisfy the no dangling nodes condition and not be
very informative, because there can be inputs which connect to nothing, as
seen in Figure 6b.

Preservation of the No Dangling Nodes condition under inheritance is the
cornerstone of informativeness preservation. It turns out that contiguous-
ness of parents’ IO Partitions is enough to guarantee that the no dangling
condition is inherited by the child. (In particular, the input part must be
contiguous and the output part must be contiguous.) Figure 7 illustrates an
example of why this property delivers inheritance of the No Dangling Nodes
condition. Below, Theorem 2 states the claim formally and proves it.

In Figure 7, suppose that the node n′′ is an arbitrary node in the input part
Ψ. We seek to show that n′′ must be on a path from an input to an output
in the child C. In this example, that path turns out to be i → n′′ →∼ n →
n′ → o′. We build that path in pieces.

Consider the input parent G. Since G is input-contiguous, we are assured
of the path from input i to node n′′, which we call path p. Path p lies
entirely within Ψ. Since G satisfies the No Dangling Nodes condition, we
are also assured of a path from i2 to O. In this case, the path is i2 →

7For example, in Figure 5, which illustrates full informativeness not being preserved,
nodes ϕ and ϕ′ dangle.
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Figure 7: No Dangling Nodes Condition Inheritance: An Example

A → n′′ →∼ n → B → C → O2, which we call path q. This path was
selected to illustrate that the path may cross between Ψ and Ω multiple
times; in particular, we are not assured from No Dangling Nodes alone that
the subpath from i2 through ∼ n to n′′ resides entirely within Ψ.

Now consider the output parent G′ in Figure 7. Here, the No Dangling
Nodes condition assures us that this n′ ∈ Ω that has been selected must
have some path to some output o′ that lies entirely within Ω, which we call
path r.8

Note that the IO Partitions of G and G′ depicted in Figure 7 are crossover
compatible because |F (Ψ, Ω)| = |F (Ψ′, Ω′)| = 3 and |B(Ψ, Ω)| = |B(Ψ′, Ω′)| =
2.

Consider now Child C, we see the path p → q → r which is i → n′′ → n →
n′ → o′. This is a path which satisfies that node n′′ lies on a path from an
input to an output in Child C. This demonstrates that No Dangling Nodes
is inherited.

8Strictly speaking, No Dangling Nodes is not required for the Output Parent G′ in this
part of the proof. It is required later, when we consider n′′ ∈ Ω′.
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Theorem 2 Suppose IOD Graph G has input-contiguous IO partition (Ψ, Ω)
and IOD Graph G′ has output-contiguous IO partition (Ψ′, Ω′), and further
suppose both graphs G and G′ satisfy the no dangling nodes condition. Then
any crossover child produced by (G, (Ψ, Ω)) and (G′, (Ψ′, Ω′)) must also sat-
isfy the no dangling nodes condition.

Proof. Suppose (G, (Ψ, Ω)) and (G′, (Ψ′, Ω′)) are crossover compatible. Let
the nodes of G include input nodes I and output nodes O and the nodes of
G′ include of input nodes I ′ and output nodes O′.

Let M̂ be a crossover membrane that is used to construct a crossover child
C. Now, all nodes of C must belong to Ψ or Ω′.

Suppose there are no intermediate nodes in C. Then the result is immediate.

Now suppose there is at least one intermediate node in C. Consider an
arbitrary intermediate node in C.

Case 1. Suppose that intermediate node n′′ ∈ Ψ\I.

Since the IO Partition (Ψ, Ω) is contiguous, there must be a path from some
i ∈ I to n′′ which is contained within Ψ. We call this path p = (i, . . . , n′′).

Now, because G satisfies the no dangling nodes condition, n′′ in G must
be on a path from (̃i, . . . , n′′, . . . , õ) for some ĩ ∈ I, õ ∈ O.9 Consider the
subpath (n′′, . . . , õ). Now that path must contain a node in Ω. Find the first
node in the path (n′′, . . . , õ) which is in Ω, and consider the node ñ which
links to that node. We call this path q = (i, . . . , n′′, . . . , ñ). Note that q
resides entirely within Ψ. This means the path p → q resides entirely within
Ψ.

In C, ñ must link to some n′ ∈ Ω′ by construction of the crossover membrane
M̂ . Since the IO partition (Ψ′, Ω′) is contiguous, there must be a path from
n′ to an output o′ ∈ O′ fully contained in Ω, called path r = (n′, . . . , o′).
Since p, q, and r reside in C, then the overall path

p → q → r = (i, . . . , n′′, . . . , ñ, n′, . . . , o′)

must be in C and therefore the no dangling node condition is satisfied for
n′′.

Note: It is possible in the previous paragraph that n′ may be an output, i.e.
n′ ∈ O′. In this case the corresponding path R is the trivial r = (n′) and

9Note that the initial segment of this path (̃i, . . . , n′′) need not lie within Ψ, which is
why the earlier path segment p is needed.
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the rest of the proof follows: path (i, . . . , ñ, n′) is a path which is in C and,
since n′ ∈ O′, it is a path which connects inputs to outputs.

Case 2. Suppose that the intermediate node n′′ ∈ Ω\O′

A symmetric argument applies, stated here for completeness: Since the IO
Partition (Ψ′, Ω′) is contiguous, there must be a path from n′′ to some o′ ∈ O′

which is contained within Ω′. We shall call this path p′ = (n′′, . . . , o′). Now,
n′′ in G′ is on a path from (̄i, . . . , n′′, . . . , ō) for some ī ∈ I ′, ō ∈ O′. Consider
the path (̄i, . . . , n′′). Now that path must contain a node in Ψ′. Find the last
node in the path (̄i, . . . , n′′) which is in Ψ, and consider the node n̄ which
links from that node. We name this path q′ = (n̄, . . . , n′′, . . . , ō). Note that
q resides entirely within Ω′ and therefore q′ → p′ also resides entirely within
Ω. In C, there must be some some n ∈ Ψ which links to n̄. By the IO
partition (Ψ, Ω) being contiguous, there must be a path an input i ∈ I to n
fully contained in Ψ, which we call r′ = (i, . . . , n). Therefore the path

r′ → q′ → p′ = (i, . . . , n, n̄, . . . , n′′, . . . , ō)

must be in C and therefore the no dangling node condition is satisfied for
n′′.

Given Case 1 and Case 2, we have demonstrated that all intermediate nodes
in C must lie on a path in C from some input in I to some output in O′.
Therefore, the no dangling nodes condition is satisfied.

When Theorem 2 applies (i.e. the contiguousness requirements), we are
able to demonstrate two ways informativeness is inherited: If the parents
are partially informative, the child will be as well. And if the input parent
is very informative, and the output parent is partially informative, the child
will be very informative. The first theorem follows from the No Dangling
Nodes condition both being inherited and implying partial informativeness.
The second goes beyond that: it relies on the fact that the very informative
input parent has a path from each input to the membrane, no matter where
the membrane falls; so if the output parent provides a crossover compatible
output part, then it must pick up each one of those paths and connect them
to an output.

To prove these theorems, we establish two lemmas. Lemma 3 points out
that, if there is a path from an input to an output in some graph G, then
that path must go through the membrane associated with any IO Partition
of G. The intuition is straightforward: if the membrane is a fence between
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inputs from outputs, then a path from an input to an output must cross
that fence. Formally:

Lemma 3 If IOD Graph G satisfies the no dangling nodes condition and
has at least one intermediate node, then for every path p from an input to
an output, and for any IO Partition (Ψ, Ω), there exists some forward edge
f in p such that f ∈ F (Ψ, Ω).

Proof. Since there is a path from some input i to some input o, there must
be some node n on the path in Ψ which connects to some node on the path
n′ in Ω (note, we are allowing n = i or n′ = o). Then edge (n, n′) is a
forward edge in F (Ψ, Ω).

Lemma 4 points out that no dangling nodes means that the forward links
contained in any membrane must lie on a path from an input to an output.
That is, if every step is a step on a path between an input and an output,
then any step across the fence must be part of such a path.

Lemma 4 If IOD Graph G satisfies the no dangling nodes condition and
has at least one intermediate node, then for any IO Partition (Ψ, Ω), every
forward edge f ∈ F (Ψ, Ω) must lie on a path from the input set to the output
set and the set of forward edges F (Ψ, Ω) must be non-empty.

Proof. By Lemma 3, ∃f ∈ F (Ψ, Ω). Now, f must connect two nodes
n, n′ in G. By the no dangling nodes condition, there must be a path
p = (i, . . . , n, . . . , o) and q = (i′, . . . , n′, . . . , o′) for i, i′ ∈ I, o, o′ ∈ O. Then
we can construct the path r = (i, . . . , n, n′, . . . , o′). f is on that path and
connects the input set to the output set.

This is a critical component in the retention of informativeness, because if
there were available forward links which led to blind alleys, then a path from
an input could be directed into a blind alley, as seen in Figures 5 and 6a.

Now we are equipped to prove Theorem 3, which shows the inheritance of
partial informativeness, and Theorem 4, which shows that a very informative
input parent and partially informative output parent yield very informative
children.

Theorem 3 Let IOD Graphs G and G′ be partially informative and satisfy
the no dangling nodes condition. Then any crossover child produced by an
input-contiguous IO partition of input parent G and an output-contiguous
IO partion of output parent G′ must be partially informative.

Proof. By Theorem 2, the child C must satisfy the no dangling nodes
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condition. Since they are partially informative, G and G′ each have at
least one path from their input set to their output set, which we will name
p = (i, . . . , o) ∈ N(G) and p′ = (i′, . . . , o′) ∈ N(G′). By Lemma 4, every
edge in M(Ψ, Ω) is on a path from I to O and every edge in M(Ψ′, Ω′) is on
a path from I to O. Therefore, every edge in any crossover membrane M̂
must be on a path from I to O.

Theorem 4 Suppose input parent IOD Graph G is very informative and
output parent G′ is partially informative, and both satisfy the no dangling
nodes condition. Then any crossover child produced by an input-contiguous
IO partition of input parent G and an output-contiguous IO partion of output
parent G′ must be very informative.

Proof. Since G is very informative, for each i ∈ I, ∃ a path p(i, . . . , oi)
for some oi ∈ O. By Lemma 3, each path must have an edge in M(Ψ, Ω).
By Lemma 4, every edge must lie on a path between the input set and the
output set. Therefore, in C, every i must lie on a path to the output set.
Therefore C is very informative.

However, the inheritance of full informativeness proves difficult to guarantee.
In particular, the no dangling nodes condition and contiguous IO partitions
are insufficient to assure the preservation of full informativeness. The intu-
ition is as follows: Consider some input. Now, given full informativeness,
there must be a path from that input to every output. However, a well-
constructed crossover can direct all those paths to the same output. This
breaks full informativeness. (However, these fully informative parents will
yield a very informative child by Theorem 4.) Theorem 5 demonstrates how
this remapping could occur:

Theorem 5 Full informativeness of the parents is not necessarily preserved
even if both parents satisfy the no dangling nodes condition and the IO par-
titions are contiguous.

Proof. Suppose IOD Graphs G and G′ are fully informative and satisfy
the no dangling nodes condition with contiguous IO partitions (Ψ, Ω) and
(Ψ′, Ω′). Suppose they both have the name number of inputs J and number
of outputs K and suppose J = K.

Suppose that all paths from inputs to outputs are unique and suppose they
have no intermediate nodes in common. Name these paths p(i, o) in G and
p′(i′, o′) in G′.
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Then construct a crossover membrane M̂ according to the following algo-
rithm:

1. Choose, without replacement, i ∈ I, and o′ ∈ O′.

2. For each o ∈ O and i′ ∈ I ′, find the edge e ∈ p(i, o) and e′ ∈ p′(i′, o′)
such that e ∈ M(Ψ, Ω) and e′ ∈ M(Ψ′, Ω′). Construct the edge e′′

which connects the source of e with the destination of e′. Add e′′ to
M̂ .

3. Repeat until the sets I and O′ have been exhausted.

In the implied child IOD Graph C, by construction, each i ∈ I has J = K
paths to one output o′ ∈ O′ and no other output. Therefore C is not fully
informative.

5 Actionability
As described above, informativeness characterizes how information flowing
into to the system is utilized, in the sense that it characterizes how many
inputs are eventually connected to an output. A symmetric concept is ac-
tionability, which characterizes the amount of informed behavior flowing
out of a system, in the sense that it characterizes how many outputs are
connected from an input. The levels of actionability mirror those of infor-
mativeness: A partially actionable IOD Graph has at least one path from
an input to an output, a very actionable IOD Graph has a path from some
input to every output, and a fully actionable IOD Graph has a path from
every input to every output. On the other extreme, a non-actionable IOD
Graph has no paths from inputs to outputs.

Obviously, actionability and informativeness are very closely related. In-
deed, as is apparent from the definition, IOD Graphs are non-informative
if and only if they are non-actionable, are partially informative if and only
if they are partially actionable, and are fully informative if and only if they
are fully actionable. They differ at the level of very, in that IOD Graphs
can be very informative without being very actionable and vice versa.

The symmetry of these concepts allows the immediate extension of Theo-
rems 3, 4, and 5 to actionability:

Theorem 6 Let IOD Graphs G and G′ be partially actionable and satisfy
the no dangling nodes condition. Then any crossover child produced by an
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input-contiguous IO partition of input parent G and an output-contiguous
IO partion of output parent G′ must be partially actionable.

Theorem 7 Suppose input parent IOD Graph G is partially actionable and
output parent G′ is very actionable, and both satisfy the no dangling nodes
condition. Then any crossover child produced by an input-contiguous IO
partition of input parent G and an output-contiguous IO partion of output
parent G′ must be very actionable.

Theorem 8 The no dangling nodes condition and contiguous IO partitions
are insufficient to assure the preservation of full actionability.

These theorems are presented without proof.

6 Discussion
IOD Graphs are a broad class of graphs that can be used to solve prob-
lems, and this paper defines a crossover operation on these graphs which
can be used for evolutionary computation. The utility of IOD Graphs rests
on paths from inputs to outputs, so we define a measure of that connected-
ness through informativeness (and actionability.) We show some levels of
informativeness will be preserved under crossover under certain conditions,
the most important of which is the no dangling nodes condition which rules
out blind alleys in the IOD Graph.

There are several reasons why fully informative IOD Graphs may not be
optimal for particular problems. Here are three possibilities. First, as men-
tioned elsewhere, it may be costly to maintain connections. Second, in the
context of e.g. a municipal water system, it may not be best for every input–
some fresh water, some grey water–to connect to every output–some local
waterways, some a water reclamation plant. Third, suppose the IOD Graph
is a decision engine, in which each output triggers a specific action, all of
which are known to be sometimes useful. Suppose there are a large number
of inputs, many of which are known to be noise. In this case, it may be
optimal to have a partially informative and very actionable IOD Graph so
that noise is ignored but all actions are available.

One aspect of crossover in this framework is that crossover membranes are
not unique; that is to say, given an input part Ψ and an output part Ω, there
can, in general, be multiple crossover membranes which can yield a child.
Moreover, these children might vary in their informativeness. This is known
in the literature; Schaffer, Whitley, and Eshelman (1992) named this the
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“competing conventions problem,” in the sense that the internal meaning of
nodes is contextual and dependent on the particular network structure, and
there is nothing which forces that meaning to be consistent across networks.
So two parents could have different “conventions” with regard to mappings
of inputs to outputs which would undermine the effectiveness of the crossover
child. Consider Figure 8, which depicts a competing conventions problem.
Suppose the correct solution is a path from I1 to O1 and a path from I2 to
O2. In this case, both parents solve the problem correctly while the child
gets it exactly wrong. From a “competing conventions” perspective, this
means that the “convention” or internal representation in nodes of these
paths was not consistent/established across parents, leading to a breakdown
during crossover.10

I1 O1

Input Parent G

O2I2

Input Parent G'

Child C

N1 N3

N2 N4

I1 O1

O2I2

N1 N3

N2 N4

I1 O1

O2I2

N1 N3

N2 N4

Figure 8: Crossovers may suffer from a
competing conventions problem

Along these lines, while crossover can result in a non-informative child from
fully informative parents, it’s also the case that the reverse is also possi-
ble. For example, Figure 9 depicts two non-informative parents with a fully
informative child.

These two observations combined suggests that the selection of the crossover
membrane will be very important as we consider the implementations of in
evolutionary computation. One possible algorithmic solution is to augment
the crossover operation with endogenously “learned” crossover membranes
or extend similarity-based methods such as Dragoni, Azzini, and Tettamanzi
(2014) to IOD Graphs. We intend to pursue this in future work.

10Note, there is also a crossover membrane which produces a child which gets the prob-
lem exactly right, namely the crossover membrane {(N1, N4), (N2, N3)}.
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Figure 9: Two non-informative parents
can have a fully-informative child.

The possibly profound implications of the competing conventions prob-
lem also suggests that traditional neural network updating (i.e. excluding
crossover) might perform well precisely because, without crossover, there is
a single internal “convention” of connections/weights that are encoded in
the neural network at any particular point in time. There is no competing
convention, which would make learning muddied.

In some applications, there are particular kinds of nodes that can or cannot
be connected. For example, consider a municipal system of flow delivery
pipes, which contain either water or natural gas. One would not want to
consider crossovers which connect a water pipe to a natural gas receptor or
vice versa. Crossover as defined here can be easily generalized to include
this case; nodes could be ‘tagged’ and only connections between nodes of
the same ‘tag’ could be considered in the crossover membranes.

Not all networks of interest are IOD Graphs. Social networks, for example,
are not IOD Graphs; in social networks, each node is both an input and
an output, which is explicitly ruled out in IOD Graphs (where inputs and
outputs are disjoint sets). Therefore, none of the properties attributed to
IOD Graphs, such as those established in this study, necessarily apply to
e.g. social networks. The generalization of the concepts and properties
established in this paper to those or other networks is left for future work.

23



Figure 10: Distribution of IOD Graph Informativeness

(a) Informativeness by Network Density

(b) An Example IOD Graph
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Figure 10a depicts the distribution of informativeness as the degree density
of the underlying IOD Graphs varies. In particular, we consider the universe
of all IOD Graphs with 3 inputs, 2 outputs, 5 intermediate nodes, suppos-
ing that each input is connected to one node and each output is connected
from one node, such as seen in Figure 10b. Then Figure 10a depicts, for
each number of intermediate node connections, what fraction are Not, Par-
tially, Very, and Fully informative. As we can see, non-informative graphs
disappear quickly as degree density increases, but, on the other hand, very
informative graphs persist to a fairly high level of degree density. If edges
are somehow ‘costly’ to maintain, one might expect an intermediate level of
degree density, where partially and very informative graphs together domi-
nate.11

11Note that the number of IOD Graphs for each number of edges varies widely, in
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Informativeness is only one way to measure the connectedness from inputs
to outputs; in particular, one could consider metrics describing more subtle
measures of connectedness, which count number of paths among possible
paths, which could break down not, partial, very, and fully informative
graph categories. The analysis of these metrics will be considered in future
work.

7 Conclusion
Here we defined Input/Output Directed Graphs to capture a broad class of
networks which connect inputs to outputs. This class includes feed-forward
neural networks and perceptrons, electrical circuits, municipal water sys-
tems, chemical reaction networks, and data flow networks. Various studies
have applied evolutionary methods to optimizing these networks in their dis-
tinct domains. The goal of this study is to provide a strong theoretical foun-
dation and common framework for crossover across all types of IOD Graphs
and connect crossover as defined here with our proposed measure of informa-
tiveness (and actionability), which provides a measure of the connectedness
of inputs to outputs in IOD Graphs. There are many directions for future
work, e.g. generalized methods of constructing crossover membranes, results
for IOD Graphs with nodes of different types or other parameters, gener-
alization of informativeness to other types of graphs, and more nuanced
measures of informativeness and actionability. One area of future work is
a computational implementation of crossover on general IOD Graph struc-
tures. Figure 11 shows output of one such computational implementation we
are developing. In this Figure, all sixteen IO partitions of a particular IOD
Graph are generated. We identify contiguousness and construct crossover
membranes computationally. A general IOD Graph framework such as this
will support the integration of a variety of methods and applications from
different domains and support general evolutionary computation on IOD
Graphs.

particular, exponentially. That is, while there is exactly one graph with zero edges, and
exactly one graph with 25 edges, there are over 3 million IOD Graphs with 13 edges.
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(a) Seven Contiguous IO Partitions

(b) Nine Non-contiguous IO Partitions

Figure 11: All IO Partitions of an example IOD Graph
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