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AssTrRACT. The author has recently introduced an abstract algebraic framework of analogical propor-
tions within the general setting of universal algebra. The purpose of this paper is to lift that framework
from universal algebra to the strictly more expressive setting of full first-order logic. We show that the
so-obtained logic-based framework preserves all desired properties and we prove novel results in that
extended setting.

1. INTRODUCTION

The author has recently introduced an abstract algebraic justification-based framework of analogi-
cal proportions of the form “a is to b what c is to d” — written a : b :: ¢ : d — in the general setting of
universal algebra (Anti¢, 2022). It has been applied to logic program synthesis in Anti¢ (2023b), and it
has been studied in the context of boolean (Anti¢, 2024) and monounary algebras (Anti¢, 2023a). The
purpose of this paper is to lift that model from universal algebra to full first-order logic motivated by
the fact that some reasoning tasks necessarily involve quantifiers and relations. The entry point is the
logical interpretation of an analogical proportion in Anti¢ (2022, §6). The task of turning that limited
logical interpretation — restricted to so-called rewrite formulas representing rule-like justifications —
into a full-fledged logical description of analogical proportions turns out to be non-trivial due to the
observation that a naive extension easily leads to an over-generalization with too many elements being
in proportion: for example, consider the structure (N, S, 0), where S is the successor function; in this
structure, we can identify every natural number a with the numeral a := $¢0. Given some natural
numbers a, b, ¢, d € N, the formula

a(x,y):i=(x=any=DbV(x=cAy=4d)
is a “characteristic justification” (see §3)) of
a:b:c:d
since
N,S,0)E a(@,b’) and (N,S,0) E a(d,d)
holds iff
@=a b=b =c d=d o @=c b=d =a d=»).

The main challenge therefore is to find an appropriate fragment of first-order logic expressing the
relationship between two given elements. This is achieved in this paper via the notion of “connected
formulas” (see §3). From that point on, the paper is similar to Anti¢ (2022) in spirit but different on
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a technical level due to the more expressive justifications possibly containing relation symbols and
conjunctions of atoms.

In §4 we show that the extended framework of this paper preserves all the desirable properties
proved in Anti¢ (2022, Theorem 28) (based on Lepage’s (2003) axiomatic approach) and thus coin-
cides in that respect with the original framework. After that, some results are lifted to the new setting,
most importantly the Isomorphism Theorems of §51

In §6| we present an interesting new result linking equational dependencies and analogical propor-
tions. It should be emphasized that these kind of results cannot be shown in previous versions of the
framework due to the inability of explicitly representing equations via rewrite justifications.

In §7] we reprove the Difference Proportion Theorem in Anti¢ (2023a), stating that in the structure
(N, S) consisting of the natural numbers and the unary successor function we have

a:b:c:d © a-b=c—-d,

originally proved with respect to rewrite justifications of the form s — ¢, in the equational fragment
consisting only of justifications of the form s = ¢.

In §8] we study graphs within the path fragment consisting only of path justifications of a specific
form encoding path lengths.

2. PRELIMINARIES

We recall the syntax and semantics of first-order logic by mainly following the lines of Hinman
(2005, §2).

2.1. Syntax. A (first-order) language L consists of a set Rs; of L-relational symbols, a set Fs; of
L-function symbols, a set Cs;, of L-constant symbols, and a function r : Fs; U Rs; — N. The sets
Rsy, Fsp, and Csy are pairwise disjoint, and members of Rs; U F's; U Cs; are called the non-logical
symbols of L. Additionally, every language has the following distinct logical symbols: a denumerable
set X of variables, the equality symbol =, the connectives —, vV, and A, and the quantifiers 4 and V.

An L-atomic term is either a constant symbol or a variable of L. An L-term is defined inductively
as follows:

e every L-atomic term is an L-term,
e for any function symbol f and any L-terms t1,...,t), fti ...Ip) 1S an L-term.

We denote the set of variables occurring in a term ¢ by X¢. The rank of a term is given by the number
of its variables.
An L-atomic formula has one of the following forms:

e s =t for L-terms s, f;
® pty ...Iyp), for an L-relational symbol p and L-terms 1, ..., typ).

An L-formula is defined inductively as follows:

e every L-atomic formula is an L-formula;
e if @ and ¢ are L-formulas, then so are —a, @ V ¢, and a A ¢;
e if @ is an L-formula and x € X is a variable, then (dx)a and (Yx)a are L-formulas.

The rank of an L-formula is the number of its free variables, where a variable is called free iff it is
not in the scope of a quantifier. We denote the set of variables occurring in @ (not necessarily free)
by Xa. We expect that quantified variables are distinct which means that we disallow formulas of the
form (Vx)Px A (Ax)Rx.
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2.2. Semantics. An L-structure is specified by a non-empty set A, the universe of U; for each p €
Rs;, a relation p‘2I C A" the relations of U; for each f € Fsy, a function f‘l[ A A the
Junctions of U; for each ¢ € Csy, an element % e A, the distinguished elements of .

Every term s induces a function s¥ : A”® — A in the usual way.

We define the logical entailment relation inductively as follows: for any L-structure 2, L-terms
s, t, L-formulas «, ¥, and a € A” (@-1

ANEs=t & smztm,
Uk phi ..ty & 10, €D
NE-a 1 AKEa,
NEaVy o UAEa or AEY,
NEaAy & Uka and AEY,
AE Ax)a(a,x) © WUkEa(a,b), forsomebeA,

AE (Vy)a(a,x) o UAEa(a,b), forallbeA.

A homomorphism from 2 to B is a mapping H : A — B such that for any function symbol f and
any sequence of elements a = ay,...,a,y) € AT,

H(f" @) = f(H(@),
where H(a) means component-wise application of H on a, that is,
H(a) := H(ay), ..., H(a)).
An isomorphism is a bijective homomorphism.

Let A and B be L-structures. We say that a mapping F : A — B respects
e aterm ¢ iff for eacha € A”®,

F("(a)) = °(F(a)).
e aformula « iff for each a € A"®),
AEa@d) < BEalF@).

The following result will be useful in §3lfor proving our First [somorphism Theorem[I0}; its straight-
forward induction proof can be found, for example, in Hinman (2005, Lemma 2.3.6):

Lemma 1. Isomorphisms respect L-terms and formulas.

3. ANALOGICAL PROPORTIONS

In this section, we lift the algebraic framework of analogical proportions in Anti¢ (2022) from
universal algebra to first-order logic. In what follows, let L be a first-order language and let 2 and B
be L-structures.

The entry point is the logical interpretation of analogical proportions in terms of model-theoretic
types in Anti¢ (2022, §6). The main difficulty is to find an appropriate fragment of first-order formulas
expressing the relationship between two given elements so that all relevant properties can be expressed
without including inappropriate ones which may easily lead to an over-generalization putting too many
elements in proportion (see the discussion in §II). This is achieved in this paper by introducing the
notion of a connected formula:
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Definition 2. A 2-L-formula is a formula containing exactly two free variables x and y. The set of
conjunctive L-formulas consists of L-formulas not containing negation or disjunction.
We define the undirected dependency graph of a conjunctive 2-L-formula « as follows:

e The set of vertices is given by the set Xa of all variables occurring in a.
e There is an (undirected) edge {w, z} between two variables w, z € Xa iff w and z both occur in
an atomic formula in a.

We call a conjunctive L-formula a a connected L-formula (or c-formula) iff the dependency graph
of « is a connected graph, meaning that there is a path between any two vertices, containing both
variables x and y. We denote the set of all c-formulas over L by c-Fmy. A c-term (resp., c-atom) is an
L-term (resp., L-atomic formula) containing both variables x and y.

Example 3. The dependency graph of the formula
@AW @A)(x=yAw=72)

is given by the disconnected graph

Yy <

which means that the formula is not a connected formula. Roughly speaking, the subformula w = z
does not contain any information about the relationship between x and y and is therefore considered
redundant. The reduced formula x = y, on the other hand, is easily seen to be connected.

The following definition — which is an adaptation of a more restricted definition given in the setting
of universal algebra (Anti¢, 2022, Definition 8) — is motivated by the observation that analogical
proportions of the form a : b :: ¢ : d are best defined in terms of arrow proportions a — b :-c — d
formalizing directed relations and a maximality condition on the set of justifications. More precisely,
to say that “a is related to b as c is related to d” means that the set of justifications in the form of
connected formulas @ such that a(a, b) and a(c,d) is maximal with respect to d, which intuitively
means that the relation @ — b is maximally similar to the relation ¢ — d.

Definition 4. Let a,b € A and ¢,d € B. We define the analogical proportion relation as follows:
(1) Define the connected L-type (or c-type) of an arrow a — b in A by

Ta (@ = b) :={a € c-Fm | U E a(a, b)},

extended to an arrow proportion a — b : -¢ — d — read as “a transforms into b as c
transforms into d” — in (2, B) by

Tagy(@—=b:-c—>d) :=Tala—b)NTy(c—d
We call every c-formula in T ) (@ — b :- ¢ — d) ajustification of a — b :-c — d in (2, B).
(2) A justification is trivial in (U, B) iff it justifies every arrow proportion in (2, B) and we denote
the set of all such trivial justifications by Oy ). Moreover, we say that a set of justifications

J is a trivial set of justifications in (U, B) iff every justification in J is trivial.
(3) Wesay thata — b :- ¢ — d holds in (U, B) — in symbols,

a—>bi'(s1[,%)c—>d,

iff
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(a) either Ty (@ — b) U Ty (¢ — d) = O@,») consists only of trivial justifications, in which
case there is neither a non-trivial relation between a and b in 2 nor between ¢ and d in B;
(b) or Taw) (@ = b :-c — d) contains at least one non-trivial justification and is maximal
with respect to subset inclusion among the sets Tq) (@ = b :-c = d’), d’ € B, that is,
for any element d’ € Bl
0(\11,%) STy (@ — b:-c—>d)C Taw (@—=>b:-c— d)
implies
Daw) & Taw) (@—=b:i-c— d)cC Taw) (@ —b:-c—d).
(4) Finally, the analogical proportion relation is defined by

a:biayc:d o a—->b:-gwc—>d and b—a:i-qud—c
C—>d1-(%,s1[)a—>b and d—)C:'(%’Q[)b—)a.

We will always write U instead of (2, ).

Computing all justifications of an arrow proportion is difficult in general, which fortunately can be
omitted in many cases:

Definition 5. We call a set J of justifications a characteristic set of justifications of a — b :-¢ — d
in (A, B) iff J is a sufficient set of justifications of a — b :- ¢ — d in (U, B), that is, iff

1) JS Ty (@a—b:-c—d),and
(2) JS T (@a—=b:-c = d)implies d’ =d, for eachd’ € B.

In case J = {a} is a singleton set satisfying both conditions, we call « a characteristic justification of
a—b:-c—din (U, B).

4. PROPERTIES

In the tradition of the ancient Greeks, Lepage (2003) introduced (in the linguistic context) a set
of properties as a guideline for formal models of analogical proportions, and his list has since been
extended by a number of authors now including the following properties
wga: b (p-reflexivity),
tawc:d & c:dimaaib (p-symmetry),
taw c:d ©  b:iaugw)d:c (inner p-symmetry),
igya:d & d=a (p-determinism),
sy ¢ - ¢ (inner p-reflexivity),
tgc:d & a:ciuyb:d (central permutation),

2gc:d = d=c (stronginner p-reflexivity),

Q Q Q Q Q@ & Q& &
S T Q&

wga:d = d=b (strong p-reflexivity).

I what follows, we will usually omit trivial justifications from notation. So, for example, we will write Te) (@ = b :
-¢ = d) = 0 instead of T ) (@ = b :-¢ — d) = {trivial justifications} in case @ — b :- ¢ — d has only trivial justifications
in (U, B), et cetera. The empty set is always a trivial set of justifications. Every justification is meant to be non-trivial unless
stated otherwise.

2Lepage (2003) uses different names for his postulates — we have decided to remain consistent with the nomenclature
in Anti¢ (2022, §4.2).
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Moreover, the following property is considered, for a,b € A N B:
a:b:aw b:a (p-commutativity).
Furthermore, the following properties are considered, for L-algebras 2, B, € and elements a,b € A,
c,deB,e, feC:
a:buaw c:d c:dumee:f
a:biage:f
and, for elements a,b,e € A and ¢, d, f € B, the property

(p-transitivity),

a:burawc:d b:eawd: f
azezuwc:f
and, forelementsa €e A,be ANB,c e BNC, and d € C, the property

(inner p-transitivity),

a:b:awsb:c b:c:: c:d
L) .5 (central p-transitivity).

a:buragc:d
Notice that central p-transitivity follows from p-transitivity.

The following theorem shows that the first-order logical framework of this paper has the same
properties as the original universal algebraic framework (cf. Anti¢, 2022, Theorem 28):

Theorem 6. The analogical proportion relation as defined in Definition | satisfies
o p-symmetry,
e inner p-symmetry,
o inner p-reflexivity,
o p-reflexivity,
o p-determinism,
and, in general, it does not satisfy

e central permutation,

o strong inner p-reflexivity,
o strong p-reflexivity,

o p-commutativity,

o p-transitivity,

® inner p-transitivity,

o central p-transitivity.

Proof. We have the following proofs (some of which are very similar to the original proofs of Theorem
28 in Anti¢ (2022) and are given here for completeness):

e Symmetry and inner symmetry hold trivially as the framework is designed to satisfy these
properties.

o Inner reflexivity follows from the fact that x = y is a characteristic justification of a — a :
-c—o>candc—>c:-a—a.

e Next, we prove reflexivity. We first show

(D a—b:-qga—b.
If
Ta (@ —Db)U Ty (a—b)="Ty(a—b)
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consists only of trivial justifications, we are done. Otherwise, there is at least one non-trivial
justification in Ty (@ — b) = Ty (@ = b :-a — b). We proceed by showing that Ty (a — b :
-a — b) is b-maximal. For any d € A, we have

Tw@—b:ra>d)CTa@a—>b)=Ta(@—>b:-a—b),

which shows that Ty (@ — b :-a — b) is indeed maximal. Hence, we have shown (d). The
same line of reasoning proves the remaining arrow proportions thus showing

a:b:yga:b.
Next, we prove determinism. (<) Inner reflexivity already shown above implies
aa:zya:a.

(=)Weassume a : a gy a:d. Since x =y € Ty (a — a), the set Ty (@ = a) U Ty (a — d)
cannot consist only of trivial justifications. By definition, every justificationofa - a:-a — d
is a justification of of a — a :-a — a. On the other hand, we have

x=yeTgy@—a:-a—a
whereas
x=y¢Tala—a:-a—d), foralld+a.
This shows
Ta@—a:a—>d)CTala—>a:-a— a),
which implies
a:a:ya:d, foralld# a.

Strong inner reflexivity fails for example in the structure A := ({a, ¢, d}, S) given by

Db

Central permutation fails as a direct consequence of the forthcoming Theorem [/] (depending
only on inner reflexivity already shown above), which yields

a:bqapepa:c whereas a:afqupey b:c.

Another disproof is given by

a C

where a : b :: ¢ : d holds trivially whereas a : ¢ i b : d.
Next, we disprove strong reflexivity. By the forthcoming Theorem [7] (which depends only on
inner reflexivity already proved above), we have

a:biqapeya:d.
Commutativity fails in the structure U := ({a, b}, f) given by
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f

)

a———p

o Transitivity fails, for example, in the structure U := ({a, b, c,d, e, f}, g, h) given by (we omit
the loops g(o) := o for o € {b,d, e, f}, and h(o) := o for o € {a, b, d, f}, in the figure)

,h
aiwp cg*>d ei,f

o Inner transitivity fails in the structure A := ({a, b, c,d, e, f}, g) given by (we omit the loops
g(o) :=o0,foro € {b,e,c,d, f}, in the figure)
e b d f
PN
a c

o Central transitivity fails in the structure U := ({a, b, c,d}, g, h) given by (we omit the loops
g(0) := o for o € {c,d}, and h(0) := o for o € {a, d}, in the figure)

h
gbgch

d
m]

The next result gives a simple characterization of the analogical proportion relation in structures
consisting only of a universe:

Theorem 7. For any set A and any a, b, c,d € A, we have
a:b:iayc:d & (a=b and c=d) or (a#b and c+d).

Proof. We only need to replace z — z by x = y in the proof of Theorem 33 in Anti¢ (2022) and we
repeat the proof here for completeness.

(=)(@)Ifa=>band c=d, thena:b :p c:dholds by inner reflexivity (Theorem[6). (ii) If a # b
and ¢ # d, then

Twy@—=>bUTuc—->d)=Tuyb—->a)UTu d—c) =0,

which entails a : b ::4) ¢ : d.

(=) By assumption, we have a — b : - (4yc — d. We distinguish two cases: (i) if T4y (@ —
b) U T@) (¢ — d) consists only of trivial justifications, then we must have a # b and ¢ # d since
otherwise the non-trivial justification x = y would be included; (ii) otherwise, T4y (@ = b :-¢c — d)
contains the only available non-trivial justification x = y, which implies a = b and ¢ = d. O

Corollary 8. In addition to the positive properties of Theorem|6] every structure N := (A), consisting
only of its universe, satisfies p-commutativity, inner p-transitivity, p-transitivity, central p-transitivity,
and strong inner p-reflexivity.

5. ISOMORPHISM THEOREMS

It is reasonable to expect isomorphisms — which are structure-preserving bijective mappings be-
tween structures — to be compatible with analogical proportions, and in this section we lift the First
and Second Isomorphism Theorems in Anti¢ (2022) to the setting of this paper.



LOGIC-BASED ANALOGICAL PROPORTIONS 9

Lemma 9 (Isomorphism Lemma). For any isomorphism H : A — B and any elements a, b € A,
Ta (@ = b) =Ty (H(a) - H(D)).
Proof. A direct consequence of Lemmalll O

Theorem 10 (First Isomorphism Theorem). For any isomorphism H : W — B and any elements
a,b € A, we have

a:b g H(a): HD).
Proof. Requires only minor adaptations of the proof of the First Isomorphism Theorem in Antié
(2022).
If Tyt (@ = b) U Ty (H(a) — H(b)) consists only of trivial justifications, we are done.
Otherwise, there is at least one non-trivial justification @ in Ty (@ — b) or in Ty (H(a) — H(b)), in
which case the Isomorphism Lemma [0 implies that « is in both Ty (a — b) and Ty (H(a) — H(b)),

which means that T ) (@ — b :- H(a) — H(b)) contains at least one non-trivial justification as well.
We proceed by showing that T s) (@ = b :- H(a) = H(b)) is H(b)-maximal:

T (@ = b:-H(a) > H(b)) =Ty (@ — b) (Isomorphism Lemma[9)
D2 Taw) (@a—=b:-H(a) - d), foreveryde B.
An analogous argument shows the remaining directed proportions. O

Theorem 11 (Second Isomorphism Theorem). For any elements a,b,c,d € A and any isomorphism
H: N — B, we have

a:b:ygc:d < H(a):HD) g H(c) : Hd).
Proof. An immediate consequence of the Isomorphism Lemma[9 which yields
Ta (@ — b) = T¢ (H(a) —» H(D)),
Te (¢ = d) = To (G(c) = G(d)).
O

Remark 12. Proportion-preserving functions have been studied in an abstract setting by Couceiro
and Lehtonen (2024).

6. EQUATIONAL PROPORTION THEOREM

In this section, we show that under certain conditions, equational dependencies lead to an analogi-
cal proportion. That is, in some cases we expect a : b :: ¢ : d to hold if t(a, b) = t(c, d), for some term
function ¢t — notice that in order for the equality to make sense, #(a, b) and #(c, d) have to be from the
same domain. The next theorem establishes a context in which this implication holds:

Theorem 13 (Equational Proportion Theorem). Let a,b,c,d € A and let A be an L-structure.
(1) For any c-term t(x,y), if
"(a,b) = *(c, d),
and iffor all d’ # d € A, we have
(a,b) # " (c,d),
then

a—>b:-g[c—>d.
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(2) Consequently, for any c-terms ty, ty, t;, ty, if
Na,b) = Nc,d) and tNd',b) % 1X(c,d), foralld #a,
ti(a,b) = ti(c,d) and t(a,b) #t;(c,d), forallb' #b,
a,b) = c,d) and 1*(a,b) # (2, d), forallc #c,
t?l[(a, b) = t?}(c, d) and t?}(a, b) # t?,[(c, d), foralld +d,
then
a:b:ygc:d.
Proof. Since t is a c-term and thus contains both variables x and y, the formula
a(x,y) = (t(x,y) = 1'(a,))
is a c-formula. By assumption, we know that
"(a,b) = *(c, d),
which shows
A E ala,b) and UAE alc,d).

This shows that « is a justification of @ — b :- ¢ — d in 2. It remains to show that it is a characteristic
justification. For any d’ # d € A, by assumption we have

*(a,b) # t"(c.d"),
which shows
A B ale,d).

That is, « is not a justification of a —» b :-¢ — d’, for any d’ # d. Thus, « is indeed a characteristic
justification of a = b :-9yc — d.
The second Item is an immediate consequence of the first. O

Corollary 14. For any words a,b,c,d € A* over some alphabet AE
ab=cd = a:b:uuyc:d
Corollary 15. For any integers a, b, c,d € Z,

at+tb=c+d = a:bigyc:d

7. EQUATIONAL FRAGMENT

In many instances, it makes sense to study a restricted fragment of the full framework by syntac-
tically restricting justifications. In this section, we look at the equational fragment consisting only of
justifications of the simple form s = ¢, for some terms s and ¢, and reprove the Difference Propor-
tion Theorem in Anti¢ (2023a) from that perspective (Theorem [I7). This provides further conceptual
evidence for the robustness of the underlying framework.

3As usual, ab stands for the concatenation of the words a and b and A* denotes the set of all words over A including the
empty word.
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Definition 16. Let s and ¢ be L-terms in two variables x and y. Define the set of equational justifica-
tions (or e-justifications) of an arrow a — b in A by
19 (@ = b) :={s(x,y) = t(x,y) € c-Fmp | W s(a,b) = t(a,b)} .
extended to an arrow proportion a — b :- ¢ — d in a pair of L-structures (2, B) by
Tf%’%) (@a—=b:-c—d):=1y(a—b)NTy(c—ad.

The analogical proportion relation ::, is defined as :: in Definition 4] with T replaced by 7¢ and with
the notion of triviality adapted accordingly.

Theorem 17 (Difference Proportion Theorem). For any a,b,c,d € N,
a:b:us)ec:d © a-b=c—-d (difference proportion).
Proof. Let us first compute the e-justifications in (N, S ):

{gbmavm(x) = $™(y) [m 2 0} a<b,

Thes) (@ = b) = {Sk(x) =S‘0) | $*@) = S' ), k(> 0} = {{Sm(x) = sabtmy) | m > O} b<ua

(=) Every equational justification of the form Sk(x) = Sty)ofa > b:-c » din (N,S)is a
characteristic justification by the following argument: for every d’ € N, we have

Sf) =8 ety @aobic>d o c+k=(+d,
Sf ) =S‘y ety @ambcod) o ct+k=(+d

which implies d = d’.
Since TE’N $) (a — b) is non-empty, for all a,b € N, there must be some non-trivial equational
justification @ in TfN $) (a > b :-c — d). We distinguish two cases:

() fa = (St (x) = S™(y)), for some m > 0, we have

Sy =8S™x) © c+b-a+m=d+m & a-b=c-d.
Q) If & = (S™(x) = S0+ (y)), for some m > 0, we have

S™ce)=8""""d) o c+m=d+a-b+m o a-b=c-d.

(<) We distinguish two cases:
(1) If a £ b, we must have ¢ < d and

ST (x) = S™(y) € Mgy (@ = bic > d).
Since S~ (x) = $™(y) is a characteristic equational justification, we have deduced
a—>b:-wsec—d and c—d:-qgs)e.a—b.
Analogously, the equational justification S~ (y) = §”(x) characteristically justifies
b—a: ws)ed—c and d—c:-qgs)eb— a.
We have thus shown
a:b:iws)ec:d.

(2) The case b < a and d < c is analogous.
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8. GrarHS

An (undirected) graph is a relational structure ® = (V, Eg), where Vg is a set of vertices of &
and E consists of two-element sets of (undirected) edges between vertices of . We write a — b in
case there is an edge between a and b in ®. A graph § is a subgraph of 6 iff Vg C Vs and Eg C E.
A path in a graph is a finite or infinite sequence of edges which joins a sequence of vertices. We write
a L b iff there is an (undirected) path of length n between a and b in ®, and we write a — ¢ b iff
there is some n > 0 such that a - i b. A graph is connected iff it contains a path between any two
vertices. Given a first-order formula «, we write ® £ « in case « holds in ®.

Definition 18. Define the O-path formula by
mo(x, y) := (x =),
the 1-path formula by
mi(x,y) := (XEy),
and the n-path formula, n > 2, by
m(x,y) = Az, .. 2 1))(XEZL AL A 2y EY).
The formula speaks for itself:
® k= m,(a,b) < thereis a path of length n from a to b in ®
e aLgh.
We denote the set of all n-path formulas by n-Fm and define the set of all path formulas by
PFm := U n-Fm.

n=0

It should be mentioned that every path formula 7(x, y) is a connected formula in the sense of §3]as
it contains only conjunction, and the variables x and y are connected which means that there is a path
between them in the dependency graph of 7 having vertices x, zi, ..., z,,y and an edge between any
two variables v,V with vEV' in 7.

Definition 19. Define the path type of an arrow a — b in ® by
6 (a = b) = {m, € PFm | 6 | m,(a, b)),
extended to an arrow proportion a — b :-¢c — d in (6, H) by
T @—=bic>d) =10 (@—b)n 1 (c—a.
Let ::p denote the analogical proportion relation which is defined as :: with 7 replaced by 17 .

Our first observation is that since all considered graphs are undirected, the definition of an analog-
ical proportion in Definition 4] can be simplified as follows:

Lemma 20. Forany a,b € Vg and c,d € Vg, we have
a:bregpprpc:d © a—-b:i-eggprc—d and c—d:-(56.pa—b.
Proof. Since the graphs ® and $ are undirected, we have the symmetry
6 Epm(a,b) & 6 FEpmb,a),
which implies

T{Zﬁ,@) (a—>b:'C—)d):Tﬁﬁ’$) (b_)a:.d_>c),
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and which further implies
2) a—>b:-eeprc—d & b—oa:i-gpd—c
Analogously, we have

(3) c—>d:-(5,@,),pa—>b = d—)C:-(g’@),pb—)a.

The symmetries in (2)) and (3) show that we can simplify the notation by writing
a—b:.c—d insteadof a—b:-c—d
and
16 (a—Db) instead of 15 (@—b) and 15 (b — a)
and
Tg (@a—b:-c—d) instead of Tg (@a—>b:-c—>d and Tg b—-a:-d- o).
We shall thus rewrite the equivalence in Lemma 20| as
a:biegpc:d © a—b:i-egpc—d and c—d:- (g6 pa—D>b.
Notice that the path type of any edge a — b in ® can be identified with
T (@—b)={neN|a b},
extended to arrow proportions by
Moy @—Dbic—d)={neN|a L bcLgd}.

This yields the following simple characterization of the analogical proportion entailment relation:

Proposition 21. For any graphs ©,$ and vertices a,b € Vi and c,d € Vg, we have
a—>b I‘((g,g)),pc—d
iff one of the following holds:

(1) There is neither a path between a and b in ® nor between c and d in 9, or
(2) a — ¢ bandc = ¢ d and there isno d’ # d € Vg such that
(a) a = bandc = ¢ dimpliesa -~ ¢ d', foralln > 1; and

(b) there is some m > 1 such that a = & b and ¢ ™ ¢ d’ whereas ¢ ~ ¢ d does not hold.

Consequently, if neither a and b are connected in ® nor cand d in , thena : b ;. 5)p C : d.

Theorem 22. The analogical proportion relation in undirected graphs via path justifications satisfies
o p-symmetry,
e inner p-symmetry,
o inner p-reflexivity,
o p-reflexivity,
o p-determinism,
® p-commutativity,
and, in general, it does not satisfy

central permutation,
strong inner p-reflexivity,
strong p-reflexivity,

[
L]
[ ]
o p-transitivity,
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e inner p-transitivity,
o central p-transitivity,
® p-monotonicity.

Proof. We have the following proofs:

o Inner p-reflexivity follows from the fact that the O-path justification w9 = (x = y) is included
in the path type of a — b :-c —d iff a = b and ¢ = d, which means that it is a characteristic
justification of a — a : - ¢ — ¢, and similarly forc —c :-a —a.

e Next, we prove p-determinism. (<) Inner p-reflexivity implies

a:aegpa:a.

(=) An immediate consequence of the fact that 7y = (x = y) is a justification of a —a :
-a— abut not of a — a : - a — d and the fact that every justification of the latter is trivially a
justification of the former.
e p-Commutativity is an immediate consequence of
*Y@—b:-b—a)={neNlja 2 b}=1"(b—a:-a—b).
e Central permutation fails for example in
b d

a c.
More precisely, we have a : b :: ¢ : d by Proposition 21} whereas a : ¢ b : d since
Ya—outfo—a={11+0
whereas
a—c:b—d =0

e Strong inner p-reflexivity fails for example in

A

a c

as we clearly have a : a :: c: dand c # d.

o Strong p-reflexivity fails for example in every graph having at least three vertices and no edges
as a consequence of Proposition 211

e p-Transitivity fails for example in

* %
c—d e f
since we clearly havea: b ::c:dand c:d :: e: f whereas

Ya—bnurtfe—pH={1,21#0

a

b
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and
T (a—b:e—f)=0

showsa:b ife: f.
o Inner p-transitivity fails for example in the graph

e\b d f
a c
since we clearly havea: b :: c:dand b : e :: d : f whereas
Ya—e)utfc—f+0 and Y @—e:-c—fH=0

showsa:eifc: f.
o Central p-transitivity fails for example in

% k
b c
The proof is analogous to the disproof of p-transitivity.
o Finally, we disprove p-monotonicity. For this, consider the graph &

b d

a

d.

a c
consisting of four vertices and no edges. By Proposition 21l we have
a:bugpc:d.

The graph § is a subgraph of ® given by

b d
a c
where we have
a:bifepc:d.

O

Remark 23. The above validity of p-commutativity in undirected graphs with respect to path justifi-
cations is interesting as it is the first known class of structures to satisfy this property and it is the only
difference to the properties of the general framework where p-commutativity fails (cf. Theorem [6]).

Let ®y denote the infinite undirected graph with Vi, := N which is obtained by adding an undi-
rected edge between a and a + 1, for every a € N:

0—1—2—"
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The next result shows that we can characterize the n-path relation ¢ =~ ¢ d in the target domain $ via
analogical proportions using ®y as the source domain:

Theorem 24. For any a,b € N and c,d € Vs,

a:b:ieyspc:d & ¢ Mg d.
Consequently,

O:n:i@Euepc:d o ¢ =gd
Proof. Since there is exactly one path of length |a — b| between any two vertices a, b € V,,, we have

Ty, (a—b) = {la - bl},
which implies
la—b|
T&N’g) (@—bie—d) = {({D|a " Ztherwsiss:.’

O

Interestingly enough, the next result shows that difference proportions in the structure of natural
numbers (cf. Theorem [I7) occur naturally in the graph-representation as well.

Theorem 25 (Difference Proportion Theorem). For any a,b,c,d € N,
a:bug,pc:d & la-bl=lc-d|.
Proof. A direct consequence of Theorem 241 O

We now want to show how connectivity can be defined in terms of analogical proportions. Let 1

be the graph

*

Fact 26. For any graph ® and c,d € Vi, we have
*x:*xtqepc:d © ¢ —gd,
which means that we can characterize connectivity via analogical proportions by

® is connected &  x:x e c:d holds forall c,d € V.

9. CONCLUSION

The purpose of this paper was to lift an abstract algebraic framework of analogical proportions from
universal algebra to the strictly more expressive setting of full first-order logic. This was achieved by
extending abstract rewrite to connected justifications containing arbitrary quantification and relations
but disallowing the use of disjunction and negation. We have shown that the extended framework
preserves all desired properties, and we have shown the brand new Equational Proportion Theorem
not provable in the purely algebraic setting. We have analyzed analogical proportions in the relational
structure of graphs.

The major line of future research is to further lift the concepts and results of this paper from first-
order to second-order and, ultimately, to higher-order logic containing quantified functions and rela-
tions (see e.g. Leivant, 1994).This is desirable since some proportions cannot be expressed in first-
order logic. For example, in the structure with two relations P and R given by
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a c
Pk
b d

the set of justifications of a — b : - ¢ — d is empty, whereas in second-order logic it contains the
justification (35)S (x,y). That is, second-order and higher-order logic allow us to detect similarities
which remain undetected in first-order logic.
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