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christian.antic@icloud.com

Vienna University of Technology

Vienna, Austria

Abstract. Analogical proportions are expressions of the form “a is to b what c is to d” at the core

of analogical reasoning which itself is at the core of human and artificial intelligence. The author has

recently introduced from first principles an abstract algebro-logical framework of analogical proportions

within the general setting of universal algebra and first-order logic. In that framework, the source and

target algebras have the same underlying language. The purpose of this paper is to generalize his

unilingual framework to a bilingual one where the underlying languages may differ. This is achieved by

using hedges in justifications of proportions. The outcome is a major generalization vastly extending

the applicability of the underlying framework. In a broader sense, this paper is a further step towards a

mathematical theory of analogical reasoning.

1. Introduction and preliminaries

Analogical proportions are expressions of the form “a is to b what c is to d” at the core of analogical

reasoning which itself is at the core of human and artificial intelligence with applications to such

diverse tasks as proving mathematical theorems and building mathematical theories, commonsense

reasoning, learning, language acquisition, and story telling (e.g. Barbot et al., 2019; Boden, 1998;

Gust et al., 2008; Hofstadter, 2001; Hofstadter & Sander, 2013; Krieger, 2003; Miclet & Prade, 2009;

Pólya, 1954; Prade & Richard, 2018, 2021; Schmidt et al., 2014; Stroppa & Yvon, 2006; Winston,

1980).

Antić (2022, 2023a, 2023c) has recently introduced from first principles an abstract algebro-logical

framework of analogical proportions within the general setting of universal algebra and first-order

logic. It is a promising novel model of analogical proportions with appealing mathematical properties

(cf. Antić, 2023b; ?).

Antić’s framework is unilingual in the sense that the underlying languages (or similarity types)

of the source and target algebras are identical. This means that for example analogical proportions

over the source algebra (N, S ) — here S is the unary successor function — and the target algebra

(N,+) cannot be formulated since S and + have different ranks. In this paper, we shall generalize the

framework by allowing the underlying languages to differ (see Example 4). This vastly extends the

applicability of the framework. Technically, we replace terms in justifications by (restricted) hedges

(cf. Yamamoto, Ito, Ishino, & Arimura, 2001; Kutsia, Levy, & Villaret, 2014).

In Section 3, we obtain bilingual generalizations of the Uniqueness Lemma (see Lemma 8) and

the Functional Proportion Theorem (see Theorem 9). Moreover, in Theorem 11 we observe that the

generalized bilingual framework of this paper preserves all desired properties listed in Antić (2022,

§4.3) which is further evidence for the robustness of the underlying framework.
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Finally, Section 4 lists some problems which remained unsolved in this paper and appear to be

interesting lines of future research.

In a broader sense, this paper is a further step towards a mathematical theory of analogical reason-

ing.

Preliminaries. We assume the reader to be fluent in basic universal algebra as it is presented for

example in Burris and Sankappanavar (2000, §II).

A language L of algebras consists of a set of ranked function symbols together with an associated

rank function rL : L → N (often simply denoted by r), and a denumerable set Z = {z, z1, z2, . . .} of

Z-variables. The sets L,Z are pairwise disjoint. We denote the set of function symbols of rank n

by Ln so that L0 denotes the constant symbols. The set TL(X,Z) of L-terms with variables among

X ∪Z is defined as usual. We denote the set of Z-variables occurring in a term s by Z(s). We say

that a term s has rank n iff Z(s) = {z1, . . . , zn}. A term is ground iff it contains no constant symbols.

Terms can be interpreted as “generalized elements” containing variables as placeholders for concrete

elements.

Convention 1 (Dot convention). We add a dot to formal symbols to distinguish them from the objects

that they are inteded to denote — for example, ḟ is a function symbol which stands for a function f .

An L-algebra A consists of:

• a non-empty set A, the universe of A;

• for each ḟ ∈ L a function ḟA : ArL( ḟ ) → A, the functions of A;

• for each constant symbol ċ ∈ L0, an element ċA ∈ A, the distinguished elements of A.

An A-assignment is a function α : Z → A mappingZ-variables to elements of A. In what follows,

we always write the application of an assignment in postfix notation. Relative to an A-assignment α,

we define the denotation sAα of an L-term s in A with respect to α inductively as follows:

• for a variable z ∈ Z, zAα := α(z);

• for a constant symbol ċ ∈ L0, ċAα := cA;

• for a function symbol ḟ ∈ L and L-terms s1, . . . , sn ∈ TL(Z),

( ḟ (s1, . . . , sr( ḟ )))
Aα := fA(sA1α, . . . s

A

r( ḟ )
α).

Notice that sA induces a function, which we again denote by sA, given by

sA(z1, . . . , zr(s)) : Ar(s) → A : (a1, . . . , ar(s)) 7→ sA(a1, . . . , ar(s)) := sA{z1/a1, . . . , zr(s)/ar(s)}.

We call a term s injective in A iff sA is an injective function. Moreover, we call s constant in A iff sA

is a constant function — notice that ground terms induce constant functions which can be identified

with elements of A.

2. Bilingual analogical proportions

This is the main section of the paper. Here we shall generalize Antić’s (2022, 2023a) abstract

algebraic framework of analogical proportions from an unilingual to a bilingual setting where the

underlying languages may differ.

For this, let A and B be algebras over languages of algebras LA and LB, respectively, where we

require |LA| = |LB|. That is, we assume that both languages are indexed by the same index set I such

that

LA = { ḟi | i ∈ I} and LB = {ġi | i ∈ I},
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and thus

A =
(

A,
{

ḟAi

∣
∣
∣ i ∈ I

})

and B =
(

B,
{

ġBi

∣
∣
∣ i ∈ I

})

.

This is not a serious restriction since we can always add copies of a function — for example, (N, S 1, S 2)

contains two copies of the same successor function and has the same index set as (N,+, ·).

Now let L be a language generalizing LA and LB in the sense that it contains a function symbol ḣi

for each ḟi ∈ LA and ġi ∈ LB, i ∈ I, where we define the rank function of L by

rL(ḣi) := max{rLA( ḟi), rLB(ġi)}, i ∈ I.

Moreover, we assume a set of hedge variables1
Z := {Z, Z1, Z2, . . .} which may be replaced by the

empty hedge λ̇ and which we will use to formally reduce the rank of a term — for example, ḣ(ȧ, λ̇)

will stand for ḣ(ȧ). The use of hedge variables will be necessary in cases where function symbols of

different ranks are to be generalized. In addition, we assume a set X = {x, x1, x2, . . .} of X-variables as

placeholders for constant symbols (see Antić, 2023a). AnL-hedge (cf. Yamamoto et al., 2001; Kutsia

et al., 2014) is an L-term possibly containing variables from

V := X ∪Z∪ Z,

and we will use the notation s̃[x](z,Z) for L-hedges. This situation can be depicted as follows:

L ...abstract hedges generalizing terms

LA LB ...terms.

We denote the set of all L-hedges with variables from V by HL(V). An abstract L-hedge contains

no constant symbols. We will use the language L to express L-justifications of analogical proportions

below.

An (L,LA)-substitution is a function

σA : L ∪HL(V)→ LA ∪ TLA∪{λ̇}(X,Z)

with signatures

(σA ↾ L) : L → LA : ḣi 7→ ḟi, i ∈ I,

(σA ↾ X) : X → LA,0,

(σA ↾ Z) : Z→ TLA(X,Z),

(σA ↾ Z) : Z→ TLA∪{λ̇}(X,Z).

which is the identity almost everywhere, extended to hedges inductively in the usual way. Notice that

σA is fixed on L and maps each function (and constant) symbol ḣi to ḟi, for every i ∈ I. For example,

we will write {ḣi/ ḟi, x/ȧ, z/ ḟ (ȧ), Z/λ̇} for the substitution that is the identity on every variable except

for ḣi, x, z, and Z which are mapped respectively to ḟi, ȧ, ḟ (ȧ), and λ̇. A substitution is ground iff it

has the signature

L ∪HL(V)→ LA ∪ TLA∪{λ̇}(∅).

We denote the set of all ground (L,LA)-substitutions by g-S ub(L,LA). The application of an (L,LA)-

substitution σA to an L-hedge s̃ is written in postfix notation s̃σA and is defined inductively as usual.

1See Yamamoto et al. (2001) and Kutsia et al. (2014).
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Example 2. Preparatory to Example 4, consider the algebras

N := (N, S , 0) and M := (N,+, 1),

where S : N→ N is the unary successor function S (a) := a + 1, for every a ∈ N, and let (here “˙” is a

dummy constant symbol)2

LN := {Ṡ , 0̇} and LM := {+̇, 1̇} and L := {ḣ, ˙}

with ranks

r(Ṡ ) := 1

r(0̇) := 0

r(+̇) := 2

r(1̇) := 0,

r(ḣ) = max{r(Ṡ ), r(+̇)} = 2

r(˙) = max{r(0̇), r(1̇)} = 0.

Moreover, let X := ∅, Z := {z}, and Z := {Z}. Then the hedge h(z, Z) generalizes both ground terms

Ṡ (0̇) and 1̇ +̇ 1̇ via

σN := {ḣ/Ṡ , z/0̇, Z/λ̇} and σM := {ḣ/+̇, z/1̇, Z/1̇},

where +̇ is written in infix notation for readability, and ḣ(ḣ(z, Z), Z) generalizes Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) and (1̇ +̇ 1̇) +̇ 1̇

again via σN and σM. Formally, we obtain

h(z, Z)σN = Ṡ (0̇, λ̇) = Ṡ (0̇) and h(z, Z)σM = +̇(1̇, 1̇)

and

h(ḣ(z, Z), Z)σN = Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇, λ̇), λ̇) = Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) and ḣ(ḣ(z, Z), Z)σB = +̇(+̇(1̇, 1̇), 1̇).

Convention 3. We make the convention that in case LA = LB and rLA = rLB then L = LA = LB
turning L into a ranked language with rL = rLA = rLB . This guarantees that our bilingual framework

of this paper coincides with the unilingual one in Antić (2022, 2023a) in case the underlying languages

are identical.

An L-justification with variables amongV is an expression of the form

s̃[x](z,Z)→ t̃[x](z,Z)

consisting of two abstract L-hedges s̃ and t̃ with X-variables x, Z-variables z, hedge Z-variables

Z, and an arrow → which by convention binds weaker than any other function symbol, where we

require that every Z-variable in t̃ occurs in s̃, that is, Z(t̃) ⊆ Z(s̃). We denote the set of all such

L-justifications by JL(V).

We are now ready to introduce the main notion of the paper by following the lines of Antić (2022,

2023a). Let a, b ∈ TLA(∅) and c, d ∈ TLA(∅) be ground terms standing for elements in A and B,

respectively. We define the analogical proportion relation in two steps:

(1) Define the set of L-justifications of an arrow a→ b by

JusA(a→ b) :=

{

s̃[x](z,Z) → t̃[x](z,Z) ∈ JL(V)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

aA → bA = (s̃σA)A → (t̃σA)A

σA ∈ g-S ub(L,LA)

}

2The algebras N andM will be defined in Example 4.
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extended to an arrow proportion a→ b : · c→ d by

Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d)

:=






s̃[x](z,Z) → t̃[x](z,Z)

∈ JL(V)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

aA → bA = (s̃σA)A → (t̃σA)A

cA → dA = (s̃σB)B → (t̃σB)B

σA ∈ g-S ub(L,LA)

σB ∈ g-S ub(L,LB)

(σA ↾ X) = (σB ↾ X)






.

We call an L-justification trivial in A iff it is contained in every JusA(a→ b), for all a, b ∈ A;

moreover, we call anL-justification trivial in (A,B) iff it is trivial in A andB,3 and we say that

J is a trivial set of L-justifications in (A,B) iff every L-justification in J is trivial in (A,B).

We say that a→ b : · c→ d holds in (A,B) — in symbols,

(A,B) |= a→ b : · c→ d,

iff

(a) either JusA(a→ b)∪ JusB(c→ d) consists only of trivial L-justifications, in which case

there is neither a non-trivial transformation of a into b in A nor of c into d in B; or

(b) Jus(A,B)(a → b : · c → d) is maximal with respect to subset inclusion among the sets

Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d′), d′ ∈ TLA(∅) with d′B , dB, containing at least one non-trivial

L-justification, that is, for any such ground term d′,4

∅ ( Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d) ⊆ Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d′)

implies

∅ ( Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d′) ⊆ Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d).

We abbreviate the above definition by simply saying that Jus(A,B)(a → b : · c → d) is d-

maximal.

(2) Finally, the analogical proportion relation is most succinctly defined by the following deriva-

tion:

a→ b : · c→ d b→ a : · d → c c→ d : · a→ b d → c : · b→ a
a : b :: c : d.

This means that in order to prove (A,B) |= a : b :: c : d, we need to check the four relations

in the first line with respect to |= in (A,B). The set of all analogical proportions which hold in

(A,B) is denoted by AP(A,B), that is,

AP(A,B) := {a : b :: c : d | (A,B) |= a : b :: c : d} .

We will always write A instead of (A,A).

Example 4. This example is a continuation of Example 2. The arrow proportion

Ṡ (0̇)→ Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) : · 1̇ +̇ 1̇→ 1̇ +̇ 1̇ +̇ 1̇

3For example, z→ x and x1 → x2 are trivial in every pair of algebras.
4In what follows, we will usually omit trivialL-justifications from notation. So, for example, we will write Jus(A,B)(a→

b : · c → d) = ∅ instead of Jus(A,B)(a → b : · c → d) = {trivial L-justifications} in case a → b : · c → d has only

trivial L-justifications in (A,B), et cetera. The empty set is always a trivial set of L-justifications. Every L-justification is

meant to be non-trivial unless stated otherwise. Moreover, we will always write sets of L-justifications modulo renaming

of variables, that is, we will write {z→ z} instead of {z→ z | z ∈ Z} et cetera.
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stands for

1→ 2 : · 2→ 3

and has the justification

ḣ(z, Z)→ ḣ(ḣ(z, Z), Z)

in (N,M) since

1→ 2 = (ḣ(z, Z){ḣ/Ṡ , z/0̇, Z/λ̇})N → (ḣ(ḣ(z, Z), Z){ḣ/Ṡ , z/0̇, Z/λ̇})N,

2→ 3 = (ḣ(z, Z){ḣ/+̇, z/1̇, Z/1̇})M → (ḣ(ḣ(z, Z), Z){ḣ/+̇, z/1̇, Z/1̇})M.

This can be depicted as follows:

Ṡ (0̇) → Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) : · 1̇ +̇ 1̇ → (1̇ +̇ 1̇) +̇ 1̇.

ḣ(z, Z)

ḣ(ḣ(z, Z), Z)

{ḣ/Ṡ , z/0̇, Z/λ̇} {ḣ/+̇, z/1̇, Z/1̇}

{ḣ/Ṡ , z/0̇, Z/λ̇} {ḣ/+̇, z/1̇, Z/1̇}

In Example 7, we will see that this justification is in fact a “characteristic” one thus yielding

(N,M) |= Ṡ (0̇)→ Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) : · 1̇ +̇ 1̇→ 1̇ +̇ 1̇ +̇ 1̇.

Of course, this arrow proportion cannot be entailed in the unilingual framework since S and + have

different ranks!

3. Properties

Recall that the clone of an L-algebra A is given by

Clo(A) :=
{

sA
∣
∣
∣ s ∈ TL(Z)

}

.

The following observation follows immediately from definitions, and it says that the framework is

invariant under identical clones:

Fact 5. We have the following implication:

Clo(A) = Clo(A′) Clo(B) = Clo(B′)

AP(A,B) = AP(A′,B′).

Moreover, the framework is invariant with respect to semantic equivalence of ground terms:

Fact 6. Given ground terms a, b, a′, b′ ∈ TLA(∅) and c, d, c′, d′ ∈ TLB(∅) satisfying

aA = a′
A

and bA = b′
A

and cB = c′
B

and dB = d′
B
,

then

(A,B) |= a : b :: c : d ⇔ (A,B) |= a′ : b′ :: c′ : d′.
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Characteristic justifications. Computing all L-justifications of an arrow proportion is difficult in

general, which fortunately can be omitted in many cases. The following definition is essentially the

same as Antić’s (2022, Definition 20). We call a set J of L-justifications a characteristic set of L-

justifications of a → b : · c → d in (A,B) iff J is a sufficient set of L-justifications of a → b : · c → d

in (A,B), that is, iff

(1) J ⊆ Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d), and

(2) J ⊆ Jus(A,B)(a→ b : · c→ d′) implies d′ = d, for each d′ ∈ TLB(∅).

In case J = {s̃ → t̃} is a singleton set satisfying both conditions, we call s̃ → t̃ a characteristic

L-justification of a→ b : · c→ d in (A,B).

Example 7. Recall the situation in Example 4. Since σM = {ḣ/+̇, z/1̇, Z/1̇} is the unique substitution

yielding

ḣ(z, Z)σM = 1̇ +̇ 1̇,

we deduce that

ḣ(z, Z)→ ḣ(ḣ(z, Z), Z)

is indeed a characteristic justification of

Ṡ (0̇)→ Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) : · 1̇ +̇ 1̇→ 1̇ +̇ 1̇ +̇ 1̇

in (N,M).

The following result provides a sufficient condition of characteristic L-justifications. It is a gener-

alization of the Extended Uniqueness Lemma in Antić (2023a) to the bilingual setting — it is almost

identical to the original characterization which demonstrates the robustness of the underlying frame-

work!

Lemma 8 (Bilingual Uniqueness Lemma). Let s̃[x](z,Z) → t̃[x](z,Z) be a non-trivial L-justification

of a→ b : · c→ d in (A,B).

(1) If

cB = (s̃σB)B implies dB = (t̃σB)B,(1)

for all σB ∈ g-S ub(L,LB), then s̃→ t̃ is a characteristic L-justification of a→ b : · c→ d in

(A,B), that is,

(A,B) |= a→ b : · c→ d.

(2) Consequently, if

cB = (s̃σB)B ⇔ dB = (s̃σB)B,

for allσB ∈ g-S ub(L,LB), and everyZ-variable in s̃ occurs in t̃ (recall that everyZ-variable

in t̃ occurs in s̃ by assumption), then

(A,B) |= a→ b : · c→ d and (A,B) |= b→ a : · d → c.

(3) Consequently, if

aA = (s̃σA)A ⇔ bA = (t̃σA)B,

cB = (s̃σB)B ⇔ dB = (t̃σB)B,
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for all σA ∈ g-S ub(L,LA) and σB ∈ g-S ub(L,LB), and every Z-variable in s̃ occurs in t̃

(recall that every Z-variable in t̃ occurs in s̃ by assumption), then

(A,B) |= a : b :: c : d.

Proof. The implication in (1) guarantees that s̃[x](z,Z) → t̃[x](z,Z) only justifies the arrow propor-

tion a → b : · c → d and no other arrow proportion a → b : · c → d′, for some ground term

d′ ∈ TLA(∅) with d′B , dB, in (A,B). All the other statements are immediate consequences of the

first. �

The next theorem studies functional proportions of the form a : t(a) :: c : t(c) for some “transfor-

mation” t and it is a generalization of the Functional Proportion Theorem of Antić (2022, 2023a).

Theorem 9 (Bilingual Functional Proportion Theorem). Let t̃[x](z,Z) be an abstract L-hedge con-

taining the single Z-variable z, and let a ∈ TLA(∅) and c ∈ TLB(∅) be ground terms. If

(t̃σB,z 7→c)B = (t̃σ′
B,z 7→c)B,

for all σB,z 7→c, σ
′
B,z 7→c

∈ g-S ub(L,LB), then the L-justification

z→ t̃[x](z,Z)

characteristically justifies

(A,B) |= a→ t̃σA,z 7→a : · c→ t̃σB,z 7→c,

for all σA,z 7→a ∈ g-S ub(L,LA) and σB,z 7→c ∈ g-S ub(L,LB) with (σA ↾ X) = (σB ↾ X).

Proof. A direct consequence of the Bilingual Uniqueness Lemma 8. �

Example 10. Reconsider the arrow proportion

Ṡ (0̇)→ Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) : · 1̇ +̇ 1̇→ 1̇ +̇ 1̇ +̇ 1̇

of Example 4. Let

t̃[x](z,Z) := ḣ(z, Z)

be an abstract L-hedge not containing X-variables. Since

σM = {ḣ/+̇, z/1̇ +̇ 1̇, Z/1̇} and σ′
M
= {ḣ/+̇, z/1̇, Z/1̇ +̇ 1̇}

are (modulo semantic equivalence inM) the only (L,LM)-substitutions satisfying

(1̇ +̇ 1̇ +̇ 1̇)M = (t̃σM)M = (t̃σ′
M

)M,

the Bilingual Functional Proportion Theorem 9 yields

(N,M) |= Ṡ (0̇)→ ḣ(z, Z){ḣ/Ṡ , z/0̇, Z/λ̇} : · 1̇ +̇ 1̇→ ḣ(z, Z){ḣ/+̇, z/1̇ +̇ 1̇, Z/1̇},

which is equivalent to

(N,M) |= Ṡ (0̇)→ Ṡ (Ṡ (0̇)) : · 1̇ +̇ 1̇→ 1̇ +̇ 1̇ +̇ 1̇.

Theorem 11. The bilingual framework of this paper satisfies the same set of proportional axioms as

in Antić (2022, Theorem 28).

Proof. An immediate consequence of the fact that the unilingual framework is a special case of the

bilingual one (Convention 3) which means that all counterexamples in the proof of Antić (2022,

Theorem 28) can be transferred. �
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4. Problems

This section lists problems which remained unsolved in this paper and appear to be interesting lines

of future research (and see Antić, 2022, §8).

Problem 1. Generalize the concepts and results of this paper from universal algebra to full first-order

logic in the same way as Antić (2022, 2023a) has been generalized to (Antić, 2023c) thus giving raise

to bilingual first-order analogical proportions. For this, it will be necessary to consider formulas over

hedges as L-justifications instead of ordinary formulas.

Problem 2. ? (?) has recently introduced a notion of bilingual homomorphism and isomorphism.

Prove generalizations of the First and Second Isomorphism Theorems from Antić (2022, 2023a) in

the bilingual setting.

Problem 3. From a practical point of view, it is important to develop algorithms for the computation

of sets of characteristic L-justifications in abstract and concrete algebras.

Problem 4. A proportional functor (Antić, 2023d) is a mapping F : A→ B satisfying

(A,B) |= a : b ::

·
︷︸︸︷

FaA :

·
︷︸︸︷

FbA

for all ground terms a, b ∈ TLA(∅). Proportional functors are mappings preserving the analogical

proportion relation and play thus a fundamental role — therefore study proportional functors in the

bilingual setting.

Problem 5. Clarify the role of anti-unification in our framework (cf. Cerna & Kutsia, 2023).

5. Conclusion

The purpose of this paper was to generalize Antić’s abstract algebraic framework of analogical

proportions from a unilingual to a bilingual setting where the underlying languages of the source and

target algebras may differ. This is a major generalization vastly extending the applicability of the

underlying framework. In a broader sense, this paper is a further step towards a mathematical theory

of analogical reasoning.
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