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Argumentation by Analogy
A Systematic Analytical Study of an Argument Scheme

2016

This dissertation is a systematic analytical study of the argument scheme of argumentation by

analogy. The dissertation adopts the framework of the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation

and proposes improved methods for interpretation, reconstruction, and evaluation of

argumentation by analogy. The dissertation also provides a general framework for argumentation

that explains the concepts of validity and inference in a unified way. It gives an account of how to

understand complex analogy argumentation that is consistent with the pragma-dialectical

understanding of argument schemes and argument structures, as well as providing a unified and

comprehensive account of the counterarguments that can be used against analogy argumentation.
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Chapter 1 

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Topic
Few types  of  argumentation  can  simultaneously  be  so  convincing,  so  flawed,  so  controversial  and  so

erroneously criticized as argumentation by analogy. Argumentation by analogy is a very widely used type of

argumentation. Arguments come in many shapes and types, and while some types may be more common

than  others,  argumentation  by  analogy  is  an  exceedingly  vast  phenomenon,  pervading  all  types  of

disciplines. The  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  defines it as follows: “an explicit representation of a

form of analogical reasoning that cites accepted similarities between two systems to support the conclusion

that some further similarity exists” (Bartha 2013, p. 1).  Although, in philosophy, deductive argumentation

seems to be more common, analogical arguments are used to a considerable degree also in this discipline.1

Walton states: “The literature on argument from analogy in fields spanning logic, argumentation studies,

computer science and law, is enormous.” (Walton 2010, p. 4). 

You can find analogical reasoning in every field of science, indeed the use of analogical reasoning

and argumentation has been crucial even in archaeological work (Wylie 1985; Binford 1967). Moreover, if we

move to the everyday discourse of lay people, argumentation by analogy appears an even more pervasive

phenomenon. The fact that some argumentation by analogy can be seriously flawed while others may be

exceedingly convincing also merit further study, if for no other reason than to discern good argumentation by

analogy from bad argumentation by analogy. Its broad-ranging pervasiveness stresses the importance of

increasing our understanding of this type of argument scheme. 

Argumentation  theory  is  an  important  branch  of  philosophy,  as  well  as  of  a  number  of  other

disciplines.  The goal  of  argumentation theory is  to provide adequate tools  for  analysis,  evaluation,  and

production of argumentative discourse (van Eemeren, et al. 2014, p. 12). Argumentation theory is of crucial

importance since every field, regardless of the orientation of its researchers, will,  in one way or another,

employ argumentation. This means that it concerns not only the whole enterprise of all the various fields of

science and philosophy,  but  all  everyday communication as well.  Argumentation is  ubiquitous;  it  occurs

everywhere  at  all  times  and  in  every  field,  and  the  understanding  and  interpretation  of  a  piece  of

argumentation  will  impact  its  results  wherever  the  argumentation  may  occur.  This  dissertation  aims  to

contribute to the field of argumentation theory by deepening our understanding of argumentation by analogy.

The  terms  “argumentation  by  analogy”,  “analogy  argumentation”,  and  “analogical  argumentation”  used

1That deduction is a very commonly used type of argumentation is an impression of mine that is shared by others, such 
as Schlesinger (1984, p. 151) and Castaneda (1984, p. 248).
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throughout the dissertation are just interchangeable terms denoting the same thing: an argumentation whose

inference is entitled by some kind of comparison. 

1.2 Goal and Research Questions 
This dissertation consists of a systematic analytical study of the analogical argument scheme and aims to

contribute  to  a  deeper understanding of  analogy argumentation.  From a pragma-dialectical  perspective,

analogy argumentation can be defined as argumentation whose argument scheme operates by means of a

comparison  between  two  or  more  objects;  the  transference  of  acceptability  from  the  argument  to  the

standpoint  is  enabled  by  a  comparison  expressed  by  the  linking  premise  of  the  argumentation  to  the

standpoint.  The  pragma-dialectical  version  of  the  analogical  argument  scheme  can  generally  be

characterized as follows (van Eemeren et al. 2002, p. 99): 

1. Y is true of X, [standpoint]

because: 1.1 Y is true of Z, [argument]

and: 1.1' Z is comparable to X. [linking premise]

It is obvious that comparable means more than mere similarity, since the linking premise 1.1' could not entitle

the transference of acceptability from the argument to the standpoint unless “comparable” is more than mere

similarity.  The reason for this is obvious: all  objects resemble any other object in some respect and are

dissimilar to it in some other respect. Hence, you cannot infer anything from mere similarity. Van Eemeren

and Grootendorst provide a more detailed definition of argumentation by analogy: “The argumentation is

presented as if there were a resemblance, an agreement, a likeness, a parallel, a correspondence or some

other  kind  of  similarity  between  that  which  is  stated  in  the  argument  and  that  which  is  stated  in  the

standpoint.” (1992, p. 97). In order to enable an inference, the comparison must be a comparison of relevant

similarity. Thus, “comparison” in the pragma-dialectical system is defined in terms of relevant similarity (van

Eemeren & Garssen 2014, pp. 45–49, esp. p. 49). 

In this study I  attempt to further develop these ideas and explicate how to understand  relevant

similarity  and  comparison more precisely, as well as address more exactly how the inferential principle of

analogy operates to enable the transference of acceptability from the argument to the standpoint. I will also

try to explicate complex argumentation by analogy. Furthermore, in this study I develop tools to analyze and

evaluate argumentation by analogy at a general level that should include if not all, then at least most types of

analogy argumentation. Since argumentation by analogy is very common, a systematic analytical study of its

scheme should be broad enough to encompass most uses of such argumentation. Moreover, after having

gone through a great amount of literature that uses or discusses alleged argumentation by analogy, I have

found that  some of  these instances are made up of  deductive argumentation containing a premise that

expresses an analogy. However, no one would, for instance, label a deductive argument that has a premise

that  states  some  fact  about,  say,  bananas,  as  an  “argumentation  by  bananas”.  My  point  is  that  an
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argumentation should be defined by the principle that  operates as the inference license and not by the

material content of its premises—a point that is consistent with the pragma-dialectical typology of argument

schemes.  A  deductive  argumentation  with  a  premise  that  expresses  an  analogy  is  still  a  deductive

argumentation regardless of its material content. 

Thus,  there is  still  work  that  can be done in  further  developing a  deeper  understanding  of  the

analogical argument scheme within a pragma-dialectical framework employing the conceptual apparatus of

extant pragma-dialectical theorizing. A  systematic  analytical  study  of  an  argument  scheme  contains

several important components. First, a comprehensive and precise account of how the inferential principle of

the scheme operates and how it  differs from other argument schemes is needed. Second, a systematic

analytical study of analogy argumentation should provide an account of how this scheme fits into the larger

context  of  argumentation  as  such,  and  how  it  relates  to  complex  argumentation.  It  should  develop

instruments  for  the  analysis  and  evaluation  of  single  and  complex  argumentation  by  analogy.  Third,  a

systematic analytical study of analogy argumentation should make clear how analogical argumentation can

be used to  criticize other  arguments,  and give an account of  its  advantages and disadvantages in  this

respect, as compared to other types of argument schemes. 

Fourthly,  any comprehensive study on this  matter  need also provide an account  of  the existing

subtypes of analogy argumentation. The criterion for distinguishing subtypes of argumentation has impact on

every aspect of argumentation because the process of classifying an  argumentation is always part of the

analysis,  reconstruction,  and evaluation of  an argumentation.  Thus,  one task of  this study should be to

understand the various subtypes of analogy argumentation made by various theorists, and to understand

what criteria have been used in distinguishing the subtypes. 

Finally, any systematic analytical study of an argument scheme would be inadequate without an

account of how to evaluate the argument scheme in question. For that reason, this work has studied the

counterarguments that can be used against analogy argumentation, how they operate, and how they relate

to the critical questions. 

In order to complete these tasks I address five research questions. These define what it means to

achieve  the  goal  of  the  dissertation,  namely  to  comprehensively  explicate  how  arguments  by  analogy

operate as arguments and show their argumentative merits. The answers to these questions also provide an

explanation for  how argumentation  by  analogy  compares  to  argumentation that  employs  other  types of

argument schemes, and how criticism can be advanced against analogy argumentation. 

(1) What types of argumentation by analogy have been distinguished in the literature? This question

needs to be addressed because the classification of an argumentation is a necessary part in the process of

analyzing and evaluating argumentation. In the process of answering this question I provide an overview of

the literature that distinguishes between various subtypes of analogical arguments. By providing a broad

background of the various subtypes of analogy argumentation and their criteria for distinction, I provide an

inclusive account of how analogy argumentation is generally understood among theorists. Answering this

research question also provides an account of which criteria the theorists deem important  in classifying

5



arguments. This provides a backdrop for advancing my own account of the analogical argument scheme and

its subtypes, which I develop in the subsequent chapters. This question is specified into two subquestions: 

(1a) Which types are distinguished? 

(1b) By what criterion are they distinguished?

Answering these two subquestions will provide an adequate answer to the first main question and provide a

good base for subsequent chapters. 

(2) What is an argumentation by analogy? I will, in answering this question, provide a deeper and more

precise  account  of  how  to  understand  the  inferential  principle  of  analogical  argument  schemes.2 This

question is a necessary part of this systematic analytical study, and forms the foundation for the subsequent

chapter on how to understand single argumentation by analogy in relation to complex argumentation by

analogy. This question is specified into two subquestions: 

(2a) How does the analogical argument scheme operate in analogical argumentation (i.e., in virtue 

of what is something analogous or not analogous and what warrants the inference)? 

(2b)  How can it be defended that argumentation by analogy is a genuine type of argumentation  

irreducible to other types of argumentation?

The answer  to  subquestion (2a)  provides the development  of  a  more precise account  of  the argument

scheme and the answer to the second (2b) functions as a defense of the account and shows that it cannot

be reduced to some other type of scheme. 

(3)  How  does  the  proposed  analysis  of  analogical  inference  fit  into  the  larger  context  of

argumentation as such? In answering this research question I placed my account of analogical inference in

relation to the pragma-dialectical theory of various dialectically complex argumentation structures, as well as

in relation to the larger picture of argumentation as such. This question is specified into three subquestions: 

(3a) How does the proposed theory of analogical inference relate to “validity” and to formally 

logically valid inferences (like modus ponens)? 

(3b) How does the proposed analogical argument scheme relate to the pragma-dialectical notion of 

complex argumentation structures? 

(3c) How should single and complex analogy argumentation be reconstructed assuming the 

proposed analogical argument scheme? 

(4)  How does argumentation by analogy operate in criticizing other arguments? In answering this

question I will provide an account of the merits, demerits, and operation of analogy argumentation when

criticizing other argumentation. I will provide a comprehensive account of the so-called refutation by parallel

argumentation,  where an argumentation is criticized by providing a flawed analogous parallel  to it.  It  is

2 The expression “inferential principle” is cognitively equivalent to the term “inference configuration”. This study 
uses both expressions. 
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beyond the scope of this thesis to investigate every possible use of the analogical argument scheme. The

aim of this chapter is, rather, to provide an in-depth analysis of the application of analogy argumentation as a

counterargument against other arguments. This research question is specified into two subquestions:

(4a) How does “refutation by parallel argumentation” operate in criticizing other arguments compared

to other types of counterarguments? 

(4b) What are the advantages and disadvantages of “refutation by parallel argumentation” compared 

to other types of counterarguments that are directed against arguments? 

(5) How should argumentation by analogy be evaluated? Addressing this question is a necessary part of

a systematic analytical study of an argument scheme. We need not only a full explication of the inferential

principle of the argument scheme and how it should be reconstructed in complex argumentation, but an

account of how to evaluate the application of the scheme is also crucial. The pragma-dialectical theory has

provided  an  account  of  the  dialectical  testing  procedure  in  terms  of  critical  questions.  However,  there

appears  to  be no account  of  the role  of  counterarguments  in  the testing procedure. Counterarguments

provide—in contrast  to critical  questions—positive reasons for rejecting a standpoint  or an argument.  In

answering this research question I provide a comprehensive account of the counterarguments that can be

used against analogy argumentation, how they operate and how they relate to the critical questions. The

question is specified into three subquestions:

(5a) What role do critical questions play in evaluating argumentation by analogy and how do 

they relate to counterarguments against argumentation by analogy? 

(5b) What counterarguments can be used against an argumentation by analogy?

(5c) How do such counterargument operate in criticizing argumentation by analogy?

1.3 Approach and Method 
I will use the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation as my theoretical framework for this study of the

argument  scheme  of  argumentation  by  analogy.  The  pragma-dialectical  school,  started  by  Frans  van

Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst in the 1970s and developed over the next four decades (1982; 1984; 1992;

2004; van Eemeren 2010; van Eemeren et al. 2014) is an overarching perspective that works as a general

framework  for  interpreting  and  analyzing  argumentation.  The  pragma-dialectical  perspective  views

argumentation as part of a critical discussion aimed at resolving a disagreement on the merits by means of

complex argumentative speech-acts between the protagonist of a standpoint and an antagonist who doubts,

or even rejects, the acceptability of this standpoint (van Eemeren et al. 2014). 

According  to  van  Eemeren  and  Grootendorst,  since  argumentation  is  always  part  of  an

argumentative discourse occurring between at least two opposing sides, the theorizing about argumentation
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lies in the study of communication and interaction known as pragmatics. However, since argumentation is

also always intended to resolve a disagreement on the merits, the outcome of an argumentative discussion

is measured by standards of reasonableness, which also means that the theorizing about argumentation

belongs to the study of dialogue known as dialectic (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004; van Eemeren et al.

2014).  Thus,  the  pragma-dialectical  theory  combines  pragmatic  insights  from  speech  act  theory  and

discourse analysis with a dialectical perspective inspired by the critical-rationalist ideal of reasonableness, as

well as formal dialectical approaches (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1982; van Eemeren et al. 2014). The

descriptive pragmatic and the normative dialectical dimensions of argumentation are systematically linked

together in order to capture these crucial aspects. However, the pragma-dialectical theory is very broad,

incorporating  insight  from  a  wide  array  of  disciplines,  including  philosophy  and  logic  as  well  as

communication studies, linguistics, psychology, and other disciplines (van Eemeren et al. 2014).

There are six basic concepts in the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation: the ideal model of

critical  discussion;  the  four  stages  of  critical  discussion;  the  rules  of  critical  discussion;  strategic

maneuvering; argumentation structures, and argument schemes. 

The  ideal  model  of  critical  discussion. The  ideal  model  of  critical  discussion  envisages  an

argumentative discourse aimed at resolving a difference of opinion by rational means as consisting of two

opposing sides, with the protagonist defending a standpoint, and the antagonist doubting it. The goal of such

an argumentative exchange is always to resolve the disagreement based on its merits. The ideal model can

serve both  as  a  heuristic  and a critical  tool,  and it  is  instrumental  for  the  argumentation analyst  when

deciding  about  the  communicative  functions  of  speech  acts.  It  also  provides  a  standard  for  argument

evaluation. 

The four stages of critical discussion. In a critical discussion the participating parties have to proceed

through four discussion stages in order to resolve their disagreement: the confrontation stage, the opening

stage, the argumentation stage, and the concluding stage (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1984, pp. 85–88;

1992, pp. 34–35; van Eemeren et al. 2002 24–25; van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004, pp. 59–62). At the

confrontation stage the parties recognize their difference of opinion and externalize it. In a single, non-mixed

difference of opinion, one of the parties has committed themselves to a standpoint that is not accepted by the

other  party.  This  difference  of  opinion  is  expressed  by  the  other  party  doubting  the  standpoint.  If  the

disagreeing party holds the opposite standpoint, the result is a mixed disagreement, and both parties are

obliged to defend their standpoint if asked to do so. At the opening stage, the parties decide to resolve this

difference of opinion, assigning the roles of protagonist and antagonist. In this stage the parties agree on the

rules  and  material  starting  points  for  the  discussion,  which  are  the  propositions  they  can  use  in  their

argumentation. At the argumentation stage, the protagonist defends his standpoint by advancing arguments

to counter the antagonist’s objections or to remove his doubt. Finally, the discussion enters the concluding

stage  in  which  the  parties  evaluate  whether  the  difference  of  opinion  is  resolved  by  the  protagonist's

withdrawal of his standpoint or by the antagonist's withdrawal of his doubt. However, that the protagonist has

to retract his standpoint does not mean that the negation of the standpoint should be accepted. The model

also defines, by means of the rules of the critical discussion, the type and distribution of the speech acts that
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play a role in the various stages of the resolution process. 

The rules of critical discussion. These are norms of reasonableness that apply at every stage and

that ensure that the resolution of the difference of opinion is based on merit (van Eemeren & Grootendorst

2004,  pp.  123–57;  van  Eemeren  2014,  pp.  539–52).  The  rules  are  instrumental  for  ensuring  that  the

argumentative exchange between the discussants is reasonable and progress towards a resolution of the

difference of opinion on the merits. Any violation of these rules prevents the resolution of the disagreement

from being based on merit and are therefore considered fallacious. These rules of critical discussion allow

the discourse to be analyzed and evaluated with respect to a normative model. 

Strategic maneuvering. In the attempt to resolve the disagreement the participants of the critical

discussion aim not only to be reasonable but also to be effective in convincing the other party. This means

that a participant in a critical discussion aims to be as rhetorically effective as possible while at the same time

complying to the rules of reasonableness. This is captured by the pragma-dialectical concept of  strategic

maneuvering, which  refers  to  the  constant  effort  of  maneuvering  between  the  dialectical  goal  of

reasonableness and the rhetorical goal of effectiveness by taking into account the strategic maneuvering

triangle. The triangle means that the arguer in the critical discussion: (1) chooses the most favorable option

of the topical potential of argumentative moves available at a certain point in the discourse; (2) adapts as

much as  possible  to  the commitments and  demands of  the intended audience,  and (3)  uses the most

favorable presentational devices (van Eemeren 2010, pp. 93–96). If the goal of being effective outbalances

the arguer's goal of being reasonable, the strategic maneuvering has derailed and the arguer violates a rule

of reasonableness and commits some kind of fallacy. All fallacies can be seen as derailments of strategic

maneuvering (van Eemeren 2010, p. 198). 

Argumentation structures. The concept of argumentation structure is another important analytical tool

in  the  pragma-dialectical  theory  of  argumentation.  In  the  pragma-dialectical  system  the  terms

“argumentation” and “argument” are used in the sense manifested in most Roman and Germanic languages.

“Argumentation” refers to the constellation of propositions employed in support of—and not  including—a

standpoint, whereas “argument” corresponds to reason. Thus, a single argumentation—which is the smallest

argumentative  unit  in  pragma-dialectics—consists  (usually)  of  two  propositions:  the  argument,  which  is

advanced as a reason for the standpoint,  and  the linking premise, which enables the argument to be a

reason for the standpoint.3 The “linking premise” should not be confused with an ordinary premise but is the

proposition that expresses the rule of inference  that function to license and enable the argumentation to

transfer acceptability from the argument to the standpoint. Thus, the linking premise enables the acceptability

of the argument to be “transfered” onto the standpoint and would correspond to the “warrant” in a Toulmian

categorization. The linking premise often remains unexpressed in practice. The “argument” and the “linking

premise” correspond to what is labeled the minor and major premise in standard syllogistic logic if they were

reconstructed in the pragma-dialectical system.  The pragma-dialectical argumentation theory distinguishes

between  four  main  types  of  argumentation  structures:  single  argumentation;  multiple  argumentation;

3 This does not exclude that a multitude of other propositions may be tacitly assumed in the argumentation. These are
labeled assumptions, or unexpressed or implicit premises. 
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coordinative  argumentation,  and  subordinative  argumentation  (van  Eemeren  &  Grootendorst  1992;  van

Eemeren et al. 2002). 

This terminology is in contrast to the North American and the “classical” sense of “argument” where

the term includes both the conclusion and all premises that supports it as one single unit. In this dissertation I

will generally follow the pragma-dialectical terminology. However, whenever I discuss the classical taxonomy

I will, for the sake of convenience, use the term argument in the classical sense if the term is qualified by a

label that belongs to the classical categorization (for instance the expressions “formally valid argument”,

“inductive argument” or “deductive argument” would refer to the classical sense of  “argument”). In some

instances  where  the  plural  “argumentations”  will  make  the  sentences  very  awkward  I  use  the  term

“arguments” to refer to two or more instances of single argumentation. It should be noted that even though

the school of informal logic rejects the taxonomy and standards of the classical tradition it shares the same

definition of “argument”.  Furthermore, in Chapter 2 which is an overview of distinguished subtypes in the

literature, I will use the term “argument” in the sense which the authors appears to use it which is mostly in

the classical sense. However, when  I comment  about what the author himself  might label “argument by

normative analogy” (in the classical sense) I may describe it as “argumentation by normative analogy”. I think

that the context should make it clear to the reader when “argument” is used in the pragma-dialectical sense

and when it is used in the classical sense so that no misunderstanding occurs.

Single  argumentation  is  the  simplest  type  of  argumentation  and  consists  (mostly)  of  only  one

argument and its linking premise. All types of complex argumentations are constructed out of a combination

of single arguments (van Eemeren et al. 2002; van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1992, 2004; van Eemeren

2014). Complex argumentation can be complex in three basic ways: multiple argumentation consists of more

than one alternative defense of the same standpoint; subordinatively compound argumentation consists of a

serial chain of arguments in which each argument supports the preceding argument up to the standpoint.

Finally,  coordinatively  compound argumentation  consists  of  several  single  arguments that  coordinatively

cooperate in order to constitute a sufficient defense of  the standpoint. These three types of argumentation

structures may be endlessly combined, which makes the level of complexity theoretically unlimited. It should

be noted that the composition of single arguments into complex argumentation is not based on logical, but on

dialectical, connections.

Argument  schemes. Each  single  argumentation  employs  an  argument  scheme. The  pragma-

dialectical theory contains a crucial distinction between the larger overall argumentation structure—which

consists of a complex compound of single arguments—and each internal inference configuration of each

singular argument that builds the compound (van Eemeren et al. 2002; van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004).

The  former  is  the  macrostructure  of  argumentation,  while  the  latter  is  the  microstructure.  This  internal

inference configuration of each single argumentation is called the argument scheme. Argument schemes are

abstract frames of patterns that allow for the substitution of instances (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004).

Argument schemes are forms of argument that model uniform patterns of atomic reasoning, and each single

argument employs one of  three argument schemes, each of  which enables a unique way of conveying

acceptability  from  the  argument  to  the  standpoint.  Thus,  argument  schemes  represent  the  non-formal
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inference rule implicit in a given type of argumentation. 

The symptomatic argument scheme has a symptomatic relationship between the argument and the

standpoint. For example, the argumentation “Jack is an experienced teacher because he hardly spends any

time  on  preparation”  employs  the  symptomatic  argument  scheme  “little  time  spent  on  preparation  is

symptomatic of experienced teachers.” In argumentation based on a causal argument scheme, a standpoint

is defended by making a causal connection between the argument and the standpoint. For example, “don't

smoke—you'll get cancer” may be interpreted as warranted by the claim that smoking will cause cancer, and

it therefore employs a causal argument scheme. Finally, there is the analogical argument scheme, which is

the topic of this dissertation. For example, the argumentation “we need not give Peter a 20 dollar allowance

because his brother always gets just 10 dollars a week”. This is warranted by a comparison or analogy

between the brothers. 

Each type of argument scheme has its own set of critical questions that evaluate the application of

the scheme in an actual argumentation.4 The critical questions are part of the “testing procedures” that test

whether the advanced argumentation is consistent with the argument scheme rule of the critical discussion,

which holds that “A standpoint may not be regarded as conclusively defended if the defense does not take

place by means of an appropriate argument scheme that is correctly applied” (van Eemeren et al. 2002, pp.

91–108, 130–32; van Eemeren & Groteendorst 2004, pp. 194–95; van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 19–21, 544,

547–52, 595–96). Thus, whether the argument scheme rule is violated or not is determined by whether the

matching critical questions can be answered satisfactorily or not (van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 21, 544, 547).

There is a close relation between critical reactions, argument schemes, and argumentation structure.

For instance, when the antagonist advances critical questions in an argumentation that matches its argument

scheme,  answering  these  questions  may  result  in  additional  argumentative  complexity  or  withdrawal

depending on whether the questions target the acceptability or sufficiency, and depending also on how the

protagonist  attempts  to  answer  the  questions.  The  same  holds  with  other  critical  reactions,  like

counterarguments, rejections, or doubts. Therefore, any focus on a particular argument scheme cannot avoid

relating to the concept of argumentation structure and the possible critical reactions germane to the scheme

in question. 

1.4 Organization of the Study
Each chapter—except the second and the sixth—starts with a repetition of my basic ideas of the analogical

argument scheme. The repetition will  function as a starting point for the discussion of the next group of

research  questions  to  be  addressed.  In  the  second  chapter  I  address  the  first  research  question  and

subquestions by mapping the developments in the field.  The sections in this chapter provide an overview of

various  proposed  classifications  of  analogical  arguments.  It  catalogs  and  comments  on  subtypes,  and

provides a  summary of  what  criteria  various authors have used for  distinguishing between subtypes of

4 Not every critical question pertains to every argumentation that uses the scheme to which the question applies. 
Some critical questions apply to some applications of the scheme, others do not. 
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analogical  argumentation.  The  subtypes  can,  for  instance,  be  distinguished  by  logical  structure,  or  by

whether they compare objects of different domains, or whether they have contrasting modes of inference,

and so on. This chapter provides a broad overview of what those parameters are and ends with a tentative

normative discussion about the classification of argumentation. 

Chapter  3  addresses  the second research  question  (2)  and subquestions  (2a;2b).  This  chapter

provides an account of my basic theory of the analogical argument scheme and how an analogical inference

configuration  operates.  It  discusses  the  two  crucial  relations  of  one-to-one  correspondence  and  the

determining relation, and applies the analysis on various examples. The analogical argument scheme is

contrasted to the standard account of inductive, abductive and deductive argumentation.  In this chapter, I

provide an extensive analysis of the analogical argument scheme, and identify the subtypes on the basis of

this analysis. It also discusses whether arguments by analogy can be reduced to other types of inferences

and it is argued that some arguments, which are not explicit arguments by analogy, should nevertheless be

interpreted as such and not as inductive or deductive arguments. Since it is such a crucial question to the

whole idea of analogical argumentation, research question (2b) is also to some extent addressed in chapters

5 and 6. 

Chapter 4 is an amplification of the content of Chapter 3 and continues to discuss subquestion (2a).

This chapter contains only two subsections. In subsection [4.1] it is explained how the notion of “relative

essence” and particular  judgment relates to the analysis  of  the analogical  argument  scheme performed

Chapter 3. It  is argued that an accurate understanding of the analogical argument scheme of this study

enables the scheme to be flexible to accommodate very complicated comparisons and take into account the

subtleties of concrete reality. In subsection [4.2] the analysis is applied on a well-known real life example in

order to show that the proposed analysis of the analogical argument scheme developed in Chapter 3 and in

section [4.1], can accurately represent complicated comparisons (this is further elaborated in Chapter 5). In

section [4.2] it is further argued that several of the current versions of analogical argument schemes fails to

adequately represent these complicated comparisons. 

In  Chapter  5  I  extensively  discuss  how  the  proposed  argument  scheme  relates  to  complex

argumentation structures. It answers research question (3) and subquestions (3a; 3b; 3c). In this chapter I

discuss how the proposed analogical argument scheme relates to the pragma-dialectical theory of complex

argumentation  structures,  and  how  one  should  accurately  reconstruct  both  single  and  complex

argumentation  by analogy.  Chapter  5  also extends on the  ideas of  Chapter  4  and apply  the proposed

scheme on very complicated and complex real life comparisons. 

In this chapter I  also put the proposed theory of analogical inference configuration in the bigger

picture of argumentation in general, and suggest a unified model that explains how analogical argument

schemes relates to formally valid deductive argumentation and other types of argument schemes. The model

proposes “scheme-specific-validity” i.e., that there are different forms of “validity” depending on what type of

argument scheme is at work, but that all forms of validity derive from one and the same generic conception

of validity.
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Chapter 6 answers research question (4) and subquestions (4a; 4b). In this chapter I discuss the

special application of argumentation by analogy when an argumentation is refuted by the presentation of an

analogous parallel  argumentation whose flaws are clearly displayed. The method is explicated, examined,

and compared with two other general methods of refuting argumentation. In this chapter I also discuss the

advantages and disadvantages of this kind of application of analogy argumentation. 

Chapter 7 discusses the final research question (5) and subquestions (5a; 5b; 5c). The purpose of

this chapter  is  to  provide a deeper account of  how to  evaluate argumentation by analogy.  The chapter

contains a comprehensive account of the counterarguments to use when showing the flaws in a faulty piece

of analogical argumentation.  These counterarguments show whether the analogy employed in a piece of

analogical argumentation violates any of the correctness conditions for a correct analogical inference. The

model advanced in this chapter suggests that the argument scheme rule implicates that each type of scheme

has its own specific crucial  correctness conditions,  in accordance with what type of  scheme it  is.  Each

different  inferential  principle  in  each  different  type  of  scheme  defines  how  the  particular  correctness

conditions manifest themselves in the various types of arguments. Thus, these correctness conditions are

generated by extracting what is constitutionally inherent in the specific argument schemes. 

This  means  that  single  argumentation  by  analogy  has  its  own  scheme-specific  correctness

conditions  by  virtue  of  the  analogical  relation  of  the  scheme  employed.  It  is  these  scheme-specific

correctness  conditions that  are  falsified  by the  counterarguments that  show flaws in  the  analogy  of  an

analogical argumentation. There are six types of counterarguments that can be used to show the flaws in

faulty argumentation by analogy. The model also suggests that these scheme-specific correctness conditions

can function as a more precise criterion for when the argument scheme rule has been violated in a critical

discussion.  These  counterarguments  show  whether  the  analogy  employed  in  a  piece  of  analogical

argumentation violates any of the scheme-specific correctness conditions for a correct analogy.  The model

provides further content and a more precise criterion for when the argument scheme rule has been violated

in a critical discussion. In the pragma-dialectical theory, the argument scheme rule has been observed only if

the matching critical questions can be answered satisfactorily (van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 21, 544, 547).

Thus, the model in this chapter suggests additional content to the standard account of what it means to claim

that  an  argument  scheme is  or  is  not  appropriate  and  correctly  applied.  The  argument  scheme of  an

argumentation  is  appropriate  and  correctly  applied  if,  and  only  if,  the single  argumentation  is  scheme-

specifically “valid”. This is so if, and only if, the single argumentation satisfies its scheme-specific correctness

conditions. The chapter also explains how the critical questions are part of this formula. 

Finally, in Chapter 8, I provide the conclusion where I discuss the main results and what implications

they have for further research, discussing also the merits of this study, as well as unresolved issues. 
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Chapter 2

2 STATE OF THE ARTS

2.1 Introduction

There  exists  not  only  a  large  body  of  accounts  of  analogical  argumentation  but  also  a  large  body  of

suggestions of subtypes of  analogical  argumentation.   Hitherto there has been no attempt to provide a

comprehensive overview of the various proposals of the subtypes and the criteria for distinguishing them.

This chapter is an attempt to remedy that lack. 

2.1.1 Aim of the Study
 

The aim of this chapter is to provide a comprehensive overview of the various criteria and terminology used

by various theorists to distinguishes subtypes of analogical arguments. The research question addressed is:

Which types of argumentation by analogy have been distinguished in the literature? 

The subquestions are: 

 

(1a) What various types are being distinguished and by what author? 

(1b) By what criteria are they distinguished? 

In order to accomplish the aim and to answer the research question, a qualitative content analysis with

inductive meaning categorization has been performed on a large quantity of texts consisting of almost 700

journals and books. The result is commented on as well as summarized in tables. The aim of the chapter is

to  provide  an  overview, not  a  review;  it  aims  to  systematically  map  various  authors’  proposals  for

distinguishing and classifying subtypes of arguments by analogy and the labels and terminology therewith,

not to provide a systematic classification.   The chapter contains an exploratory mapping of classifications
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made by various authors. I attempt to interpret and clarify what subtypes of analogical arguments have been

suggested or used in the literature, what parameters have been used as criteria by various authors for

making the subtypes and what terms have been used to label the subtypes. My work aims to help the reader

by providing an overview of the terminology and the criteria that have been used by various authors. I should

emphasize that this study does not claim to be final in any sense, but rather is a tentative map of the territory

which provides a foundation for further research. 

2.1.2 Method

2.1.2.1 Inductive Qualitative Content Analysis
The method employed in this study is inductive qualitative content analysis. Qualitative content analysis is a

research method that has come widely in use in various fields. It is one of many research methods used to

analyze  text  data  (Cavanagh,  1997).  Other  methods  include  “ethnography”,  “grounded  theory”,

“phenomenology” and “historical research”. Qualitative content analysis focuses on the typical features of the

text  as communication with attention to the contextual  meaning of  its content  (Hsiu-Fang and Shannon

2005). 

Qualitative content analysis is a method that sorts written or oral materials into identified categories

of  similar  meanings  (Moretti  et  al.  2011;  Elo  et  al.  2014).  The  inductive  variant  extracts  the  meaning

categories directly from the data (Cavanagh 1997; Moretti et al. 2011; Elo et al. 2014). The method has three

characteristics: it reduces data, it is systematic and it is flexible. It requires the researchers to center on those

parts that relate to the overall research goal (Schreier 2014). If content analysis is properly conducted, it will

yield trustworthy results (Elo et al. 2014).  

In this work, the meaning categories that were searched for were the criteria used to distinguish the

subtypes of analogy argumentation. These criteria were not predetermined but inductively extracted from the

texts.  However,  the  idea that  there  existed  criteria  used  for  distinguishing  various  subtypes  of  course

preceded the study. It was assumed that if there are claims of subtypes, then there are also claims of criteria

– explicit or implicit – that distinguish the subtypes. 

Any  type  of  classification  or  division  between  various  arguments  will  employ  some  kind  of

distinguishing criterion. Thus, it was these classifications “criteria” or “parameters” that were extracted into

meaning categories, and the subtypes were clustered under the criteria that were used to distinguish the

subtypes.   Every  author  who has  talked  about  or  used  various  subtypes  of  analogical  arguments  has

explicitly or implicitly employed such a criterion to some extent. However, a subtype of an argumentation type

may be classified by virtue of several parameters, and it may be difficult to distinguish exactly what feature is

working  as  a  criterion  in  distinguishing  between  types.  Thus,  although  I  was  looking  for  criteria  of

classification  prior  the  study,  I  had  certainly  not  determined  which criteria  they  were.  After  inductively

identifying the meaning categories, I attempted to identify subcategories of each criterion. For instance, one

meaning category into which the subtypes of  many authors could be sorted is  the criterion of  function.

However,  this  general  criterion  is  usually  not  stated  explicitly.  The  authors  rather  differentiate  various
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subtypes based on whether they have predictive or classificatory function, or whether they have a supportive

or refutative function and so on. Such textual clues provide information not only that a certain function is

used as a distinguishing criterion but also about the sub-categorizations that distinguish between various

types of function. 

2.1.2.2 Extracting and Defining the Meaning Categories
My grounds for cataloging a subtype under the heading of a certain criterion for subdivision have been the

author's own explicit claims. For example (the reader can see this in section [2.2.3] table 5) both “pointing out

a  common principle”  and  “heuristic”  fall  under  the  class  function  because  the  authors  concerned  have

distinguished  or  described  a  certain  type  of  analogy  argumentation  by  appealing  to  their  difference  in

function. Brown, for one, clearly uses difference in function in order to distinguish between two types of

analogical arguments, which he calls “proportional” and “predictive” (Brown 1989, p. 163): 

Even in those cases where a proportional analogy and a predictive one may be paraphrases of each other or
equivalent to each other in underlying logical form, the two [arguments] are not used interchangeably. This is
true because the two forms do not have the same function either in reasoning or in discourse.

Thus, Brown's subtypes proportional analogy and predictive analogy are clustered under the criterion of

function (section [2.2.3]). However, often it may not be entirely clear whether a theorist really uses a given

criterion as ground for a distinction or not.  For example, Louise Cummings writes that argumentation by

analogy is used in public health reasoning:

As a  form of  presumptive  reasoning,  analogical  arguments  have  a  valuable  role  to  play  in  closing
epistemic  gaps  in  knowledge.  This  heuristic  function  of  these  arguments  is  illustrated  through  an
examination of some uses of analogical reasoning in recent public health crises. (Cummings 2014, p.
169). 

Does  this  mean  that  Cummings  uses  function as  criterion  to  distinguish  between  various  analogical

arguments? Or is this just an application of the same argumentation in a certain context? Of course, I have in

many instances been forced to make a decision based on an uncertain interpretation of what the author

seems to think or is committed to. In this case I decided that it is not completely unreasonable to claim that

Cummings is talking about a certain type of analogical argumentation used in public health. Given that, she

uses a type of analogical argumentation in public health divided on the basis of its function. Therefore, I have

included her argumentation in the table of function.  

If an explicit claim is missing, I have tried to make a plausible interpretation of what seems to be the

basis for the author's distinction. The most salient feature the author uses that could explain the subdivision

is taken as the criterion. This means giving attention to how the author uses the contrasting subtypes or how

the author describes them.  Although this judgment is based on a particular assessment of the material,

whenever there is ambiguity between different criteria I have given precedence to an interpretation that gives

rise to a new criterion in order not to exclude any criterion that has been employed. Since many authors

often employ many features together as grounds for classification and these features are often interrelated. I
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try to interpret the meaning categories of criteria in a  broad manner.   Furthermore,  since  this an article

overview of how analogical arguments have been distinguished and classified both in theory and in actual

practice, there is no guarantee that the criteria in my overview have been used in a coherent or consistent

way or that the author has used a criterion deliberately. 

There are several challenges involved making this kind of comprehensive overview. One problem is

that various philosophers may use the same term but mean different things or vice versa, or they may not

really name the subtypes at all, only describe or use them. Sometimes the terminology is misleading. For

example, several philosophers who think that argumentations by analogy are irreducible to the inductive or

deductive  type  of  argument  still  subdivide  argumentation  by  analogy  into  an  “inductive”  type  and  a

“deductive” type, which has caused others to make faulty classifications.1 

Another problem is that various philosophers use contrasting criteria and taxonomically dissimilar

axes, focusing on contrasting criteria as grounds for classification.  Several classifications are based on

different parameters and made from dissimilar perspectives. 

Yet another problem is that the authors may focus on different dimensions of an argumentation.

Thus,  some  divisions  or  classifications  appear  to  coincide  even  though  they  have  different  criteria  for

classification, while others cut across contrasting classifications. 

Another problem is, of course, that authors often may use more than one criterion at a time in order

to divide types into distinguishable subtypes. In such cases I have put the subtypes into more than one

category of criterion. Various authors make their distinctions in a cross-categorical way.  The criteria I have

found not only take into account different dimensions of  analogical arguments,  but  are also on different

levels.  Various  authors  have  focused  on  various  aspects,  which  has  yielded  classifications  based  on

contrasting  levels  of  an  argumentation.  For  example,  the  criterion  function refers  to  the  use  of  the

argumentation, which probably has different logical patterns, which can be rooted in different epistemological

accounts.  Another  philosopher  may look  at  the  same argumentation  but  base  his  distinction  on  logical

patterns or the contrasting epistemological account. 

I have not discussed further sub-classifications of using a combination of criteria unless the author

him-/herself makes such distinctions. For instance, nothing prevents you from first distinguishing two types of

argumentation by analogy by virtue of their dissimilar function in the discourse, and then subdividing these

sub-arguments according to their mode of inference and subdividing these sub-sub-arguments according to

their logical structure, and so on. You could apply the same criterion again for each new subtype. Perhaps

sub-subtypes can be divided according to contrasting functions. 

2.1.2.3 Scope and Limits

2.1.2.3.1 Material search and Databases
The  overview  covers  all  arguments  that  in  some  way  reason  via  some  kind  of  similarity,  analogy  or

comparison. I wanted to provide a genuinely comprehensive input to the field and therefore I did not limit

myself only to argumentation theorists. Argumentation by analogy (“argument by analogy”) is defined by the

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy as: “an explicit representation of a form of analogical reasoning that
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cites accepted similarities between two systems to support the conclusion that some further similarity exists.”

(Bartha 2011,  p.1).  This  overview has focused on those authors who accept  arguments by analogy as

genuine arguments and on how different subdivisions are made of argumentation by analogy.  

An important terminological issue in the study is the fact that the contemporary use of analogy does

not always have the same meaning as in the classical uses. The classical Greek term for analogy (analogia

or αναλογία) is sometimes translated as “proportion”, which would include ratios (3 is to 6 as 4 is to 8). Many

of the contemporary uses of analogy simply refer to some kind of comparison between similar things in order

to  justify  an  inference  based on similarity.  Terms  like  “proportion”,  “similarity”,  “same”,  “figure”,  “simile”,

“metaphor”,  “comparison”  “case-based-reasoning”,  may all  refer  to  analogy in  some sense.   Analogy is

sometimes used  in  this  broad  sense  referring  to  any  comparisons  of  similarities  between two or  more

objects, and sometimes in a more qualified sense, referring to a certain kind of similarity.5 

This work brings together research from different fields to provide an overall picture of different ways

of classifying arguments by analogy.   It  attempts to deal  with different  understandings of  arguments by

analogy in a broad sense. The research reviewed includes, but is not limited to, work from argumentation

theory, artificial intelligence (AI), cognitive science, linguistics, archeology, mathematics, natural sciences,

philosophy, psychology and (other) social sciences. A vast number of kinds of arguments from comparison

have been referred to  as analogies or as analogous,  and analogy has been studied from a number of

disciplinary perspectives.6 

An extensive literature search was designed to identify and retrieve primary studies relevant to the

project’s major research goal. Articles ranging from artificial intelligence to archeology have been taken into

account. The database Philosopher's index was used although most of the retrieval work was carried out

using the web search engine Google. The search was very broad. The keywords used were “analog*”, or

“analogy”, or “argument*” + “analog*” or “reasoning” + “analog*”, or “argument*” + “comparison” or “case-

based reasoning”, in order to not miss anything that could be relevant for the study. I made a further search

for “analog*” on the Informal Logic website and on the Argumentation website.7

The working process of selection consisted of three steps: first, a collection of articles and books that

matches  the  searches  for  analogy  in  general,  second,  a  selection  of  those  articles  that  concern

argumentation  by  analogy  in  particular,  and  third,  a  selection  of  those  articles  that  are  relevant  for

distinguishing various subtypes of argumentation by analogy. The following inclusion criteria were used: (a)

accessibility — the study must be publicly available or archived;8 (b) relevance — the study must at least

contain arguments or reasoning by analogy; (c) sufficiency—it must not be too difficult to identify what kind of

classification  an  author  implicitly  or  explicitly  employs  in  his/her  discussion/treatment  of  analogical

5 The more qualified sense is stated well by Holyoak's view on analogy: “Analogy is a special kind of similarity . . .
two situations are analogous if they share a common pattern of relationships among their constituent elements even
though the elements themselves differ across the two situations. ” (2005, p. 117). 

6 Even environmental ethics employs argumentation by analogy to a large degree, see Eggleston (2011). 
7 Informal Logic: http://ojs.uwindsor.ca/ojs/leddy/index.php/informal_logic/index; Argumentation: 

http://link.springer.com/journal/10503
8 The reason for this is that  I want other researcher to be able to assess my work and continue to build on the

foundation that I have laid. 
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arguments; (d) language — the material must be in English. 

A mere reference to or use of analogy or any of these other concepts is insufficient for a work to be

included in this overview. The works I have included attempt to theorize about or otherwise explicate one or

more of the uses of analogy as arguments. However, the exact distinction between analogical reasoning in

arguments and other types of analogical reasoning is not always entirely clear and, as a result, sometimes

works  that  discuss  analogical  inferences  as  such  are  included.  However,  analogical  reasoning  used  to

explain something, or for the purposes of illustration or elucidation, have in general been excluded.

There are at least two differences in purpose between an argumentation and an explanation. The

goal of an argumentation is that the premises give support for accepting the standpoint, whereas the goal of

an explanation is to give an account of how the conclusion came about. Secondly, an argumentation aims at

establishing  new truth or determining controversial truths, whereas explanations give an account of truths

that are supposed to be already accepted (Bex and Walton 2012).  Thus, when analogical means are used to

give an account of how the conclusion of already accepted truths came about, it is a case of analogical

explanation, and when analogical means are used to support the belief in new or controversial truths, it is a

case of analogical argumentation. However, explanations can be used as arguments in certain contexts. For

example, in a situation where it is claimed that a theory is unclear or incoherent, an explanation can show

that it can be clarified and coherently elucidated, and the epistemic value of explanatory power is something

that can be employed in an argumentation. Moreover, the indicators necessary to discern whether reasoning

is explanatory or argumentative may be lacking or ambiguous or the author may simply discuss analogical

reasoning in very broad and general terms. 

I have included other but less comprehensive attempts to analyze the literature concerning subtypes

of argumentation by analogy, as well as their sources (because the reviewers' classification could differ from

the original source).  I have not, for obvious reasons, analyzed every possible article that uses argumentation

by analogy and from that discovered or extracted a new subtype of argumentation by analogy. Another limit

is  that  the  overview  will  be  restricted  to  literature  in  English.  I  have  rejected  articles  that  claim  that

argumentation by analogy can be reducible to another type of argumentation; it is meaningless to review

classifications  of  an  argumentation  type  that ex  hypothesi does  not  exist.  I  will  therefore  assume that

arguments by analogy are an irreducible type of their own, which means that the ideas about analogy of

authors such as Keynes, Nagel, Hempel, Allen, Kaptein (2005), Agassi (1988), Botting (2012), Beardsley

(1950), Johnson (1989) and to some extent Waller (2001) and Shecaira (2013), will not be discussed.9 These

authors  think  that  arguments  by  analogy  are  inherently  flawed  or  reducible  to  inductive,  deductive  or

abductive arguments or some combination thereof, and will  only be discussed insofar as their  work has

particular relevance to the idea that analogical arguments are an authentic type of inference. I have also

avoided  articles  that  explicitly  discuss  arguments  from  metaphor.  The  relation  between  metaphor  and

analogy is interesting and important, but cannot be included in a discussion that focuses on subtypes of

analogical argumentation. The relation between analogy and metaphor has been discussed by a number of

9 Allen's position is mentioned in Botting (2012). The views of Hempel (1965); Keynes (1957); Nagel (1961) are 
mentioned in Gamboa (2008). Shecaira (2013) thinks that a priori analogies in ethics and law should be understood
as composite argumentation made up of (i) one (sub)argumentation that resembles an inference to the best 
explanation and (ii) one deductive argument (personal communication 2014-02-19).

20



other authors (Gentner & Bowdle 2008; Gentner, et al. 1987; Gentner et al. 1988; Musolff 2006; Thagard and

Beam 2004). I have only made an exception for cases where metaphor is used in the sense of “figurative

analogy” and not “genuine” “metaphorical  arguments”.10 Analogical reasoning must also be distinguished

from  arguments  that  employ extensive  interpretation  in  law,  which  may  be  reminiscent  of  analogical

reasoning but which are something else.11 

2.1.2.3.2 Terminology
Various terms have been used by different authors for distinguishing the objects of comparison, such as

Source vs. Target, Source Case vs. Target Case, Primary Subject vs. Analogue, Source domain vs. Target

Domain, Case vs. Parallel Case, Analogue vs. Target Subject. The Analogue, Source, Source domain etc is

that  which  is  known from which  a  predicate  is  transferred to  the Target  Subject,  Target  Case,  Primary

Subject, Source Domain etc. 

2.1.3 Organization of the Result of the Study
The search for meaning categories resulted in a discovery of a total of nine criteria for subtype categorization

(which can be combined) that have been used by various authors (consciously or unconsciously). These are:

(1) Status of the Analogue, (2) Function or purpose, (3) Logical form, (4) Domain constraint, (5) Mode of

inference, (6) Variants of the determining relation, (7)  Quantity of analogues, (8) Contrasting elements of

comparison,  (9)  Contrasting  testing  procedures.  I  will  explain  each  criterion  in  more  detail  under  each

separate heading. I have organized the overview so that all subtypes that employ the same criterion for

subdivision are clustered together under the same criterion in sections [2.2.2], [2.2.3], [2.2.4], [2.2.5], [2.2.6],

[2.2.7], [2.2.8] and [2.2.9]. The exception is the last criterion, “contrasting testing procedures”, which will be

discussed in section [2.3]. In each of these other sections the subtypes, their authors and the criterion they

employ to distinguish the subtypes are commented and explained.

In the end of each section is a table that catalogs the subtypes and the authors in order to make it

easier for the reader to grasp the overview. If an author employs more than one criterion for the classification

or if it is unclear which of two criteria an author has used, then the subtypes are clustered under more than

one criterion.   In the tables, one can see the label of each subtype, the author, and by which criterion the

subtypes are classified. An empty cell  in the table means that the author has not formulated any further

subdivided argumentation (although the author has used the criterion for those arguments that are in other

cells). 

Arguments in the same column are the same “type” of arguments insofar that they are distinguished

by the same criterion. That is, given the actually used criterion, they belong to the same subtype of analogy

argumentation. As stated above, this does not exclude them from also being classified as another type of

10 It is, however, not always easy to make a clear-cut distinction between argumentation from metaphor and analogy
argumentation. See for example Musolff (2006) who focuses on arguments by metaphor, but ones which are very
similar to arguments by analogy using distant  domains of comparisons.  The distinction between arguments by
metaphor and analogy argumentation depends on which conceptual apparatus and what conceptual perspective is
used in the terminology. 

11 For a discussion about the difference and how it relates to the philosophy of law, see Canale and Tuzet (2014).
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analogical argumentation if another criterion is applied; the criterion for my listing is the criterion the various

theorists themselves seem to employ. There is a limit, however, to how precise and specific these criteria can

be. The reason for this is that in an inductive quality content analysis (in contrast to a deductive quality

content analysis), the meaning categories are extracted from the texts and not theoretically constructed and

defined prior to the analysis (Cavanagh, 1997; Moretti et al. 2011; Elo et al. 2014). The study is a study of

actual  claims and actual  use,  which are not  always well-defined.   Therefore,  in  extracting the meaning

categories  from the  text  and defining  them,  the  definitions  of  the  criteria  need to  be broad  enough to

encompass any  plausible  interpretation  of  authors’ actual  use.  Moreover,  it  seems more  reasonable  to

systematize the result of the overview into clusters under a limited number of more general concepts than to

make a category for each small specified difference of arguments that is a possible interpretation.  

In section [2.3] I discuss the relationship between these criteria that was treated in the preceding

sections. In this section I will provide some tentative normative remarks on the classification of arguments

and argue that  contrasting testing procedure is the most important  criterion for distinguishing types and

subtypes of arguments. In section [2.4] I provide a summary and the conclusions of this chapter.

2.1.4 Previous Attempts 
There have not been many attempts to produce systematic overview of proposals of subtypes of analogy

argumentation. The reason for this is,  I  think, besides all  the challenges of such an attempt, that it  has

always been controversial whether arguments by analogy are a genuine class of arguments irreducible to the

standard pattern  of  inductive or  deductive arguments.   Marianne Doury,  however,  is  a  recent exception

(Doury 2009).  She has attempted to provide non-exhaustive inventory of the main parameters identified in

academic works that permits sub-division of arguments by analogy (or comparative arguments, which is the

term she uses for them as a general class) (Doury 2009). Her discussion is a methodological overview and

its goal is to provide a systematic typology for the argument schemes of 'comparative arguments', based on

actual  argumentative  practices.  Doury  discusses  various  criteria  used to  classify  different  subtypes  and

found four main parameters used as grounds for typology by authors in argumentation studies: (1) Domain

constraint (whether the objects of comparison belong to the same domain of not), (2) Qualitative/Quantitative

Orientation  (whether  the analogy  concerns  quantitative  or  qualitative  considerations),  (3)  The  Epistemic

Status of Premises (how the analogue is known or justified), (4) The Dialectical Orientation of the Argument

(whether the argumentation aims at supporting or refuting something). In the next section I will discuss what

criteria this overview has discovered. 
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2.2. Classification Criteria found in the 
Literature

2.2.1 The View of John Wisdom

Before we focus on the various subtypes that have been claimed by various authors, we will discuss the

unorthodox view of John Wisdom that all reasoning cases are types of analogical reasoning. Wisdom had a

unique view of arguments by analogy, or “case-by-case procedure”, or “arguments by parallels”, as he called

them. According to Wisdom a case-by-case procedure is the foundation not only of all kinds of reasoning but

also of  knowledge itself;  it  is  all  ultimately based on our ability to compare and discern similarities and

differences (Wisdom 1991). This means that induction and even deduction in the end come down to a case-

by-case procedure. Thus, one who offers a deductive proof does not offer more than what he could have

done with a case-by-case proof (Wisdom 1991).  The only way to show that an inference is correct is to look

at another particular case and show that it is parallel. Wisdom even claimed that the difference between

inductive reasoning, deductive reasoning and case-by-case reasoning is really a matter of the form of the

argumentation, or in other words, how it is formulated (Wisdom 1991, p. 105). In the end, any reasoning can

be reduced  to  basic  case-by-case  reasoning:  “The  Justification  of  the  premise  in  the  end  will  rest  on

cases. . . ” (Wisdom 1991, p. 106). Yalden-Thomson summarizes Wisdom's view well: 

When we are wondering whether the object before us is a spade, whether the right legal decision was
reached, whether the firm of Baker and Sons is bankrupt, or whether it is true that love is always in part
hate, we look at parallels; we notice affinities and dissimilarities between objects or cases before us, and
the similar instances we can see or conceive . . . as to whether an action was or would be right or wrong . .
. people often argue by pointing out comparable action; and they do so whether they have in mind general
moral principles or not (Wisdom 1991, pp. xv-xvi). 

Wisdom stipulated a distinction between what he labeled arguments by analogy, which are confined to actual

cases, and arguments by parallels (or “case-by-case procedure”),  which encompass imaginary cases as

well. His peculiar view was that inductive and deductive arguments are reducible to, or at least dependent

on, a basic analogical (or case-by-case) reasoning. Wisdom's view can be interpreted as displayed in the

table 1:2.
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Table 1:2

 The classification by John Wisdom

Basic case-by-case reasoning 

Wisdom (1991)

Inductive arguments
Reducible

to/Dependent on basic
case-by-case reasoning)

Deductive arguments 
(Reducible

to/Dependent on basic
case-by-case reasoning)

Argument by analogy 
(Case-by-case

reasoning with actual
cases)

Reasoning by parallels
(Case-by-case
reasoning with

imaginary cases)

Even if few other authors have accepted such a view, some think that analogical reasoning is much more

prevalent than received opinion holds. For instance, John Burbidge, who does not think that reasoning by

analogy is the basis for all kinds of reasoning, but still thinks that induction, even statistical induction, is just

another  form of  argumentation by analogy (Burbidge 1990).  The only  difference is  that  there are fewer

dissimilarities between the objects of comparison, so that one may talk of categories or populations, like

“cows”, “people”, or “mammals”, etc (Burbidge 1990, pp. 41-79).

2.2.2 Status of the Analogue 
“Status of the analogue” refers to subdivision is based on a difference in the “status”; it can be normative

status or something else. If it is normative status it means that the subtypes are distinguished because one

type of argumentation solely has descriptive content whereas the other type of argumentation has normative

content as well (in premises and conclusion).  This criterion for subtypes in this cluster is defined as follows: 

The status of  the Analogue is  the criterion employed for  subdivision if  and only if  two analogical
arguments are distinguished as two types based on whether the Analogues differ with respect to a
certain “status” (descriptive vs normative etc.). 

A variant of this criterion is strictly epistemological: whether the Analogue is known a posteriori  or known a

priori – a hypothetical invented case.  In that case the criterion would read:

The status of  the Analogue is  the criterion employed for  subdivision if  and only if  two analogical
arguments are distinguished as two types based on the epistemic “status” of the Analogue – whether it
is known a posteriori or a priori. 

According to the epistemological variant, a comparison can obtain between two factual cases, or between

one hypothetical  invented case and a factual case, or between two hypothetical  invented cases. I  have

subsumed these variants under the same criterion because they are so exceedingly intertwined and are

always mentioned together.

Wisdom's distinction between “Argument by analogy” and “Reasoning by parallels” made in lectures he

gave in the 1960s, was historically the inspiration for the similar distinction between empirically grounded

“argument by inductive analogies” and “noninductive argument by analogy” by Steven Barker (S.F. Barker
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1989) and Everlyn Barker (E.M. Barker 1989).12 Stephen Barker distinguishes between “inductive argument

by analogy” and “non-inductive arguments by analogy”. The inductive argumentation by analogy does not

depend on our being able to establish any generalization that all or most F's are G's, but on a case being

similar to other cases. Thus, inductive analogies have the following general structure (Barker, S.F. 1989, p.

175): 

(1) a, b, c ... each has been observed to have property F and G; 

(2) n is observed to have property F;

___________

(3) Therefore, probably n has property G.

According to Doury, this criterion is the reason for Trudy Govier's distinction between inductive analogies and

a priori analogies (Doury 1999). Govier made the same division but labeled noninductive analogies as  a

priori analogies (Govier 1989; 2010). She has written about various types of arguments by analogy. The

most  salient  subdivision  is  however  between argument  by  a priori  analogy  and argument  by inductive

analogy (Govier 1989; 2010, pp. 333-335). 

According to Govier there are three main differences between these two types of argumentation by

analogy. Inductive analogies are predictive, they make inferences of what to expect in the target subject,

whereas  a priori  analogies are not making predictions. Govier follows the terminology of E.M. Barker and

S.F. Barker and Wisdom in which the Analogue in an inductive argumentation by analogy is a real instance

with features that are ascribed to it by empirical means (Govier 1989; 2010, pp. 333-335). The similarity

between the Target-Subject and the Analogue are factual empirical similarities (Govier 1989; 2010, pp. 333-

335). It is possible (in principle) to acquire evidence in order to assess whether the conclusion of an inductive

analogy is correctly predicted independently of the similarities cited in analogy. According to Govier (1989 p.

143), “argumentation by inductive analogy” has the following scheme:

1. A has x,y,z.

2. B has x,y,z, 

3. A is W. 

__________

4. Therefore, B is W. 

An argumentation by  a priori  analogy, on the other hand, is a comparison in which the Analogue may be

entirely hypothetical or fictitious without weakening its argumentative merit (Govier 1989; 2010, pp. 327, 333-

334, 349). The purpose is to make us perceive things in a certain way. Arguments from a priori analogy, in

contrast to inductive ones, often appeal to what Govier calls consistency (and what Reidhav 2007 calls the

formal principle of justice): that relevantly similar cases should be treated similarly (Govier 2010, pp. 320-

325). The idea that the one type of analogical argumentation is connected to this principle is very close to

12 Wisdom’s lectures were transcribed by Barker and published as a much-delayed book in 1991. 
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Frans van Eemeren's and Bart Garssen's claim about the subtype argumentation by normative analogies

being connected to the principle of  consistency (Garssen 2009; van Eemeren & Garssen 2014).  (Their

position is clarified later). A good example of an a priori analogy would be Judith Thomson’s famous analogy

between killing an unconscious violinist  and abortion (Govier 1989).   It  should be stressed that a priori

analogies are not necessarily deductive; the conclusion does not follow in virtue of its logical form, they are a

priori but non-deductive arguments. Her reconstruction of a priori analogical argument schemes is as follows

(Govier 1989, p. 144):

1. A has x,y,z. 

2. B has x,y,z.

3. A is W. 

4. It is in virtue of x,y,z that A is W. 

___________

Therefore, B is W.

Govier also mentions other subtypes but these are discussed under other headings since she employs other

criteria in distinguishing these subtypes. It is not always the case that the inductive analogy is contrasted with

some other type. For instance, John S. Mill has a well-known discussion about inductive analogy but never

contrasts it with some non-inductive type (Mill 2013 [1882]).  Another concept which is very often intertwined

with  the idea of  empirical  vs.  non-empirical  content  of  the  Analogue is  the difference that  an  inductive

analogy,  in  contrast  to  a  non-inductive analogy,  makes a  prediction.   However,  this  does not  inevitably

change the criterion for division; the prediction follows from the fact that an inductive analogy has empirical

content. Inductive analogies are based on empirical experience. They are always making a prediction that

the target subject will also have a certain property. Given that two or more objects share certain properties, it

is then expected that they also share another property. 

This is not the case with so called “a priori  argument by analogy”, where the relevant similarities

between the analogue and target subject are often invented a priori independent of reality in order to make

an appeal to treat or think about them similarly. A priori analogies characteristically have a normative content

beyond a purely empirical content. A certain class of analogical argumentation used in law falls under this

category. Katja Langenbucher maintain that there are two kinds of argumentation by analogy, one which we

may call “empirical” that aims at establishing a physical quality of the compared items which arrives at a

probabilistic conclusion; another type are arguments by analogy in law, which are  normative rather than

descriptive. Langenbucher states that this type of analogy implies that the two items are to be treated alike

since they share a number of deontic qualities, which justifies the applicability of a certain norm (1998, pp.

487-488). The same distinction is made by Reidhav (2007, pp. 32-51). Sunstein summarizes the structure of

legal argumentation by analogy in four steps: 

(I) Some fact pattern A has a certain characteristic X, or characteristics X, Y, and Z; (2) Fact pattern B
differs from A in some respects but shares characteristics X, or characteristics X, Y, and Z; (3) The law
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treats A in a certain way; (4) Because B shares certain characteristics with A, the law should treat B the
same  way.  For  example,  someone  asking  for  protection  against  domestic  violence  is  requesting
affirmative government assistance, just like someone asking the government for medical care; it is said to
"follow" from the medical care case that there is no constitutional right to protection against domestic
violence.  (Sunstein 1993) p. 745).

In law there is an important distinction between extracting a rule, applying it,  and contrasting analogical

(case-based) reasoning. The contrast can be seen in table 2:2.  

Table 2:2

The methods of rule extraction and case comparison in law

Rule extraction method Case comparison method 

(1) Extracting rules from decided cases (1) Selecting relevant case facts, cases 

(2) Showing that rule conditions are satisfied (2) Establishing an analogy between cases 

(3a) Applying extracted rules to the case at hand (3a) Following decided cases in the case at hand 

(3b) Pointing out exceptions to extracted rules (3b) Distinguishing decided cases from the case at hand

David  Reidhav  has  made  a  study  on  analogy-based  arguments  in  law  and  therefore  has  a  judicial

perspective  (Reidhav  2007).   He  claims  that  argumentation  by  analogy  in  reality  refers  to  a  family  of

arguments of  which some are inductive,  some are normative (Reidhav 2007,  p.  22).   If  the conclusion

derived from the other propositions states how the target case ought to be treated it is a “normative argument

from  analogy”,  otherwise  it  is  an  “inductive  argument  from  analogy”  (Reidhav  2007,  pp.  22-23).  The

normative argumentation from analogy is used to justify either equal or different treatment of legal cases.

This suggests that function also is used as a criterion for distinction, which is why his division is included

under that criterion as well (see next section). What is essential to arguments from analogy is that they

proceed from case to case. He, however, claims to propose a model in which arguments by analogy are

given a form so that they come out as deductively valid (Reidhav 2007, p. 16 onward). According to Reidhav,

an “inductive argument from analogy” has the following form (2007, p. 33):

(1) The entities a and b share properties P1 and P2 but not property P4

(2) P1 and P2 preponderate over P4

(3) a has the further property P3

_________

(4) Thus, b has the property P3

The probability of an “inductive argument from analogy” is a function of the amount of common properties

and their relevance to the inferred property (Reidhav 2007, p. 33). Normative arguments from analogy can

be subdivided into “normative arguments from  positive analogy” and “normative arguments from  negative

analogy”. The “argument from positive analogy” can be given the following preliminary form: 
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1. C1 [source case] ought to be treated as Q.

2. C2 [target case] is relevantly similar to C1.

___________

3. C2 ought to be treated as Q. 

The similarity between the source case and the target case is employed to justify the inference of the same

legal consequence. A “normative argument from negative analogy” works in the opposite way: it is concluded

that the target case ought not to be treated like the source case since there is relevant dissimilarity between

the  cases.  Normative  arguments  from  analogy  will,  together  with  principle  of  formal  justice,  turn  into

deductively valid arguments. The principle of formal justice can be formulated (Reidhav 2007, p. 48): 

(PFJ) Treat relevantly similar cases alike and relevantly unlike cases unlike.

Since this is a universal generalization the “argument from positive analogy” can be amended as follows: 

(1) If two cases are relevantly similar, they ought to be treated alike.

(2) C1 [source case] ought to be treated as Q.

(3) C2 [target case] is relevantly similar C1

____________

(4) C2 ought to be treated as Q. 

As Reidhav points  out,  this  is  a deductively  valid  argument:  the conclusion follows necessarily  from its

premises in virtue of its syntactical form (Reidhav 2007, pp. 36-40). However, as the reader can see in

premise  (3)  the  reference  to  analogy  (“relevantly  similar”)  is  retained  as  an  essential  part  of  the

argumentation. According to Reidhav, the principle of induction is to inductive arguments from analogy what

the principle of formal justice is to normative arguments from analogy (Reidhav 2007, pp. 50-51). Mostly

argumentation from analogy in law works via precedent, which is a relevantly similar case which has already

been resolved. What Reidhav (2007) calls “normative argument by analogy”, and Sunstein labels “analogical

reasoning in law”, are basically what Govier calls “a priori analogy” and what Stephen Barker (1989) labels

“noninductive argument by analogy”, with the exception that the arguments are employed in the context of

jurisprudence. Even if the case comparison method is a method, and not an argumentation, it would probably

be classified as a “normative argument by analogy” by authors using this kind of criterion for classification, at

least when the result of the method is formulated in an argumentative context. 

Van Eemeren and Garssen argue that there are two genuine subtypes of argumentation by analogy (or

argumentation by comparison) and figurative analogy,  which only seemingly utilizes a comparison but in

reality does not (Garssen 2009; van  Eemeren & Garssen 2014). The genuine subtypes are “argument by

descriptive analogy” and “argument by normative analogy” (Garssen 2009; van Eemeren & Garssen 2014).

In the “descriptive argument by analogy” there is a prediction-based extrapolation of common properties and
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“both  the  standpoint  and  premise  are  descriptive  in  nature:  in  both  propositions  a  state  of  affairs  is

expressed.” (Garssen 2009, p. 136).  The second type of argumentation by analogy is combined with the

principle of consistency, and both the standpoint and premise are normative in nature. Garssen describes the

difference in this way (Garssen 2009, p. 136): 

There is, however, an important difference with the former type of comparison argumentation: application
of the principle of consistency does not involve an extrapolation of characteristics. The central issue is
whether the two elements (persons,  groups etc.) really belong to the same category and whether this
category is really relevant to the claim made in the standpoint. Another difference with the first variant of
comparison argumentation is the fact that in this case the standpoint is by definition normative in nature:
in the standpoint the claim is made that some person (or some group) should be treated in a certain way.

This might give the impression that it is the “status” of the Analogue that is the crucial criterion. 13 However,

even though it is one of the criteria, it is not the most important; it is rather something that follows from a

difference  in  the  operating  inference  principle.   Although  a  difference  in  the  content  of  the  Analogue

(descriptive versus normative content) is part of the criterion, the most important is “different uses of the

pragmatic principle of analogy and the slight difference in the critical questions that is the consequence of

these differences (the principle of extrapolation for descriptive analogy and the principle of consistency for

normative analogy)” (Garssen 2014, personal communication 2014-02-18; see also van Eemeren & Garssen

2014).  Garssen  and  van  Eemeren  follow  the  pragma-dialectical  criterion  that  a  typology  of  argument

schemes should be based on difference in the inference operating principle (a position I sympathize with)

since that is what defines the evaluation procedure (Garssen 2009; van Eemeren & Garssen 2014). The

critical  questions  are  part  of  the  testing  procedure  of  argument  schemes,  but  critical  questions  will  be

different if and only if the type or mode of the schemes' inference configuration is different. Thus, Garssen's

and van Eemeren's subtypes will also be clustered under the criterion mode of inference in section [2.2.6],

and under the criterion contrasting testing procedures in section [2.3].14 The criterion mode of inference has

an intimate connection with the criterion of testing procedure, which will be further discussed in section [2.3]. 

Waller uses the same terminology as Govier. According to Waller (2001) there are three types of

analogies:  inductive  analogies,  figurative  analogies  and  a  priori analogies.  However,  there  is  only  one

genuine  argumentation by  analogy:  “argument  by inductive analogy”.  Waller  stresses  that  the failure  to

distinguish between these types results in problematic and wrongful analysis of argumentation. The function

of figurative analogies is not to argue but to elucidate and illustrate something, but often are they treated as

flawed  inductive  arguments  by  analogy.  Waller  quotes  Samuel  Johnson's  illustration  of  the  difference

between argument and testimony (quoted by Waller 2001, p. 200): 

13 Some authors (Barker for instance) mention the content of premises as the basis that determines the subtypes, but
that amounts to the same as asserting that the content of the conclusions is the crucial criterion. The standpoint can
only  be  normative  in  an  analogical  argumentation  because  the  Analogue  is  normative-loaded  and  transfers  a
normative-loaded predicate to the Target-Subject. Thus, asserting the difference of normative versus descriptive
standpoints as the criterion is the same criterion as the difference in normative versus descriptive status of the
premises.

14 As stated, the criteria should be interpreted in a broad sense. Thus, “mode of inference” includes whatever might be
“subtypes of inference” within a type of inference and not just variation of the strength of the inference.  
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Argument is argument. You cannot help paying regard to their arguments, if they are good. If it were
testimony you might disregard it . . .Testimony is like an arrow shot from a long bow; the force of it
depends on the strength of the hand that draws it. Argument is like an arrow from a cross-bow, which has
equal force though shot by a child.

This illustration marks the difference between testimony and argumentation by employing figurative analogy.

This analogy illustrates but does not argue for that distinction and to attempt to treat all analogies as if they

were arguments means that you ignore figurative analogies which have an entirely other function. In short,

Waller thinks there are two major types of analogies, figurative analogies and arguments by analogy, and

these should not be muddled. Garssen and van Eemeren hold a similar position on figurative analogies but

view  figurative  analogies  as  presentational  devices  for  the  causal  or  symptomatic  argument  scheme

(Garssen 2009; van Eemeren & Garssen 2014). In Waller’s view, the genuine arguments by analogy that

really argue for a conclusion are divided into inductive and deductive kinds, and a further problem is that

these different types also are muddled (Waller 2001). Waller asserts that “deductive arguments by analogy”

are the more important of the two and that they are often used in philosophical disputes and courts of law.

Waller's “deductive argument by analogy” would be what Govier labels “argument by a priori analogy”, what

S.F Barker and E.M. Barker label “argument by noninductive analogy”, what Garssen calls “argument by

normative analogy”  and Reidhav calls  “normative argument by analogy”  but  reinterpreted as a  de facto

deductive argument.   A problem, according to Waller,  is  that  deductive arguments by analogy are often

confused  with  inductive  ones.  Waller  asserts  that  deductive  arguments  by  analogy  have  the  following

argument scheme (Waller 2001, p. 201): 

1. We both agree with case a. 

2. The most plausible reason for believing a is the acceptance of principle C.

3. C implies b (b is a case that fits under principle C). 

_____________

4. Therefore, consistency requires the acceptance of b.

What is  notable  in Waller's  account  of  the argument  scheme is that  it  reduces “deductive argument by

analogy” to a purely deductive argument. It seems meaningless to call this “argument by analogy” since the

reference to analogy is gone; what it is left is a deductive argument. Although Waller's “deductive argument

by analogy” agrees with Reidhav's “normative argument by analogy” in that in both arguments the conclusion

follows in virtue of its syntactical form, there is an essential difference, since Reidhav's formulation keeps a

reference to analogy (“relevant similarity”). Waller's conception of “inductive argument by analogy” seems to

be the same as that of Govier. It has the following scheme (Waller 2001, p. 202.): 

1. D has characteristics e, f, g, and h. 

2. E also has characteristics e, f, g, and h. 

3. D also has characteristic k. 

4. Having characteristics e, f, g, and h is relevant to having characteristic k.
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___________

 5. Therefore, E will probably also have characteristic k. 

Waller's position appears to result into just two kinds of analogies – “figurative analogy” which is not an

argumentation at all but serves to illustrate and explain – and “inductive argument by analogy”. Deductive

arguments  by  analogy  are  analyzed  in  terms  of  common  deductive  arguments.  What  Waller  labels

“deductive argument by analogy” is “a priori argument by analogy” in Govier's terminology.  The position that

certain arguments by analogy should be reinterpreted as deductive arguments has been criticized by Govier

(1989), Guarini (2004), and me (chapters 3, 5, 6), S.F. Barker (1989), E.M. Barker (1989), and Bermejo-

Luque (2014).  Walton also argues for an inductive type of argumentation by analogy. The argument scheme

has in one of the premises a requirement that there be a similarity between the two cases (Walton 2006, pp.

96-100; Walton et al. 2008, p. 55-57), which Walton contrasts with a type of analogy argumentation based on

classification (Walton et al. 2008, pp. 69-70). The criterion seems to be of the same type as the criterion for

the distinctions made by E.M. Barker, SF Barker, Govier, Waller, Reidhav, and van Eemeren and Garssen. 

Shecaira  (2013)  tries  to  reduce  the  non-deductive  analogy  to  a  composition  of  abductive  and

deductive argument, but appears to leave open that there may be genuine inductive analogies (although he

never explicitly makes that claim). Several authors use different names, although they use the same criterion

for the subdivision, as is shown in table 3:2.

Table 3:2

 Analogical arguments distinguished by their difference in status of the Analogue

Criterion for classification: status of the Analogue (whether normative vs. descriptive, whether a priori or
inductive)

Author

Is known a posteriori/has empirical content Is known a priori/has normative content

Inductive analogy A priori analogy Govier (1989); (2002); (2010) 

Argument by descriptive analogy Argument by normative analogy Garssen (2009)

Everyday analogical reasoning Analogical reasoning in law Sunstein (1993) 

Inductive analogy - Mill (2013)

Argument by Inductive Analogy Noninductive argument by analogy Barker, S. F. (1989)

Inductive analogy
(The non-inductive argument is reducible to a deductive

argument)
Waller (2001)

Inductive argument from analogy15 Argument from analogy based on classification
Walton, (2006) Walton et al.

(2008); Walton (2010); Walton
(2012)

Argument by empirical analogy16 Argument by normative analogy17 Langenbucher (1998) 

Inductive arguments from analogy
Normative arguments from

positive analogy18 Normative arguments from
negative analogy

Reidhav (2007)

15 This  label  is  mine,  Walton  never  really  labels  the  argumentation.  His  argumentation  could  arguably  also  be
classified on the basis of logical form; see section [2.2.4]. Sometimes he uses the term “basic form”.

16 Langenbucher never labels the types so this label is mine. 
17 Langenbucher never labels the types so this label is mine. 
18Normative argument from positive analogy: (I) C1 (source case) ought to be treated as Q. (ii) C2 (target-case) is 
relevantly similar to C1. (iii) C1 ought to be treated as Q. (Reidhav 2007, p.40). Such an argumentation does not work 
from induction but from what Reidhav calls the principle of formal justice: treat relevantly similar cases alike. These, 
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Argument by Inductive Analogy Noninductive analogy Barker, E.M (1989)

Inductive analogy
The non-inductive argument is reducible to a

composition of abductive and deductive argument
Shecaira (2013)

The distinction between analogical arguments based on whether the Analogue has normative versus purely

descriptive content does not appear problematic. However, the variant that distinguishes between  a priori

purely invented analogies versus inductive analogies seems problematic, since several analogical arguments

fall outside this taxonomic criterion.  Many analogies have empirical content while simultaneously making no

prediction but is still making an appeal to treat or think about them in a similar way. An invented example: 

You say that it is wrong for government to make abortion illegal because it will increase the total amount
of deaths by increasing the number of women who die in illegal abortion. But that is like saying that
government in South Africa should not have made apartheid illegal because it might increase the total
amount of deaths due to riots and increased racial conflicts. 

This clearly is an analogical normative argumentation that appeals to treat two cases in a similar way and it

does not predict anything. However, the argumentation is obviously not a priori – without the data from South

Africa the argumentation would fail. (For more about this, see Guarini's criticism of Govier's division in the

next section.) Therefore, the same arguments can be classified by what they do, their function, which is

discussed in the next section. 

2.2.3 The Function or Purpose of the Analogy 
The content analysis has revealed that many subtypes are classified with a functional or teleological criterion

in a broad sense. The philosophers who employ this criterion for the taxonomy classify the subtypes in

accordance with the purpose, use or function they have in the discourse or how the function of the analogy

works in the argumentation (which in a sense classifies analogies in accordance with their effect). The result

from the content analysis justifies this definition:

Function is  the  criterion  employed  for  subdivision  if  and  only  if  two  analogical  arguments  are
distinguished as two types based on whether they have contrasting functions, use or purpose in the
discourse or inference. 

 For example, Brown asserts that there are two types of argumentation by analogy: predictive analogy and

proportional analogy  (Brown 1989).19 Arguments  which  utilize  a  predictive  analogy  make  a  comparison

between two objects (events, ideas, classes of objects, etc.) and infer from the fact that the objects have

attributes in common that they most likely have some other attribute in common. If two Cadillacs are in the

same price range, you may infer by analogy that they are on the same level of quality. 

however, seem to be distinguished based on function. 
19 Brown (1989) also mentions figurative analogy, which he regards as a weakened version of proportional analogy. 

Furthermore, Brown claims that an analogy is never merely illustrative, explanatory, metaphorical, or literary. 
Analogies always play some role in an argumentation (p. 164). 
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The proportional analogy states that two objects have the same (or a similar) relation to each other

as two other objects have to each other.  For example: “As Porsche is to Volkswagen, so is Cadillac to

Chevrolet.” Since an inference is made, and as such may support an argumentation, proportional analogies

may be employed in arguments. Although many variants of proportional analogy can be reduced to and

reformulated as predictive analogies,  there are those that  cannot  be formulated  as such,  because their

logical structure is essentially different (see section [2.2.4]). Therefore, according to Brown, there are at least

two legitimate different classes of analogy arguments.20 But even in those cases where they have the same

logical form, they cannot be used interchangeably since they have different functions either in reasoning or in

argumentative discourse (Brown 1989, p. 163). The function of a predictive analogy is to  predict that an

object  has a certain attribute, whereas the function of  a proportional analogy is to point out a common

principle between two pairs of objects. It should be noted that there is nothing in the criterion itself  that

prevents it from yielding several more subtypes beyond these. For instance, arguments with the distinctive

functions of  refuting in contrast to  supporting an analogy would yield more subtypes. Other authors have

made the same distinctions as Brown but with a different terminology. For example, Ehninger and Brockriede

use “analogy” for “proportional analogy” and “parallel case” for “predictive analogy” (Ehninger and Brockriede

1969).21 Cummings  (2004),  who  was  mentioned  earlier,  talks  about  the  heuristic  function  of  analogical

arguments in public health. 

Emiliano  Ippoliti  and  many  others  argue  that  there  are  two  kinds  of  argumention  by  analogy:

demonstrative and non-demonstrative reasoning by analogy (Ippoliti 2006).  The distinction demonstrative vs.

non-demonstrative, however, refers not to any difference in the nature of justification, but to the dissimilarities

in function. “Demonstrative reasoning” by analogy means that it is a means of justification, in particular in the

proving  of  theorems  and  in  processes  of  corroboration  of  conjectures  and  hypotheses,  while  “non-

demonstrative reasoning by analogy” is analogy used to formulate conjectures and hypotheses and has a

purely creative function. Van Dormal has a “counter-factual analysis” of analogical inference instead of a

justification-oriented  approach  (van  Dormael  1990).  Dormael  denies  that  analogical  reasoning  is  about

proving a  conclusion; rather, he says, it is about  finding a solution. An analogy between a source x and a

target  y  is the result of thinking about  x  as if it  were  y, and thinking  x is p (where  p is a property of  y).

Dormael  concludes that  the success of  analogical  reasoning depends neither  on the amount  of  shared

properties nor on any structural similarities but on the “lack of differentiating between planes of reality” (van

Dormael 1990, p. 72). Van Dormael’s analysis does not concern subtypes of analogical argumentation but

rather an analysis of analogical reasoning  per se.  The subtypes of Dormael are distinguished from other

reasoning (like  inductive and deductive)  by its  creative function and seems very close to  Ippoliti's  non-

demonstrative reasoning; the only difference seems to be that van Dormael emphasizes the counter-factual

aspect. Although it can be contested that van Dormael and Ippolitis’ subtypes in analogical reasoning really

can be interpreted as subtypes of analogical argumentation, they are included under the criterion function for

20 Brown (1989, p. 164) states: “I can think of no way to transform a proportional analogy involving an ordered pair 
of attributes into predictive form: 'As the Porsche surpasses the Volkswagen in speed, so does the Cadillac surpass 
the Chevrolet in luxury'. In fact, such a transformation is impossible because Porsche and Cadillac are not said to 
have any property in common. ” 

21 It is not clear that all these different types of reasoning can be used as analogical arguments.
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sake of completeness. 

Guarini questions Govier's classification of arguments by analogy. Govier's position (which several

philosophers have followed) involves making a distinction between “argument by  a priori  analogies” and

“argument by inductive analogies”. Guarini accepts that some analogies can only be evaluated by means of

empirical investigation, and he also accepts that such analogies make predictions (Guarini 2004, p. 164-

165). Thus, those two criteria that mark the difference in Govier's classification of inductive versus a priori

analogies appear to hold. 

However, the third criterion, that “a priori argument by analogy” makes use of hypothetical cases, is

faulty, according to Guarini. He points out that whether the analogue needs to be actual depends on how the

analogy is employed, and gives an example of an obvious a priori analogy that appeals to consistency but

still  must  be  actual  in  order  to  work.22 Thus,  he  refutes  Govier's  classification  with  the  method  of

counterexampling. 

Guarini  provides  his  own  classification  based  on  two  criteria:  whether  the  analogies  support  a

judgment regarding how a case should be treated or classified or whether they support a prediction. This is

clearly  a  functional/teleological  taxonomy.  “Classificatory  analogical  arguments”  would  in  many  cases

coincide with what Govier and others a call  a priori analogy,  although the basis for subdivision is different.

The same applies to “inductive analogies”; they would in many cases coincide with predictive analogies.

Doury's criterion, The Dialectical Orientation,  appears to fall into this category (Doury 1999, pp. 147-148).

This  criterion  is  based  on  whether  the  argumentation  has  a  positive  purpose  (supporting  the  arguer's

argumentation or standpoint) or a negative purpose (refuting the opponent's argumentation). For instance,

Reidhav's distinction between positive and negative arguments by normative analogy is made by difference

in function (Reidhav 2007).

The application of analogy argumentation to other arguments occurs if an argumentation is criticized

or supported by presenting a parallel to it, which means that the arguments must be accepted or rejected

together.  Juthe holds that “refutation by parallel argumentation” is a species of argumentation by analogy

applied especially to another argumentation,  with the purpose of  refuting the attacked argumentation or

supporting it  against  an attack by means of  a parallel  argumentation (Chapter  6 and Chapter 7).  In its

negative form it has been labeled “logical analogy” (Govier 1985); “refutation by logical analogy” (Govier

2010,  pp.  325-327);  “arguments  from  analogy”  (Woods  and  Hudak  1989); “counterexampling  parallel

arguments” (Hitchcock 1992); “analogical arguments” (Guarini 2004); “arguments by parallels” Hugon (2008);

“refutation by logical analogy” (Copi and Burgess-Jackson 1992; Copi 1990);  “method of logical analogy”

(Krabbe  1996);  “refutation  by  parallel  argumentation”  (Chapter  6);  “arguments  by  parity  of  reasoning”

(Finocchiaro 2007);  “negative analogy”  (van Eemeren et  al.  2007, pp.  144,  155,157);  “rebuttal  analogy”

(Whaley 1998; Whaley and Wagner 2000; Whaley & Holloway 1997; Whaley et al. 2015; Colston & Gibbs

1998;  Colston  1999,  2000;  Hoffman  et  al.  2009);  “refutational  analogy”  (Jansen  2007a;  2007b).  This

dialectical dissimilarity seems to be the ground for identifying Govier's type “refutation by logical analogy” as

22 The example was an analogy that used discrepant treatments of real similar cases to argue for the actual problematic
treatment of black women by the U.S. courts. Further, as Guarini remarks, one cannot claim that the difference is
that  a priori analogies  sometimes can make use of  hypothetical  cases,  while  inductive never can,  since some
inductive analogies work well even when the source analogue is hypothetical. 
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a separate class different from inductive and a priori arguments by analogy.  

Cameron Shelly has made a taxonomy of four types of analogical counterarguments (false analogy,

misanalogy, disanalogy, and counter-analogy) that he classifies along two dimensions: orientation and effect

(Shelley 2004; 2002a; 2002b; 2002c). Orientation refers to whether we reject or accept that the analogy is a

correct analogy, whereas effect refers to whether or not the counterargumentation provide a new conclusion.

A false analogy counterargument rejects the original analogy by showing relevant differences between the

source and the target case, arguing that the analogy is incorrect and has a destructive effect since it does

not replace the criticized conclusion with a new one. A misanalogy refutes an analogy in the same way as a

false analogy but in showing the relevant differences also suggests a revised construal of the analogy which

yields a new conclusion.  

In  the  other  two  types  (disanalogy  and  counter-analogy),  according  to  Shelley,  the  analogy  is

accepted as a correct analogy, but the counterarguments operate by overriding the original analogy, through

presenting further relevant data that motivate an alternative conclusion instead of the original one. While it is

accepted that the analogy is correct, these two types operate on the principle that the analogy does not

represent all information relevant to the conclusion. What Shelley calls “counter-analogy counterargument” is

basically the same as Govier's “technique of counteranalogy” (see above); the difference is that Shelley

asserts, contrary to Govier, that the effect of a counter-analogy is not to undermine the original analogy but to

provide superior reasons for accepting an alternative conclusion (Shelley 2004, p. 234). The disanalogy

counterargument works in the same way. The difference, according to Shelley, is that counter-analogies add

knowledge from a different source domain than the original argumentation, while disanalogies use the same

source domain (Shelley 2002b). Shelly also labels the “rebuttal analogy” as a counteranalogy, that is, an

analogy used to  rebut  an analogical  argumentation (Hoffman,  Eskridge and Shelley 2009 p.  139).  This

labeling may cause confusion since “rebuttal analogy” is often used as a method in which an argumentation

is refuted by presenting a flawed parallel to it. 

By  which  criterion  should  one  classify  these  arguments  as  subtypes  of  analogical  arguments?

Shelley does not say. However, one feature stands out: they all function as counterarguments against other

analogical arguments. They are a special kind of “analogy counterargument”, or “analogical anti-analogical

argumentation”,  that  solely  works  against  other  analogical  arguments  and  not  against  other  types  of

arguments.  Thus,  I  think  that  the  most  salient  feature  is  the  refutative/criticizing  function against  other

analogical arguments. However, only disanalogy and counter-analogy are analogical arguments themselves;

false  analogy  and  misanalogy,  although  directed  against  analogical  arguments,  cannot  themselves  be

characterized as analogical arguments. 

Other examples of subtypes of analogical argumentation in which the author division is based on its

criticizing function are Brewer's “argument by disanalogy” as well as Reidhav’s division between “normative

arguments from positive  analogy”  and “normative arguments from negative analogy”,  (Brewer 1996,  pp.

1006-1018; Reidhav 2007, pp. 38-44). These appear to be identical with what Shelley labels “false analogy”.

Brewer also writes about “competing analogies” (Brewer 1996, pp. 1012-1015) as common legal analogy

argumentation,  which  is  the  same  as  the  “counter-analogy  counterargument”  in  Shelley's  terminology

(Shelley  2004,  2002c).   Brewer,  however,  sees  “competing  analogies”  as  a  species  of  “argument  by
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disanalogy” (i.e “false analogy” in Shelley’s terminology). 

Table 4:2

Shelley's classification of analogical counter-arguments

 Effect Orientation

Reject Accept 

Destructive False analogy Disanalogy 

 Constructive Misanalogy Counter-analogy

Garssen's distinction between a descriptive and normative argument by analogy in which the latter operates

by appealing to the principle of consistency is very similar to the classification of Govier and Guarini and

some philosophers of law. The normative version has been subdivided into those arguments that appeal to

the principle of consistency and those that appeal to the principle of reciprocity (van Eemeren et al. 2007, p.

139, Garssen 2009). Still, Van Eemeren and Garssen do distinguish the subtypes by difference in function, in

contrast to Guarini. The various labels of the subtypes are displayed in table 5:2.  
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Table 5:2

Analogical arguments distinguished by their difference in function

As the astute reader may notice, several of the arguments distinguished by the previous criterion (the “differ

in status” criterion), could be classified by this criterion as well, as having either a classificatory, supportive or

predictive function.  The reason that they are not included this table is that the author of those arguments did

not classify them with that criterion. As stated in the beginning, this review is primarily intended to display

how different theorists have made distinctions of subtypes of argumentation by analogy, not to display how
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Criterion for classification: function or purpose of analogy in argumentation argumentation Author

Refutative function

Criticizing: 

Arguments Claim/premise

Not analogies Analogies

Ippoliti (2006) 

Counter-analogy

Refutation by parallel argument Juthe (2009) 

Reidhav (2007) 

Guarini (2004)

Brown (1989) 

Parallel case Analogy

Brewer (1996)

Hitchcock (1992)

Negative Analogy

Disanalogy 

Predictive 
function

Supportive 
function 

Classificatory 
function 

Creative 
function

Pointing out 
common 
principle 

Heuristic 
function

Presumptive 
analogical 
argument23

Cummings
(2004, 2014)

Counter-factual 
analysis24

van Dormael 
(1990)

Demonstrative 
reasoning by 

analogy

Non-
demonstrative 
reasoning by 

analogy 

Refutation by 
logical analogy

Govier (1985; 
2010)

Refutation by 
parallel argument

Normative 
arguments from 
positive analogy

Normative 
arguments from 

negative analogy

Predictive 
analogical 
arguments

Classificatory 
analogical 
arguments

Predictive 
analogy

 Proportional 
analogy

Ehninger and 
Brockriede

(1963)
By parity of 
reasoning 

By parity of 
reasoning 

Woods and 
Hudak (1989)

Basic logical 
form 

Refutation by 
logical analogy

Competing 
analogies25

Argument by 
disanalogy 

A priori analogy
Counterexamplin

g parallel 
arguments

Argument by 
analogy

Refutation by 
logical analogy

Copi (1990) Copi 
and Burgess-

Jackson (1992) 

Rebuttal analogy

Whaley (1998); 
Whaley and 

Wagner (2000); 
Whaley & 
Holloway 

(1997); Whaley 
et al. 2015; 

Colston & Gibbs 
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subtypes  could  or should be classified. If the position of an author is unclear or employs several criteria,

however, I have incorporated them in several tables. 

2.2.4 Logical Form 
This  criterion  distinguishes  the  subtypes  by  reference  to  differences  in  the  intrinsic logical  structure  or

differences in logical constants of the argument scheme. The criterion can be defined: 

Logical  form is  the criterion employed for  subdivision if  and only if  two analogical  arguments are
distinguished as two types based on whether they have contrasting logical form or logical constants. 

By dissimilar “logical form”, I mean that the inferences of the scheme flow in different directions, “different

pathways of inference”, or that the schemes have contrasting logical patterns, like the form of modus ponens

differs from the logical form of modus tollens or the disjunctive syllogism. By “difference in logical constants” I

mean both in the standard sense like truth-functional connectives and first-order quantifiers,23 but also in a

broader sense, the sense that the division is based on some kind of conceptual distinction between the

arguments.

Henri  Prade,  Gilles  Richard,  and  Laurent  Miclet  distinguish  between  three  types  of  analogical

reasoning (Prade and Richard 2010, 2009; Miclet et al. 2011).  The standard type of analogical reasoning is

what they call analogical proportions, which are statements of the form a is to b as c is to d, which implies

that the way a and b differ is the same as the way c and d differ.24 The next type is the reverse analogy,

which states that what  a is to  b is the converse of what  c is to  d. The third type is  paralogical proportion,

which states that what a and b have in common, so do c and d. These contrasting inferences are divided by

virtue  of  having  a  separate  logical  form and  employing  different  logical  principles  and/or  “pathways  of

inference”.  For  instance,  analogical  proportion  utilizes  (1)  reflexivity; (2) central  permutation,  and  (3)

symmetry,  while paralogical  proportion utilizes (1)  bi-reflexivity,  (2)  even permutation, and (3)  symmetry.

These cases of analogical reasoning are not clear-cut examples of argumentation by analogy. However,

since they can at least be used as arguments in certain contexts, they are included in this work.25

Wreen distinguishes between two logical forms (neither of which corresponds to the logical forms

distinguished by Prade and Richard) and argues that it is wrong to think that there are two different types of

analogical arguments that share the same form. It is rather a spectrum of diverging argument schemes, with

two clearly-identified contrasting logical forms at the end point of the spectrum (Wreen 2007). Thus, according

to Wreen, except in terms of logical form, there are no different “kinds” of arguments by analogy, only one

scheme which can be expressed in two differing logical forms. According to Wreen, the received opinion

among philosophers is that there are two kinds of argumentation from analogy, which apparently have the

23 For a discussion on how to determine the logical constants, see Warmbrod (1999)
24 These  types  of  analogical  inferences  can  be  said  to  be  analogical  reasoning,  and  not  specifically  analogical

arguments, since they are about the identity of two relations: a is to b as c is to d. However, since such reasoning
could be part of an analogical argumentation, they are included. 

25 The  reader  may  object  that  the  same  could  be  said  of  analogical  explanations,  but  explanations  may  stand
completely alone, being sufficient on their own. However analogical reasoning of proportion does usually not stand
alone; it is usually part of either an analogical explanation or an analogical argumentation. 
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same form, but are categorized on the basis of propositional content (e.g., future-oriented or not), differing

modes of epistemic access (e.g., a priori or empirical), epistemic function (e.g., prediction or classification),

or strength of inference (e.g., inductive or non-inductive). The different forms Wreen simply labels Form A

and B (Wreen 2007, pp. 221-222, 227):

(Form A)

(1) X has characteristics a, b, c ….

(2) A has characteristics a, b, c.... 

(3) A also has characteristic x.

(4) A’s having x is caught up with its having a, b, c...

(5) B has characteristics a, b, c...

(6) B also has characteristic x.

(7) B’s having x is caught up with its having a,b, c.... 

…  .........

…  …......

(C) Therefore, X has characteristic x.

Form B: 

(1) X has characteristics a, d, g.... 

(2) A has characteristics a, b, c. 

(3) A has characteristic x. 

(4) A’s having x is caught up with its having a, b, c. 

(5) B has characteristics d, e, f. 

(6) B has characteristic x. 

(7) B’s having x is caught up with its having d, e, f. 

(8) C has characteristics g, h, i. 

(9) C has characteristic x. 

(10) C’s having x is caught up with its having g, h, 

(11) …........

(12)(C) Therefore, X has characteristic x.

Wreen makes a critical examination of Barker's view as a backdrop in order to identify and clarify the second

argument form (Wreen 2007, p. 222). He has critical objections to Barker's classification. Barker did not base

it on the ordinary dichotomy in the type of inference (deductive vs. inductive), but rather on a mixture of

content of the conclusion (predictive vs. non-predictive) and the relation between premises and a conclusion

(whether  a conclusion goes beyond what is contained in the premises or  not).  Wreen’s  most  important

objection is that Barker's analysis does not result in any argument scheme for the assumed categorically
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distinct  type  of  argumentation  by  analogy  which  Barker  claims  is  neither  inductive  nor  deductive.26 He

suggests that,  in  reality,  the other  argumentation Barker  sought  was another  logical  form,  which Wreen

names 'Form B'.  

Brewer discusses arguments by analogy in a legal setting where the main purpose of reasoning by

analogy is to discover rules or to determine whether a rule applies or not  (Brewer 1996). According to Brewer,

arguments  by  analogy  utilize  a  reasoning  process  that  belongs  to  a  broad  family  of  example-based

arguments  that  are  irreducible  to  argument  from  rules  (i.e.  ordinary  inductive,  deductive  or  abductive

arguments) (Brewer 1996, p. 983). The logical form of an analogy is thus (Brewer 1996, p. 966, see also

Weinreb’s interpretation of the Brewer's logical form, Weinreb 2005, p. 29):27 

(1) z has characteristics F, G . . .

(2) x, y, also have characteristics F, G . . . 

(3) x, y, also have characteristic H. 

(4) The presence in an individual of characteristics  F,  G . .  .  provides sufficient  warrant  for

inferring that H is also present in that individual. (AWR - Analogy Warranting Rule).

___________

(5) Therefore, there is sufficient warrant to conclude that H is present in z. 

This basic formula can be changed by modifying some premises into an inductive analogy (Brewer 1996, p.

968):

(4') The presence in an item of F and G makes it (sufficiently) probable that H is also present

(inductive analogy-warranting rule).

(5') Therefore, it is (sufficiently) probable that H is present in y.

 or into a analogy argumentation with a deductive step (Brewer 1996, pp. 969-971):

(1'') y has F and G.

(4'') All items that have F and G also have H.

____

(5'') Therefore, y has H.

Brewer's “argument by disanalogy” has the following logical form (Brewer 1996, p. 1010): 

(1) x and y both have F; 

26 The other two objections of Wreen argue that several arguments which on Barker's definition are non-deductive are 
clearly inductive. However, his objection misses that they could be said to be abductive, which would avoid the 
objection. 

27 Weinreb's formulation is more concise and he also criticizes Brewer's position, arguing that his analogy warrants a 
rule nullifying the analogical part in the inference, making the argumentation deductive or inductive. 
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(2) x has G; 

(3) y does not have G (y has not-G); 

(4) x also has H; 

(5)  any  F is  H unless it  also has not-G (all  things that  are  both  F and  G are  H)  (DWR –

disanalogy-warranting rule)

____________

(6) Therefore, the presence of F and H in x does not provide a sufficient basis for inferring the

presence of H in y.

Brewer’s “argument by disanalogy” can be given in both a deductive and an inductive form similar to his

ordinary “analogical argument”.  Ulrich Klug characterizes various types of analogical arguments (he also

makes subdivisions by another  criterion which is  discussed in  section [2.2.6]).  First,  there is  analogical

reasoning that proceeds from a precedent to a case which is very similar but does not obviously fall under a

rule.28 This is similar to Hage's case vs. case comparison (see section [2.2.9]). The second main type of

analogical  reasoning,  according  to  Klug,  is  based  on  proportion,  a  relation  between the  terms and the

predicates; it seems to be the same as what other authors have called “proportional analogy” or “analogical

proportions”.  The  third  type  is  defeasible  reasoning,  a  kind  of  imperfect  “deductive  reasoning”  with  the

following scheme: 

(1) M is P. 

(2) S is similar to M (in virtue of the properties a, b, c. . .).

__________

(3) Therefore S is P. 

Peczenik has argued that the application of statutory analogy “analogia legis” is needed as a result of a gap

in  the  law (Peczenik  1971,  1989).  According  to  him such  an  argument  scheme should  be  constructed

(Peczenik 1989, p. 39; Peczenik 1971, p. 331): 

1. If the fact F or another fact, relevantly similar to F, occurs, then obtaining of G

is obligatory

2. H is relevantly similar to F

3. If H occurs, then obtaining of G is obligatory

Peczenik asserts that there are two versions of analogia legis (P=“decided in a way W”):

28 The information on Klug’s position is taken from Hage (2005) and Macagno & Walton (2009). 
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Direct version: 

1. M ought to be P (a legal norm quoted).

2. C is SM (means “essentially similar to M”)

________
3. Hence: C ought to be P. 

Indirect version:

1. M ought to be P.
2. X is SM (means “essentially similar to M”)
__________
3. Hence: X and M ought to be P (a general

principle)
 

It appears as if Peczenik bases his divisions on a logical criterion. The subtype “direct version” seems almost

identical  to  Klug's  analogical  reasoning that  proceeds from a precedent  to  a similar  case,  whereas the

indirect version is strikingly similar to Klug's “imperfect deduction.”

Gerhard Minnameier claims that there are two kinds of analogical inferences, which he never labels

but  can be labeled “abductive analogy” and “inductive analogy” because one of them appears abductive.

Both types have an inductive part, but the inductions work in contrasting parts of the inferential processes

and can be divided into two types because they represent different inferential paths (Minnameier 2010).29

Douglas Walton claims that there are two schemes of argumentation by analogy (Walton 2014) that seem to

be distinguished based on a logical criterion. The difference between the schemes is that only one of them

makes any reference to similarity, whereas the other is very “inductive”.  The basic argument scheme has in

one of the premises a requirement that there is a similarity between the two cases (Walton 2006, pp. 96-100;

2014, pp. 24-30; Walton et al. 2008, p. 56): 

(1) Generally, case C1 is similar to case C2. (Similarity premise) 

(2)  A is true (false) in case C1. (Base premise) 

_________

(3) A is true (false) in case C2. (Conclusion)

The other scheme, according to Walton, is an inductive form of argumentation by analogy, which requires no

reference to similarity, and can in that respect be sharply contrasted with the first scheme:

(1) A has attribute a, b, c and z.

(2) B has attributes a, b, c. 

________

(3) Therefore, B probably has z also. 

Walton also maintains that one must use both these schemes in order to solve some philosophical and

29 It should be noted that these labels are mine and that Minnameier is an uncertain case, because it is unclear whether
he thinks that analogical reasoning is a genuine category of reasoning of its own or whether it is a combination of
inductive  and abductive reasoning.  Sometimes he  gives  the  impression that  builds  on Peirce’s  suggestion that
analogy is a combination of abduction and induction. If that interpretation is correct, then Minnameier thinks that
analogical  reasoning has two subtypes because the inductive and abductive reasoning can be combined in two
dissimilar ways. For reasons of being inclusive, his subtypes are included. 
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juridical problems.30 The reader should note that the argument scheme Walton calls “inductive argument by

analogy” is strikingly similar to what Brewer labels “basic logical form” of “argument by analogy”, whereas

that  which  Walton  calls  “basic  scheme”  is  strikingly  similar  to  what  Klug  calls  analogical  “defeasible

reasoning”  or “imperfect  analogical  deduction”.   However,  Walton also proposes a scheme in which the

notion of relevance is part of the scheme (Walton et al. 2008, p. 58):31 

1) Generally, case C1 is similar to case C2. (Similarity premise)

2) The similarity between C1 and C2 observed so far is relevant to the further similarity that  is in

question. 

3) A is true/false in case C1. (Base premise) 

_________

4) A is true/false in case C2. (Conclusion) 

Having relevant similarity as part of the scheme is criticized by Brewer (1996, p. 933) because it is a too

unclear concept. Bipin Indurkhya talks about three types of analogy (Indurkhya 1989, 1992). First there is

analogy by rendition, which is when a creative act abstracts similarities between objects which did not exist

prior that act. It is to place a certain perspective on two different objects so that one can perceive them as

having similarities although this is only a subjective projection. Thus, a new level of description is created. 32

Secondly there is “proportional analogy”, which refers to relations having the form “A is to B as C is to D”, as

in “gills are to fish as lungs are to man.” Thirdly, there is “predictive analogy”, which involves concluding that

there are further similarities between two objects or situations based on some actual similarities. 33 He also

calls  this  analogical  inference and analogical  reasoning.  It  is  doubtful  whether  these distinctions regard

analogical  argumentation  in  contrast  to  other  kinds  of  analogical  reasoning.  However,  for  the  sake  of

completeness they are included since nothing prevents their being used in an argumentative manner. The

reader should note that Indurkhya's divisions are almost identical to divisions made by other authors (see the

subtypes by Henri Prade, Gilles Richard, and Laurent Miclet in section [2.4]), although these other authors

have used the function or status of the analogue to make the divisions.  The various proposed subtypes can

be seen in Table 6:2. 

30  It is ambiguous what criterion Walton has as ground for the distinction. However, taking into account a number of
his writings and in particular his later writings, I have the impression that the most justified criterion would be
“logical form”.

31  It  seems difficult  to discern the criterion for  the division between this and his “basic scheme”. Since it  uses
contrasting concepts I presume that a logical distinction is a good suggestion. 

32  Indurkhya gives this example: “It was not that the researchers first noted some similarities between the paintbrush
and the  pump,  and  then  imported  more  features  from pump to  paintbrush;  but  rather  the  act  of  viewing the
paintbrush as a pump created the similarities - similarities that were not there before”. 

33  Although Indurkhya admits that analogy pervades our thinking, he denies that any true justification can ever be
found for predictive analogy. He even thinks that predictive analogy may hinder cognition by preventing one from
seeing things as they are. 

43



Table 6:2

Analogical arguments distinguished by their different logical form

 

2.2.5. Domain Constraint 
The criterion of domain constraint sub-classifies the analogical arguments divided according to whether they

belong to the same domain or to different domains. This meaning category is found in many of the texts that

were investigated. The criterion that was found can be defined in the following way: 

Domain constraint is the criterion employed for subdivision if and only if two analogical arguments are
distinguished as two types based on whether the analogical inference operates  across contrasting
domains or within the same domain. 

The  well-established  distinction  between  “figurative”  and  “literal”  comparison  is  based  on  this  criterion

(Perelman/Olbrechts-Tyteca 1988).34 A same-domain analogy is an analogy where not only the relations but

also the elements (properties and other entities) of the objects of comparison are from the same domain. The

term “domain” should here be accepted as intuitively clear even though no precise definition is given. A

tentative definition could be that the domain of discourse is the set of entities over which certain variables of

interest for analytical treatment may range. For instance, the domain of sex is different from the domain of

food. Thus, comparing sex with food in some way would be a different-domain analogy whereas comparing

one dish with another dish would be a same-domain analogy. In a different-domain analogy the analogy

comes about only by virtue of there being the same relation between the elements of the different objects;

the elements of the two objects belong to entirely contrasting spheres of reality. 

34 This reference is taken from Doury (2009, pp. 144-145) and Kienpointner (2010).
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For example, André Juthe distinguishes between same-domain and different-domain analogies in

which  the  Assigned-Predicate  is  transferred mutatis  mutandis  onto  the  target  subject (Chapter  3). The

difference is crucial since it determines what predicate one can infer from the analogy. The transference of

the predicate that is assigned to the target subject must be contained in the domain of the target subject,

regardless of the predicate that is contained in the domain of the analogue. If the comparison is between

different domains like, say, sex and food, then any predicate that is concluded from how the society deals

with sex  to how society deals with food, will be about whatever  food issue that is the  counterpart  of how

society deals with sex. Domain constraint as criterion for making subtypes of analogy argumentation is used

by various authors using various terms:  Ruiz  and Luciano uses “within-domain analogy”  versus “cross-

domain analogy ” (Ruiz & Luciano 2011), Kokinov use “intra-domain analogy” versus “inter-domain analogy”

(Kokinov  2013),  Bowdle  and  Genther  use  “domain-specific  analogy”  versus  “cross-domain  analogy”

(metaphor) (Bowdle & Gentner 2005). The terms are different but the criterion and meaning are the same. 

Kienpointner focuses on argumentation by  figurative analogies  (Kienpointner 2012).  Kienpointner

claims that figurative analogies are the same as what Govier calls “a priori analogies”, and what Doury labels

(following Juthe) “different-domain analogies” (Kienpointer 2012, see also Doury 2009). These are analogies

where  similarities  between  “entities  belonging  to  entirely  different  spheres  of  reality  are  invoked”

(Kienpointner 2012, p. 111). Kienpointner claims that the basic structure contains a proposition that states

the  relevant  similarity  between  the  figuratively  analogical  entities  as  a  proportion.  Kienpointer  further

subdivides between the normative vs. descriptive content of the Analogue. 

However,  Kienpointner's  claim that  Govier's  a priori analogies are the same as different-domain

analogies conflates the dimension of how the analogy is invented – in virtue of empirical data or pure thinking

– with  from which spheres of reality  it was invented. Nothing prevents an  a priori analogy between things

which belong to the same domain. I could in my mind make a comparison between one imaginary car with

another imaginary car. The comparison would be purely a priori but concern elements of the same domain.  

Terms  like  “arguments  of  figurative  analogy”,  “arguments  from metaphor”  and  “arguments  from

parable”,  may  be  labels  that  signify  a  very  distant  different-domain  analogy.  Govier's  and  Ayer's

“argumentation from parable” seems to be an example of comparison between distant domains (Govier &

Ayer 2012).35 Govier and Ayers ( 2012, pp.164-165) defines parable as: 

A parable is a short simple story typically told of specific events and characters likely to be familiar and
readily understood by the intended audience . . .  A parable has a message, often referred to as its lesson.
(Good novels and short stories are less didactic.) Often the message of a parable goes unstated and is
implicit. The story of something specific and particular is told so as to convey or suggest a more general
claim.

 If a parable does incorporate reasons for a claim in its narrative it must be possible to formulate these

reasons as premises, conclusions and arguments in an argumentation. Furthermore, a parable must always

work via some kind of representation; the case in the parable represents some case in real life (Govier and

Ayers 2012).  Govier has found that three types of representation are used in a parable, of which analogy is

one.36 Analogy is used when the parable is about something concrete but with an intended message or

35 “Argumentation by Parable” is my label. 
36 The others are symbolism and instantiation. Symbolism in a parable means that the items and events in the parable
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lesson about something more abstract and there is an analogy between the concrete and the abstract. It is

only in this case that we can talk about an argumentation by analogy. Since parables tend to provide a wider

context and vivid, memorable, and emotionally appealing associations and images, it may pose a greater

challenge to disclose the argument scheme and definitely pinpoint the analogical relationship. Govier also

points out that there is a risk of persuasion on the basis of vividness and appeal, as distinct from relevant

reasons (Govier  & Ayers 2012).  Probably  those arguments by parable  that  contain  analogies would  be

classified as a type of figurative analogy.  

As stated in previous sections, Garssen and van Eemeren have argued that arguments by figurative

analogies  are not  analogies at  all,  but  a  type  of  presentational  device for  the symptomatic  and causal

argument scheme (Garssen 2009; van Eemeren & Garssen 2014). Garssen and van Eemeren take the

pragma-dialectical perspective which means that argument schemes are categorized in terms of the critical

questions that evaluate an argument scheme. However, as Garssen and van Eemeren claim, if one would

apply  the  standard  critical  questions  on  argumentation  by  figurative  analogy  that  match  the  analogical

scheme (Are there relevant similarities? Are there relevant differences?), no figurative analogy would ever

stand the test, and rephrasing them would be of no help (Garssen 2009; van Eemeren & Garssen 2014). The

critical  questions that  apply to argumentation by analogy are not  relevant to the evaluation of figurative

analogies.  Instead,  figurative  analogies  work  as  a  presentational  device  that  is  employed  to  advance

indirectly  a  symptomatic  argumentation or  causal  argumentation by appealing to a specific  kind of  rule

(Garssen 2009). 

My  own  position  is  that  arguments  labeled  “arguments  of  figurative  analogy”,  “arguments  from

metaphor” and “arguments from parable”, are a cluster of types that cut across various typologies. Some are

different-domains  analogies,  some  are  presentational  devices  for  other  types  of  schemes,  and  some

(perhaps) belong to a specific category that should be labeled “argumentation from metaphor” because they

are a special type of argumentation with its own peculiar features.  Some authors claim that (at least some)

metaphors in reality are analogies between distant domains (Bowdle & Gentner 2005; Juthe Chapter 3),

whereas some others claim that arguments by metaphor belong to a certain class of genuine metaphorical

arguments that  cannot be interpreted as employing an analogy in the usual  sense. Cristián Santibánez

makes a distinction between “argument by analogy” versus “argument by metaphor” which seems to coincide

with the distinction between same-domain (“literal”) and different-domain (“figurative”) analogies (Santibánez

2010). 

Contrasting domains  is also Julian Weitzenfeld’s  ground for distinguishing between two types of

analogical  inferences.  According  to  Weitzenfeld,  isomorphic  inference  is  the  basic  analogical  inference,

which can be subdivided into homeomorphs, which are analogous of the same kind, and paramorphs, which

are analogous of different kinds. In homeomorphs the determining structures are the same although the

exact  properties  may  be  dissimilar,  as  in  an  analogy  between  two  games  of  chess.  In  contrast,  the

paramorphs have different determining structures although they are isomorphic and the variables are not the

are symbolic of something else.  Instantiation means that the items and events in the parable are instances, or cases
of something.  The difference between instances and symbols are not clear-cut. An instance may work as a symbol
if it is widely accepted as a representation of a class. 
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same. The same terminology for the same division is used by Weingartner (1979). However, some authors

also use figurative analogy to denote non-argumentative reasoning by analogy (Waller 2001) (see section

[2.2.2]).  In  table  7:2,  the  reader  can  see  which  theorist  has  utilized  this  distinction  to  sub-classify

argumentation by analogy, and which label has been used.

Table 7:2

Analogical arguments distinguished by their difference in domain

Criterion for classification: difference in domain Author

If the object of comparison are in the same

domain

If the objects of comparison are in different
domains 

Same-domain analogy Different-domain analogy Juthe (2005); (2009) 

Argument by literal analogies 

Argument by figurative
analogy descriptive

version

Argument by figurative
analogy normative version Kienpointner (2010)

Literal analogy Figurative analogy Perelman/Olbrechts-Tyteca (1988)37

Analogy argumentation Argument from metaphor38 Santibanez (2010)

Argument from parable Govier and Ayers (2012)

Homeomorphs Paramorphs Weitzenfeld (1984)

Homeomorphs Paramorphs Weingartner (1979)

Within-domain analogy Cross-domain analogy  Ruiz and Luciano (2011)

Intra-domain analogy Inter-domain analogy  Kokinov (2013)

Literal analogy (descriptive or normative) Figurative analogy (not genuine argument by analogy
but a presentational device for another type of

argument scheme)

Garssen (2009) 

Domain-specific analogy Cross-domain analogy (metaphor) Bowdle and Gentner (2005) 

2.2.6 Mode of Inference
The  content  analysis  discovered  mode  of  inference  as  a  criterion  for  division  of  analogical  subtypes.

Analogical inferences can have different modes with regard to strength and certainty.  The criterion can be

defined thus: 

Mode of inference is the criterion employed for subdivision if and only if two analogical arguments are
distinguished as two types based on whether they have contrasting modes of inference.

However, “mode of inference” should here be taken  broadly, as including not only variation in strength of

inference but also other features that may distinguish within the analogical inference. That this category was

discovered  in  the  texts  is  not  surprising.  The  long-standing  standard  distinction  between inductive  and

deductive arguments is based on this criterion; deductive arguments have deductively certain inferences

whereas inductive arguments have inferences of probabilistic or presumptive nature. Likewise, the distinction

between defeasible versus nondefeasible and monotonic versus non-monotonic reasoning is based on this

37 This reference is taken from Doury (2009 pp. 144-145) and Kienpointner (2010).
38 It is not entirely clear whether this really is an example of a figurative analogy or whether it belongs to some other

kind of argument scheme.
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criterion. It was expected that the same criterion would be used to classify various subtypes of analogical

arguments as well.  David Hitchcock has aimed at developing criteria for a good analogical inference, in

which he makes distinctions between three different subtypes of analogical inference (Hitchcock 1992). One

type is what he calls a priori argument by analogy: 

1. The source has the queried property by virtue of the predictor properties.

2. The target has the predictor properties. 

3. Therefore, the target has the queried property. 

This is the strongest type and it has conclusive analogical inferences. However, most analogical reasoning is

based on a claim of relevance between the predictor properties and the queried property (Hitchcock 1992, p.

172).  In  such  cases,  the  conclusion  may  follow  only  provisionally.  If  the  in  virtue  of relation  is  loose,

Hitchcock  asserts  that  the  argument  would  be  what  Stephen Barker  has  called  inductive  argument  by

analogy. This means that Hitchcock (in terms of logical structure) refers to the same argument as Barker but

classifies it  with a different criterion. According to Hitchcock, the weakest form of analogical inference is

where there is no known relation of determination and no claim of supervenience in the source of the queried

property on the predictor properties. The inference works only via the amount of similarity (Hitchcock 1992,

p. 172). 

Some theorists develop a theory of analogical inference which is very similar to Hitchcock's “a priori

argument by analogy”, but without contrasting it  with another mode of analogical inference. Weitzenfeld,

whose subtypes were discussed under the criterion domain constraint in section [2.2.5], is also relevant for

this category of criterion. He has proposed an account of argumentation by analogy where “the form of the

argument is valid, although the premises are often uncertain.” (Weitzenfeld 1984, p. 138). His account has

been described as akin to deductive by some.39 According to Weitzenfeld there are two obstacles that all

presumptive (or probabilistic) accounts of analogy must deal with: firstly the plausibility of their premises

about shared properties, secondly the inference-link of such premises to any conclusion. He asserts that

there is no accepted criterion of relevance or how relevance is determined. Weitzenfeld’s solution is to draw

the implication of the fact that conclusions follow necessarily from genuine isomorphisms. Two structures are

isomorphic when the elements, variable and relation of one structure map onto the corresponding elements,

variable and relation of the other. 

However, the structure needs to be determining and not accidental in order for the inference to be

valid  and  not  just  heuristic  (isomorphisms  between  accidental  structures  may  have  a  heuristic  value).

Isomorphic  inference  is  the  basic  analogical  inference,  and  this  can  be  subdivided  into  two  kinds:

homeomorphs, which are analogous to the same kind, and  paramorphs, which are analogous to different

kinds.  In homeomorphs the determining structures are the same although the exact properties may differ as

in  an  analogue  between  two  games  of  chess.  In  contrast,  the  paramorphs  have  different  determining

structures  although they  are  isomorphic;  the  variables are  not  the same.  However,  the criterion  of  this

39 Indurkhya (1992, pp. 226-227); Dormael (1990, pp. 66, 68); Bartha (2010, pp. 22, 47-48). Bartha seem to claim that
his analysis of analogical in the end reduces to deductive reasoning. 
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subdivision appears to be domain constraints and not mode of inference. Weitzenfeld is included in this

criterion since he assigns a particular mode to analogical inference. Anderson’s position is very similar to

Weitzenfeld’s; he discusses the common analogy between electrical switching circuits and the propositional

calculus (Anderson 1969).  Within  certain  limitations,  “for  every  well-formed function of  the  propositional

calculus there is a corresponding circuit (and vice versa) in a corresponding state” (Anderson 1969, p. 50).

The inference of  a  correct  argumentation  by  analogy  is  conclusive according  to  Anderson.  Others,  like

Leblanc, see analogical inference only as a kind of reasonable inference (Leblanc 1969). 

Todd  Davies  works  from the  perspective  of  artificial  intelligence.  He  discusses  both  the  nature  of  the

inference and the justification of the inference (Davies 1988). The argument scheme of reasoning by analogy

is, according to Davies: 

Note that the argumentation is non-deductive in the sense that the conclusion does not follow syntactically or

semantically from its premises. The inference rather proceeds via a determining relation between P and Q

which is signified with the “ P≻Q “.  In this way, Davies defines relevance, thus the fact that P is relevant

to Q is reduced to a determination, written as and defined as wxyz ∀ P(w, y) & P(x, y) & Q(w, z)  Q(x, z).⇒

The property P is the similarity between S and T, and the conclusion property is transferred from S onto T by

virtue of the determining relation. However, although Davies attempts to explain how the analogical inference

works, he never makes any subdivisions. 

André Juthe follows the idea of Davies of a determining relation as part of the inferential connection

between premise and conclusion in analogical arguments, but classifies two subtypes on the basis of the

difference in whether the determining relation is definite or non-definite in its mode (chapters 3,4,5 ). For

Juthe, the essence of an analogical inference consists of two parts: (1) there is an element in the Analogue

that stands in a determining relation to the Assigned-Predicate (the predicate which is transmitted from the

Analogue); (2) the Analogue's determining elements correspond one-to-one with counterpart elements in the

target subject. This enables the Assigned-Predicate to be transferred, mutatis mutandis, from the analogue

to the target subject. In Juthe's model of analogical inference there can be no variation in the one-to-one

correspondence; what may differ is the  mode of determining relation. Just as inductive inferences cannot

vary with respect to their inductive nature but may vary in mode, analogical inference can vary in mode, not

in nature. The strength of the determination can be definite or non-definite, which yields “argumentation by

conclusive  analogy”  and  “argumentation  by  inconclusive  analogy”.  These  terms  (“conclusive”  vs.

“'inconclusive”) should not be taken in an “evaluative” sense but rather as signifying the dissimilarity in the

mode of reasoning in the argumentation (like the distinction between inductive and deductive arguments). An

“argumentation by conclusive analogy” may be a very inconclusive argumentation but its mode of inference

is  strong,  just  like  a deductive argument  may be very inconclusive because its  premises are uncertain

although it  has  an apodictic  inference.   Juthe  holds  all  types  of  analogical  reasoning  to  be  defeasible
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reasoning (the mode of an inference can be defeasible simultaneously as it is strong). It is always non-

monotonic  because there is always space for  additional information that  may defeat  the inference. The

subtypes of Juthe can be seen int table 8:2. 

Table 8:2

Juthe's classification based on difference in mode of inference 

Quality of one-to-one relation (whether
the element that is part of the

determining relation in the analogue
has a counterpart in the target subject)

 

Mode of the relation between the elements of the target
subject 

(how the assigned predicate is determined by the
element of the Analogue) 

Definitely  Non-definitely

The element has a counterpart
Accurate argumentation by

conclusive analogy
Accurate argumentation by

inconclusive analogy

The element does not have a
counterpart

Inaccurate argumentation by
conclusive analogy

Inaccurate argumentation by
inconclusive analogy 

Woods  and  Hudak  make  distinctions  between  analogical  predication,  analogical  pattern  recognition,

analogical  explanation,  analogical  inference,  and  analogical  argument  (Woods and  Hudak 1989;  1992).

While all  these are examples of analogical  reasoning in some sense, they differ in certain respects. For

example, the analogical relation is symmetrical in analogical arguments whereas in analogical predication it

is asymmetrical. Woods and Hudak have a very narrow definition of argument by analogy, which refers only

to the situation where there are two parallel arguments which must be accepted or rejected together, by

“parity  of  reasoning”  (Woods  and  Hudak  1989).  This  is  what  Juthe  labels  Refutation  by  parallel

argumentation, which in his system is a species of argumentation by analogy applied to an argumentation

(Chapter 6).40 

Lillian Bermejo-Luque employs a Toulmin model of argument analysis and aims at providing a unitary

schema for so-called deductive and inductive types of argument by analogy (Bermejo-Luque 2012; 2014).

Bermejo-Luque aims at a unitary scheme for argumentation by analogy, which she claims does not depend

on controversial assumptions about what the real logical structure of argumentation by analogy is (Bermejo-

Luquen 2012).41 It is based on an approach which aims at determining the meaning of acts of arguing, not

their alleged logical structure, and therefore makes no assumption regarding whether “universal premises”

are part of the “deep” logical structure of analogical argumentation or not. At the same time, as the elements

of  this  model  of  argumentation  are  supposed  to  be  constitutive  of  any  speech  act  that  counts  as

argumentation,  they  are  the  linguistic-pragmatic  correlates  of  the  elements  of  Toulmin’s  model  of

argumentation. 

Bermejo-Luque  distinguishes  what  she  regards  as  “comparisons”  or  “analogies  proper”  from

40 Sometimes the Refutation by parallel  argumentation works in the opposite direction of reasoning and yields a
validation  or  strengthening  of  the  target  argumentation  by  means  of  a  comparison  with  a  (good)  parallel
argumentation. This variant of Refutation by parallel argumentation is discussed in chapter 6. 

41 Bermejo-Luque (2012, pp. 6-7) points out that analogies may have figurative, explanatory and pedagogical use
besides their use as arguments. 
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“sameness” because, apart from having the same referent, sameness statements can also be statements

that classify different items into the same category (i.e. your piece of pie is the same dessert as my piece of

pie). She makes a further distinction between quantitative analogies, which are analogies whose soundness

is more or less dependent on how many relevant properties are shared by both analogues, and qualitative

analogies, which  are  analogies  whose  soundness  is  more  or  less  dependent  on  how adequately  they

establish a category consisting of, at least, these two things. This sounds very similar to what Guarini and

others call “classificatory analogical arguments”, but the distinction is made by another criterion. 

The distinction between quantitative analogical statements and sameness statements is important

for  distinguishing  juridical  argumentation  from precedent  (which  is  deemed  to  be  conclusive)  and  from

juridical  analogical  argumentation  (which  is  deemed  to  be  non-conclusive).  Furthermore,  qualitative

analogical claims cannot be reduced to similarity statements since the former do not appeal to categories

already available, but rather create the relevant categories through the very act of comparison. Quantitative

analogies  correspond  to  Govier's  and  Barker's  “inductive  analogies”  whereas  qualitative  analogies

correspond to a priori analogies (Govier 1989, 2002, 2010).

However, in Bermejo-Luque's account, the ground for classification is not a matter of whether one of

the analogues contains empirical data or is invented; the difference lies in whether the analogy is justified  a

posteriori or a priori. An a posteriori analogy pivots on the possibility of further inspecting and comparing both

analogues (even if it concerns only a thought experiment), while an a priori analogy appeals to the relevance

of the property that grounds seeing one of the analogues in terms of the other, which precedes the approach

to the phenomena. This feature makes a priori analogy very close to metaphors. It should be noted that all

those examples that  Bermejo-Luque considers qualitative  analogies i.e.,  “a  life  without  friends  is  like  a

garden without flowers”, “character is like a tree and reputation is like a shadow”, “love is like a butterfly”,

“love is like a rock”, “love is like a bottle of gin”, are not considered genuine analogies at all by Garssen (see

section  [2.2.5]).  Such  expressions  are  rather  presentational  devices  for  appealing  to  certain  schemes

employed in other kinds of arguments (Garssen 2009). 

Bermejo-Luque  does  not  consider  the  distinction  between a  priori  and  a  posteriori  as  the  true

subclassifications of argumentation by analogy because they are not types of inferences but rather types of

judgments. In other words, such a classification would amount to a category mistake. 

A priori  vs.  a posteriori are types of analogical claims, which are parts of an argumentation, not in

themselves types of arguments. Analogical argumentation is argumentation in which an analogy is adduced

in order to support a further claim. In the Toulmin model, analogical argumentation can be distinguished

between  using  analogies  as  data or  premises,  i.e.,  the  evidence  that  is  pointed  out  in  support  of  a

conclusion, or as the backing, i.e., the fact that stands behind the warrant. Both quantitative and qualitative

analogies can be used as data or backings for both deductive and non-deductive arguments.

Since Bermejo-Luque has a Toulmin perspective, the analysis yields different results compared to an

analysis which operates in terms of “logical form”. Her arguments are rather by whether their conclusions are

established tentatively and are qualified by words like “likely”, “probably”, or whether their conclusions are

established definitely. In this analysis, an argumentation which would be classified as a “deductive argument

by analogy” in terms of logical structure could still be qualified with “likely” and thus belong to the class of

51



defeasible reasoning.

 In  Bermejo-Luque's  terminology  a  “deductive  argument”  is  an  argument  whose  conclusion  “is

meant”  to  follow  of  necessity.  In  turn,  a  deductively  valid argument  is  an  argument  whose  conclusion

“actually” follows of necessity.42 In this Toulmin model, a deductive argument is an argumentation whose

warrant is a proposition that, “in case of being true”, would be a necessary truth. As a result, Bermejo-Luque

has two types of arguments by analogy: deductive and non-deductive. They can further be defeasible or

nondefeasible  (in  her  sense of  the term),  as defined by their  qualifier.  These two types can be further

subdivided into quantitative (a posteriori) and qualitative (a priori)  analogies as either their  data or their

backing. Since her analysis is from a Toulmin perspective, the classification cannot be easily integrated in a

non-Toulmin analysis, which justifies the total of her analogical subtypes having their own table even though

they can have many features in common with types in other classification systems. A summarizing overview

of Bermejo-Luque's subtypes can be seen in table 9:2. 

 

Table 9:2

Bermejo-Luque's classification of analogical arguments 
Criterion for

division 

Deductive argument by analogy Non-deductive argument by analogy Type of inference 

Defeasible Nondefeasible Defeasible Mode of inference 

A priori A posteriori A priori A posteriori A priori A posteriori
Epistemic status of

analogue 

Data Backing Data Backing Data Backing Data Backing Data Backing Data Backing
Whether the

analogy is used as
data or backing 

Manfred Kerber and Erica Melis make a distinction between two modes of analogical reasoning which are

both non-monotonic reasoning (Kerber & Melis 1996). One is based on the explicit representation of the

justification for the analogical inference, whereas the second type is based on the representation of typical

instances by concept structures. The dissimilarity in mode arises because the types rely on contrasting forms

of relevance knowledge. Kerber and Melis never label the various modes. I  have chosen to label them

“connection-based analogical inference” versus “typical-instances-based analogical inference”.

Weinreb discusses the use of analogy in legal argumentation (Weinreb 2005).  He regards analogical

reasoning as an irreducible category on its own. He has his starting point in the discussion from the work of

42 Personal Communication with Lillian Bermejo-Luque 2014-02-08. My definition is a bit different from hers. By a
“deductive  argument”  I  mean  an  argumentation  in  which  its  author  is  committed to  the  claim (based  on  the
linguistic clues of the natural language in which the author advances his argumentation) that the conclusion follows
necessarily in virtue of  formal (semantical or syntactical) reasons, whereas a  valid deductive argument is one in
which the conclusion actually follows for such reasons. However, an “argumentation by conclusive analogy” has an
inference whose mode is defeasible but definite, but not by virtue of formal reasons, rather by virtue of substantial,
material reasons. While the argumentation renders the standpoint as certain as the argument, the source of this
necessity is not due to formal reasons, but originates from essential features and relations in the content of the
world. See Chapter 3. Moreover, that you have an accurate “argumentation by conclusive analogy” does not entail
that you have a conclusive reason (in the evaluative sense) to believe the conclusion of the argumentation. The
concept conclusive analogy only signifies what type of analogical inference you have: that a correct analogy in such
an argumentation will inevitably transfer the same acceptability as that of the argument to the standpoint in  the
absence of a defeater.  It says nothing about whether this transferred acceptability constitutes a sufficient reason to
believe the conclusion in question, (see Chapter 5). 
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Brewer (1996) but rejects the idea that there is any inductive or deductive step in argumentation by analogy.

Weinreb asserts that analogy in Brewer's analysis is only given an incidental role in setting his three-step

sequence of abduction, induction, and deduction in motion; there is no genuine analogical reasoning that

proceeds on its own. In reality, analogical reasoning is the same as the legitimate reasoning we all use in

everyday  life  based  on  our  innate  human  capacity  of  recognizing  the  general  in  the  particular.  New

precedents can only be judged to be relevant for new cases by virtue of this capacity, as well as judging that

a case falls under a certain law. Analogy is used to apply general legal rules to cases not directly falling

under the rule. Unfortunately, Weinreb never provides his views of the logical structure of the argument

scheme of argumentation by analogy, but gives concrete examples (Weinreb 2005 p. 68): 

“Mary spills cranberry juice on a white tablecloth. “Try pouring salt on it,” Edna says. “It works with wine.” 

Weinreb points out that this kind of reasoning works by comparing similarities and not via any application of a

rule. In other words, it is parallel same-level reasoning and not reducible to inductive or deductive reasoning.

Weinreb asserts that, since the task of a court is to determine the outcome of a specific concrete controversy,

reasoning by analogy has a special role in adjudication.43 The question is where to classify Weinreb. The

notion of “mode of reasoning” is ambiguous between “strength of reasoning” and “type of reasoning” (i.e.

“unique inference-configuration”). Weinreb seems to mean analogical reasoning to be the latter and he does

not  mention  any  subclasses.  My  notion  of  “mode of  reasoning”  is  broad,  in  order  to  encompass both

meanings,  and  Weinreb's  example  seems  to  indicate  analogical  reasoning  as  a  kind  of  defeasible-

presumptive reasoning. The result can be seen in table 10:2 below. I should stress that no table can in detail

accurately  capture  all  subtleties  in  contrasting  aspects  of  various  division.  For  instance,  Garssen's

“descriptive analogy” is fairly extensionally equivalent with Juthe's “inconclusive analogy” and his “normative

analogy” is fairly extensionally equivalent with Juthe's conclusive analogy. However, they are not exactly

equivalent since Juthe's definition is independent of the question of descriptive or normative status of the

analogue. An analogy argumentation which yields an apodictic inference but lacks normative content would

fall  outside of Garssen's subtypology, but would fall  under the category of “argumentation by conclusive

analogy” in Juthe's subtypology. However,  the tables give a roughly correct picture of how the subtypes

relate to each other. 

43 Sometimes Weinreb's account of  analogical  reasoning seems close to John Wisdom's thesis that  “case by case
reasoning” is the foundation for all reasoning. As the former states: “As the child’s vocabulary and conceptual
understanding  expand,  the  ability  to  distinguish  relevant  and  irrelevant  similarity  and  difference  increases  in
complexity, so that without hesitation he can, according to the context, refer to a toy as his toy, a fire truck, a truck,
a gift from his uncle, a piggy bank, and so forth. . . If you ask him to show you another truck, another gift from
Uncle Dan, or another piggy bank, he will sort other objects in ways that again require him to distinguish among
relevant similarities and differences . . . There is no question, however, that the ability is acquired very early and
that it cannot be assimilated or reduced to deductive reasoning . . . For deductive reasoning depends on it. Unless
one is able to identify an object as a member of a class despite its differences from other members of the class, no
deductive inference is possible.” He also quotes Quine to the same effect. (Weinreb 2005, pp. 126-127). 
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Table 10:2

Analogical arguments distinguished by their mode of inference 

Criterion for division: mode of inference Author

Argument by
normative
analogy

Argument by descriptive analogy Garssen
(2009)

A priori
argument by

analogy

Inductive
argument

 by analogy

Argument by
provisional

analogy

Argument by
similarity

Hitchcock
(1992) 

Deductive-arguments by
analogy

Non-deductive
argument by

analogy

Bermejo-
Luque
(2012)
(2014)

Defeasible Nondefeasi
ble

Defeasible
arguments by

analogy

argumentation
by conclusive

analogy

argumentation by inconclusive analogy Juthe (2005,
2009) 

Deductive
analogy44

Inductive
analogy 

Argument by
disanalogy

Brewer
(1996) 

Mathematical
analogies

Non-
mathematical
analogies? 

Rinaldi
(1971)

Reasoning by
analogy

Davies
(1988)

Isomorphic
reasoning

Weitzenfeld
(1984)

Connection-
based

analogical
inference45

Typical instances
based analogical

inference46

Kerber and
Melis (1996)

Conclusive
analogical
argument 

Anderson
(1969)

Analogical reasoning Weinreb
(2005) 

2.2.7 Differences in the Determining Relation 
In my content analysis I have found only one author who employs this criterion for distinguishing subtypes of

analogy argumentation.  That the mode of this “determining relation” has been used as a criterion could be

seen in the preceding section. However, this criterion is wider than mere reference to the mode. The criterion

found can be defined as follows: 

Differences in the determining relation is the criterion employed for subdivision if and only if two analogical
arguments are distinguished as two types based on difference in what kind of determining relation they have. 

44 Brewer's distinctions cannot be so easily categorized, since they are modified via an inductive or deductive move.
These analogical arguments of Brewer could also be distinguished based on difference in logical form, and his
“argument by disanalogy” and “competing analogies” could be distinguished by difference in function.  

45 The labels are mine. 
46 The labels are mine. 
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Paul Bartha's works are written from the perspective of philosophy of science and he maintains that good

analogical  reasoning  should  always  be  possible  to  reconstruct  in  “argument  form”  (2010,  pp.  4-5).  His

standpoint is that argumentation by analogy only makes its conclusion more or less plausible, not certain.

Bartha's basic argument scheme is (Bartha 2010, p. 13): 

 

(1) S is similar to T in certain (known) respects.

(2) S has some further feature Q. 

_________

(3) Therefore, T has the feature Q, or some feature Q* similar to Q. 

Bartha's view of argumentation by analogy relies on two basic principles that, in his view, constitute the

essence of all analogies. The first is the requirement of Prior Association:

The description of the source domain must include an explicitly stated vertical relation which the analogical
argument is supposed to extend in some way to the target domain. (Bartha 2010, p. 25). 

The second is the requirement of Potential for Generalization: 

A good analogical argument is one where, at minimum, there is no compelling reason to deny that the prior
association that obtains in the source domain could be generalized in way that extends to the target domain.
(Bartha 2010, p. 25). 

The term “generalization” does not in this case mean categorical assertions such as “All  a are b”. It rather

expresses the notion of  unification; of finding a common pattern  instantiated in both the source and target

domains. These basic components of analogy seem to be the same as what other authors label the relation

of similarity (what Bartha calls “Potential for Generalization”) and what some authors labels the “determining

relation” or the “vertical relation” (what Bartha calls “Prior Association”) in an analogical comparison. 

These principles represent the general requirements for a normative theory of  argumentation by

analogy and they are common to  the evaluation of  any analogical  argumentation.  An argumentation by

analogy that satisfies these principles establishes its conclusion as  prima facie plausible.  Bartha believes

that the key to classifying and evaluating arguments by analogy is to determine the prior association (2010,

p. 94). Besides the direction of the vertical relation, arguments by analogy can also be subdivided according

to the mode of the “association” between P and Q. Thus, Bartha seems to have the same idea Juthe; that it

is the determining relation that determines what kind of analogy it is. However, whereas Juthe focuses only

on the mode of the determining relation, Bartha expands the dimensions of the determining relation, counting

what kind of direction it has, which yields four basic types of analogy arguments (Bartha 2010, pp. 95-99):

1. Predictive analogies (P→Q). P predicts Q and is therefore prior to Q in the association.

2. Explanatory analogies (Q→ P). Here Q is prior in the association; the direction is from Q to

P. Since  Q explains  P,  it  is plausible that something similar  Q* also explains something

similar *P.

3. Functional  Analogies  (P↔Q).  In  an  argument  that  utilizes  a  functional  analogy  the
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association goes in both directions.

4. Correlative analogies (P  ↓  Q).  The association is symmetric and there is no direction of

priority; the relationship is only a statistical correlation.47 

The association is “deductive” if  (with the appropriate background assumptions) either  P entails  Q or  Q

entails P. This mode of association is limited to predictive and explanatory analogies, according to Bartha.

The inductive mode is compatible with all  four basic types, and in total  it  gives us six different types of

argumentation by analogy. In table 11:2, we have a ranking of argumentation by analogy with increasing

strength from the right to left bottom-up.48 

Table 11:2

Bartha's subclassifications based on the direction of the determining relation (“prior association”) 

Direction of Prior Association (difference in determining relation) 

MODE
Predictive 

(From P to Q)
Explanatory 
(From Q to P)

Functional
(Both directions) 

Correlative 
(No directions)

 Deductive Mathematical Abductive

Inductive Predictive/Probabilistic Abductive/Probabilistic Functional Correlative 

2.2.8 Quantity of Analogues
Due to lack of a better alternative, I have named this criterion quantity of analogues. It refers to the criterion

used by some authors which is based on how many analogues are used in the comparison. The criterion

found can be defined as follows: 

Quantity of analogues is the criterion employed for subdivision if and only if two analogical arguments
are  distinguished  as  two  types  based  on  whether  the  arguments  employs  one  or  more  source
analogues. 

Guarini  has made a distinction between  Single-Source  and Multi-Source  arguments by analogy (Guarini

2010). Cameron Shelly makes the same distinction but calls them single analogies and multiple analogies

(Shelley 1999a, 1999b, 1999c). In a multiple analogy, there are several source analogues that are likened to

a target. 

Guarini makes a further subdivision between blended multi-source arguments and unblended multi-

source arguments. The difference is that in blended multi-source arguments, each source, on its own, is not

47 There will be a symmetric statistical correlation between P and Q in the first classifications of analogy, but this
fourth type of analogy includes only cases where there is no information about the direction of the prior association.

48 Bartha himself provides this table on p. 98.
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sufficient to justify the analogical inference between the objects of comparison. Rather, the argumentation

works by combining or, in Guarini's  terms,  blending the sources. Unblended multi-source arguments are

reducible to a sequence of good single-source analogical arguments. Guarini claims that blended arguments

should be considered arguments from partial analogy (Guarini 2010). 

A partial analogy is asymmetric, in contrast to ordinary analogies. It should be noted that Guarini only

discusses these distinctions along with classificatory arguments by analogy, not arguments from predictive

analogy (see section [2.2.3]). 

These distinctions would probably not make sense from a pragma-dialectical perspective. It appears

as if the distinction between single source and multi-source argumentation by analogy amounts to just the

ordinary  pragma-dialectical  distinction  between the  overall  argumentation  structure (the  structure  of  the

argumentation as a whole) and argument schemes (the internal structure of each single argumentation). An

“argument by multi-source analogy” would just  be another term for  a complex analogical  argumentation

(coordinatively compound) whereas an argumentation by single-source analogy is another term for single

analogical argumentation. An unblended multi-source analogical argumentation would be a case of multiple

analogical  argumentation  whereas  a  blended  one  would  be  coordinatively  compound  analogical

argumentation  since  each  source  analogue  on  its  own  seems  insufficient  for  justifying  the  analogical

inference. However, this suggested taxonomy cannot be upheld consistently, since in dialectically complex

argumentation by analogy, the complexity consists of additional comparisons of the object of comparison and

rarely of added whole objects of comparison (see Chapter 4).

In the pragma-dialectical system argumentative complexity is defined by added single arguments

(reasons), not added premises. These added single arguments add further reason by means of highlighting

further relevant resemblances that increase the cogency of the claim of comparison (see chapter 4). The

added single arguments usually do not constitute an addition of further objects of comparisons. Whether

extra single argumentation is added at  all  depends on whether the resemblance or source analogue is

sufficient  for  the  standpoint.  A dialectical  move  with  the  function  of  making  the  original  single  analogy

argumentation sufficient could consist both of adding a single argument that just adds a similarity to the

comparison and of adding an object of comparison to the original analogy argumentation (see Chapter 3 and

Chapter  5).  Thus,  the  pragma-dialectical  distinction  between  multiple  and  coordinatively  compound

argumentation cuts across the difference between argumentation employing more than one source analogue

and merely employing more elements of resemblance of the same analogue.  The subtypes based on this

criterion can be seen in table 12:2

Table 12:2

Analogical arguments classified by their quantity of sources of the analogue 

Criterion for division: quantity of sources Author

Single analogies Multiple analogies
Shelley (1999a,

1999b,1999c) 

Single-source argument by analogy Multi-source by analogy

Guarini (2010) Blended multi-source
arguments 

Unblended multi-source
arguments
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2.2.9 The Elements of Comparison
The criterion for classification based on difference in the elements of comparison has perhaps the oldest

tradition. Indeed, its origins may be traced back to the Classical world.  It has its source in the Aristotelian

tradition and was popular in medieval philosophy. It distinguishes analogical inferences by differences in the

kinds of elements that are compared. In an analogy the objects of comparison are always compared w ith

respect to certain similarities.  There are always entities – what I  label 'elements' –  within the objects of

comparison that resemble each other, which justifies the inference to a further similarity between the objects.

Thus,  implicit  in  talking  about  objects  of  comparison  there  are  certain  elements  in  those  objects  that

resemble each other so that we can say that the objects also have a further similarity. These elements may

be properties, or relations or something else. The point is that this criterion makes a distinction based on the

difference between these entities. The criterion can be defined as follows: 

Elements of comparison is the criterion employed for subdivision if and only if two analogical arguments
are distinguished as two types based on whether they compare contrasting elements in the comparison;
that is, whether they differ in the entities in the object of comparison that are compared. 

 A unified perspective could describe this categorization in terms of what predicate (including properties and

relations) is taken to be common to the two (or more) terms of the analogy. It leaves open the question of

which category of entity the predicate refers to. Consequently, a unified classification could be made by

distinguishing different clusters of predicates that are compared in different analogies.  

The medieval notion of analogical reasoning and argumentation distinguished between three types

of  analogies (Ashworth  2013).  The  analogy of  proportionality compares similarities of  relations  and the

analogy of attribution compares similarities of attributes. The latter means that attributes are compared in a

primary and a secondary sense. For instance, “healthy” can be used both in the primary sense of humans

and in the secondary sense of food. In the former sense, it signifies a condition of a human and in the latter it

signifies what  promotes the condition in  humans.  The third  type,  analogy by  participations or  imitation,

compares  the  assumed  likeness  between  God  and  creatures.  For  instance,  creatures  are  called  good

because their goodness imitates the goodness of God.

These classical distinctions have some similarity with modern variants where a distinction is made

between three categories of similarity. Gentner et al. point out that a similarity-match may concern (1) the

relational  structure,  (2)  object  description  (attributes),  or  both (Gentner,  et  al.  1987). What  the  classics

usually called analogies discarded object descriptions, and mapped relational structure, whereas argument

by similarity  maps mere appearance or attributions between the objects and discards relational structure.

Literal similarity matches map both relational structure and object-descriptions (Gentner et al. 1987).

Gentner et al. make no distinction between relational and structural similarity. However, both (1) and

(2) can be said to be analogies (if  you accept the theory of structure-mapping), since they can both be

conceptualized in terms of structure-mappings. The only difference between them is what kind of elements

(relational predicates, or attributional predicates) map one-to-one.49 

49  One could claim that  the distinction between attributes,  of relations,  of  structures is  a logical  distinction and
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Sacksteder claims that an argumentation by analogy makes use of analogy as an inferential rule

which is based on the similarity expressed in the analogy (Sacksteder 1974).  Since the similarity may obtain

between relations, between qualities or between structures, there can be three different types of analogies:

things  can  be  analogous with  regard  to  qualities,  with  regard  to  relations,  or  with  regard  to  structures

(Sacksteder 1974).   According to Sacksteder,  qualities are those unitary entities that can be identified in

isolation from others: “red” would be an example. Relations require a reference to a connection between at

least  two  units,  a  relation  which  is  not  intrinsic  to  either  unit.  Similarity  of  structures is  a  resemblance

according  to  arrangements  among  items  in  two  orders  of  relations  and  the  structures  are  isomorphic

(Sacksteder 1974, p. 241).   The multiplication table would be an example. This classification is exclusive;

any analogy can be subsumed under one of these types or under some combination of them. There is also

an order of priority in the classification. A similarity of structure implicates a similarity of relations which in turn

implicates a similarity of qualities, namely those resulting from the relation, but the converse does not hold.

You may talk about qualitative similarity without referring to similarity of relations (Sacksteder 1974). 

Holyoak  and  Thagard,  who  have  carried  out  a  considerable  amount  of  empirical  research  on

analogical reasoning by children and by animals, develop Sacksteder's idea. They talk about three types of

constraints (which can be interpreted as three contrasting types of analogical  inferences).  First,  there is

relational mapping, which refers to similarities of objects and concepts;  second,  system mapping,  which

refers to mapping between  analogues as whole objects. System mapping obtains by taking similarities of

structure into  account.  This  means  similarities  of  higher-order  relations  like  causality  and  structural

consistency (Holyoak and Thagard 1995).50 

Finally, the analogy may serve a purpose in producing an understanding or explanation of that which

started the whole process of reasoning (Holyoak and Thagard 1995, p. 37). Holyoak and Thagard claim that

their  research  indicates  a  developmental  hierarchy  in  these  different  kinds  of  analogies.  The  richest

analogies involve system mappings with relations between propositions (Holyoak & Thagard 1995, p. 38).

Typically, system mapping employs a set of causal relations that make the source relevant to the purpose of

the analogy (ibid.). 

Thus, one can say that Holyoak and Thagard make subtypes that distinguish among arguments that

compare concepts and objects (relational mapping),  arguments that  compare higher order  relations like

causation (system mapping) and arguments that compare purpose (which they do not label). Gentner et al.

have also analyzed metaphors in terms of analogy (Gentner et al. 1987). The term 'metaphor' usually refers

to a non-literal comparison that is novel and vivid, which conveys ideas that might otherwise be difficult to

express (ibid.). There  are  three  classes  of  metaphors:  (1)  metaphors  that  deal  with  purely  relational

comparisons, (2) metaphors that deal with attributional comparisons, and (3) complex metaphors that defy

description in terms of alignment: 

therefore should be classified under the criterion “logical form”. However, it seems that Gentner et al. make the
distinction because the elements of comparison are dissimilar, not because the arguments are conceptually distinct
(even though the latter entails the former): the basis for my cataloging is, as stated in the introduction, the author's
own claim for the distinction. 

50  See especially pp. 22-38. Of course these constrains may be combined, which would be ideal. 
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(1) Patience is bitter, but its fruit is sweet.

(2) His eyes were deep pools of misery. 

(3) The voice of your eyes is deeper than all the roses. 

Both  (1)  and  (2)  are  metaphors  that  can  be  analyzed  in  terms  of  an  analogical  relation  between  a

base/source and the object of comparison target/analogue. The third type of metaphor – the “complex type of

metaphor”  –  has  a  web  of  cross-weaving  connections  with  no  clear  way  of  deciding  exactly  how the

base/source predicates should be assigned to the target. Arguments utilizing different expressions like this

would be different types of analogical arguments in the sense that they employ different items of comparison.

Paul Thagard and Craig Beam investigate how metaphors are used by epistemologists to justify or

elucidate  coherentism or  foundationalism and the structure and validity  of  knowledge  (Thagard & Beam

2004). They  make  no  sharp  distinction  between  metaphor  and  analogy,  and  see  systematic  relational

mapping as the essence of analogy. Whereas mundane metaphors, such as ‘‘my job is a jail’’, need not

involve much of the systematic relational mapping, “fertile” metaphors, such as ‘‘Socrates is a midwife’’, are

always based on underlying analogies (Thagard & Beam 2004). Gentner and Bowdle follow the same route,

and assert that analogy is a mapping between two represented situations, in which a common structure is

aligned (Gentner & Bowdle 2008, p. 109). 

Michalos uses the term “argument by analogy” for “analogous relations” and “argument by analogy

based  on  analogous  properties”  for  resemblances  between  properties  (Michalos  1969).  However,  this

classification can also be applied to different items within the same category of division. For example, Jaap

Haage,  who  works  in  the  field  of  law,  attempts  to  make  a  logical  reconstruction  of  three  types  of

argumentation  by  analogy  used  in  law  (Verheij  &  Hage  1994,  pp.  65-78;  Hage  2005).  First,  there  is

analogical rule application, which means that the rule is analogically applied to a case which does not directly

fall under the rule.51 The second type is case-based reasoning, which is analogical reasoning without using

any rule at all (similar cases should be decided similarly).  Thirdly, a specific legal principle is employed,

which is justified by being analogous to the original legal rule. This is a threefold distinction within the same

category of comparison: it is a sub-distinction between different elements within the comparison category of

things/properties/qualities.  It  is  a rule compared to  case,  case compared with another case,  and a rule

compared to another rule. 

Mary Hesse, to some extent inspired by Aristotle, divides analogical reasoning into four subtypes, A-

D, based on their difference in the “horizontal” relation (Hesse 1965; 1966). The “horizontal relation” is the

same as what Juthe and others label the relation of one-to-one correspondence. Features that correspond

between  the  objects  of  comparison  constitute  a  positive  analogy,  and  features  that  do  not  correspond

constitute the negative (or disanalogy) analogy. In type A, the objects of comparison are feature matching.

That is, the comparison is based on common properties (or properties that “resemble” each other, depending

on what type of ontology you accept).  This seems to be the same as what Sacksteder labels “qualitative

51  Two conditions need to be satisfied: (1) it is applied to a case that does not satisfy its conditions (otherwise it
would be normal application), (2) the case is sufficiently similar to cases that do satisfy the rule conditions. This is
about  analogical justification of the actual  application of the original rule, which should not be confused with
justification of the rule itself. 
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analogy”, what Holyoak labels “attribute mapping” and what Gentner labels “mere-appearance” matches.

Type B is  feature similarity  – one-to-one relations are correspondences of  “similars”.  An example is the

alleged analogy between sound and light, which are not analogous by virtue of having properties in common

but because the properties of each have “features” that resemble each other. See table 13:2

Table 13:2

Hesse's analogy between sound and light 

Properties of sound Properties of light 

Echoes Reflection

Loudness Brightness

Pitch Color

Detected by ear Detected by eye

Type C seems to be the same as what Gentner labels “proportional analogies” and what Michalos labels

“argument  by  analogy  based  on  analogous  relations”.  It  concerns  similarity  of  relations between  the

analogue and target subject. Examples would be homologies and analogies in biology. In type D the only

object in the horizontal relation is the similarity of the “vertical relation”. (What Hesse terms “vertical relation”

is what Juthe (Chapter 3) labels the “determining relation” and what Bartha labels “prior association” (section

[2.2.7]). An example of such similarity would be: a father is to his children as a state is to its citizens.  Hesse

claims that in the other three types the one-to-one “horizontal” relations are independent of the “vertical”

relations. Juthe, however, claims that, irrespective of the difference in  what type of element stands in the

one-to-one  correspondence  (feature-resemblance,  property-commonality,  relations  etc),  the  essential

inference is the same. It is by virtue of counterparting each other that the elements enable the transfer of the

Assigned-Predicate,  the  inference  of  a  new predicate.  Consequently,  it  is  essentially  the  same kind  of

inference, regardless of what feature (“element” in my terminology) stands in a one-to-one relation. Thus, the

“vertical relation” is always involved in the “horizontal relation” in some way. In Hesse's subtype Type B, for

example, if the analogy between sound and light is correct, it must be possible to make an inference about

light by virtue of knowing something about sound. That presupposes that the elements of sounds stand in a

certain known interrelated connection that can mutatis mutandis be conferred on the elements of light. 

This interrelated connection is the “vertical” (determining) relation. For instance, if they were truly

analogous, you might analogously infer that since an increase in loudness will make the pitch higher, an

increase in brightness will  make the color lighter.  Moreover,  to claim that,  say,  loudness  corresponds to

brightness is to claim something more than mere similarity; it amounts to a claim about what makes these

elements  correspond  to  each  other  in  contrast  to  some  other  element.  Since  everything  is  similar  to

everything in  some respect, merely pointing out similarities is inadequate for making a claim of analogy.

Many authors, however, would probably label the analogies of type C and D as figurative analogies. 

Klug,  following Ziehen,  has  classified three different  types  of  similarity  relations.  The objects  of

comparison may be similar with respect to various elements. They can be similar with respect to a number of

common attributes (homology), with respect to their most essential characteristics (which he labels “essential
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similarity”), or with respect to their functionality (which he names “analogy”). It is not entirely clear where in

the table this element would fit. However, given the broad sense that most authors have ascribed to attribute,

it  seems as though comparing essential characteristics would fall into the same meaning category which

Holyoak and Thagard (1995) label “attribute mapping”, and Sacksteder (1974) calls “qualitative analogy”,

what the medieval authors labeled “analogy of attribution”, what Michalos (1969) calls “argument by analogy

based on analogous properties”, what Gentner et al. label “mere-appearance matches”.  What Hesse labels

Type A and Type B would both also fall into the meaning category of comparing properties/qualities. The

various subtypes that are distinguished based on this criterion can be seen in table 14:2. 

Table 14:2

Analogical arguments classified by their difference in elements of comparison

Criterion for classification: difference in elements of comparison Author

Comparison of
structures 

(Higher-order
relations,

causation etc) 

Comparison of
relations 

(lower-order
relations) 

Comparison of
things/properties/qualities

Comparison
of both

relations and
properties 

Comparison of
God and creatures

Comparison of
vertical relation

Purpose of
producing an

understanding

Analogy of proportionality Analogy of attribution
Analogy of
imitation or
participation

Classical and
medieval
authors52

Structural
analogy 

Relational analogy Qualitative analogy 
Sacksteder,

(1974)

Argument by
analogy based on

analogous
relations

Argument by analogy based on
analogous properties

Michalos (1969)

Type C Type A Type B Type D
Hesse

(1965,1966)

Analogies Mere-appearance matches
Literal

similarity
matches 

Gentner, et al.
(1987), (1983);
Gentner (1998) 

Rule vs case
analogical

rule
application

Case vs
case

case-based
reasoning 

Rule vs
rule

No name
given

Hage (2005)

System
mapping/

Isomorphism

Proportional
analogies/relationa

l mapping
Attribute mapping

No name
given

No name given
Holyoak and

Thagard (1995)

Functional
similarity 

Analogy 

Homology

Comparison of
common essence 

Essential
similarity 

Klug; Ziehen
(see Macagno

and Walton
2009)

52 See for example: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/analogy-medieval/
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Figure 3:2 Summarizing graph of all criteria
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2.3 The Relation Between the Criteria

In this section, I will provide a general discussion of the intrinsic relations between the criteria that have

hitherto been discovered, and how they pertain to different levels of an argumentation. While one may find

that different authors either explicitly or implicitly use different criteria as grounds for dividing between various

subtypes of argumentation by analogy, there are intrinsic relations between the criteria. 

My discussion in this section cannot be purely descriptive since I cannot discuss this and avoid

taking a stance on how divisions should be done. Each criterion can prima facie be used to sub-classify and

sub-sub-classify different types. However, as we shall see, the way in which such a subdivision can be made

is determined by essential features of the argument scheme. The criterion function refers to the use of the

argumentation, which in its turn probably also has different logical patterns, which in their turn can be rooted

in  different  epistemological  accounts. The  criterion  of  logical  form often  has  an intimate  relation  to  the

epistemic criterion; a difference with respect to the epistemic features usually implies a difference in logical

structure. For instance, predictive analogy and normative analogy (see sections [2.2.4] and [2.2.2]) have

contrasting logical  structures.  Furthermore,  difference in epistemic and logical  features usually  implies a

difference in the mode of inference. Arguments that differ in the mode of inference usually differ in logical

structure. Inductive and deductive arguments not only differ in logical form, they are also distinguished by

their unique inference configuration by virtue of their difference in logical form. Defeasible arguments have

another logical structure than deductively valid arguments, and so on. 

On the other  hand,  one could  also argue that  difference in logical  form is a result  of  dissimilar

inference configuration.  There is  an equivalent  inter-connective interdependence between most  of  these

criteria. Depending on which criterion the philosopher has as a starting point, the implications will follow; they

are  in  accordance  with  the  criterion  he/she  starts  with.  Had  another  criterion  been  the  starting  point,

implications would have been different. 

Furthermore, a classification does not exclude that arguments classified as the same kind of subtype

by a given criterion could/would be classified as different arguments by additional or different criteria. For

instance, Govier's refutation by logical analogy and Shelley's counter-analogy should be treated as the same

kind of argumentation insofar as they both have a refutative function. However, they are different arguments

insofar as logical analogies refute by displaying a parallel argumentation that is flawed, therewith refuting the

original  argumentation,  whereas  counter-analogy means  that  another  analogy  (a  priori or  inductive)  is

advanced that supports a conclusion different from, or contrary to, that of the original argumentation. They

clearly  are  different  types  when  other criteria  are  considered.  They  have  completely  different  logical

structures:  refutation by logical  analogy provides a parallel  argumentation to  the original  argumentation,

which a counter-analogy does not. They also refute in different ways. A counter-analogy for example does

not show that there is anything wrong in the analogical inference per se, rather (according to Shelley) that an

alternative superior conclusion may be drawn. One could also argue that they differ in sub-function.  The

former intends to refute the analogical inference, while the later intends to point to another conclusion. This
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means  that  the  arguments  would  even  be  classified  as  different  types  of  arguments  by  means  of  the

additional application of the  same criterion.  Another example is Juthe's classification, which employs two

criteria: mode of inference and domain constraint (see sections [2.2.4] and [2.2.6]). This combination yields

four  types  of  analogical  arguments:  (1)  argumentation  by  conclusive  same-domain  analogy,  (2)

argumentation  by  inconclusive  same-domain  analogy,  (3)  argumentation  by  conclusive  different-domain

analogy, (4) argumentation by inconclusive different-domain analogy. On top of these types, there is special

application labeled refutation  by  parallel  argumentation.  Refutation  by  parallel  argumentation  is  an

argumentation by analogy with the particular purpose of refuting or supporting another argumentation by

means of  attacking  or  defending  its  scheme.53 The  method  of  refutation  by  parallel  argumentation  can

employ any of the other types as a parallel argumentation to the argumentation it is intended to refute. The

question is, which criterion/criteria should be used and on what grounds? 

That type or mode of inference should be part of the criterion for distinguishing seems well founded.

The same intuition (i.e. that “type of inference” is the criterion) underlies the standard distinction between

inductive and deductive reasoning. They have essentially different inference-configurations and are therefore

ipso facto different kinds of arguments. Assuming this implies that the root taxonomy of any classification of

arguments should be based on the type of inference, since arguments are essentially an instantiation of an

inference scheme. Consequently, essentially different types of inference schemes mean different kinds of

arguments. 

However, when we move higher up in the taxonomy, it becomes more complicated, because each

level of sub-classification depends on the type of inference as well as on which of its criteria were used on

the  previous  level.  A comparison  with  the  classification  within  deductivism  may  provide  clarification.54

Deductive and inductive arguments are judged as different types of arguments because they essentially

make use of different inference-configurations. Deductive arguments have inferences which are necessary

by virtue of their logical form and these in turn can be sub-divided by applying the same criterion again,

between schemes which are formally valid for semantic reasons and schemes which are formally valid for

syntactic reasons. 

However, at this level one may go no further, and the same criterion cannot be used anymore. It

would make no sense to use difference in logical form to divide across contrasting inference configurations. It

would make no sense to distinguish between, say, modus ponens and enumerative induction based solely

on contrasting logical form irrespective of their difference in inference-type. However, it does make sense to

have the logical form criterion to divide within each type of inference configuration. Within the deductive type

of inference distinctions are made by the criterion logical form, such as modus ponens, modus tollens, the

disjunctive  syllogism.  Within  the  inductive  type,  various  subtypes  such  as  statistical  syllogism,  simple

inductions,  and inductive generalizations differ  in  logical  form but  are within  the same type of  inductive

inference-type. In the case of the classical division between inductive and deductive arguments, the only

53 In some cases it can also reveal that an argumentation contains a false implicit premise. See Chapter 6.  
54 By  deductivism I mean the tradition that holds any (good) argumentation can and should be reconstructed as a

deductive  argument  (sometimes  inductive  arguments  are  accepted).  By  deductive  argument I  mean  an
argumentation that purports to be formally valid by means of syntactical or semantical reasons and which employs
such forms as that which license the inference. 
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criteria that have been used are type-of-inference-configurations and logical form. The same can be said of

abductive arguments.  Therefore, it may seems that the major division should be based on different typology

in inference operating principle and in the next level content can begin to play a role, and the content should

only matter insofar as it has implications for the evaluation of the argumentation. 

My point is not that these criteria are the only correct ones. My point is that it is not possible to have

a unified classification system with a consistent criterion for division that pervades all types of argumentation

because  each  basic  inference  scheme sets  different  boundaries  specific  to  that  scheme  of  how  the

classification may continue on the next level. For example, domain constraints do not make much sense

outside of analogical inferences, and dissimilarity in the mode of inference in analogical arguments will not

automatically yield difference in logical form, since the inference configuration is not determined by the form

of  the  argumentation  but  rather  by  the  intrinsic  nature  of  the  analogy  itself.  For  instance,  analogical

arguments distinguished as arguments by inconclusive analogy vs. arguments by conclusive analogy have

the same logical form, yet they still differ in their mode of inference. Contrast lies in the material content of

the argumentation, not in the form.  Such a distinction, however, cannot be made between inductive or

deductive argument schemes. This means that the relation between criteria will be different within analogical

arguments, than, say, among arguments that employ deductive or symptomatic argument schemes.55

My claim is that whether a classification is good or not depends on what purpose the classification

has in a certain context. From the perspective of argumentation theory, the purpose of classification should

be to facilitate the interpretation, reconstruction and evaluation of the argumentation. Just as one cannot

evaluate the cogency of an argumentation unless one first knows whether it is an inductive or deductive type

of argument, one cannot evaluate the cogency of an analogical argumentation unless one first knows what

subtype it is.  Analogously, knowing what subtype of argumentation by analogy one is dealing with allows the

analyst to know how to evaluate the argumentation and by which standards. If it is true that all arguments by

analogy employ essentially the same analogical inference per se (which I think to be the case), it means that

there is one set of critical questions and evaluation standards that are the same for all analogical arguments.

If it is further true (which I think to be the case) that although they rely on the same basic type of inference,

these analogical arguments may differ in the  mode of the inference (which I have labeled “conclusive” vs

“inconclusive”), there will be a contrasting subset of critical questions and evaluation standards that pertains

to each different mode of inference. 

Thus, I think that Garssen and van Eemeren are right in distinguishing between subtypes because

the testing procedures differ, which is closely connected with the criterion mode of inference. This is because

the testing procedures differ  because there is a difference by which principle the inference operates in the

argumentation. Van Eemeren and Garssen (Van Eemeren & Garssen 2014, pp. 45-46), states: 

Argumentation by analogy . . . is one of the three main categories that are distinguished in the pragma-
dialectical typology of argument schemes . . .The distinction between the three categories is that in each
of them a different inferential principle is appealed to in order to bridge the gap between the reason
advance in support  of  the standpoint  and the standpoint  defended.  .  .  The specific  testing procedure

55 This  is  true  regardless  of  the  fact  that  the  conception  of  “deductive  arguments”  is  defined  from  a  different
perspective than the conception of “symptomatic arguments”. 
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instigated by the appeal to particular inferential principle involves the use of certain critical questions that
are systematically related to the inferential principle concerned. The general critical questions pertinent to
a particular inferential principle apply to all specimens of argumentation belonging to argumentation of
that type. In practice however each main type of argumentation comes in various subtypes, in which the
general questions pertinent to the main type of argumentation will be implemented somewhat differently,
depending on the specification of the inferential relationship concerned. 

 The  testing  procedure  is  intimately  linked  to  the  particular  type  of  inference  configuration  that  an

argumentation employs. This provides a genus-species categorization of subtypes. In the pragma-dialectical

typology,  there  are  three  main  types  of  argument  schemes:  the  symptomatic,  causal  and  analogical

argument scheme (van Eemeren et al. 2002 pp. 91-104; van Eemeren & Groteendorst 2004, pp. 2-4, 118-

120, 149, 174, 204-205; van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 19-21, 536-538, 543-544). 56 Each scheme has a

matching  set  of  critical  questions  (van  Eemeren  et  al.  2002.  pp.  91-108,  130-132;  van  Eemeren  &

Groteendorst 2004, pp. 194-195; van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 19-21, 544, 547-552, 595-596; van Eemeren

et al.  2007, pp. 139, 155, 165).  The pragma-dialectical  typology of argument schemes with their  critical

questions is shown in table 15:2:57 

Table 15:2 The pragma-dialectical typology 

Symptomatic relationship Comparative relationship Causal relationship

Y is true of X, 
because: Z is true of X, 

and: Z is symptomatic of Y.

Y is true of X, 
because: Y is true of Z, 

and: Z is comparable to X.

Y is true of X, 
because: Z is true of X, 

and: Z leads to Y 

Critical questions Critical questions Critical question58 

1. Is Y indeed typical of Z?

2. Is Y not also typical of something
else (Z )?  

3. Are there any other (Y ) that X  
needs to have in order for us to be

able to ascribe Z to X?
 

1. Are the things that are compared
actually comparable?

2. Are there enough relevant
similarities between the things that are

compared?

3. Are there any relevant differences
between the things that are compared?

1. Does the established cause, in fact,
lead to the mentioned result?

2. Are there any other factors that
must be present together with the

proposed
cause to create the mentioned result?

3. Could the proposed result be caused
by something else as well?

What  is  essential  to  the  pragma-dialectical  position  is  that  each  scheme  provides  a  unique  inference

configuration which can be evaluated by critical questions. Since any argumentation ex hypothesi will employ

one of these schemes of with different inference principles, they will also be essentially differently arguments

56 Some have argued that these schemes can be reduced into two 'super schemes': argument from sign and argument 
from similarity. See Hitchoch, Wagemans, (2011).

57 The literature suggests various formulations of the critical questions. Furthermore, not every critical question is 
relevant for each argument that employs the scheme in question. 

58 The first critical question is applicable to all variants of causal argumentation, the second question only to causal
argumentation that refers to the cause in the argument and the third question only to the reverse variant causal
argumentation that refers to the effect in the argument (van Eemeren et al. 2007, p. 165.) In the reverse variant of
the causal scheme the argumentation attempts to establish a cause by means of the argument. This means that in the
forward variant the standpoint refers to the effect and the argument refers to the cause, whereas in the reverse
variant, the standpoint refers to the cause and the argument refers to the effect. 
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and this can be recognized by the difference in testing procedure. This criterion can be defined: 

Difference  in  testing  procedure  is  the  criterion  for  subdivision  if  and  only  if  two  arguments  are
distinguished as two subtypes because they differ in the dialectical testing procedure (and they differ
in the dialectical testing procedure if and only if they employ different inferential principles). 

This fits with the classical motivation behind the deductive versus inductive distinction, that the essence of

an argumentation lies  in  its  type of  inference, in  the nature  of  how justification  is  transferred  from the

premises to the conclusion, by which means the argument supports the standpoint. The contrasting principle

of inference-entitlement brings about a difference in testing procedure. Although critical questions and the

testing  procedure  ontologically  speaking  are  dependent  on  certain  metaphysical  attributes  of  the

argumentation such as type and mode of inference, difference in testing procedure still can operate as the

criterion by which we  recognize that there are two contrasting types of arguments. Secondly, the critical

questions depend both on the inference type of the argumentation and parts of its content. For instance the

distinction between descriptive and normative analogy is partly dependent on difference in content, not solely

contrasting types of inference, and the critical questions are different because of difference in content. This

again indicates that it is difference in testing procedure that should be used as the criterion for distinguishing

various types and subtypes of argumentation. Thus,  difference in testing procedure is that which primarily

provides the epistemic criteria to distinguish types and subtypes of arguments and not the Status of the

Analogue, function, logical form, domain constraint, quantity of analogues, mode of inference or variant of

the determining relation. 

Thus,  one could argue that  the pragma-dialectical  criterion for  subdivision is justified because it

assists in reaching one the purposes of argumentation theory – to evaluate argumentation. This does not

necessarily  mean  that  the  other  parameters  cannot  be  useful.  The  point  is  that  difference  in  testing

procedure should be the primary tool for distinguishing between various argumentation types and subtypes.

The other types could also be justified because they facilitate the other purposes of argumentation theory –

to interpret and analyze argumentation. For instance the distinction between same-domain and different-

domain analogies may help to distinguish between figurative analogies which are not genuine and those that

are genuine comparisons across different domains. This justifies having the distinction between analogies

that compare across domains and analogies that compare within domains. This study provides a basis for

the project of further investigating how these essential parts of argumentation theory can justify the use of

the various criteria that have been discovered and cataloged in this study. 

2.4 Summary and Conclusions of Chapter 2
In  this  chapter  I  have  attempted  to  provide  an  exploratory  overview  of  how  various  authors  have

distinguished subtypes of analogical argumentation.  To this end I employed inductive content analysis as the

method on a large quantity of text. The overview is based on a quantity of text consisting of almost 700

articles and books from various disciplines. The results reveal that nine different criteria have been used by
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various authors as means for classification and making subtypes of analogy argumentation. 

The nine criteria are: (1) Status of the Analogue – which means that the object that is the source has

a certain status of  its content.  It  is  usually  a distinction between analogies which have only descriptive

content and analogies which also have normative content and which yield a normative conclusion. However,

the criterion can also mark a distinction in how the source is known or justified. In such cases the distinction

is made between analogies that are known a priori  and analogies that are known  a posteriori.  That the

inductive analogy makes predictions in contrast to a priori or normative analogies is another feature that is

used as part of the criterion. These features are often intertwined together as the criterion for distinguishing

subtypes.  (2)  Function  or  purpose  of  the  analogical  arguments.  Various  subtypes  of  arguments  are

distinguished because they have contrasting functions. It can be having a predictive function or classificatory

function or some other difference in function that separates the subtypes. (3) Logical form – which means

that  the  subtypes  are  distinguished  because  they  have  dissimilar  logical  structure  or  are  conceptually

distinct. (4) Domain constraint – many authors distinguish subtypes based on whether the comparisons are

across contrasting domains  versus  within  the same domain.  (5)  Mode of  inference  is  a  criterion which

distinguishes  subtypes  because  of  a  difference  in  strength  of  the  inference  or  other  differences  in  the

inference. (6) Variants of the determining relation – only one author (Bartha 2010) has distinguished various

types of the determining relation which goes beyond the difference in mode (definite vs. non-definite). (7)

Quantity of analogues – this criterion means that the author distinguishes subtypes because they differ in

how many objects of comparison the analogical argumentation employs in the comparison. (8) Element of

comparison – this criterion means that the author has distinguished between subtypes because they differ in

what  elements  (i.e.  properties,  objects,  systems,  relations  etc.)  are  compared  in  the  comparison.  (9)

Contrasting testing procedure – each type of argumentation has different critical questions pertaining to the

different type of inference principle employed in the argumentation. 

One conclusion of this overview is that  there is  neither  consensus on what subtypes of analogical

argumentation there are, nor on how to classify them. Another conclusion is that different criteria can be

combined in order to make various subtypes of analogy argumentation as well as the same criterion several

times on the same type of argumentation. However, each specific type of argumentation sets boundaries on

what criteria can be applied to make further subtypes. 

This  study has in general  been a descriptive overview,  but  I  have briefly discussed the relation

between these criteria and in that discussion I made some normative remarks. My position is that ultimately it

is the purpose of the classification that determines whether a classification is adequate or not. The purpose

of making a classification in argumentation theory should be in order to more accurately interpret, analyze

and  evaluate  argumentation,  and  from that  perspective  my  conclusion  is  that  the  primary  criterion  for

distinguishing subtypes (as well  as types) is the difference in testing procedure. If  the testing procedure

differs then the arguments are of different types (and subtypes). This is in line with the pragma-dialectical

idea of the typology of argument schemes.  The criterion of contrasting testing procedure is justified because

it augments the procedure of evaluating the argument. Many of the other criteria discussed in this chapter

can also be justified on the ground that they facilitate the other parts – interpretation and analysis – which

also are crucial for argumentation theory. This provides a basis for the project of further investigating how
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these essential  parts  of  argumentation theory can justify  the use of  the various criteria that  have been

discovered and cataloged in this study. 
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Chapter 3 

3 THE BASIC ANALOGICAL
SCHEME

3.1 Introduction
In this chapter I initiate my systematic analytical study of the analogical argument scheme. The chapter aims

to provide a general characterization of argumentation by analogy and contrast it to the arguments of the

classical taxonomy of, for example, inductive and deductive arguments. I explicate the notion of analogy and

the internal structure of the analogical scheme and contrast this with ordinary arguments of the classical

taxonomy. Argumentation by analogy differs from ordinary inductive or deductive argumentation and has its

own distinct features. The chapter also discusses that some arguments that do not explicitly fall under the

category  of  argumentation by analogy should  nevertheless be interpreted as such.  The result  is  that  a

presumed outcome of a philosophical dispute will have to be reconsidered. 

Many of the presentations about argumentation by analogy—even in standard textbooks on informal

logic—are faulty.  It  is  often claimed that  they are never certain and are only inductive probable kind of

argumentations.59 Sometimes it is claimed that arguments by analogy work only by pointing out similarities

between objects. Contemporary philosophical argumentation has generally been characterized by the use of

deductive argumentation and the method of counterexample. The use of deductive argumentation and the

method of counterexample go hand in hand. It is therefore of no surprise that some philosophers assert that

argumentation by  analogy  must  be  reformulated  into  deductive  or  inductive  argument  in  order  to  be

(formally) valid arguments. The most usual way to accomplish this is to provide a universal premise that

makes the analogical relations redundant.  All these ideas are faulty I will argue. Further, I try to show that

when  some  “deductive”  argumentation  are  plausibly  interpreted  as  argumentation  by  analogy  the

philosophical result will be very different.  

Even though arguments by analogy are some of the most frequently used arguments in everyday

discourse and regularly occur in philosophical reasoning as well, any deeper analysis is still missing. I hope

that this chapter may contribute to this deeper analysis. 

59  See for instance Copi, Burgess-Jackson, (1992) pp. 186, 195; Copi (1990) p. 363.
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3.2 Types of Argumentation
The Classical Taxonomy vs the Pragma-dialectical Typology

In the “classical tradition”—in which deductivism is the dominating assumption—the most common taxonomy

often  consists  of  only  two  types  of  arguments:  deductive, and  inductive.60 The  broadest  version  of  the

classical  taxonomy  would,  at  most,  allow  for  abductive and  analogical arguments  in  addition  to  the

aforementioned. In informal logic,  conductive argumentation has been put forth as a possible fifth type of

argument.61 Whether  abductive,  conductive,  and  analogical  arguments  really  are  genuine  types  of

argumentation is still an open question within the community of argumentation theory.62 

In this section I will contrast the pragma-dialectical perspective on analogical argumentation with the

classical categorization and, for the sake of argument, assume that there are four basic types of argument,

one of which is argument by analogy.63 In order to clarify argumentation by analogy, this section also offers a

brief discussion of the other types of argumentation. The next section discusses argumentation by analogy at

length, and its special features are distinguished in contrast to the other types. I want my analysis of the

analogical argument scheme to be contrasted with the perspective of the classical taxonomy in order to

clarify my view of argumentation in general, and argumentation by analogy in particular.  

The pragma-dialectical system of argumentation has a different principle of categorization than the

classical  tradition,  and  the  pragma-dialectical  taxonomy  cuts  across  the  categorization  of  the  classical

taxonomy. The pragma-dialectical theory makes a distinction between single and complex argumentation; it

employs the notion of argument schemes, and it takes the process and context of the argumentation into

account.64 By contrast, the classical tradition does none of this.

As stated in the Introduction, the terminology is different as well. In the classical tradition, an argument

means an arranged set of statements or propositions (the premises) that entail or otherwise support the truth

or acceptability of another statement or proposition (the conclusion). The “argument” refers to the product of

a constellation of propositions, which includes all premises as well as the conclusion. 

In  the  pragma-dialectical  system,  argumentation  is  defined  as  a  complex  speech  act  aimed  at

convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a standpoint by means of advancing an arranged set of

statements  or  propositions  (the  “argumentation”)  to  support  the  truth  or  acceptability  of  the  proposition

expressed in the standpoint (van Eemeren and Grootendorst, 2004, pp. 1, 10). The context, situation and

process are all part of the definition and analysis of the argumentation. In its most simple form, the product of

the process of argumentation is, in pragma-dialectics, single argumentation. Single argumentation consists

60 Deductivism is  the  doctrine  that  all  arguments  should  be  interpreted  and/or  evaluated  as  attempts  to  employ
deductive argumentation, or that all good arguments are deductively valid i.e formally valid. 

61 For instance, see: Fischer (2012); Walton (2011) Zenker (2011); Hitchcock (1980); Govier (2011). 
62  For discussion about conductive arguments, see Adler (2013); Possin (2012);  Blair (2013, 2015); see also the

following book reviews of : Wagner (2012); Van Laar (2013); Paglieri (2013).
63 This chapter is based in an article which was written prior my knowledge of the pragma-dialectical  theory of

argumentation. Therefore, this discussion should be interpreted only in relation to the classical categorization of
argumentation (i.e inductive, abductive, deductive arguments etc). The relation between argumentation by analogy
and the other schemes in the pragma-dialectical typology is more discussed in Chapter 5. 

64  van Eemeren et al. 2014. 
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for the most part of only two propositions: the  “argument”, which is the proposition that is advanced as a

reason for the standpoint, and the “linking premise”, which is the proposition that enables the “argument” to

be  a  reason  for  the  standpoint.  The  standpoint  is  not  included  in  the  propositions  that  compose  the

argumentation, and a standpoint may be supported by any number of single argumentations, which can be

combined into complex argumentation for the same standpoint. If a single argumentation would consist of

more  propositions  than  the  argument  and the  linking premise,  then  such propositions  would  simply  be

labeled  “premises”, which should still be distinguished from necessary assumptions, which are very basic

presuppositions  for  the  argumentation  to  work  (see Chapter  5  for  a  more  extensive  discussion  of  my

understanding of the pragma-dialectical conception of inference and argumentation). 

The kind of arguments in the classical tradition that have been given most attention is where the

meaning of the statements of the arranged set precludes that the statement that which follows is false, if all

the statements of the arranged set are true and syntactically well-formed. If  an argument of this type is

correct then the premises, if true, will guarantee the truth of the conclusion. The reasoning goes very often

from the general to the particular or the meaning of the statements entails the conclusion. The conclusion

follows necessarily from true premises due to their semantics or syntax. This kind of argument is here called

a deductive argument. A classical example would be an argument of the form: 

1. If p then q

2. p

______

 q

Another type of argument that has been much discussed in the philosophical tradition, especially associated

with science, is the type here referred to as an inductive argument. The premises of an inductive argument

are  always  justified  a  posteriori and  a  correct  inductive  argument  only  entails  a  conclusion  which  is

probable.65 The meaning of the statements makes it improbable in the absence of further information that the

statement which follows is false while the statements from which it follows are all true. The reasoning flows

from the particular via particular to the general. An example is an argument of the form: 

(1) A1 …An are A:s

(2) A1 …An have q

All A:s have q

The third type of argument also has a non-deductive inference. As with inductive arguments the meaning of

the statements that convey support makes it implausible that the supported statement is false, while the

supporting statement is true, given that no further information suggests otherwise. A correct argument of this

type is syntactically well-formed and the plausibility of the conclusion is directly proportional to the plausibility

65  Unless there is a perfect induction where every member of a set is known, in which case the conclusion follows 
necessarily from the premises. 
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of  its  premises.66 The  premises  do  not  convey  truth-value  to  the  conclusion  but  plausibility-value.  The

reasoning goes from a particular  via  the general  to  a particular.  It  is  often used in  order  to  explain  or

determine causal relations or about how to understand or think about facts or correlations. An example: 

(1) The lawn is wet

(2) If it had been raining, the lawn would be wet

(3) There is no one around that could have watered the whole lawn with a garden hose
____________

 It has been raining 

The argument or reasoning starts with a fact and concludes the best explanation for this fact. This argument

is  here called “reasoning to  the best  explanation”  or  abductive arguments.67 The definitions of  types of

arguments presented here are not exhaustive, since any non-analogical argument whose conclusion does

not follow in any of the three senses distinguished is neither deductive nor inductive nor abductive. 

Argument by analogy would be the fourth type of argument and it has certain features not shared

with the other types of arguments. An argument by analogy is an argument where the inference goes via an

analogical relation, in contrast to an inductive or deductive relation. How does this square with the classical

notion that  it  should  always be possible  to  reformulate  a  good argument  in  a  formally  valid  form? The

informal logic movement introduced the standard of Relevance-Acceptability-Sufficiency (R.A.S) to replace

the standard of formal validity. In informal logic, the definition of a good argument means that the contents of

the premises and the conclusion are adequately related; that the premises provide adequate evidence for the

conclusion, and that the premises are  true, probable or otherwise reliable.68 A good argument by analogy

must fulfill  the same criteria for a good argument in general.  The only qualification is that the adequate

evidence for the conclusion is in virtue of a  correct analogy, stated in one or more of the premises. The

premise that states the analogy is, then, the crucial premise for arguments by analogy. The question whether

there are conductive arguments and/or other plausible inferences that are not abductive or inductive, is

another interesting question that falls outside the scope of this dissertation. The reader who wishes to pursue

this subject further from the perspective of informal logic may consult the work of Douglas Walton.69 

In contrast to the taxonomy of the classical tradition or the informal logic movement,  the  pragma-

dialectical school’s  standard for a good argumentation is made up of  argument schemes and their critical

questions.70 For each type of argument scheme there is a relevant set of critical questions that test whether

the scheme of an argument has violated the “argument scheme rule” of the critical discussion. 71 If these

66  Steinhart (2001) p. 190. “Plausibility is the degree to which a proposition is rationally supported by evidence. A
proposition is implausible to the degree that its negation is more plausible than itself.” 

67  Whether this type may be reduced to an inductive argument is another question that will not be discussed here. 
68  Blair and Johnson (1987) call these criteria conditions of (1) Relevance; (2) Sufficiency; and (3) acceptability for a

good argument. 
69  Walton (1996).
70 van Eemeren et al. 2002 pp. 91-104; van Eemeren & Groteendorst 2004, pp. 2-4, 118-120, 149, 174, 204-205; van 

Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 19-21, 536-538, 543-544; Garssen 2001, pp. 81-99. 
71  van Eemeren et al. 2002, pp. 91-108, 130-132; van Eemeren & Groteendorst 2004, pp. 194-195; van Eemeren et al.
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critical  questions that  pertain  to  the argument  scheme in  question are answered satisfactorily,  then the

antagonist should accept the standpoint. There are three types of argument schemes, each differing in the

inferential principle operating as the license of the inference: the symptomatic argument scheme employs a

symptomatic relation to enable the argument to be a reason for the standpoint; the causal argument scheme

employs a causal relation, and the analogical argument scheme employs an analogical relation. This brings

us to the focus of this dissertation: the analogical argument scheme analyzed from a pragma-dialectical

perspective, introduced in the next section. 

3.3 Argumentation by analogy

3.3.1 Reasoning by analogy
Reasoning  by  analogy  is  as  reasoning  in  general  not  always  in  the  form of  an  argumentation;  mostly

analogical  reasoning  is  about  solving  problems,  describing  something,  learning  or  explaining  things  by

extending our thought from things we do understand to things we do not, at the time, comprehend. Here the

discussion is restricted to argumentation by analogy even though a large part may be relevant for reasoning

by analogy in general. From a pragma-dialectical perspective, analogy argumentation can be defined as an

argumentation  whose  scheme operates  by  means  of  a  comparison  between  two  or  more  objects;  the

transference of acceptability from the argument to the standpoint is enabled by a comparison expressed by

the linking premise of the argumentation.

In order to clarify my analysis of the basic internal structure of the analogical argument scheme, the

following notation will be used: The Target-Subject (TS) is the object of comparison to which the conclusion

of the argument by analogy assigns a new predicate. The Analogue (A) is the object which is compared with

the Target-Subject in order to make the analogical inference to a new predicate about the Target-Subject.

The Analogue is the source of the new predicate which is assigned and concluded about the Target-Subject.

The  Assigned-Predicate (AP) is the predicate of the Analogue which is “transferred” and assigned to the

Target-Subject in virtue of the analogical relation between them. The Target-Subject and the Analogue are

analogous with respect to the Assigned-Predicate if and only if each of the elements of the Analogue (1..

n) which determines the Assigned-Predicate corresponds one-to-one with a counterpart element in the

Target-Subject (1*.. n*). It is by virtue of this that the Assigned-Predicate can be assigned to the Target-

Subject.72 Since the Target-Subject has a counterpart of every element of the Analogue that determines the

Assigned-Predicate,  it  means  they  are  analogous  and  that  the  Target-Subject  also  has  the  Assigned-

2014, pp. 19-21, 544, 547-552, 595-596.
72  For a discussion about the relations of determination in analogical reasoning see Davies (1988).
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Predicate. Thus, the Assigned-Predicate can mutatis mutandis be concluded about the Target-Subject. When

the Target-Subject has the Assigned-Predicate it is the Assigned-Predicate*. The asterisk on the Assigned-

Predicate means that it  is the  mutatis mutandis  Assigned-Predicate in the domain of the Target-Subject.

Thus, it is a predicate in the domain of the Target-Subject that corresponds one-to-one with the Assigned-

Predicate in the domain of the Analogue. 

A  bad  argumentation  by  analogy,  then,  is  an  argumentation  whose  argument  scheme  is

inappropriate  and/or  incorrectly  applied.  An  incorrect  analogy  is  an  analogy  where  the  elements  that

determine the Assigned-Predicate of the Analogue do not correspond one-to-one with a counterpart element

in the Target-Subject or where the elements that do correspond one-to-one do not determine the Assigned-

Predicate. The concept of analogy will be more fully explicated in the next section [3.3.2]. 

3.3.2 A Definition of Analogy 
Before discussing argumentation by analogy in more detail,  there will  be an exposition of analogy in

general. All arguments by analogy have at least one proposition which states an analogy between two or

more objects. An etymological inquiry reveals that the term  analogy is Greek and its original meaning

refers  to  proportion, and  a  proportion  is  a  relational  structure  between  two  things. My  position  is

consistent  with this original  meaning.  Two objects are analogous if  and only if  there is a one-to-one

correspondence between the elements of the objects. This is what makes analogical inference go from

particular to particular without going via any universal premise. My definition of analogy:73

The Analogue is  analogous with the Target-Subject with regard to the Assigned-Predicate if and
only  if  there  is  a  one-to-one  correspondence  between  the  elements  of  the  Analogue  which
determine the Assigned-Predicate and the elements of the Target-Subject.

The  elements  of  the  Analogue  and  the  elements  of  the  Target-Subject  are  in  a  one-to-one
correspondence if,  and only if,  every element of  the Analogue which determines the Assigned-
Predicate has a counterpart element in the Target-Subject. 

An element 1 of the Analogue is a  counterpart of an element  1 of the Target-Subject if and

only if element 1 has relation R to another element 2 in the Analogue and element 1 has

relation R to another element 2 in the Target-Subject.

73  My view of analogy as a one-to-one correspondence and as a sameness of relation has been inspired most by 
Steinhart (2001) and Weitzenfeld (1984). The idea of one-to-one correspondence comes originally from Holyoak 
and Thagard (1995). The general ideas is also to some extent inspired by Burbidge (1990). 
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In this way, analogy is reduced to a sameness of relation between the elements in the objects of comparison.

The elements of two objects are in one-to-one correspondence if and only if the elements of each object

share  the  same relation.  The  Assigned-Predicate  is  “transfered”  from the  Analogue (the  source)  to  the

Target-Subject (the target), because the analogy (the one-to-one correspondence of determining elements)

warrants that there is a corresponding predicate (the Assigned-Predicate in the Target-Subject. 

This definition needs to be elaborated further because there is an important distinction between a

same-domain-analogy  and a  different-domain-analogy.  A same-domain-analogy is an analogy where not

only the relations between the elements of the different objects are the same but also the elements  are from

the same domain. In a different-domain-analogy the analogy comes only in virtue of having the same relation

between the elements of the different objects; the elements of the two objects belong to wholly different

domains. 

The difference is crucial since it determines what predicate one can infer from the analogy. I think

that the distinction between these kinds of analogy also explains what metaphors are. If a different-domain-

analogy is between domains that are very distant, then the elements will be very different and the analogy

tends to become a metaphor or parable. In a different-domain-analogy the Assigned-Predicate assigned from

the Analogue to the Target-Subject is based on the counterpart element of a different domain. The Assigned-

Predicate that is concluded about the Target-Subject cannot be assigned from the domain of the Analogue.

The Assigned-Predicate will be the predicate that supervenes on the element which belongs to the domain of

the Target-Subject. This will be clearer when looking at some examples later. With the distinction between

same-domain-analogies  and  different-domain-analogies  two  different  definitions  of  analogical  relations

emerge. Let us first explicate same-domain-analogy:

The  Analogue  is  same-domain-analogous with  the  Target-Subject  with  respect  to  the  Assigned-
Predicate, if and only if, there is a one-to-one correspondence between the elements of the Analogue
which determines the Assigned-Predicate and the elements of the Analogue are of the same domain
as the elements of the Target-Subject.
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Figure 1:3 The analogical inference of the basic analogical argument scheme

A classical example of an argumentation by same-domain-analogy is Mill’s argumentation for other minds: 

I conclude that other human beings have feelings like me, because, first, they have bodies like me, which
I know, in my own case, to be the antecedent condition of feelings; and because, secondly, they exhibit
the acts, and other outward signs, which in my own case I know by experience to be caused by feelings. I
am conscious in myself of a series of facts connected by a uniform sequence, of which the beginning is
modifications of my body, the middle is feelings, the end is outward demeanor. In the case of other human
beings  I  have  the  evidence  of  my  senses  for  the  first  and  last  links  of  the  series,  but  not  for  the
intermediate link. I find, however, that the sequence between the first and last is as regular and constant in
those other cases as it is in mine. . . I must either believe them to be alive, or to be automatons: and by
believing them to be alive, that is, by supposing the link to be of the same nature as in the case of which I
have experience, and which is in all other respects similar, I bring other human beings, as phenomena,
under the same generalizations which I know by experience to be the true theory of my own existence.74

The elements of this analogy can be seen in table 1:3. 

74  Mill (1889) quoted by Malcolm (1958).
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Table 1:3

Elements mapping in one-to-one correspondence

Element  of the other people (Analogue) Counterpart element * of Mill himself 
(Target-Subject)

1Body exhibit acts 1*Body exhibit acts

2Body exhibit outward signs 2*Body exhibit outward sign

3 Modifications of body 3*Modifications of his body (caused by feelings)

4 Feeling and other mental states causes

1- 2 and is caused by 3

4* Feeling and other mental states causes 1-

2* and is caused by 3*

In this analogy both the relations and the elements are the same and this means that the Assigned-Predicate

of the Analogue will be not mutatis mutandis but the same in both the Target-subject, and in the Analogue.

The elements  are  from the same domain in  the Target-Subject  and in  the  Analogue;  consequently  the

inferred predicate will  be of the same type. Mill’s inference is that other people also have mental states

similar to his own.75 Let us define different-domain-analogy:

The Analogue is  different-domain-analogous with the Target-Subject  with respect  to  the Assigned-
Predicate, if and only if, there is a one-to-one correspondence between the elements of the Analogue
which determine the Assigned-Predicate and the elements of the Target-Subject and the elements of
the Analogue are of a different domain than the elements of the Target-Subject.

I think that a confusion of these types of analogical relations is what has deceived some philosophers to

make a faulty distinction. On one side there is “proportional analogy” or “argument by analogy based on

analogous relations” and what they on the other hand call  “predictive analogy” or “argument by analogy

based on analogous properties”.76 The distinction between these two allegedly different types of analogy is

based on when relations are “analogous” and when properties are “analogous”. William Brown asserts that

the distinction between the analogies is in virtue of their two different goals. The predictive analogy (when

properties are analogous) has prediction of a property as the goal, while the proportional analogy (when

relations are analogous) has the calling of attention to an underlying principle of two different objects as its

goal.77 But  this is confusing being  analogous with being  similar;  only objects that  contain elements with

relations between them can be analogous precisely in virtue of displaying the same relation between their

elements. Just having the same properties would make the object similar but not analogous.  For instance,

the single argumentation: 

The Porsche and the Chevrolet are both in the $40 000 price range, and the Porsche is of excellent quality.
Therefore, the Chevrolet is probably also of excellent quality

75  This argument is an argument by inconclusive analogy since there is only a correlation between people, outward 
behaviors and their inner mental states, not a relation of strict definite determination. See section [3.4.2] for more 
about this. 

76  See Brown (1989) with references. 
77  Brown (1989) p. 163.
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is based on an analogy; the two objects the Porsche and the Chevrolet share a property (costing about

$40,000) which stand in  the same weak determining relation  to  the predicate  'excellent  quality'.  In  the

absence of any defeater this will justify the presumptive reasoning that the Chevrolet is probably of excellent

quality.  If there was not relation between '$40,000 price range' and 'excellent quality', there would be no

possibility of making an inference. Similarity is not the same as analogy.78 Argumentation by analogy do, of

course, involve a similarity in broad sense but understood as a one-to-one correspondence which is more

sophisticated notion (this is discussed in Chapter 4) . An example may further clarify the notion of different-

domain-analogy. Thomas Hobbes in his classical work Leviathan, thinks of the state as an artificial human

organism: 

Art goes yet further, imitating that rational and most excellent work of na ture, man. For by art
is  created  that  greate  LEVIATHAN  called  a  COMMONWEALTH,  or  STATE,  in  Latin
CIVITAS, which is but an artificial  man ...  and in which the  sovereignty  is  an artificial  soul,
as giving life and motion to the whole body; the  magistrates,  and other  officers  of judicature
and execution,  artificial  joints;  reward  and  punishment,  by which fastened to  the seat  of  the
sovereignty every joint and member is moved to perform his duty,  are the  nerves,  that do the
same  in  the  body  natural;  the  wealth  and  riches  of  all  the  particular  members,  are  the
strength;  salus  populi,  the  people's  safety,  its  business;  counsellors,  by  whom  all  things
needful  for  it  to  know are  suggested  unto  it,  are  the  memory;  equity,  and  laws,  an  artificial
reason and will; concord, health; sedition, sickness; and civil war, death.79

Hobbe's analogy between the state and the human organism is correct if it is true that a state consists of the

elements above, and if every relation between the elements has a counterpart element in the same relation,

in this case, the elements play the same functional role.80 For example, the functional role of sovereignty in a

commonwealth is the same as the functional role of the soul in an organism. If there was a counterpart

element in the human organism for every element sufficient for a state, then there would be an analogical

relationship between them, and any conclusion about one of them could be concluded mutatis mutandis

about the other. Hobbes’ analogy between the state and the human organism is an example of the analogical

relation between two very distant domains. The Assigned-Predicate will  thus supervene on a counterpart

element that belongs to the domain of the state and not to the domain of the human organism. 

Let us assume for the sake of the argumentation that we knew that disease would diminish memory,

which in turn would weaken the will, and in consequence decrease the strength of the human organism.

Then we could, via analogical inference, conclude that sedition would diminish the counselors, which in turn

would weaken the laws, and in consequence decrease the wealth of the state. In short, we could analogically

infer that sedition will decrease the wealth of a state. Certainly no one can say that this is not a conclusion

78 I do not claim that similarity of properties never should be named ‘analogical’. Thomas Aquinas made a distinction
between what he called analogy of proper proportionality and the analogy of intrinsic attribution (Geisler, 1991). The
former refers to a proper relationship between the attribute each object possesses and their respective nature. The latter
refers to a similarity where both objects possess the same attribute and the similarity is based on a causal connection
between them. The cause conveys itself to the effect. For example, hot water causes an egg in it to be hot. One could of
course object that it is all about relations, but of different types, where property similarity is still about relations; the
relation between the property and the object  which  has  the property.  In  that  case also objects  that  have property
similarity would be called analogous; they share the same relation to the property in question. It is ultimately about how
we use the term ‘analogy’. 
79  Hobbes (1946) p. 5
80  Steinhart (2001) points that out pp. 5-6. 
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filled with significant and non-trivial information, but it is not the assignment of the same type of predicate to

the Target-Subject as in the Analogue. The Assigned-Predicate assigned to the state (the Target-Subject) will

be the counterpart element of the human organism which is a very different element since they belong to

different domains. Since the strength of the human organism is the counterpart of the wealth of the state, it

means that if disease will decrease strength in the human organism, then the counterpart element of disease

in  the  other  domain  (the  state)—sedition—will  decrease  the  counterpart  of  the  strength  of  the  human

organism—the  wealth.  The  table  2:3  displays  Hobbes’ analogy  between  the  human  organism and  the

state:81

Table 2:3

Analogue:
Man

Target-Subject: 
The state

Assigned-Predicate of the Analogue:
Disease decreases the strength of a man

Assigned-Predicate of the Target-Subject
Sedition decreases the wealth of a state

Elements mapping in one-to-one correspondence

Element  of the human organism (Analogue) Counterpart element  of the state (Target-
Subject)

Man State
Soul Sovereignty

Joints Magistrates, officers
Nerves Reward, punishment

Strength Wealth, riches
Memory Counsellors
Reason

Will
Equity
Laws

Health Concord

Sickness Sedition
Death Civil war

Business (i.e. function or purpose) People’s safety

3.3.3 The Implications of this view of Analogy
The first  important  implication of  the view of  analogy presented here,  which consists of a sameness of

relation between elements, is that one cannot lay any domain constraints on analogy or argumentation by

analogy.82 Two things seemingly very dissimilar with few properties in common  can still  be analogous in

81 The scheme of correspondence is taken from Steinhart (2001) p. 5.
82  For more on domain constraints on analogy see: Brown (1995).
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important respects while two other objects with many properties in common are not analogous in the way

one superficially may think. 

The second important implication of the view of analogy presented here is that this account of analogy

does not entail that two analogous objects have some shared unique structure or that the structure of each is

identical. For example, if two arguments are analogous it does not mean that each of them has a unique

logical form or that the logical form of each argument is the same (this is discussed more extensively in

Chapter 6).

The third implication is that the definition of analogous relationship is formulated in a way that allows

two objects to be analogous in different ways depending on in which respect they are compared. That is why

the  definition  states: The  Analogue  is  analogous  with  the  Target-Subject  with  regard to  the  Assigned-

Predicate. Thus, two objects can be analogous in one regard and disanalogous in another regard. It depends

on the perspective from which, or the level of abstraction at which the objects are compared. It is clear that

two objects may be analogous in one respect and clearly disanalogous in another respect. For example, the

series 2-4-6 and the series 3-5-7 are analogous in that each later member is greater by 2 than its immediate

predecessor in the series. But they are disanalogous in that the difference between successive members is

in the first case equal to the first member of the series but in the second case not; a series that would be

analogous in this respect to 2-4-6 would be 3-6-9. An analogy can be more or less wide-ranging without

being a faulty analogy. In the example of Hobbes’s analogy, mentioned in the previous section, it could be

that only some elements mentioned in the analogy were sufficient for a state. It could be that only some

elements had a counterpart in the object of comparison. A state can be analogous to the human organism in

certain respects although disanalogous in others. However,  the scope of the conclusion inferred from an

incomplete analogy must correspond to the mapping scope of the elements of the analogical object. The rule

is that the extent of counterpart elements in common to the compared objects, will determine the range of the

conclusion with the same proportion. 

This should not be confused with any thinking that the  single basic scheme of analogy comes in

degrees.  If  someone  claims  that  a  Target-Subject  and  an  Analogue  are  analogous  with  regard  to  an

Assigned-Predicate, then the Target-Subject and the Analogue either are analogous or not with regard to the

Assigned-Predicate;  single  analogy  argumentation  cannot  be  analogous  in  degree  with  regard  to  the

Assigned-Predicate. Either there is an analogy between the Analogue and the Target-Subject with regard to

the Assigned-Predicate or not.  Thus, if  an inference from an analogy of single analogy argumentation is

probably true, then the analogy is probably correct, not partially correct. The critical issue with argumentation

by analogy will be whether the stated analogy really is correct. If it is established that the analogy is correct,

then argumentation will lend support to the standpoint either conclusively (but defeasible) or inconclusively

(and defeasible), depending on the type of argument (see section [3.4]). How it can be accurate to describe

the inference of an argumentation as simultaneously definite (conclusive) and defeasible, while still leaving

open whether it needs additional arguments to constitute a sufficient defense of the standpoint, is explained

in section [3.5] and in Chapter 5 (but note the difference between an argumentation being certain of lending

support to a standpoint – in the absence of defeaters – and an argumentation making the standpoint certain).
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An appropriate  scheme correctly  applied  transfers  acceptability  to  the  degree  permitted  by  the

inferential  principle  of  the  scheme.  A deductive  scheme  transfers  acceptability  in  accordance  with  the

inferential principle of strictly syntactical or semantic syntax. A symptomatic scheme transfers acceptability in

accordance  with  the  inferential  principle  of  a  symptomatic  relation.  An  analogical  scheme  transfers

acceptability in accordance with the inferential principle of a analogical relation and while it can be distinguish

between “conclusive analogy” and “inconclusive analogy” such a distinction is not based on difference in the

analogy as such. However, although the inference of the basic  single analogical scheme in itself does not

come in degree, an argumentation by analogy as a whole may come in degrees. A single argumentation by

analogy is either accurate or not accurate, but a comparison may employ complex analogy argumentation

consisting  of  many  single  analogical  argumentations.  If  several  of  the  argumentations  of  a  complex

argumentation by analogy fails then the argumentation as a whole is weaker to a certain degree,  even

though each single analogical scheme is either accurate or not accurate.83 

The fourth implication from the view of analogy presented here is that the definition of analogy does

not need to deal with any complicated analysis of the concept of relevance. Element is relevant for the

predication of the Assigned-Predicate of the compared object if and only if element   is a counterpart of

element * and  is part of the determination of the element denoted by the Assigned-Predicate. The

determining relation between 1 . . n and the Assigned-Predicate can be every type of relation (including

probable, causal, epistemic, normative, evaluative, resultant or supervenient). 

In literature about arguments by analogy and analogical reasoning it is sometimes stressed that the

similarity that generates an analogical relation must not only be similarity but  relevant similarity.84 In my

terminology, analogy is equivalent to relevant similarity. To say that the Target-Subject and the Analogue are

disanalogous with respect to the Assigned-Predicate is to say that there is a relevant difference between

them. Target-Subject and the Analogue are relevantly dissimilar (disanalogous) with respect to the Assigned-

Predicate if and only if one or more of the elements of the Analogue which determine the Assigned-Predicate

do not have a counterpart element in the Target-Subject, or have a counteracting element.  This is further

elaborated in Chapter 7. 

83 In a complete analogy there is a one-to-one correspondence between all the elements of the objects of comparison 
and any justified conclusion from the Analogue will be (mutatis mutandis or not) justified about the Target-Subject 
as well. 

84  Woods and Hudak (1992); Brown (1995).
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3.4 Different types of Argumentation by 
Analogy

3.4.1 Argumentation by Conclusive Analogy

I  will  here discuss the two basic types of argumentation by analogy and the internal  structure of their

scheme. The basic argument scheme for single argumentation by conclusive analogy is as follows: 

1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*

1.1 The Element of the AnalogueA element determines (definitely) the  AnalogueA's Assigned-

PredicateAP.

1.1' The Element of the AnalogueA  correspond one-to-one with the Element of the Target-

SubjectTS

If  complex  argumentation  by  analogy  is  used,  then  there  is  an  addition  of  arguments  (i.e.  “single

argumentations”).  Each  added  single  argumentation  has  this  inference  configuration  and  cooperate

together  to  lend  sufficient  support  to  the  standpoint.  Three conditions  must  be  fulfilled  if  a  single

argumentation by conclusive analogy is going to be valid (the concept of “validity” is discussed in Chapter 5).

First the element () of the Analogue must “determine” the Assigned-Predicate. In arguments by conclusive

analogy the relation of determination is strong; the relation of determination of Assigned-Predicate is strictly

determined  (causally,  epistemicaly,  normatively,  evaluatively, resultantly or superveniently,  genus-species,

inferential  etc)  by the ()  of the Analogue. That is,  the Assigned-Predicate  that  is  transferred  mutatis

mutandis from the Analogue to the Target-Subject is determined definitely in virtue of the element (). This

is why the conclusion can be said to follow “conclusively” from the analogy even if it is not in virtue of logical

necessity  (see  section  [3.5]  for  more  about  this).  Secondly,  the  element ()  of  the  Analogue  must

counterpart the element () of the Target-Subject, otherwise the Assigned-Predicate cannot be justifiably

concluded about the Target-Subject. This inference, however, can be defeated if there is another element in

the  Target-Subject—element ()—that  in  some  way  neutralize  or  counteract  that  element  ()

determines the corresponding Assigned-Predicate in the Target-Subject. These correctness conditions of

the analogical scheme is extensively discussed in Chapter 7. 

An example of an argumentation by conclusive analogy (and a different domain analogy) can be seen in
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Michael Smiths book  The Moral Problem. The theory of ethical internalism states that if an agent makes a

moral judgment then that, in itself, implies a motivation to act in accordance with the moral judgment, ceteris

paribus. But  how can this make sense of  the amoralist,  the individual who reliably  seem to  make moral

judgments but at the same time seems to have no inclination to follow his own judgments? Michal Smith uses a

complex argumentation by conclusive analogy to show that the amoralists fail to give any real moral judgments:

[reflect] on the case of someone, blind from birth, who has a reliable method of using colour terms. We
might imagine that she has been hooked up to a machine from birth that allows her to feel, through her skin,
when an object has the appropriate surface reflectance properties. Now such a person certainly has a facility
with colour terms, a facility that allows her to engage in many aspects of the ordinary practice of colour
ascription. For she uses terms with the same extension as our colour terms, and the properties of objects that
explain her uses of those terms are the very same properties as those that explain our uses of colour terms. . .
When she makes colour judgements, she is therefore not appropriately thought of as making judgements
about what other people judge to be red, green and the like . . One side [internalism] says that a subject has
mastery of colour terms (moral terms), and thus really makes colour judgements (moral judgements), only
if,  under  certain  conditions,  being  in  the  psychological  state  that  we  express  when  we  make  colour
judgements (moral judgements) entails having an appropriate visual experience (motivation). The other side
[externalism] denies this holding instead that ability to use a term whose use is reliably explained by the
relevant properties of objects is enough to credit her with master colour terms (moral terms) and the ability
really  to  make  colour  judgements  (moral  judgements).  Hav ing  the  appropriate  visual  experience
(motivation) under appropriate conditions is an entirely contingent, and optional, extra.85

According to Smith’s analogy real judgments of color are to visual experience as real moral judgments are to

a proper motivation.  The Target-Subject  is  moral  judgments by an amoralist  and the Analogue is  color

judgments by a blind person with a machine that gives mastery in use of color terms. This is also a good

example of different-domain-analogy; the domain of morality and that of colors are quite different. Therefore,

the Assigned-Predicate will not supervene on an element within the same domain as the Analogue (which

happens when the Target-Subject and the Analogue share the same domain). The elements 1 and 2 of

the Analogue determines the Assigned-Predicate and correspond one-to-one with elements 1* and 2*

of the Target-Subject. One may object that there is one element in the example with the blind girl which does

not have a counterpart in the case of the amoralist; namely, that there is no machine that gives the amoralist

a mastery of his use of moral terms. How can it be explained that the amoralist has such a reliable use of

moral terms? But this element can easily be given a counterpart element with some refinements. We know

that one can learn how terms are used by socialization; the uses of terms are learned and one thereby

knows  in  which  context  one  should  apply  a  certain  term.  The  amoralist’s  social  learning  of  this  is  the

counterpart element which corresponds to the machine which helps the blind girl. 

85 Smith (1994) pp. 69-70.
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Table 4:3

Analogue: Color blind girl Target-Subject: Amoralist

Assigned-Predicate of the Analogue:
No real color judgment 

Counterpart Assigned-Predicate* of the
Target-Subject:

No real moral judgment*

Elements mapping in one-to-one correspondence

Element) in the Analogue Counterpart element (*) in the Target-Subject 

Reliable use of colour terms  Reliable use of moral terms

No visual experience No appropriate motivation

Thus, the Assigned-Predicate will be “No real moral judgment”. If Smith’s argumentation is reconstructed in

accordance with the proposed basic scheme for argumentation analogy, it can be outlined: 

1. The amoralistsTS mutatis mutandis, have reliable use of moral terms but make no real moral 

judgmentAP 

1.1 The blind girl with the helping machineA have reliable use of color terms but 
makes no real color judgmentAP

1.1' The blind girl with the helping color machineA correspond one-to-one with the 
case of the amoralist with the help of socializationTS 

1.1.'1a The helping machineof the blind girlA correspond one-to-one with the 

socialization of the amoralist'sTS having reliable use of moral terms 

(1.1.'1a' The blind girl'sA helping machinedefinitely) determines that she has reliable 

86 The asterisk on the Assigned-Predicate means that it is the mutatis mutandis Assigned-Predicate in the domain of 
the Target-Subject. Thus, it is a predicate in the domain of the Target-Subject that corresponds one-to-one with the 
Assigned-Predicate in the domain of the Analogue. 
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use of color termsAP

1.1'.1b That the blind girl's lack real visual experience correspond one-to-one with the amoralist's 

lack of appropriate motivation 

(1.1'.1b' That the blind girlA lack real visual experience (definitely) determines that she 

makes no real color judgmentAP.)

Each single argumentation by analogy definitely determines the Assigned-Predicate in the sense that in

the absence of any defeater, each argumentation will lend support to the standpoint with certainty and to

the  same degree  that  the  argument  of  the  argumentation  is  acceptable.  However,  even  though each

argumentation by conclusive analogy will lend support to the standpoint with certainty in the absence of

any defeater, it does not follow that each single argument by conclusive analogy lend sufficient support to

the standpoint. Thus, the argumentation of Smith is an example of coordinatively complex argumentation

by conclusive analogy. (This is more discussed in Chapter 5). 

I consider this a cogent argumentation by analogy. I will now give an example of what I consider an

incorrect argumentation by analogy. Townshall columnist Dennis Prager defends capital punishment with the

help of an analogy with the greater good of higher speed limits: 

George Will has come out against executing murderers . . .He offers two arguments –the possibility of the
state killing an innocent person and capital punishment’s lack of deterrence value. But these reasons are
so easily refuted . . .An innocent may be killed? Many moral social policies have the possibility and even
the inevitability of the death of innocents. . . even if raising speed limits means an inevitable increase in
innocents’ deaths, the greater good of higher speed limits will still prevail. . . It is the absence of the death
penalty  that  leads  to  more  innocent  people  being  killed.  When  there  is  no  death  penalty,  convicted
murderers  kill  other  prisoners  and  guards;  and,  when  these  murderers  escape,  they  kill  innocent
civilians.87

Prager’s analogy argumentation can be reconstructed as follows: 

1. Even if an innocent may be killed by capital punishmentTS its greater good still prevailsAP

1.1 The greater good of higher speed limits prevails  despite the possibility or even the 

inevitability of the death of innocents (i.e 'the extra utility of raised speed limits' 

determines 'greater good of speed limits prevail over innocent that may be killedAP') 

1.1' The extra value of utility of higher speed limits correspond one-to-one with extra value of 

death penalty preventing murderers to kill more innocent people

Prager’s  analogy  argumentation  is  an  example  of  single  argumentation  by  conclusive  different-domain

analogy (which is part of a larger argumentation structure consisting of various argument schemes). The

87  Prager (2003). 
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Target-Subject is capital punishment, the Analogue is higher speed limits and the Assigned-Predicate is that

the higher good still  prevails  (over  the death of  some innocent people).  If  we for the sake of  simplicity

assume that  the facts mentioned in the argument of  Prager’s argumentation is credible, the question is

whether  the  analogy  between the  greater  good of  higher  speed limits  and  the  greater  good  of  capital

punishment is correct. Are they relevantly similar? According to the fourth implication of my view of analogy

(see  section  [3.3.3])  we  have  the  advantage  of  avoiding  any  complicated  analysis  of  the  concept  of

relevance. Element  is relevant for the predication of the Assigned-Predicate of the compared object if and

only if element  is a counterpart of element and  is part of the determination of the element denoted

by the Assigned-Predicate. Target-Subject and the Analogue are relevantly dissimilar (disanalogous) with

respect to the Assigned-Predicate if and only if one or more of the elements of Analogue which determine the

Assigned-Predicate do not have a counterpart element in the Target-Subject. The question, then, is whether

there any elements that determine the greater good of higher speed limits that do not have a counterpart in

the greater good of capital punishment, which is not mentioned in premise (2). The answer clearly seems to

be yes.88 

First, there is no direct causal connection between higher speed limits and the death of innocents.

There is a moral difference between permitting voluntary risks (such as driving faster)2, which increase the

probability of the death of innocents and directly causing their deaths2*.89 Secondly, the death of innocents

due to higher speed limits does not entail the injustice of a false judgment of guilt; the dead are not victims of

injustice3. When innocents on the other hand are put to death by capital punishment, then the dead are

victims of an awful injustice3*.90 When we summarize the elements that determines that higher speed

limits Higher speed limits prevails despite the possibility or even the inevitability of the death of innocents it

becomes clear that there are several elements that lack a counterpart in the Target-Subject.  This means

88  Dave Thomasson discusses this in another Townhall article; Thomasson (2004).
89  Claiming that this is a morally relevant difference assumes a standard of morality which is agent-relative. 
90  Dave Thomasson (2004) alleges two other relevant differences. There is a difference in  intention between the

cases. When legislators approve of higher speed limits, they do not intend to cause anyone’s death, while this is the
case with the death penalty. But this difference fails to be relevant. The question was not whether anyone’s death
could ever be justified by the greater good of capital punishment or higher speed limits, but whether anyone’s
innocent death ever could be justified. Since the greater good of capital punishment by the very nature of the case
consists of intentionally killing a guilty murderer and the consequences thereof, it begs the whole question to claim
that this is a relevant difference in itself. Thomasson also claims that there is a relevant difference in that capital
punishment concerns punishment for a crime unlike highways deaths. Thomasson believes this because the question
of what justifies punishment in general is much more controversial than higher speed limits (i.e. is it justified on
utilitarian or retributive grounds and so on);  hence they cannot be compared. But this is  clearly an  irrelevant
difference; why would the controversies of what justifies punishment in general be relevant for judging the greater
good of capital punishment differently than the greater good of higher speed limits? Even if you are uncertain as to
what justifies punishment one could still plausible consider punishment a higher good that justifies some unfair
trials; one could hold that either retribution or good consequences justifies some unfair trials.
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that there is no one-to-one correspondence between the elements of the Analogue (2; 3) that determine

the Assigned-Predicate in the Analogue and the elements (2*; *3) of the Target-Subject. Consequently,

there is no reason (based on analogical inference) to believe that the element in the Analogue on which the

Assigned-Predicate supervenes has any counterpart in the Target-Subject. Thus, the Assigned-Predicate

cannot be assigned and transfered to the Target-Subject. It seems also plausible that it really is elements

(2; 3) that together determine the Assigned-Predicate of the Analogue. If the death of the innocent in car

accidents was not due to permitted voluntary risk, but directly caused, and also an awful injustice, then it is

highly  doubtful  that  we  would  think  that  the  greater  good  of  higher  speed  limits  prevails.  Thus,  this

argumentation by conclusive different-domain analogy fails since the analogy is incorrect. 

3.4.2 Argumentation by Inconclusive Analogy
Argumentation by inconclusive analogy share the same three conditions for valid inference as arguments by

conclusive analogy have. The elements of the Analogue must determine the subvening elements of the

Assigned-Predicate and these elements must each have a counterpart in the Target-Subject, and there must

be no counteracting element in the Target-Subject. The only difference between argumentation by conclusive

and argumentation by inconclusive analogy is  that  the elements of  the inconclusive type determine the

Assigned-Predicate only probably and not definitely. There is no strict determination between the elements of

the Analogue and the Assigned-Predicate, but only a correlation or an intuitive connection based on our

experience and background knowledge. When there is some background “inductive information” that some

elements (of the Target-Subject) often go together with some other elements (of the Analogue), then this

correlation  justifies  a  probabilistic  projection  of  the  Assigned-Predicate  to  the  Target-Subject.  It  is  this

correlation  between  the  determining  elements  of  Analogue  and  the  Assigned-Predicate  that  makes  it

probable that the Target-Subject also has the Assigned-Predicate. The scheme is as follows:

1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*.

1.1 The Element of the AnalogueA element correlates with the AnalogueA's 

Assigned-PredicateAP.

1.1' The Element of the AnalogueA correspond one-to-one with the Element* of 

the Target-SubjectTS

 
An example of a single argumentation by inconclusive analogy could be:91

1. Patient XTS probably has the HIVAP disease

91 This example is an instance of an argument by inconclusive same-domain analogy.
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1.1 Patient YTS has symptom Z which correlates with the HIVAP disease

1.1' Symptom Z of patient Y correspond one-to-one with Symptom Z*  of patient XTS. 

The  argument  scheme assumes  that  one  has  independent  reasons for  the  correlation.  However,  even

without the background knowledge of a correlation or any statistical grounds, one can use arguments by

inconclusive analogy. There need not be a connection of correlation between the elements that justify the

assignment of the Assigned-Predicate; it can also be a general intuitive connection or association between

elements  based  on  an  a  priori or  a  posteriori warrant.  This  warrant  could  be  some  tacit  background

knowledge,  which  is  not  explicitly  statistical  in  nature,  which gives an intuitive  association  between the

elements and the Assigned-Predicate. Thus, the determining relation is a non-definite type of relation. This

association between the elements would justify that the Assigned-Predicate with plausibility can be assigned

to the Target-Subject. It is in virtue of this that arguments by inconclusive analogy can be used even though

the analogue is only a single case. The argument scheme of the first version of inconclusive arguments by

analogy can be outlined: 

1. The Target-SubjectTS plausibly has the Assigned-PredicateAP

1.1 The Assigned-PredicateAP is intuitively associated with the Analogue’s element

1.1' The Element of the AnalogueA  correspond one-to-one with the Element* of the Target-

SubjectTS

An example could be:

1. Plausibly, catsTS breastfeed their offspringAP

1.1 The breastfeeding of dogs’A offspringAP is intuitively associated with the physical feature Z

1.1' The physical feature Z of the dogs'A corresponds one-to-one with the physical feature z* 

of cats'TS
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3.5 Argumentation by Analogy is Irreducible

I have hitherto discussed the internal structure of the analogical scheme and the subtypes of argumentation

by analogy. In this section it will be argued that argumentation by analogy is a type of argumentation in its

own right and not reducible to any other type of argumentation discussed in section [3.2]. The discussion will

contrast this irreducibility to the arguments in the taxonomy of the classical traditions. Some philosophers

have claimed that arguments by analogy are not a genuine class of arguments on their own. 92 While I think

that this is wrong, I also believe that any argumentation of any type can be restated in a deductive mode. For

example the inductive argument: 

(1) A1 …An are A:s

(2) A1 …An have q

Thus, All A:s have q

Could be restated in deductive mode: 

(1) A1 …An are A:s

(2) If A1 …An (all observed A) has q then probably all A has q

(3) A1…An are A:s (all observed A:s has q)

__________

Thus, probably all A:s have q

But  this  means that  this  deductive argument  also could  have been restated as an inductive argument.

However, the point is that any argumentation could be restated as a deductive argument while the reverse

does not hold. The deductive argument: 

(1) A B

(2) ~ A

________

B

could not be restated as an inductive argument. However, there is a crucial difference between claiming that

an argument can be restated in another mode, and claiming that one should interpret them in the other mode

to be valid arguments at  all.  With  valid, I  mean here that  the content  of  the premises is related to the

conclusion in such a way that they constitute a reason, ceteris paribus, for accepting the conclusion as true

92 Beardsley (1975); Also Derek Allen and Susan Stebbing are other proponents of this (see Govier 1989). Shecaira 
(2013) is another example. 
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or more probable (the concept of validity is further discussed in Chapter 5). With  formally (deductively) valid I

mean that the content of the premises is related semantically or syntactically to the conclusion in such a way

that they make the conclusion true or probable to the same extent that the premises are true or probable. 

What  happened  in  this  deductive  reformulation  is  that  the  inductive  claim  is  incorporated  in  the

universal premise “If all observed A have q then probably all A have q” in order to make it a formally valid

modus ponens. Thus, to be a formally valid deductive argument the inductive claim is incorporated (by the

term  probably) in the deductive form. The inductive claim is not made redundant; it is only included in a

universal premise which makes the argument have a deductive form instead of an inductive form. But even if

deductive restatements without including inductive claims could be done for all inductive arguments, it is still

not enough to destroy inductive arguments as a category of arguments. Even if inductive arguments can be

restated in a deductive mode we would not assert that they cannot be valid or good arguments in their

inductive formulation. 

The only way to argue that inductive arguments de facto are concealed deductive arguments would be

to argue that: (1) one  must do this deductive reformulation to have  valid argumentation at all, (2) and the

deductive mode would make any reference to induction unnecessary. Applying this to argument by analogy a

distinction should be made between four claims with increasing antagonism against argument by analogy:

(A) That arguments by analogy are valid by themselves and cannot be restated in any other form of

argumentation without changing them essentially from the original “unanalyzed” formulation of the argument.

Further, any “restatement” of an argumentation by analogy into a deductive form of argument would be a

wholly new argument without any connection with the original analogical argument. 

(B)  That  arguments  by  analogy  are  valid  in  their  own  form  but  that  they  can  be  restated  in  a

deductively valid form if the deductive argument includes a reference to the analogical relation as with the

example  of  the  inductive  argument  above.  No deductive  restatement  can  make  the  analogical  relation

redundant. 

(C) That arguments by analogy can be restated in a deductive form without any reference to analogy at

all but that they are also valid (in the sense given above) in their analogical form. (D) That argument by

analogy must be restated in deductive (or inductive) form to be valid or real arguments at all. This position

also means that no reference to analogy is necessary. 

No philosopher known to the present writer has been attentive to these distinctions. The result is that

the wrong conclusions about reducibility of argument by analogy have been drawn. One must be clear about

what one means when one claims that argument by analogy is reducible to another type. 

My position is that (B) is true. It is always possible to reformulate an argumentation by analogy (both

conclusive analogies and inconclusive analogies) into a deductive argument, if reference to an analogical

relation is included in the new deductive argument structure. The original argumentation by analogy was,

however,  valid in its own argument scheme and a better argumentation that  in the form of  a deductive

argumentation.  Moreover,  the  reformulation  does not  do  justice to  the  pre-reconstructed  argumentation.

Smith’s argument by conclusive analogy could be restated in the deductive form: 

(1) If the cases with how a blind girl and the amoralists have a reliable use of color and 

97



moral terms respectively are analogous, then the amoralists make no real moral 
judgments

(2) The cases are analogous
__________

 The amoralists make no real moral judgment

However, the argument still needs the reference to analogy included to be a sound argument, and be valid in

its analogical formulation. The deductive formulation does not make the argument better or closer to any

original unanalyzed primitive form of argument than the analogical formulation. On the contrary, it makes the

argumentation  worse as  an  argument  and obscure  how the inference operates.  When we see this  we

understand that the only way to argue that (B) is false is to argue that arguments by analogy always have at

least  one  implicit  universal  premise  which,  when  made  explicit,  would  make  the  analogical  relation

redundant.  Furthermore,  this  deductive  reformulation  neglects  the  important  distinction  between  single

argumentation and complex argumentation. 

The conclusion would in its deductive formulation case follow deductively only in virtue of semantical or

syntactical structure. The point is not whether the conclusion of an argumentation by analogy follows with

apodictic certainty but in  virtue of what it has that apodictic certainty. If the conclusion of an argument by

analogy follows apodictically,  it  never does so  only  in virtue of the syntactical  or semantical  structure in

contrast to deductive arguments (see section [3.4.1]). The apodictic certainty of arguments by conclusive

analogy  comes  in  virtue  of  the  definite  determination  between  the  elements  of  the  Analogue  and  the

elements of the Assigned-Predicate.

There is always a difference in the  kind of certainty that argumentation by conclusive analogy and

deductive argument exhibit. The difference consists of two factors. First an analogical inference is always

defeasible—even the analogical argument scheme of conclusive analogy does not prevent that additional

information may defeat the inference even though the premises are true. This is not true with most deductive

arguments, although there are exceptions.93 

However, if it is assumed that no defeaters exists then the argumentation by conclusive analogy will

lend support to the standpoint to the same extent that the argument and the linking premise is acceptable. 

Secondly, the source of certainty is different. Consider an analogy to contradictions and self-referential

incoherence.  The self-referential  inconsistent  statement  “I  do not  exist”  is  just  as  false  with  undeniable

certainty as the contradictory statement “my pen is on the desk and not on the desk at t 1” is false with

certainty; there is however, an important difference. It  could have been the fact that I did not exist even

though we no know with undeniable certainty that I do exist. The same could not be said with the example of

the pen on the desk. It could never be the case that my pen lies on the desk at t 1 and does not lie on the

desk at t1. 

The source of certainty with self-referential inconsistent statements is that the statements themselves

provide the information that they are false. In short, self-referential inconsistent statements are undeniably

false but not logically false. The source of logically false statements like contradictions is that they describe a

93 There are exceptions, see (Tomic 2013). 

98



logically impossible state of affairs that cannot be true. Analogously, the certainty of arguments by conclusive

analogy has not the same source of certainty as deductive arguments, even though they display the same

certainty for their conclusions. The conclusion—in the absence of defeaters—follows conclusively but not

deductively. It would not be a logical incoherence to deny the conclusion at the same time as one affirms the

premises of an argument by conclusive analogy. Secondly, an argumentation by analogy always involves a

comparison of two or more objects; this is not true of other arguments. Their inferences are always from

particular to particular (or general to general), never from general to particular or from particular to general.

This is reason to believe in genuine argumentation by analogy. 

A not uncommon suggestion has been that arguments by analogy are not real arguments but de facto

are implicit deductive arguments with a concealed unstated universal premise. Consider the following:

(1)  has x, y, z. 

(2)  has x, y, z.

(3)  is P.

(4) It is in virtue of x, y, z that  is P.

 Therefore,  is P.

One could easily think that premise (4) presupposes a universal statement 4*: All things which have x, y, z

are  P. We then have a deductive argument where premise (1) and (3) are redundant, and no analogical

relationship is necessary in order to make a valid inference. The same could be done with regard to induction

regarding  a  posteriori analogies;  the  inference  could  be  seen  to  rely  on  a  tacitly  assumed  inductive

generalization. This would make the analogical relation between and  unnecessary. If this could be done

with all arguments by analogy then the positions of (A) and (B) above would be refuted. The truth of (D)

however would not be vindicated, since (C) could still be true, and the truth of (D) seems to be required in

order  to  refute  that  argument  by analogy is  a genuine type of  argument.  Unless it  can be shown that

arguments by analogy cannot be valid in their own argument structure then one cannot claim that there are

no  real  arguments  by  analogy.  Furthermore,  there  are  strong  reasons  to  believe  that  one  cannot  find

concealed unstated premises that would turn seeming arguments by analogy into deductive or inductive

arguments.  Since other thinkers already have convincingly shown that there are several strong reasons to

doubt this, I will only discuss one argument here. 94 

If (D) is true then it must be that for every argument by analogy one could always find the correct

universal  specification  which  makes  the  analogical  relation  redundant. That  there  is  a  true  universal

generalization of all relevant features is one thing, the claim that one must know it and have it explicit so the

argument reduces to a deductive or inductive argument is another claim. It is the truth of the latter claim that

is necessary in order to make the reference to analogy redundant. I think that it is more plausible that we

often do not know what the completely specified generalization of all relations between particular cases is.

But that does not prevent us from perceiving analogical relations between particular cases. We can grant

94  Govier (1989); Wisdom (1991); Barker (1989).
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that we sometimes know the universal generalization better than the particular, but in many cases, all the

relevant features of the subject matter are not and cannot be spelled out. Trudy Govier defends this thesis by

giving several examples of arguments by analogy with a supplementary deductive interpretation and then

asks whether the deductive interpretation is the most plausible one. Let us look at such an example by

Govier:95

In seeking protection from Eastern’s creditors in bankruptcy court,  Lorenzo (Chairman of financially
troubled Eastern Airlines) is like the young man who killed his parents and then begged the judge for
mercy because he was an orphan. During the last three years, Lorenzo has stripped Eastern of its most
valuable assets and then pleaded poverty because the shrunken structure was losing money

Govier outlines this as: 

1. A young man might kill his parents and then beg the court for mercy because he was an orphan. 

2. The  head  of  Eastern  Airlines  (Lorenzo)  stripped  Eastern  of  its  most  valuable  assets  and  then
pleaded poverty in bankruptcy court because the shrunken structure was losing money.

3. The young man would not deserve mercy.

4*. No one who creates his own bad situation deserves mercy or protection in that situation.
__________

 Lorenzo does not deserve mercy or protection from the court. 

In what follows in this section I will first argue that this argumentation cannot plausibly be interpreted as an

ordinary deductive argument, and even if it is interpreted as such, it is a much worse argument. (4*) is the

universal generalization that would make the argument into a valid deductive argument. Firstly, two things

should be noted. It is certainly not sure whether (4*) is the right specification of the universal generalization.

Secondly, do we find (4*) convincing at all, even though we find the argument in the form of an analogy

convincing? Thirdly, even if we find it plausible, do we really find the truth of the universal generalization (4*)

more certain than the truth of the particular (3)? It would be a pointless deductive argument otherwise. A

general  problem  with  universal  generalizations  is  shown  with  the  frequent  success  of  the  method  of

counterexamples. To provide the universal claim, the problem is not just to specify all relevant features in the

case of Lorenzo and the case of the young man who killed his parents. It is also necessary to specify  all

relevant features in every possible hypothetical case. 

If  one needs to specify a universal  generalization one has to find  all features that  are relevant,

because they would affect matters if they were present. (4*) could easily be counter-exampled with concrete

examples of drug addicts, people who make clumsy blunders with grave implication for themselves, and so

on. Perhaps a better specification of (4*) could be: “No one, who by his own immoral deeds creates his own

bad situation, deserves mercy or protection in that situation”. But this could also easily be counterexampled

with a case where a not so serious immoral action causes very bad consequences. 

95  Letter to Time Magazine, April 10, 1989, after Govier (1989) p. 143. 
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The  universal  generalization  must  then  specify:  “No  one  deserves  mercy  or  protection  from

consequences of their own immoral actions if the consequences are not very bad and the immoral action

serious”. But then the “serious” and “not very bad” require further specification, and it would be no problem to

provide a counter-example for such a universal claim as well. A counterexample might be a case where

someone commits a serious wrongful act and later regrets it, regrets his way of living, and starts a new life.

Later in life disproportionately grave consequences come over him caused by his acts before he changed his

life. Another counterexample might be a case where other innocent persons suffer from the consequences

as well. A universal generalization intended to avoid counterexamples must specify the exclusion of all such

possible cases, not just the relevant features in the actual case. Perhaps the reader now is convinced that it

is  at  least  very  dubious  that  all  arguments  by  analogy  should  be  reducible  to  inductive  or  deductive

arguments. 

3.6 Argumentation by Analogy and the 
Interpretation of Arguments

I will now give an example of how the interpretation of an argumentation as an argumentation by analogy can

have a substantial effect on the philosophical outcome. Chad and Sullivan have discussed the rationality of

believing that each contingent being that comes to be needs a cause. Sullivan argued that: 

 . . if we believe that at least one contingent entity is such that necessarily its coming to be has a cause,
then we have no good reason not to believe this is true of all contingent entities that come to be [sic]. For
all contingent entities agree with respect to the relevant property—being a contingent entity. It would be
entirely arbitrary to say that a contingent entity needs a cause for its emergence provided it is blue, but not
if it is red. The relevant property is not its colour or its size, but its contingency. . .it is arbitrary to insist
that contingent entity e1 needs a cause but contingent entity e2 has no such need, that blue things, say, can
just pop into existence, but not red things96

Chad interprets Sullivan’s argument as: 

Sullivan [. . .] is ’arguing that if we believe that at least one contingent entity is such that necessarily its coming
to be has a cause, then we have no good reason not to believe this is true of all contingent entities that come to
be.’ This line of thinking seems to rest on the proposition: ( C ) We have good reason to think that all contingent
entities come to be in the same manner [. . .] From (5) and ( C ), (6) everything has a cause.97

If we reconstruct Chad’s interpretation of Sullivan’s argumentation then the following scheme is displayed: 

96 Sullivan (1994) p. 330. 
97  Chad (1997) p. 558. 
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1. The coming to be of at least one contingent entity necessarily needs a cause in virtue of its

contingency 

(C) We have good reason to think that all contingent entities come to be in the same manner

 Therefore the coming to be of every contingent entity necessarily needs a cause

For Chad (C) is the missing universal generalization that is necessary to make Sullivan’s argument into a

deductively valid deductive argument. Chad then argues against the plausibility of (C) with the method of

counterexampling:

[Sullivan’s argument] is meaningless unless Sullivan introduces a principle like (C) . . [But] (C) cannot
really be true, because it would imply that everything has exactly the same type of cause. If one thing
comes to be from a union of sperm and egg, then it follows from a strict reading of (C) that all things
come to be from union of sperm and egg. This is obviously false. . . No matter how Sullivan construes
(C), then, it will not help him.98

If  Chad’s  deductive  interpretation  is  the  only  plausible  way  of  interpreting  Sullivan’s  argument  Chad’s

criticism seems devastating. However, if we interpret it as an example of single argumentation by analogy,

then we will have another result. Sullivan’s argumentation could instead be interpreted as: 

1. All contingent entitiesTS need a causeAP*

1.1 At least one contingent entity xA needs a cause in virtue of its contingency(i.e 'the 

contingency of x determines 'x needs a cause')

1.1' The contingency of contingent entity xA counterparts the contingency* of any 

arbitrary chosen contingent entityTS. 

It  does seem that the contingency of contingent entity e1 is the counterpart of the contingency of another

arbitrarily chosen entity, for example, contingent entity e2. If one accepts that one entity necessarily must be

caused because it is contingent, then it does seem not only arbitrary, but inconsistent99 as well, to claim that

entity e1 does not need a cause, while another entity e2 does, without showing a relevant difference between

e1  and e2.100 Consequently, other contingent entities e2….en need a cause. Interpreted this way, Sullivan’s

98  Chad (1997) p. 560
99  Inconsistent does not here mean contradictory but that one violates the principle of relevant similarity. For more

about this see Chapter 6. Thus, this argumentation seem to appeal to the principle of consistency, that you must treat
things consistently unless there is some relevant difference between them. 

100  Sullivan’s argument is actually stronger than this. His argument, if successful, shows that every caused contingent
being necessarily needed a cause for its coming to be and that it was in virtue of its contingency that the caused
being  necessarily  needed  a  cause.  That  is  because  if  causes  are  necessary  conditions  (which  Sullivan  gives
arguments for, although they are not addressed here) and only contingent entities can be caused, then a caused
entity necessarily had a caused in virtue of its contingency. If an entity is caused then it necessarily is contingent,
contingency is a necessary condition for a caused being. Thus, contingency is a sufficient condition that a caused
entity necessarily had a cause. 
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argument  will  be  much more  difficult  to  criticize.101 The  question  to  Chad is:  why  should  we  make  an

exception and claim that e2 happened without a cause? The burden of proof is now upon Chad and he

cannot use the method of counterexamples. Chad must provide a relevant difference (i.e. show that the

elements of contingency are not counterparts of each other) between the events that do not need a cause

and those events that need a cause. This seems very difficult to do. The relevant metaphysical reason for

believing that a thing needs a cause seems to be its contingency and the relevant epistemic reason is the

unrivaled empirical experience that events and things have causes. Any other property seems irrelevant. As

Sullivan argued, it seems counter-intuitive to argue that there is reason to believe that e1 needs a cause and

not e2 because, for example, they differ in color. Chad cannot reply as a relevant difference with any kind of

inductive reasons for believing that e1 has a cause while this is not the case with e2. That will only postpone

the predicament, since the same reasoning proves that contingent entities in general are caused. Why not

via induction generalize that the contingent entity e2 is caused, since other contingent entities are caused?

Again Chad’s criticism is in trouble. We already knew that the interpretation of an argument is a matter of

vital importance whether the evaluation of it will be correct or not. 

However, this example also clearly shows that it is easy to misinterpret an argumentation as to what

type of argumentation it is. If some allegedly “refuted” “deductive arguments” will have to be reconsidered as

arguments by analogy, then that may have a substantial impact on philosophical results. The method of

refuting arguments needs also be reconsidered. If an argument is not a deductive argument then the method

of counterexample will often be irrelevant as a tool of refutation. This is discussed in Chapter 6. 

An easily anticipated objection is that the interpretation of Sullivan’s argument as an argumentation

by conclusive analogy is less credible than the interpretation that it is an ordinary deductive argument. I have

two things to say in reply. First, for me it is not obvious that the most plausible interpretation is a deductive

argument, and such an objection I  take as a further evidence of the perhaps too great influence of the

deductive perspective in philosophy. Secondly, the objection is actually irrelevant, since the most plausible

interpretation may not be the most  justified  one. Consider for the sake of the argument that none of two

interpretations of an argumentation are implausible, only that one of them is more plausible than the other.

Assume further that the less plausible interpretation will formulate the strongest argumentation. Does not the

principle  of  charity  affirm that  the  most  justified interpretation  would  in  this  case  be  the  less  plausible

argument? The only way to get by this is if the degree of plausibility is a very large one. I cannot agree that

this is the case here. Thus, my “analogical” interpretation is justified. 

101  It will be no different if we formulate the argument as a deductive argument with the analogical claim incorporated 
in a premise: 

1. Contingent entity e1 necessarily needs a cause in virtue of its contingency 
2. All contingent entities are analogous with respect to contingency
______
3. All contingent entities necessarily need a cause.

Still, this would not change the problems for Chad, and the argument is still dependent on the analogical claim in 
premise (2).
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3.7 Summary and Conclusion of Chapter 3
Argumentation by analogy is an argumentation which employs an argument scheme that operates by means

of an analogical inference. An analogical inference is an inference consisting of two mental operations. First,

a  recognition  that  there  is  an  element that  “determines”  (in  a  broad  sense)  a  certain  predicate  (the

Assigned-PredicateAP) in one object that is the source case/item (the AnalogueA). Second, a recognition that

there is a one-to-one correspondence between the determining element in the Analogue and a counterpart

element in  another  object  (the Target-SubjectTS).  These  mental  operations in  conjunction enables  an

inference in which a counterpart Assigned-PredicateAP* can be assigned, mutatis mutandis, to the Analogue

within the limits of its domain. The “transference” of the new predicate consists of the mental operation of

perceiving that the counterpart element in the Target-Subject determines a counterpart predicate.102 

An  analogy  can  obtain  between  objects  of  the  same  domain  or  between  objects  belonging  to

different domains. An analogy obtaining between objects of the same domain is labeled a same-domain

analogy,  and  an  analogy  obtaining  between  objects  of  different  domains  is  labeled  a  different-domain

analogy. 

An analogy of the basic single argument scheme is either a correct analogy or an incorrect analogy,

not a partially correct analogy with respect to the Assigned-Predicate. However, even though an element of

one-to-one correspondence in one single argument scheme is truly a part of the determining relation to the

Assigned-Predicate, it may not be sufficient and more such single argument schemes are needed. In such

cases are complex argumentation by analogy required to warrant  that  the analogy argumentation lends

adequate support to the standpoint. 

Argumentation by analogy has two basic variants; argumentation by conclusive analogy where the

conclusion  is  inferred  with  conclusive  certainty  and  argumentation  by  inconclusive  analogy  where  the

conclusion is inferred only with inconclusive certainty, i.e., plausibility. Arguments by analogy are arguments

in their own right not reducible to any other type of argument. Arguments by analogy differ from other types

of  arguments  classified  according  to  the  classical  typology.  The  inference  is  always  from  same-level

reasoning and almost  always particular  to  particular.  The conclusion never follows only  in  virtue of  the

semantics or the syntactical structure of the argumentation but in virtue of a comparison. If one plausibly

reinterprets allegedly deductive arguments as arguments by analogy, then the philosophical result may be

very different from the original one.

102 In this dissertation I have for reasons of simplicity often used the term 'element' vs predicate even though 'element'
is at the level of ontology and 'predicate' is at the level of logical grammar. Thus, to be more precise:  the Assigned-
Predicate will be the predicate that supervenes on the element which belongs to the domain of the Target-Subject
and is determined by a counterpart determining element in the domain of the Target-Subject. 

104



References

Adler, J. (2013) “Are Conductive Arguments Possible? ”,  Argumentation 27:245–257. 

Allen,  C.  (1997)  “The  Principle  of  Sufficient  Reason  and  the  Uncaused  Beginning  of  the  Universe”,  
Dialogue XXXVI: 555-562. 

Barker, E. M., (1989) “Beardsley’s Theory of Analogy”, Informal Logic XI (3): 185-194.

Barker, S. F., (1989) “Analogy in Hume’s DIALOGUES”, Informal Logic XI (3): 173-184.

Beardsley, M., (1975) Thinking Straight (4th ed) Englewood, Cliffs: Prentice Hall. 

Blair, J. A. (2013) "Are conductive arguments really not possible?" (May 22, 2013). OSSA Conference 
Archive. Paper 24. 
Acessible:<http://scholar.uwindsor.ca/ossaarchive/OSSA10/papersandcommentaries/24>. 

Blair, J. A. (2015) “A Defense of Conduction: A Reply to Adler”, Argumentation 30(2): 09-128

Blair, J. A., and Johnson, R., H., (1987) “Argumentation as dialectical”, Argumentation 1 (1): 41-456.

Brown, W. R. (1989) “Two Traditions of Analogy”, Informal Logic XI(3): 160-172.

Brown, W. R. (1995) “The Domain Constraint on Analogy and Analogical Argument” Informal Logic 17 (1):  
9-100. 

Burbidge, J., (1990) Within Reason—A Guide to Non-deductive Reasoning,  Broadview  Press:  
Peterborough.

Copi, I. M., (1990) Introduction to Logic, [eight edition] New York: Macmillian Publishing Company.

Copi, I., Burgess-Jackson, K., (1992) Informal Logic, (2th ed) New York: MacmillianPublishing Company. 

Davies, T. R. (1988) “Determination, uniformity, and relevance: Normative criteria for generalization and  
reasoning  by  analogy”.  In  D.  H.  Helman  (Ed.),  Analogical  reasoning:  Perspectives  of  artificial  
intelligence, cognitive science, and philosophy (pp. 227-259). Dordrecht: Kluwer. 

Fischer, T. (2012) “Current Issues in Conductive Argument Weight”. In F.H. van Eemeren and Garssen, B., 
Topical Themes in Argumentation Theory (pp. 127-142). Volume 22 of the series Argumentation  
Library.

Garssen, B. J. (2001) “Argument schemes”. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.) Crucial concepts in argumentation
theory (pp. 81–99). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Geisler, N., (1991) Thomas Aquinas: An Evangelical Appraisal, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House.

Govier, T. (2011) “More on counter-considerations ”, (pp. 1-10). In Zenker, F. (ed.). Argumentation: 
Cognition and Community. Proceedings of the 9 th International Conference of the Ontario Society 
for the Study of Argumentation (OSSA), May 18-21, 2011. Windsor, ON (CD ROM). 

Govier, T., (1985) “Logical Analogies”, Informal Logic VII (1): 26-33. 

Govier, T., (1989) “Analogies and Missing Premises”, Informal Logic 11(3): 141-152. 

Hitchcock, D. (1980) “Deduction, Induction and Conduction”, Informal Logic 3(2): 7-15.

Hobbes, T (1946) Leviathan: Or the matter, form and power of a commonwealth ecclesiastical and civil , M. 
Oakeshott (Ed.) Oxford: Basil Blackwell [1651]. 

Holyoak K. J., and Thagard, P., (1995)  Mental Leaps: Analogy in Creative Thought, Cambridge: The MIT 
Press.

Norman, M., (1958) “Knowledge of Other Minds”, The Journal of Philosophy 55: 969-978.
Paglieri,  F. (2013) “Critical Review Conductive Argument, An Overlooked Type of Defeasible Reasoning  

Edited by J. Anthony Blair and Ralph H. Johnson”, Informal Logic 33(3): 438-461.

105

http://scholar.uwindsor.ca/ossaarchive/OSSA10/papersandcommentaries/24


Possin,  K.  (2012)  “The  Myth  of  Conductive  Arguments”,  The  Inquiry:  Critical  Thinking  Across  the  
Disciplines 27 (3):29-33. 

Prager,  D.,  (2003)  “George  Will  and  capital  punishment”,  Townhall  nov  4,  2003, 
http://www.townhall.com/columnists/dennisprager/dp20031104.sthml.  (Viewed  20041006,  
19.00). 

Shecaira,  F.  P.  (2013).  “Analogical  arguments in Ethics and Law:  a defence of  a deductivist  analysis”,  
Informal Logic 33(3): 406-437.

Smith, Q., (1994) “Can Everything Come to Be Without a Cause?”, Dialogue XXXIII: 313-323. 

Steinhart, E. C., (2001)  The Logic of Metaphor—Analogous Parts of Possible Worlds, Dordrecht: Kluwer  
Academic Publishers.

Sullivan, T. D., (1994) “On the Alleged Causeless Beginning of the Universe: A Reply to Quentin Smith”,  
Dialogue XXXIII: 325- 335. 

Thomasson,  D.,  (2003)  “Debating  the  death  penalty”,  Townhall  nov  15,  2003, 
http://www.townhall.com/columnists/GuestColumns/20031115.sthml.(Viewed20041006, 19.00).

Thomson, J. J. (1971) “A Defense of Abortion”, Philosophy and Public Affairs 1: 47-66. 

Tomic, T. (2013). “False Dilemma: A Systematic Exposition” Argumentation 27: 347–368.
Van Eemeren, F. H. & Grootendorst, R. (2004) A systematic theory of argumentation: The pragma-dialectical

approach, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Van Eemeren, F. H., Garssen, B., Krabbe, E. C. W., Snoeck Henkemans, A. F., Verheij, B., & Wagemans, J. 

H. M. (2014) Handbook of argumentation theory, Dordrecht: Springer. 

Van  Eemeren,  F.  H.,  Grootendorst,  R.  &  Snoeck  Henkemans,  A.  F.  (2002)  Argumentation:  Analysis,
evaluation, presentation, Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Van  Eemeren,  F.  H.,  Houtlosser,  P.  &  Snoeck  Henkemans,  F.  A.  (2007) Argumentative  indicators  in
discourse: A pragma-dialectical study, Argumentation library, 12. Dordrecht: Springer. 

Van Laar J. A. (2013) “Anthony Blair and Ralph H. Johnson (eds). Conductive Argument: An Overlooked  
Type of Defeasible Reasoning College Publications, London, 2011” [Book review] Argumentation 27 
(3): 337-34. 

Wagner,  P.  A.  (2012)  “From  Critical  Thinking  to  Non-conclusive  Argument  and  Back  Again
A Review of Conductive Argument: An Overlooked Type of Defeasible Reasoning, Edited by J.  
Anthony  Blair  and  Ralph  H.  Johnson”  [Book  review]. Inquiry:  Critical  Thinking  Across  the  
Disciplines 27(3):34-38.

Walton,  D.  (2011) “Conductive Arguments in  Ethical  Deliberation”.  In  J.A.  Blair  & R.H.  Johnson (eds.) 
Conductive Argument: An Overlooked Type of Defeasible Reasoning (pp.191-209). London: College 
Publications. 

Walton, D., (1996) Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning, Lawrence Erlbaum.

Weitzenfeld, J. S., (1984) “Valid Reasoning by Analogy”, Philosophy of Science 51: 137-149.

Woods, J., Hudak, B., (1992) “Verdi is the Puccini of Music” Synthese 92: 189-220.

Zenker, F. (2011). “Deduction, Induction, Conduction. An Attempt at Unifying Natural Language Argument  
Structures”. In J.A. Blair & R.H. Johnson (eds.) Conductive Argument: An Overlooked Type of 
Defeasible Reasoning (pp.74 - 85). London: College Publications. 

106

http://www.townhall.com/columnists/GuestColumns/20031115.sthml
http://www.townhall.com/columnists/dennisprager/dp20031104.sthml


Chapter 4

4 THE ANALOGICAL
SCHEME AND THE

ESSENCE OF ANALOGY 
This chapter consists of complementary amplification and clarifications to the ideas developed in Chapter 3.

This chapter has only two sections. In section [4.1] I further extend and clarify the analysis of analogical

inference configuration developed in Chapter 3. In section [4.2] I argue that my suggested elaboration of the

pragma-dialectical argument scheme can deal with those complicated comparisons that Douglas Walton has

claimed that current analogical argument schemes are unable to represent. 

4.1 The Essence of Analogy
In the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation, comparability is interpreted as a comparison of relevant

similarity,  which  I  have  argued  should  be  interpreted  in  terms  of  two  basic  relations:  a  one-to-one

correspondence, and a determining relation. This has several advantages. For instance, it does not rely on

pure similarity  or  on pure relevant  similarity,  but  on a  principle  that  can deal  with  resemblances on an

abstract level as well as such resemblance that we are unable to make explicit. The predicates that enable

the comparison need not be the same. 

For instance, I  can advance an analogy between deontic and modal logic even though I cannot

explicitly explain exactly in virtue of what precise property they are relevantly similar. I can intuit that the

basic concepts of modal logic are in a sense analogous with the basic concepts of deontic logic: the concept

of possibility in modal logic corresponds one-to-one with permission in deontic logic; similarly, impossibility in

modal logic corresponds one-to-one with the forbidden in deontic logic, and finally, necessity in modal logic

corresponds one-to-one with  obligation in  deontic logic.  I  can recognize this analogous relationship and

make  certain  inferences  from  it  without  being  able  to  explicitly  formulate  exactly  which  higher-order

resemblance is shared. Moreover, objects of comparison can be compared and be analogous even though

the elements that make them so are different elements. For instance, a Porsche and a Chevrolet can be

comparable with respect to speed, even though what makes the Porsche fast is its aerodynamic shape, and

what gives the Chevrolet its high velocity is primarily due to the strength of its engine. In this case, then, the
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element “aerodynamic shape” would correspond one-to-one with the element “strong engine”. The elements

are different, yet because of this one-to-one correspondence, the Assigned-Predicate “reach high speed” can

still be transferred from the Chevrolet and assigned to the Porsche. 

Even  though  the  concept  of  relevance  may  not  be  completely  eliminated  from  an  analysis  of

analogical inference, having relevant similarity is interpreted as a “determining relation”, which can provide a

way  to  understand  analogical  inference  without  too  strong  an  emphasis  on  the  ambiguous concept  of

relevance.103 These  concepts  and  the  analysis  of  the  analogical  argument  scheme  are  systematically

developed and applied throughout the dissertation. 

I this study the following terminology for argumentation by analogy is used (see Chapter 3): The

subject of the standpoint of an argumentation by analogy is labeled the Target-SubjectTS, and what is said

about that subject is the Assigned-PredicateAP.. The object with which the Target-SubjectTS is compared, and

that  appears in the linking premise as well  as in the “argument”  is  the  AnalgoueA.  Thus,  the Assigned-

PredicateAP is the predicate that is “transferred”—assigned—mutatis, mutandis to the Target-SubjectTS from

the AnalogueA. The comparability that connects the Target-SubjectTS with the AnalogueA is the Element  of

resemblance. That is, for each relation of resemblance there is one element in the Analogue and a one-to-

one corresponding element* in the Target-SubjectTS. The one-to-one corresponding mapping element*

ensures that the same determining relation can be assigned to a corresponding Assigned-PredicateAP* in

the Target-Subject. Relevance knowledge is analyzed in terms of a determining relation (Davies 1988). Thus,

the basic structure where the term comparable is defined as a single argumentation by analogy would be: 

1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*.

1.1 The element of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP.

1.1' The element of the AnalogueA corresponds one-to-one with element* of the Target-

SubjectTS.

The inference is graphically displayed in the figure below. 

103 This idea is taken from Davies (1988). 
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Figure 1:4 The Basic Inferential Principle of Analogy 

There are many theories regarding analogy and analogical inference (Bartha 2011). Various theories are

based on pure similarity,  or relevant similarity,  but also on one-to-one correspondence. According to the

structure-mapping  theory  (and  its  more  recent  relatives,  like  multi-constraint theory),  analogy  is  not

considered in terms of mere similarity per se, but rather as shared structural relations (Genther 1983). These

shared structures depend on the mapping of the elements of source and target.

According to multiconstraint theory, an analogy is a shared structure defined by three constraints

between two sets of concepts (Holyoak and Thagard 1995). There are three types of constraint:  Structural

consistency, which means that each predicate in either domain corresponds one-to-one in either domain—no

predicate  in  either  domain  corresponds to  more  than  one  predicate  in  the  other  domain—and there  is

Semantic similarity, which means that the corresponding relational predicates share the same meaning. The

third constraint is the constraint of purpose, which means that analogical thinking is guided by the goals of

the reasoner. Similarity of higher-order relations, like causal relations, is crucial. Holyoak and Thagard make

a  distinction  between  similarities  in  “attributes”,  “objects”,  and  “relations”.  These  theories  must  be

distinguished from other theories based on analogical reasoning.
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While my idea of  how to understand analogical  inference has several  similarities with structure-

mapping and multiconstraint  theory,  it  also has crucial differences.  It  does accept the basic idea of  the

structure-mapping theory, namely that the analogy between the objects of comparison consists of mapping

the  elements  of  source  and  target.  It  also  accepts  what  the  multiconstraint  theory  labels  'structural

consistency'; that the mapping of elements means a one-to-one correspondence between the elements in

the target and the source. However, here is where the similarities end, because I do not believe that you can

reduce analogical  reasoning to inert  predicate calculus formulations.  Such theories fail  to be sufficiently

dynamic,  nor do they do justice to the subtleties of  reality  and thought.  The creation and perception of

analogies must respect the dynamic subtleties of the human mind and language—indeed, of reality itself—

and cannot be reduced to predestinated formula. Rather, making an analogy is to creatively perceive the

essence (what that means will be clarified below) of two things in a particular concrete context. Here we

come to the “Aristotelian” aspect of my theory, which places emphasis on the tacit dimension and the role of

particular judgments. Every creation of a certain analogy is, in a sense, unique—just like every situation is in

a sense unique—and our reason must perform an act of ability to discern what is essential with respect to

the specific context, framework, and goal of the conversation. One cannot reduce analogical inference to a

rule. Reason has the capacity to create rules and to follow them—and this includes the creation of new rules

when necessary—as well as performing solely particular judgments.

Douglas  Hofstadter  makes  a  similar  point  in  his  critical  review  of  Holyoak  and  Thagard’s

comprehensive work on analogy (1995), and emphasizes that creating analogies is all about “gist extraction ,

the ability to see to the core of the matter” (Hofstadter 1995, p. 75). Hofstadter’s slogan “a sense for essence

is truly the essence of sense” particularly captures this crucial aspect of analogy (Hofstadter 1995, p. 78). I

elaborate on this and conclude that “a sense for essence is truly a sense for making analogies”. Hofstadter

asserts that Holoyak and Thagard's view of analogy blurs the notion of story as such, with that of the gist of

the story. For example, Holyoak and Thagard discuss the analogy between Aesop’s sour grape fable and the

story of someone whose job application is turned down, and then says the job would have been boring

anyway. They claim that (Holoyak & Thagard, 1994, p. 31):

[there is] only a modest  degree of similarity between the corresponding first-order relations,  such as
hunger for and desire. The major similarities involve higher-order relations, most notably cause. Desiring
the job caused the person to apply for it, and being turned down caused the person to say the job was
boring.

Hofstadter (1995, p. 76) responds that:

Of course, being human, I agreed that the sour-grapes–sour-job analogy was strong. The question was
why.  I  was  stunned  that  Holyoak  and  Thagard  were  downplaying  the  role  of  such  vivid,  gripping,
complex themes as hunger, desire, frustration, disappointment, denial, and self-fooling in favor of a single
abstraction so flat and ordinary that it could serve as the core of any event of any sort. Such an overstress
on causality—a ubiquitous ingredient of events and, therefore, an essentially useless tool for classifying
them—would allow virtually any pair of events to map onto each other.

Hofstadter's point is that a reduction to a simple predicate calculus would miss the point (or essence) of the

work of analogy, and I could not agree more, since the essence of analogy is to perceive the sameness of

110



essence in two different things. Hofstadter claims that the one-to-one correspondence must work at the level

of the gist, not the elements, of the analogous situations. 

I think Hofstadter is close to the truth but not completely at the truth. The true view is, I think, that the

element in the determining relation of the Analogue is rather  that which constitutes the gist; they are the

elements  of which the essence is constituted. If each element corresponds one-to-one with a counterpart

element  in  another  Target-Subject,  then these counterpart  elements will  constitute  the same gist in  the

Target-Subject, and they are therefore analogous.104 The point is that whether two situations or objects have

the same essence is defined by whether the elements that determined the Assigned-Predicate have a one-

to-one correspondence. 

Here I  must  define  what  I  mean by the crucial  concept  of  essence. While  I  do believe in  real

Aristotelian essences as necessary metaphysical constituents of the world, this is not at all what I refer to

when I here speak of essence or gist. Rather, the concept of 'essence' or 'gist' in inferences via comparisons

and analogies refers to that which is essential for something else, assuming a certain context working as

framework that defines what is essential and relevant from a given perspective or purpose. It is thus a notion

of  relative  essence, where anything can be essential in relation to something else in a certain context. A

quote from William James (James 2016, pp. 797-798) serves to illustrate my point: 

All ways of conceiving a concrete fact, if they are true ways at all, are equally true ways. There is no
property ABSOLUTELY essential to any one thing. The same property which figures as the essence of a
thing on one occasion becomes a very inessential  feature upon another.  Now that  I  am writing it  is
essential that I conceive my paper as a surface for inscription. If I failed to do that I should have to stop
my work. But if I wished to light a fire and no other materials were by, the essential way of conceiving
the  paper  would  be  as  combustible  material;  and  I  need  then  have  no  thought  of  any  of  its  other
destinations. It is really all that it is: a combustible, a writing surface, a thin thing, a hydrocarbonaceous
thing, a thing eight inches one way and ten another, a thing just one furlong east of a certain stone in my
neighbor's field, an American thing, etc., etc., ad infinitum. 

An object may have an infinite number of properties, but the perspective, point of view, and the point the

arguer wants to make, defines the frame of the context in which something is essential. That is, essence is

here relative to the point the author is making in a description/statement together with a certain institutional

framework and perspective and purpose of the conversation. Any pair of objects are of course comparable in

some respects and incomparable in others; their comparability thus depends on the respect in which are

compared.  Given  a  certain  framework  and  purpose,  it  is  justified  to  highlight  certain  properties  and  to

attenuate others. What counts as essentially similar with respect to something else is determined by the

standards of comparison the participants in the critical discussion have. Argumentation by analogy will only

be dialectically successful in a critical discussion if the participants share the same standard of comparison.

What, then, defines the correct standard of comparison? As already stated, this depends partly on what

background assumptions the parties in the critical discussion have. The commitment-set of the participants in

a critical discussion is part of what defines what is relatively essential in the discussion. 

104 Another difference is that Hofstadter claims that analogy only resides in your mind, and in a sense is he right.
However, in another sense, he is wrong. A deductive inference occurs in the mind for sure, but it cannot be a sound
inference unless it is true that, say, “All humans are mortal” etc. Likewise, an analogy cannot be a correct analogy
unless the correctness conditions obtain (this is discussed in more detail in (Chapter 7).
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However, it also depends on what standpoint the protagonist wants to support. Thus, the correct

standard of comparison is partly defined by what predicate he has intended to be transferred in the analogy

(i.e., the Assigned-Predicate). That which is aimed to be transferred to the Target-Subject is also that which

(partly) defines the constraints of comparison, in the same way that a conclusion will define what premises

can be used to support it. In summary, what counts as essential similarity is determined by what is essential

for the Assigned-Predicate in a particular context with the specific commitment-sets of the participants in the

critical  discussion.  In other words, in an argumentation by analogy,  two parts determine the standard of

comparison: (1) What standpoint the argumentation is aimed to support,  as when a conclusion sets the

boundaries  for  what  content  its  premises  may have  if  they  are  to  support  the  conclusion,  and  (2)  the

commitment-set of the parties of the critical discussion. The starting points of a critical discussion is where

the parties settle the standard of comparison in analogy argumentation. My idea of the analogical inference

configuration in analogical argument schemes can be summarized in these two definitions: 

The definition of comparison: 

The comparison of relevant similarity in an argument scheme between the objects of comparison—the
Target-Subject and the Analogue—in a single argumentation by analogy is adequate to operate as an
inference  configuration  to  enable  the  transference  of  acceptability  from  the  “argument”  to  the
standpoint  if,  and  only  if,  the  objects  of  comparison  (the  Target-Subject  and  the  Analogue)  are
essentially  similar with  respect  to  the  Assigned-Predicate  in  the  standpoint  that  the  analogy
argumentation aims to support. 

The definition of essential similarity: 

The objects of comparison (the Target-Subject and the Analogue) are essentially similar with respect
to the standpoint that the analogy argumentation aims to support if, and only if, there is an element in
the Analogue that “determines” the Assigned-Predicate, and if, and only if, this element has a one-to-
one corresponding element in the domain of the Target-Subject that thus has the same determining
relation to a corresponding Assigned-Predicate in the domain of the Target-Subject. 

There is a “relative essence” related to the context, the standpoint consisting of elements and the relations of

those elements. Comparison is always the comparison of certain aspects from a certain point of view, and it

frames and constrains what is essential with respect to the comparison. Thus, it is the framework of interest,

or purpose, and context, taken together with the content of the standpoint, that here determines what counts

as 'essential'. This in turn, requires that we define ‘context’, ‘point of view’, ‘perspective’, and ‘framework’—all

of which are notoriously difficult to pin down into a definition. The solution is therefore to use the power of

example  and illustrate  how context  defines  the essence—or gist—of  an analogy.  This  brings  us to  the

second section of this chapter. 
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4.2 The Applicability of the Proposed Scheme
In this section I will argue that the proposed scheme of this study can handle the cases to a satisfactory

degree—something that Douglas Walton believes needs two contrasting schemes. Walton has claimed that

certain concrete cases of  comparison demand at  least  two logically  distinct  types of  analogical  scheme

(Walton et al. 2008; Walton 2010; 2014). The schemes are conceptually distinct because of the  requirement

that the two cases be similar (Walton 2006, pp. 96-100; 2014, pp. 24-30; Walton et al. 2008, p. 56): 

1. Generally, case C1 is similar to case C2. (Similarity premise) 

2. A is true/false in case C1. (Base premise) 

3. ________

4. A is true/false in case C2. (Conclusion)

5.

According to Walton, the other scheme is an inductive form of argumentation by analogy, and requires no

reference to similarity.  In this respect, it stands in sharp contrast to the first scheme (Walton 2014), and

Walton refers to Hurley as an example. Hurley’s scheme is (Hurley 2000, p. 486):

(1) A has attribute a, b, c, and z.

(2) B has attributes a, b, and c. 

________

(3) Therefore, B probably has z also. 

Walton also quotes Copi and Cohen for similar schemes. Both of the above schemes are, to my mind,

seriously  defective.  The  first  scheme  cannot  operate  properly  since  it  lacks  any  reference  to  relevant

similarity, which is necessary for the inference to work. Some have claimed that relevance should not be part

of the analogical scheme (Guarini 2004, p. 162) but I beg to differ. An argument  scheme is supposed to

represent the inference-configuration—the basic “logical core”—of the argumentation, which explains why

and how the argument of the argumentation is able to lend support to the standpoint. Excluding relevance (or

a notion of comparison which is loaded with such content) renders the scheme inert as an explaining factor

of how the inference can operate at all, since everything is similar to everything else in some respect.105 

105 Guarini  states  that  he  has  “not  included  the  term 'relevant'  in  the above reconstruction since it  appears  to  be
common practice not to include relevance claims in argument reconstruction. For example, in the reconstruction of
non-deductive arguments we do not explicitly include the claim that the premises are relevant to the conclusion”
(Guarini 2004, p. 162). However, a properly formulated argument scheme should state what inferential principle is
in operation to warrant the inference (as do all the schemes in the pragma-dialectical typology). Moreover, even the
standard categorization of non-deductive argumentation could be formulated in such a way that it does increase the
probability of the conclusion without mentioning that the premises are relevant to the conclusion. For example, an
inductive argumentation could be formulated to embody this scheme: 
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The second argument scheme is defective, first, because it is very unclear what type of argument scheme it

is, let alone whether it is a type of argumentation by analogy. What is the inferential principle operating in the

scheme? Why can the scheme not be interpreted in terms of ‘symptom’ or ‘causality’ rather than analogy?

Or, indeed, from some other categorization that is purely inductive? Second, it is also very unclear how this

scheme can enable the premises (1) and (2) to support the conclusion (3). There is no clue to what makes

(1) and (2) a reason for (3) since it all depends on the linking premise and what kinds of entities A and B are,

and how they are categorized. My point should be made clear to the reader if we use this scheme in some

concrete counterexamples: 

(1) This horse has a brain, liver, heart, and four legs. 

(2) This fish has a brain, liver, and a heart.

________

(3) Therefore, this fish probably also has four legs.

Or what about this variant: 

(1) Ann has a brain, liver, heart, and a uterus.

(2) Victor has a brain, liver, and a heart.

________

(3) Therefore, Victor probably also has a uterus.

Or this: 

(1) This house is black, has a height over 1 meter, weighs over 50 kg, and is made of stone.

(2) Cassius Clay is black, has a height over 1 meter, and weighs over 50 kg.

_______

(3) Therefore, Cassius Clay is probably also made of stone.

These counterexamples can be formulated because the scheme does not restrict the categories that the

individuals (A and B) belong to. In the counterexamples the individuals are sorted into different categories

and the scheme does not  even succeed in making the conclusion more probable.  Thus,  this  argument

scheme is not a “valid” scheme—it does not enable the argument to become a reason, ceteris paribus, for

the standpoint. Anything can be proven with this kind of scheme. Furthermore, if A and B were categorized

1. The sample is of the same category as the population. 
2. The sample has p.  
________

3. The population has p. 
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as belonging to the same category then it would not be an argumentation by analogy at all but at most some

clearly inductive type of argumentation. 

This is my a priori criticism of these schemes. In fairness it should be stated that Hurley provides a

set  of  principles  as  criteria  for  evaluating  most  arguments  from  analogy,  and  applying  these  on  my

counterexamples would yield the conclusion that their inferences are problematic. These principles include

(1) the relevance of the similarities shared by the primary and secondary analogates, (2) the number of

similarities, (3) the nature and degree of disanalogy, (4) the number of primary analogates, (5) the diversity

among the primary analogates, and (6) the specificity of the conclusion (Hurley 2000, pp 486-488). However,

I still maintain that the scheme is defective because an argument scheme is supposed to display the basic

logical core (in a broad sense) and the inferential principle that explains how the argument can lend support

to  the  standpoint.  The  principles  for  evaluating  a  scheme  should  not  be  part  of  the  analysis of  the

configuration of the scheme. The analysis and evaluation of an argumentation are both critical phases for

any analyst, but they must be kept separate and not be confused. Any legitimate scheme must make the

argument into a reason,  ceteris paribus, for accepting the standpoint and the current configuration of the

scheme is too weak to do that.  Let us now move to the examples that Walton thinks cannot be accounted for

by these schemes. 

I will here use the example of the legal case Popov v Hayashi (2002). In 2001, the baseball star

Barry  Bonds threw a valuable  homerun ball  into the stands,  and a dispute arose regarding who in  the

audience had rights of ownership to it. The case became a benchmark in AI and Law (Walton 2010; Bench-

Capon 2010; Wyner et al. 2007). I will let a long quote by Douglas Walton explain the situation (Walton 2010,

p. 219): 

Barry Bonds hit his record-breaking 73rd home run in 2001 at PacBell Park in San Francisco. The ball
would be very valuable. Mark McGwire’s 70th home run ball hit in 1998 sold for $3 million. The ball
went into the stands and landed in the upper portion of the webbing of a glove worn by a fan, Alex Popov.
The glove stopped the trajectory of the ball, but the ball did not go fully into the mitt. The partial catch
did not give certainty of obtaining control of the ball, since Popov had to reach for it and may have lost
his balance while doing this. Just as it entered his glove, he was thrown to the ground by a mob of fans
who were also trying to get the ball. Buried face down on the ground under several layers of people, he
was grabbed,  hit  and kicked.  Somebody in the  crowd videotaped the  incident.  Another  fan  standing
nearby, Patrick Hayashi, picked up the loose ball and put it in his pocket. When the man making the
videotape pointed the camera at Hayashi, he held the ball in the air for the others to see. Hayashi was not
part of the mob that had knocked Popov down, and was not at fault for the assault on Popov. According to
a tacit code of conduct concerning baseball fans’ understanding of first possession of baseballs (Gray
2002, 6), a fan who catches a ball that leaves the field of play has the right to keep the baseball. However
a fan who tries to catch such a ball but does not complete the catch, has no rights to the baseball. The
catch only occurs when the fan has the ball in his hands or glove and the ball remains there after its
momentum has ceased, and after the fan makes contact with a railing, a wall, the ground, or other fans
who are trying to catch it. If no one catches the baseball, another fan may pick it up and thereby becomes
the owner of it. According to these rules, it looks like Hayashi has the right to ownership of the ball, but
Popov took the case to court  to contest  this claim. The fundamental  disagreement in the trial  in the
Superior Court of California City and County of San Francisco, was about the definition of possession
(McCarthy 2002, 5). In order to aid the court, Judge McCarthy asked four distinguished law professors to
participate in a forum to discuss the legal definition of possession. The professors disagreed, and Judge
McCarthy admitted that although the term ‘possession’ appears throughout the law, its definition varies,
depending on the context in which it is used. The task of the court was taken to be to craft a definition of
‘possession’ that applies to the circumstances of the case (McCarthy 2002, 6). Professor Brian T. Gray
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was one of the legal experts asked to provide advice, and Judge McCarthy adopted as his central tenet
what he called Gray’s Rule, the rule that to have possession of the ball, the actor must retain control of it
after incidental contact with people and things (McCarthy 2002, 8). Judge (McCarthy 2002, 9) ruled that
although Popov did not retain control of the ball, other factors need to be considered. One is that his
efforts to retain control were interrupted by a violent mob of wrongdoers. Another is the principle that if
an actor takes steps to achieve possession of a piece of abandoned property, but is interrupted by the
actions of others, he has a pre-possessory interest in the property. After examining all the arguments,
Judge McCarthy decided that any award to one party would be unfair to the other, and that each had an
equal and undivided interest in the ball. 

This certainly was a tedious case for Judge McCarthy. However, for the purposes of this dissertation, what is

interesting are the analogical arguments employed in the law professors’ testimony (Walton 2010, p. 219-

220): 

During their testimony, the law professors pointed out several precedent cases where there was pursuit of
an animal that the pursuer failed to catch because somebody or something intervened, and the issue was
whether the pursuer could claim possession of the animal. In Pierson v. Post (3Cai. R. 175; 1805 N.Y.
LEXIS 311), Pierson was out with hounds chasing a fox when Post captured and killed the fox, even
though he knew it was being pursued. The court decided in favor of Post on the grounds that mere pursuit
did not give Pierson a right to the fox as his property. In Young v. Hitchens (6 Q.B.606 (1844)), Young
was a commercial fisherman who spread his net, and when it was almost closed, Hitchens went through
the gap and caught the fish with his own net. The court found for Hitchens. In Keeble v. Hickeringill,
((1707) 103 ER 1127), P owned a pond and made his living by luring wild ducks there with decoys,
shooting them, and selling them for food. Out of malice, D used guns to scare the ducks away from the
pond. In this case P won. In Ghen v. Rich (8 F.159 D. Mass 1881), Ghen harpooned a whale from his ship
and it was washed ashore. It was found by another man, who sold it to Rich. According to custom, the
man who found the whale should have reported it to Ghen and collected a fee. The court found for Ghen.
Gray (2002) cited a number of comparable cases from whaling where possession was defined by taking
the accepted customs and practices of the whalers into account. 

As Walton remarks, these cases are not very similar (Walton 2010, p.  220).  While both cases certainly

concern possession of something, and about parties interfering with each other in a way that may prevent

the other’s ownership, they do concern very different activities (Walton 2010). Brian Grey remarks on some

obvious differences (Gray 2002, p. 1): 

For a baseball at the end of its arc of descent is not at all like a fox racing across the commons, acting
under its own volition, desperately attempting to evade death at the hands of its pursuers. Baseball fans
(crowded together and leaning en masse toward a small in-coming projectile, each hoping to catch it)
pose different behavioral risks than does a flotilla of ships, sailing under the flags of myriad nations, in
pursuit of a pod of whales on the high seas. And a baseball, falling into the stands at a speed of fifty to
seventy miles per hour, bears no similarity to a sunken ship or to an aquifer, a pool of oil, or a vein of ore
that has rested unused and unclaimed for millennia, until seized by the first appropriator.

I  hope  that  the  reader  now understands,  at  least  on  an  intuitive  level,  what  I  mean  by  'context'  and

'framework'.  In  another  context  and  setting  and  where  practice  was  different  the  framework  would  be

different. For instance, in a situation where baseball was not the kind of sport it is, where the ownership of

the ball  was defined differently etc.,  the professors’ comparisons would be irrelevant and the highlighted

features would not be salient. Still, most of us would recognize that the argumentation of the law professors

was not unreasonable given the actual context; these cases are intuitively analogous to the case with the

baseball. The question is why. Walton asserts that any overall pattern recognition of resemblance between

the baseball case and the harpooning case, would show them to not visibly resemble each other at all, and
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that his basic scheme for argumentation by analogy—

(1) Generally, case C1 is similar to case C2. 

(2) A is true/false in case C1.

________

(3) A is true/false in case C2.

—fails to capture this type of analogical reasoning, as does his more specialized scheme for argumentation

by analogy, which he labels “version 2” (Walton et al. 2008, p. 58): 

(1) Generally, case C1 is similar to case C2.

(2) A is true/false in case C1.

(3) The similarity between C1 and C2 observed so far is relevant to the further similarity in question.

_______

(4) A is true/false in case C2.

According to Walton, this scheme fails to adequately deal with the examples, since it does not answer what

counts  as  relevant  nor  what  the  further  similarity  consists  in.   Guarini  has  presented  a  scheme  for

argumentation from analogy that he calls the 'core scheme', where a and b are individual objects (Guarini

2004, p. 161): 

(1) a has features f 1, f 2,..., f n. 

(2) b has features f 1, f 2,..., f n.

___________

(3) a and b should be treated or classified in the same way with respect to f1, f2,..., fn.

At the start  of  this  section I  criticized  these types  of  schemes and  I,  furthermore,  agree  with  Walton’s

judgment that these argument schemes cannot accommodate nor adequately represent these examples.

Walton continues to discuss case-based reasoning and similarity of the story scheme, that is, where there is

similarity at the level of the order of the story of the cases under comparison (Walton 2010, pp. 227-233).

Walton also discusses Ashley’s HYPO system (Ashley 1990) and Aleven’s CATO, which is a simpler case-

based reasoning system (Walton 2010,  see also Roth 2000). The criterion for resemblance in the HYPO

system is found by letting every relevant resemblance form a dimension that may have a range of values

along a scale that supports either party at the end of the spectrum (Ashley 1990). The CATO system places

the relevant features as points on a dimension (Walton 2010; Roth 2000). Examples of factors would be

“whether the party had caught the animal, whether the party owned the land or area where the animal was,

whether the party was engaged in earning his living, and whether the two parties were in competition with

each other” (Walton 2010, pp. 222). Walton finally suggests a reconfiguration of his scheme, which contains

this story scheme similarity (Walton 2010, p. 240):
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(1) Similarity Premise: Generally, case C1 is similar to case C2, based on their shared

scheme story.

(2) Base Premise: A is the conclusion to be drawn in case C1.

____________

(3) Conclusion: The conclusion B, comparable to A in case C1, based on their shared

scheme story, is to be drawn in case C2.

Walton thinks that the story scheme model of the similarity premise together with case-based reasoning with

its use of dimensions and factors is the best device to handle these comparisons because it “distinguishes

the respects in which one case is similar to another, based on the story scheme common to the two cases.

These respects can then be added to or challenged by bringing out new ones, or new differences between

the two cases, i.e. factors or dimensions” (Walton 2010, p. 241). 

While I think Walton has a point in that claim, I still  see a major problem.  The problem with this

reconfiguration, as well as with analytical tools like HYPO and CATO, is that they raise the question why this

shared story similarity or these dimensions or factors should be counted as relevant in the first place. Could

there not be an alternative story scheme that also fits both cases or could not the “story-structure” of both be

irrelevant in both cases? The cases may share similarities in the story scheme, but they are also similar in

many other respects—in fact, they are similar with respect to an infinite amount of properties. The only way

for the story scheme to be relevant to the reconstruction is if the “story scheme” in the case of, say, Ghen v

Rich (8 F.159 D. Mass 1881), is what gave Ghen the right to the whale. That is, the elements of the story

scheme is what determined that Ghen has the right to the whale – that the elements of the story scheme is

what constituted the essence in the case of Ghen vs Rich.

Recall  William James’s  point  in  the  above  quote,  that  any  object  may have  virtually  an  infinite

number of properties, at least if relational properties are included; it is the purpose of the agents and the

context that determines which of these multiple properties are essential. Situations are always comparable

with respect to some properties and incomparable with respect to others. The question is: which properties

should be measured? Which properties are relevant? In Ghen’s case, the relevant properties were those that

were essential to Ghen having the right to the whale. What, then, were these essential features? The context

and frame of the critical discussion will determine this. But the question then arises what frames the context,

and what constrains the context in order to define the comparable aspects? 

The basic frame for analogous argumentation is the Assigned-Predicate. That which is aimed to be

transferred to the Target-Subject  is also that which partly defines the constraints of comparison, just like a

conclusion will define what premises can be used to support it. It should also be noted that the commitment-

set of the participants in the critical  discussion is part of what defines what is relatively essential in the

discussion (see section [4.1]) as well). Thus, the relevant features are determined by what is essential for the
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Assigned-Predicate in a particular context with the specific commitment-sets of the participants in the critical

discussion. 

Thus, the analytical tools mentioned by Walton do not deal with the most crucial issue haunting the

evaluation of argumentation by analogy. If the question was why the case with the baseball is analogous to

the case of pursuit of a pod of whales or the case of hunting a fox, then discussing methods of how to

measure any resemblances is inadequate, when there is no method to define why these features should be

measured in the first place. It is hard to see why story scheme similarity would make a difference unless the

“story scheme” is just another way of naming what was essential for one of the cases’ right to ownership. In

that case, of course, they are similar in what is essential to ownership, and therefore analogous, since they

both share the essence—the gist—of the matter. The judgment of gist is always a particular judgment, which

takes into consideration both the framework and institutional context as well as the Assigned-Predicate. The

analyst  must,  for  each analogical  argument scheme, identify the element that  determines the Assigned-

Predicate  in  the  Analogue  and  identify  the  one-to-one  corresponding  element  in  the  Target-Subject

regardless of what the element is—story scheme or not. 

Thus,  the story scheme of two cases may be completely  dissimilar but still  correspond one-to-one

with each other, which would make them analogous even though the story scheme is completely different. As

stated in section [4.1] elements may correspond one-to-one with each other even if they are different, and

this  still  makes  the  cases  analogous  with  respect  to  what  predicate  they  determine.  If  one  element

determines a certain Predicate in the Analogue and there is a one-to-one corresponding element, which is

different  to  the element  in  the Target-Subject,  then the predicate in question can be transferred as the

Assigned-Predicate  as long as this  is  implemented  mutatis  mutandis with  respect  to  the domain of  the

Target-Subject. 

Furthermore, the story scheme of two cases may be completely similar but the story scheme of the

Analogue does not determine the Assigned-Predicate and it therefore does not matter if the Target-Subject

has an identical story scheme: the Assigned-Predicate cannot be assigned mutatis mutandis to the Target-

Subject because there is no counterpart element determining any counterpart Assigned-Predicate in the

domain of the Target-Subject. 

In short: the story scheme may not be the gist—the essence—of the case.  Walton's remark of the

importance of the similarity of the story scheme is only accurate if the story scheme in a particular case is

what constitute the essence of the case.  Thus, similarity of story scheme per se is neither a necessary nor a

sufficient conditions for an accurate analogy. 

In the argumentation in the whale-case, the Assigned-Predicate is: “GhenA has legal ownership of

the whale he harpoonedAP” and whatever features that are  essential to this in the Analogue will be those

elements that need a one-to-one corresponding element in the Target-Subject in order to form an accurate

analogy to the baseball case. All those features that Gray mention as differences are  not essential to the

ownership of the fox, fish, duck, and whale in the context in which they occur.  But this is clear: Ghen's
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ownership is the result of certain crucial features that is essential for his ownership in his particular case.

When you answer the question what was essential to Ghen's ownership in the “whale case”, then you can

also assess whether the elements that constitute this relative essence have a counterpart in the baseball

case. You can then assign the corresponding Assigned-Predicate* to the Target-Subject: 

“PopovTS has legal ownership of the ballAP*”.

For example—in my judgment—what is essential to the legal case of the whale seems to consist of three

elements: (1) that Ghen by his own intentional effort caught something that was free to own for whoever

caught it, (2) that somebody accidentally found his chase, and (3) that an actual custom dictated how to deal

with  situations  in  which  somebody  accidentally  found  what  somebody  else  chased.  These  elements

determined the predication “GhenA has legal ownership of the whale he harpoonedAP”. Given another frame,

that  is,  another  Assigned-Predicate  and  another  context  (institutional  context,  customs,  communication

activity type, purpose, mutual interest, and practices etc.), the resulting “relative essence” would have been

different. 

However, it seems that the analysis of the analogical argument scheme that I have formulated is able

to deal with this case.  For instance, if  one of the single analogical  arguments (that  would be part  of a

complex argumentation) for Popov would employ my suggested scheme for analogy argumentation, it would

be:

1. PopovTS should have legal ownership of the ballAP*.

1.1 That the case that GhenA caught a whale that was free for whoever caught itcorresponds 

one-to-one with PopovTS catching the baseball that was free for whoever caught it*.

1.1' That the case that GhenA caught a whale that was free for whoever caught 

itdetermines (in part) that GhenA had legal ownership of the whaleAP.

To reconstruct the argumentation as a whole, all you need is to supply a single argumentation by analogy like

this, which for each element that constitute the gist in Ghen's case, expresses a one-to-one correspondence

with an element in the baseball case. Thus, it seems that my suggested analogical argument scheme and

theory  of  complex  argumentation  by  analogy  can  handle  these  types  of  complicated  comparisons.  For

examples  of  complete  reconstruction  of  complicated  comparisons  where  all  of  these  single  analogical

arguments compose the whole complex argumentation by analogy, see Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5

5 ANALYSING COMPLEX
ARGUMENTATION BY

ANALOGY

5.1 Introduction 
 This chapter addresses several issues in argumentation theory. I propose a unified model that explains how

formal  valid  deductive  arguments  relates  to  argument  schemes in  general  and  to  analogical  argument

schemes in particular in the pragma-dialectical typology. The model suggests “scheme-specific-validity” i.e.

that there are contrasting species of validity for each type of argument scheme that derive from one generic

conception of validity.

The purpose of this chapter is to show how the analysis of analogical argument scheme explicated in

Chapter  3 and Chapter  4  relates to the pragma-dialectical  account  of  argument  schemes and complex

argumentation structures and show how one should correctly reconstruct  single and complex analogical

argumentation  in  that  framework.  Thus,  the  pragma-dialectical  distinction  of  argument  schemes  versus

argumentation  structures,  and  so  on,  is  an  assumed  framework.  The  goal  is  also  to  understand  how

analogical argument schemes could fit into a larger model of argumentation which covers both formally valid

argumentation patterns—as traditionally understood—and the typology of argument schemes in the pragma-

dialectical system.

In order to fully satisfy this goal in the broad sense that I want, I need to achieve four subgoals:

(1) Explain how analogical argument schemes achieve transfer of the acceptability of the argument to the

standpoint according to my theory of analogical inference. This is done in section [5.2]. In this section

I also discuss how single argument by analogy should be reconstructed and interpreted within a

pragma-dialectical framework. 
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(2)  Show how my theory of analogical inference configuration outlined in section [5.2] fits into a larger

model of argumentation that coherently explains inference and validity and explains the connection

between formal logically valid patterns (like modus ponens) and argument schemes that fit with the

pragma-dialectical system. In this section, the notions of formal and material inference as well as

“material validity”, and “scheme-specific validity” are explained in terms of the larger model. In this

section, it is also argued that analogical argument schemes cannot be reduced to any of the other

argument schemes in the pragma-dialectical system. This is all done in section [5.3].  

(3)  Show  how  to  correctly  reconstruct  complex  argumentation  structures  that  employ  analogical

arguments  in  a  way  that  displays  all  the  critical  aspects  essential  to  evaluation,  and  how  the

Amsterdam school of dialectical of argumentation structures relates to the north American conception

of logical argumentation structures. This is done in section [5.4]. 

(4) Argue that while particular contexts of communicative activity types may activate certain stereotypical

argumentative patterns, the intrinsic nature of the schemes themselves also tends to activate certain

stereotypical argumentative patterns as well in the sense that schemes will activate certain complex

argumentation structures. This is done in section [5.5]. 

5.2 Analogical Argument Schemes
In this section, I will give an account of my theory on how to understand the analogical argument scheme.

For a more elaborate discussion about this theory of analogical inference, see Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. In

subsection  [5.2.1]  the  basic  theory  of  analogical  inference  configuration  will  be  repeated.  In  subsection

[5.2.2] the theory will be applied to a concrete example of single argumentation by analogy so that the reader

understand how the theory work in concrete cases of single analogical argumentation. 

5.2.1 The Basic Components of Analogical Argument 
Schemes

 

In this subsection, I will repeat the basic elements that any argumentation by analogy will essentially have

and the abstract pattern of that scheme. 

In the pragma-dialectical framework an argumentation can be either single or complex and the idea

is that a complex argumentation is always composed of a combination of single argumentations. Thus, any

complex argumentation can be broken down into single arguments. Each single argumentation consist of an

explicit  proposition (labeled “the argument”)  which instantiates one argument  scheme expressed by the

“linking premise” (often unexpressed) that enables a unique way of conveying the acceptability from the

explicit “argument” to the standpoint. The linking premise of an argument functions as a justification of the
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inference of the “argument” to the standpoint. Argument schemes are forms of argument that model uniform

patterns  of  atomic  reasoning.  That  is,  you  cannot  find  smaller  pieces  of  reasoning  than  the  inference

configuration of an argument scheme and they are therefore “atomic” in that sense. 

An argument scheme is the inference configuration that entitle and justifies and license (or warrants

in  Toulmin’s  words)  the  inference of  the  argumentation.  The schemes are distinguished  by  the type of

inference configuration that transfers the acceptability of the argument to the standpoint.  In the pragma-

dialectical  typology  you  have  three  main  types  of  argument  schemes:  the  symptomatic,  causal  and

analogical argument schemes.106 

In  my  view,  all  analogies  are  composed  of  four  components and  two  critical  relations. The

components are the AnalogueA, which is the source from which a predicate is transferred to and concluded

about the Target-Subject. The Target-SubjectTS is that to which one assigns a new predicate; the Assigned-

PredicateAP is the new predicate that is transferred,  mutatis mutandis, to the Target-Subject, because the

element “determines”  the Assigned-Predicate  and  because this  element  correspond one-to-one with  a

counterpart  element* in  the  AnalogueA. This  essential  constitution  of  my  theory  of  argumentation  by

analogy would have the following scheme in the pragma-dialectical system of single argumentation:

1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*

1.1 The element of the AnalogueA corresponds one-to-one with element* of the Target-SubjectTS

1.1' The element of the AnalogueA determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP.

In  some  cases,  the  argument  would  express  the  comparability  and  the  linking  premise  expresses  the

determining relation as in the scheme above. However, sometimes the reverse will hold (see later in this

present  section for  examples)  so that  the  argument  expresses the determining  relation and the linking

premise would express the analogous relation:

1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*

1.1 The element of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP.

1.1' The element of the AnalogueA is comparable to element* of the Target-SubjectTS

The essential structure is, however, the same. Note that the argument scheme is formally invalid in the sense

that the conclusion of the scheme does not follow by virtue of syntax and  the logical  concepts alone. Rather,

the  inference  proceeds  via  a  determining  relation between  the  element  of  the  AnalogueA  and  the

106  Some have argued that these schemes can be reduced into two “super schemes”: argument from sign and argument 
from similarity, see Hitchcock and Wagemans, (2011).
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Assigned-PredicateAP of the AnalogueA, which in logical symbols is not signified by logical entailment '' but

is signified with the . In this way, we define relevance. Thus, the fact that  is relevant to AP is reduced

to a determination (here I follow Davies 1988) written as A() AP. This “determination” is what I mean by

the  “determining  relation”  and  may  be  of  any  type;  supervenience,  resultance,  causal,  truthmaking,

correlation, inferential, functional, genus to species, explanatory, etc., but can always be reduced to having

two modes: definitely or non-definitely. Note furthermore that the determining relation says neither that the

element   of  the  Analogue  always determines  the  Assigned-Predicate  nor that  the  element   of  the

Analogue in general determines the Assigned-Predicate. Rather, it says that the element  determines the

Assigned-Predicate in the Analogue. It is this particular Analogue's element  that determines this particular

Analogue's Assigned-Predicate. This is important because it explains why my account of analogical inference

cannot be reduced to any other type of inference configuration. The inference proceeds via an insight of

resemblance between particulars and not via any general principle; the act of comparison is essential for the

inference. 

The inference is same-level-reasoning that moves  from particular to  particular (or  from general  to

general) and you could not infer that a determining relation exists in the Target-Subject unless you knew that

it obtained in the Analogue and that there were corresponding elements in the Target-Subject. Thus, without

the act of comparison and the similarity between the Analogue and the Target-Subject, you could not infer

that  the elements of  the Target-Subject  stand in the  same  determining relation.  This  also explains why

analogical inference is defeasible in the traditional sense and “valid” in the sense defined in this chapter—a

validity that allows the inference to be defeated (see section [5.3.3] for more about my account of “validity”).

It explains why there is always an issue concerning relevant similarities and relevant differences concerning

argumentation by analogy. 

The comparability operates as the justification of the inference by means of which the same type of

determining relation can be inferred to hold in the Target-Subject. 'Comparability' means that each element in

the  Analogue  that  has  a  determining  relation to  the  Assigned-Predicate  also has  a  one-to-one

correspondence to a counterpart  element in the Target-Subject.  Thus, the transference of  the Assigned-

Predicate  is  justified because the element   in  the Analogue  corresponds one-to-one to  a  counterpart

element * in the Target-Subject. Thus, the terms 'resemblance', 'similarity', 'comparable' or 'analogous' in

the argument mean:

Element in the AnalogueA corresponds one-to-one with element* in the Target-SubjectTS

Thus, any argumentation by analogy tacitly assumes that the element(s) of the Analogue are comparable to

the  element(s)  in  the  Target-Subject,  and  that  the  Assigned-Predicate  mutatis  mutandis (Assigned-

Predicate*)  therefore  can  be  transferred  from  the  Analogue onto  the  Target-Subject by  means  of  the

determining relation that can be extended to hold in the Target-Subject by virtue of the comparability. 
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As stated, the sense of ‘determining’ is broad and, as such, only indicates that there is some kind of

material  connection between the determining element and the Assigned-Predicate in the Analogue so that

the connection can be transferred via  the one-to-one correspondence.  Thus,  analogical  inference is  an

example of materially valid inference in virtue of a substantial argument scheme.  An argumentation that

employs a correct analogy is materially valid, although not formally valid and, if it is consistent with the rules

of the critical discussion, it will be  pragmatical valid as well. (These concepts are all explained in section

[5.3.3].)  While  you  could  supply  the  “logical  minimum”107 that  would  make an  analogical  argumentation

formally valid: 

If  the Analogue's  element   ...  n determines Assigned-Predicate  in  the Analogue,  and the

Target-Subject also has a mutatis mutandis corresponding element * * n* ), then, unless there

is another element – element ** – in the Target-Subject that counteracts the effect of element *

* n*, the  Target-Subject's  element  will  also  determine  the  Assigned-Predicate  (i.e.  a

corresponding mutatis mutandis Assigned-Predicate*) in the Target-Subject)

—the same can be done with any argumentation including every inductive argumentation ever made. Such

reformulations have no positive merit, but are de facto negative, in that they confuse necessary background

assumptions with unexpressed linking premises and make the argument into a non-analogical deductive

modus ponens that only preserves truth and not plausibility or other cognitive virtues. (See section [5.3] for

more about this point.) A genuine argumentation by analogy is an argumentation that employs an analogy to

justify the inference of the argumentation. If each element in the analogue that vertically determines the

Assigned-Predicate has a counterpart in the Target-Subject so that each has a one-to-one correspondence,

then the determining relation in the analogue can be extended and conveyed to the Target-Subject and the

Assigned-Predicate* of the corresponding domain can be concluded about the target subject. Just having a

deductive modus ponens with a premise that “contains an analogy” is not an analogical inference.108 

107  The  logical  minimum  is  the  minimum  proposition  that  states  explicitly  what  makes  the  reasoning  in  the
argumentation formally valid without contributing anything new. For instance if the argument is: “Steve must be at
home, because his car is at home” then the logical minimum would be “If Steve's car is at home then Steve must be
at home.”

108 You would not claim that a deductive argument with empirical premises is an “inductive argument.” Besides being
clearly counter-intuitive, a taxonomy in which argument types are defined by the content and not by its inference
configuration entails  an infinite  number of  argument  types.  During a seminar in which the manuscript  of  this
chapter was under discussion, one of the participants of the seminar suggested an alternative analogical argument
scheme in an attempt to avoid the determining relation. According to the suggestion the argument scheme could be
this: 
(1) x and y both have A;
(2) Two things that have A, are also similar with respect to B (that is either both have B or both lack B);
(3) x has B;
(4) Thus y has B.
However, this does not attain any analogical inference. Instead, it is just a deductive argumentation, with a 
superfluous premise. It is either modus ponens or the disjunctive syllogism. The argumentation can either be 
interpreted as:
(1) x is similar to y with respect to A;
(2) If something is similar with respect to A, then it is also similar with respect to B;
(3) x has B.
(4) y has B. 
This makes the argument an instance of the formally valid modus ponens with (3) being superfluous. It can also be 
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The concept of  “relative essence” – what Hofstadter labeled the  gist – is  another crucial  concept of

analogical  inference  where  the  elements  that  stand  in  a  one-to-one  correspondence  constitute what  is

“essential” to a certain framework of context. Two objects being analogous means that they have the same

essential features, but 'essential' means only essential with respect to a certain contextual framework. 

5.2.2 An Example of Single Argumentation by Analogy
In this subsection, I will apply my explication of the analogical argument scheme to a concrete example of

single argumentation by analogy. We will take a closer look at the art of reconstructing complex analogical

argumentation in section [5.4], and will here only focus on the reconstruction of single argumentation. The

example is a bit ambiguous with respect to how it should be interpreted, which I think will clarify for the

reader how my theory of analogical argument schemes should be applied. The single argumentation: 

The Porsche and the Chevrolet are both in the $40,000 price range, and the Porsche is of excellent
quality. Therefore, the Chevrolet is probably also of excellent quality.

has the determining relation between the “Porsche's  $40,000 price range” and the “Porsche's  excellent

quality.” Thus, the element “$40,000 price range,” in the case of the Porsche either definitely or non-definitely

determines its “excellent quality.” Thus, the reconstruction with all tacit assumptions is: 

1. The ChevroletTS is probably of excellent qualityAP 

1.1 The $40,000 price range of the PorscheA corresponds one to-one with the price range of the

Chevrolet*

1.1' The $40,000 price range of The PorscheA non-definitely determines excellent qualityAP.

For sake of convenience, I will continue to use the terms 'relevance' and 'comparable' or 'analogous' but in

the sense defined in the previous chapters. Thus, the above reconstruction will be simplified as: 

1. The Chevrolet is comparable with the Porsche with respect to excellent quality.

1.1 The Chevrolet is comparable with the Porsche with respect to $40,000 price range.

(1.1' The $40,000 price range of the Porsche is relevant for its excellent quality.)

interpreted as: 
(1) A(x) & A(y) (x and y have A) 
(2) B(x) & B(y) ∨ ~B(x) & ~B(y) ('∨' is here interpreted as exclusive). (Either x and y both have B, 

or neither of them has B).
(3) B(x).

________
(4) B(y).

This is an instance of the disjunctive syllogism with again (3) being redundant. Hence, it is not an analogical inference, 
it is a deductive inference. 
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I  want  to  emphasize  that  there  is  more  than  one  proper  way  to  reconstruct  the  same  analogical

argumentation, as long as the reconstruction retains the crucial features relevant for an evaluation in a given

situation.  However,  although  there  may  be  more  than  one  proper  way  to  reconstruct  analogical

argumentation there are far  more erroneous ways to do it.  Sometimes it  is  very tricky to settle  how to

reconstruct  an  argumentation.  For  instance,  one  could  claim  that  this  argumentation  should  also  be

reconstructed as:109 

1. The Chevrolet is probably of excellent quality.

1.1 Porsche is of excellent quality.

(1.1' The Chevrolet is comparable with the Porsche)

1.1'.1 The Chevrolet is also in the $40,000 price range.

This is also a prima facie good reconstruction. Notice that this latter reconstruction interprets the argument

as complex (with one subordinative addition). The question is, should “Both are in the $40,000 price range”

be taken as the result of a dialectical  move, or as something—part of the intrinsic structure of the scheme

itself—that resides in any “valid” single analogy argumentation? 

My assessment is that this argumentation should be interpreted as single argumentation. Note that

the linking premise is imprecise in this formulation and if we make it more precise we will see difficulties. If

we specify it as: “The Chevrolet is comparable with the Porsche with respect to quality,” it would be circular

reasoning, since that is what the argumentation is supposed to “prove” (and such an interpretation would

violate the principle of charity). 

However, if we specify it as: “The Chevrolet is comparable with the Porsche with respect to price,”

then the argumentation becomes different, because it no longer says the same thing. It is a very different

claim to claim that: “its $40,000 price range is relevant to the excellent quality of the Porsche” and to claim

that: “price range in general is relevant for quality in general.” The latter claim makes it into a symptomatic

argumentation, since you do not need knowledge about the  particular Porsche any longer.  It  makes the

knowledge about the Porsche redundant. You can use that generalization alone to justify the inference. Such

a formulation would also need an additional linking proposition that expresses that price range is relevant for

quality: 

1. The Chevrolet is probably of excellent quality.

1.1 The Porsche is of excellent quality.

(1.1' The Chevrolet is comparable to the Porsche with respect to price range. 

(1.1'' Price range is relevant to quality. 

109This reconstruction was suggested by Bart Garssen.
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1.1'.1 The Chevrolet is also in the $40,000 price range.

This seems to stretch the argumentation into a more complex reconstruction than necessary. There is no

evidence for the claim that the pre-reconstructed argumentation assumes 1.1''. It violates the criterion for

establishing the committed premise (see section [5.4.2]) since it assumes more than what is necessary to

make the argumentation materially valid (see next section for an explanation of this concept). 

Moreover,  this  reconstruction  would  violate  the  pragma-dialectical  axiom  that  each  single

argumentation  consists  of  two  propositions,  the  argument  and  the  linking  premise,  which  support  the

standpoint.110 Therefore, there are reasons to interpret the argumentation as single without any dialectical

addition. The logic of this analogical inference can be seen visually in Figure 1:5, on the next page. 

The non-definitely determining relation makes the argumentation an “argumentation by inconclusive

analogy” in contrast to analogical argumentation that have a definite determining relation, which makes the

argument an “argumentation by conclusive analogy.” (This distinction is more elaborated in Chapter 3). 

Figure 1:5. Single argumentation by inconclusive (same-domain) analogy

While a price range surely correlates with quality, it does not definitely determine quality. The determination

110  It is not a strict axiom but is often the case that single argumentation consists of two propositions that together
operate to support the standpoint.  Nor yet can you make  1.1' and 1.1''  missing parenthesis into just  one linking
premise by expressing them as one conjunction because that would be inconsistent with how you in general express
the connection between the argument and the linking premise in the pragma-dialectical system. 1.1 and 1.1' is
supposed to be one single argumentation in itself and 1.1' 1.  another (with its own unexpressed linking premise)
thus the 1.1'' is an anomaly if we interpret the argumentation as complex argumentation.
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relation between price and quality is plausibly never stronger than a correlation, which is the reason why the

standpoint has the mode of “probably.” The fact that the Target-Subject has a counterpart element for each of

the analogue's element entails that there is a “horizontal relation” of one-to-one correspondence as well,

which enables the analogical inference.

It is not my claim that an analogical argument has to be explicit in exactly which features are relevant

for the comparison. You do not necessarily need to know exactly which they are in order to make a correct

comparison. The elements and the determining relation may often be tacit or unknown, which entails that you

neither can account for the one-to-one correspondence.

A comparison is often just based on an intuitive judgment of similarity, as Govier points out: “The trick

about analogies—and their  charm as well,  I  think—is that  we are often able to see or sense important

resemblances between cases without  being able to spell  them out exhaustively in just  so many words”

(Govier 1989, p. 148).111 The point is rather that, according to my theory of analogical inference, all genuine

analogical  arguments  are  committed to  the  existence of  these  components  even  though  they  may  be

completely  unknown  and  implicit,  just  like  a  deductive  argument  may  be  committed  to  several  implicit

assumptions that  we are not  aware of,  although we still  understand that  the argument is  formally  valid

without  being  able  to  formulate  the  unexpressed  linking  premise.  For  example,  the  very  simple

argumentation: 

This vaccine works on cows. Therefore, it may also work on humans.

would be an example of advancing a single argumentation by analogy and the standard scheme in pragma-

dialectics would reconstruct it:112

1. The vaccine may work on humans.  [Standpoint] 

1.1 The vaccine works on cows. [Argument]

(1.1' Cows are comparable to humans.) [Implicit linking premise] 

As  we  saw in  Chapter  3  and  the  previous  subsection,  my  theory  of  analogy  entails  that  every  single

argumentation that employs an analogical argument scheme contains the same two crucial assumptions.

Thus, the linking premise 1.1' is an elliptic expression of the proposition that de facto expresses the one-to-

one  relation  between the Target-Subject  and the Analogue.  The  second assumption  of  the  determining

relation  applied  to  this  particular  single  argumentation,  would  be  that  a  “basic  physiological  feature”

causally but non-definitely determines the positive effect of the vaccine on cows. Since it has a counterpart

111 Govier seems to claim that if we knew which similarities it  was we could transform the argumentation into a
deductive one, and here I disagree with her, since knowing certain similarities is insufficient for making a universal
or even general claim, since there may be dissimilarities that counteract and outweigh the similarities. See also
Guarini (2004) pp. 156, 163.

112  This argumentation might be interpreted as one employing a symptomatic argument scheme as well as an 
analogical one; however, for the sake of the argument, we will assume the latter.
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“basic  physiological  feature*”  of  humans,  so  that  the  Assigned-Predicate,  the  “positive  effect  of  the

vaccine,” can be transferred to the human population. Thus, it should be reconstructed: 

1. The vaccine may workAP on humansTS. [Standpoint]

1.1 The vaccine worksAP on cowsA because of some basic physiological feature  of cowsA.113

[The argument that express the determining relation]

(1.1'. The basic biological feature of CowsA is analogous to the basic biological feature* of 

humansTS.) [The unexpressed linking premise that express the one-to-one relation between 
the elements]

The term  comparable  or  analogous in single arguments should be analyzed in terms of the components

discussed earlier. Therefore, my theory assumes that the linking premise 1.1' means:

basic physiological  feature of cows corresponds one-to-one with  basic physiological  feature* of

humans.

This does not mean that the author of the argumentation is committed to the claim that he knows what these

basic physiological features are (they may be totally unknown); the point is solely that the author of this

argumentation is committed to the ontological claim that they exist. 

The “because” of this determining relation in the case of how the vaccine works on cows is loose,

and hence it is an example of argumentation by “inconclusive analogy.” Presumably, the vaccine did not work

on every cow and therefore only a correspondingly probabilistically qualified predicate can be transferred to

the Target-Subject in the standpoint—in this case humans—in the analogical inference. Just as a correct

inductive inference does not  yield  a certain conclusion,  only presumptive or probabilistic,  arguments by

inconclusive analogy only yield a plausible conclusion regardless of how certain the analogy may be. 

Thus, my theory assumes that argumentation like this very simple one is committed to the implicit

assumption that the similarity in question is relevant for (determines) the effect of the vaccine, and that not

every similarity is relevant, even though it is not specified exactly what these relevant similarities consist of.

However, most cases of argumentation by analogy provides information about what elements are part of the

determining relation and how they are related. 

Besides  the  distinction  between  argumentation  by  “inconclusive”  analogy  and  argumentation  by

“conclusive” analogy, there is a distinction between argumentation by  same-domain  and different-domain

analogy as well as close-domain analogy (see Chapter 3). A same-domain analogy means that the Assigned-

Predicate does not change in the analogical inference when transferred to the Target-Subject, because they

belong  to  the  same  domain,  whereas  in  a  different-domain  and  close-domain  analogy,  the  Assigned-

Predicate has changed  mutatis mutandis in accordance with the domain of the Target-Subject so that a

higher-level of abstraction is needed in order to subsume them under the same topical predicate. 

113  In other words, the basic physiological feature  is relevant for the vaccine working on cows.

131



Moreover,  in  a  different  domain-analogy,  the  elements  in  the  one-to-one correspondence  would

consist of different predicates, whereas the one-to-one corresponding elements in a same-domain analogy

would consist of the same type of predicate (even though the particular objects of comparison are not the

same). 

The example with  the cars,  is a  same-domain analogy,  because: (1)  the object  of  comparisons

belong to  the same domain:  the domain of  cars,  and the Assigned-Predicate  does not  change  mutatis

mutandis at all, and (2) the predicate-element “$40,000 price range” is exactly the same in both the Analogue

and  in  the  Target-Subject  (in  different-domain  analogies  the  predicate-element  would  be  dissimilar  in

accordance with their respective domains).

5.3 The “validity” and the Sui Generis of 
Analogical Inference

I have in section [5.2] explained how the inference operates in analogical argument schemes and how to

reconstruct single analogical argumentation. In this section [5.3], I will give an account of the “validity,” and

defend the sui generis character of the analogical inference that was outlined in previous section [5.2], and

explain how analogical argument schemes fit into a unified model of inference and the “validity” of argument

schemes. I will argue that we should reject the traditional notion of validity as a concept that only means the

formal validity of deductive arguments. Instead, I argue that every instance of validity should be taken as a

differentiated  species  of  a  generic  conception.  The  differentiation  depends  on  which  type  of  argument

scheme an argumentation employs and each type of scheme has its own specific standard of validity. 
In subsection [5.3.2], I will define and explain how I understand ‘inference’ and ‘material inference.’ In

subsection [5.3.3], we will take a closer look at the crucial notions of the material and pragmatic validity of

analogical inference and contrast it with “formal validity” and how these notions fit into a unified model. In

subsection [5.3.4], I introduce the notion of scheme-specific validity, which means that validity is specific for

each  type  of  argument  scheme.  Scheme-specific  validity  follows  from  the  unified  model  of  argument

schemes. 

Finally, in subsection [5.3.5], I argue that analogical inference is sui generis and cannot be reduced to

some other type. I have elsewhere argued that argumentation by analogy cannot be reduced to any type of

deductive  argumentation  (section [3.5]  in  Chapter  3  and section  [6.3.3]  in  Chapter  6)  and  many other

theorists have argued for that as well (Govier 1989; Guarini 2004; Bermejo-Luque 2014).

However, that argumentation by analogy cannot be a genuine inference configuration by itself and

must be reduced to some other type of inference is a common view (see Shecaira 2013 for a recent defense
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of such a view and for deductivism). I will therefore in this section provide further support that the schemes of

argumentation by analogy are indeed legitimate argument schemes; but I will focus on whether or not the

analogical argument scheme can be reduced to a symptomatic or causal argument scheme. Before all this,

however, we will in the first subsection [5.3.1] take a brief look at deductivism. 

5.3.1 Deductivism 
Deductivism may roughly be described as the view that all arguments should be interpreted and/or evaluated

as attempts  to  employ  deductive  argumentation,  or  that  all  good  arguments  are  deductively  valid,  i.e.,

formally valid (exactly how I define 'validity' will be discussed in section [3.3]). There are many problems with

deductivism  (Godden  2005),114 and  one  reason  against  deductivism  is  that  arguments  with  deductive

architecture only  preserve truth  and certainty,  they fail  to  preserve plausibility,  probability  and likelihood

(Godden 2005).115 Another problem is those arguments that are seemingly counterexamples in that they

resist  a plausible deductive formulation and are  better arguments in their  non-deductive formulation.  An

example of what some authors call inductive analogical argument:116

(1) a, b, c ... each has been observed to have property F and property G; 

(2) n is observed to have property F; 

_________

(3) Therefore, probably n has property G 

The very same argumentation should according to a deductivist interpretation be formulated with a deductive

step, making it formally valid:

(1*) a, b, c ... each has been observed to have property F and property G; 

(2*) n is observed to have property F;

(3*) All F's are G's

__________

(4*) Therefore n is G (or: n is probably G) 

114  Several of them are advanced by Godden (2005) and refers to Govier. The standard objections are: (i) deductivism
prevents  contrasting degrees  of  evidential  support  between premises  and conclusions;  (ii)  deductivism fails  to
provide an account of fallacies, or the account it provides is a faulty account of fallacies; (iii) deductivism does not
do justice to the structure of natural language arguments.

115  Godden (2005) provides several examples. Godden also argues that they fail to “properly represent the nature of
inference warrants as distinct from premises” (p. 174).

116  Barker S.F. (1989) calls it an “inductive argument by analogy”.
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However, this is an essentially different argumentation, since the method and outcome of the evaluation of

this  reformulated  argumentation  would  be  completely  dissimilar  from  the  first  argumentation.  The  first

argumentation works via induction and resemblance, whereas the other via a universal generalization. What

is  interesting here is that  the first  inductive version is,  from an epistemic point  of  view, a clearly  better

argumentation than the deductive version, since it is not based on the very questionable premise (3).117 As

Barker  pointed  out,  we  are not  entitled  to  attribute  higher likelihood to  the conclusion of  the deductive

version, than the likelihood we are entitled to assign to the generalization about All F's are G's. Yet we do

frequently  reach particular  conclusions with  a  considerably  higher  degree of  plausibility  than we are in

making such generalizations (Barker 1989, makes this point, pp. 173-177, see especially p.175). Thus, such

reasoning goes more plausibly from case to case and not via a universal generalization and/or by virtue of

logical form. As Bertrand Russell (Russell [1913] 2013, chapter VI) noted: 

The probability of the general law is obviously less than the probability of the particular case, since if the
general law is true, the particular case must also be true, whereas the particular case may be true without
the general law being true.

Thus, dissimilar formulations of the same argumentation will yield dissimilar argumentative merits, a result

that should be unacceptable and is evidence that such deductive reformulation yields essentially  different

arguments.  Although  you  could  always  employ  the  qualifier  “probably”  and  reformulate  an  essentially

inductive argument into a deductive, the question remains how this would make the argumentation better

from any point of view. In a trivial sense you can always add the “if..., then” clause to any set of propositions

asserting if these propositions, then this proposition, and therewith making it into a formally valid argument. 

But such a move would be quite meaningless if you are interested in correctly reconstructing an

argumentation in order to evaluate its argumentative merits. It says nothing about how or by which means

the  premises  are  related  to  the  conclusion  with  respect  to  other  aspects  than  just  logical  form,  even

something that may be crucial when you want to evaluate the argumentation. It  says nothing about the

nature of the transference the acceptability and the bearing of an argument to a standpoint is not made clear

by merely embedding the argument and standpoint in a conditional statement (Pinto 2011, makes this point).

Reformulating  an  essentially  non-deductive  argument  into  a  deductive  one,  transforms  the  question  of

evaluation the inference link into a question of the truth of the premises. Is there any reason to believe that

such transformation has any real value? 

5.3.2 Material Inference and Substantial Argument 
Schemes

In this section, I will define 'formal argument schemes' versus 'substantial argument schemes' and 'formal

inference' versus 'material inference.'

An “inference” is the transference of the acceptability of an “argument” to a “standpoint” by means of

a linking premise in an argument scheme. An “argument scheme” is a fixed pattern of inference configuration

117  Others, like Reidhav has made the same points see Reidhav (2007, pp. 32-37).
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that enables a proposition labeled “argument” to give reason for another proposition, “the standpoint” by

virtue of another proposition—the “linking premise”—that operates in conjunction with the “argument.” The

scheme is the “syntax” of an argumentation. The inference configuration of an argumentation scheme is

“atomic”  in  the  sense  that  it  cannot  be  broken  down  into  fewer  components  and  retain  any  inference

configuration. 

A “single argumentation” is intended to be one concrete instance of one argument scheme. While all

inference is based on the “syntax” of an argument scheme and the meaning of the concepts therein, it can

be subdivided according  to  whether  the  inference occurs  via  logical concepts alone  or  whether  factual

concepts play a role as well; whether the argument scheme has a definite material content as part of its

syntax.  All  inference is based on the  meaning of the concepts of the argument scheme, but there is a

contrast between the types of concepts, logical or factual, that justify the inference. I will here explicate the

notion of material inference (Bringandt 2010). The idea of “material inference” is to some extent inspired by

Bringandt (2010), but also a development of some ideas expressed earlier (Chapter 3 and Chapter 6).

Although all  inferences are material  in  the sense that  no concept is never  completely devoid of

material content, I do distinguish between formal (or logical) and substantial (or material) argument schemes.

I see no reason for the claim that patterns like  modus ponens,  and  modus tollens, etc.,  are not

“argument schemes” if we hold to the definition just outlined. Logical patterns like  modus ponens and the

syllogisms,  are  also fixed  patterns of  “inference configurations”  that  enable  one proposition (the  “minor

premise”) to give reason for another proposition, the “conclusion,” by virtue of another proposition (the “major

premise'”) that operates in conjunction with the “minor premise.”118 This general description holds both for

argument  schemes and the logical  forms that  are  sometimes labeled “reasoning schemes.”  The formal

inference configuration shares everything that is essential to the general inference configuration of argument

schemes  traditionally  understood.  Such  a  perspective  provides  a  unified  model  of  the  taxonomy  of

argumentation where argumentation that employs formal reasoning is just another type of argumentation. 119

You cannot object that my model confuses different  levels of an argumentation (i.e., that also substantive

argument schemes must instantiate patterns as  modus ponens, or  modus tollens).120 The internal “logical”

structure  of  arguments  by  analogy  is  the  scheme that  was outlined  in  section  [5.2]  and  even  if these

substantial schemes in turn presuppose the logical minimum stated in section [5.2.1] and/or perhaps the

proposition: ”if, this scheme, then this conclusion” as an assumption, such assumptions are not unexpressed

premises but  rather  necessary background assumptions, and  this  also  holds  equally  for  formally  valid

“argument  schemes.”  Thus,  the “logical  minimum” should  not  be thought  of  as a  gap-filling  premise in

substantial argument schemes but as a background assumption. In fact every argument scheme of any type

118  Immediate deduction is of course exception to this general but not universal description.
119  This does not exclude that you make a distinction when you employ the pattern in kinds of reasoning types other

than argumentation, like for example, explanatory reasoning.
120  You cannot claim that it is only a matter of how “externalized” the argumentation is; that would beg the question as

to why we should assume that every externalized argumentation should be formally valid. The question is also how
you can be justified to assign an argument scheme to an argumentation that makes the reconstruction formally
invalid, while you simultaneously claim that the original pre-reconstructed argumentation in reality is (when fully
externalized) formally valid.
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as well as any formal valid scheme assumes a benign infinite regress of such “logical minimum’s.”121 

Moreover, there is another route you can take. You could deny that an author of argumentation that

employs a substantial argument scheme is committed to the logical minimum as presupposition, and claim

that the author is rather committed to claims like: “my arguments are good grounds for the standpoint,” or

“these reasons are good ones,” etc., (Godden 2005, makes this point p. 179). 

The idea that  every argumentation besides instantiating an argument scheme also must have a

formally valid logical form, like modus ponens or modus tollens as inference configuration in order to transfer

acceptability the standpoint, is incoherent. It would make any talk about causal or symptomatic or analogical

argument schemes pointless.  The inference would work by virtue of  logical  form alone and not  by any

substantial principle.122 It would reduce the testing procedure of the inference to solely a question of the truth

of the premises. Rather, the logical form is a necessary condition for the inference in argumentation with a

substantial  argument  scheme whereas it  is  a necessary  and sufficient  condition for  the inference of  an

argumentation employing a formal argument scheme. This model fits well with the revision of the ten rules of

the critical discussion in the pragma-dialectical system (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004, pp. 193-195).123 

In my view, substantial argument schemes of course have a “logical form,” but their internal structure needs

a particular  material  content  in  order  to  function as an inference configuration.  The inference does not

proceed via a universal generalization or in virtue of the logical form alone. Therefore, my point is that while

every argumentation does have a logical structure in some sense, only a deductively valid argumentation

can be reduced to an inference configuration that is formally valid, i.e., that transfers acceptability by virtue of

logical concepts without any reference to material content. Thus, while a substantial argument at the logical

level does have a (logical) structure, it cannot operate on that level alone in order to transfer acceptability to

121  That is, if we accept that substantial argument schemes like the symptomatic and causal and analogical scheme
assume such a presupposition, then so does any of the “reasoning schemes” as well.  

122  Robert  Pinto  makes  another  classification  by  distinguishing  between  truth-preserving  rules/patterns  and
entitlement-preserving rules/patterns,  see Pinto (2006).  However,  his model cannot provide a  unified model of
inference and validity.

123  In van Eemeren et al. (2002) you have the rule 7, the Argument scheme rule: “A standpoint may not be regarded as
conclusively defended if the defense does not take place by means of an appropriate argument scheme that  is
correctly applied.” (p. 130), and rule 8, the Validity rule: “The reasoning in the argumentation must be logically
valid or must be capable of being made valid by making explicit one or more unexpressed premises.” (p. 132). With
this formulation there is a discordance between rule 7 (Argument scheme rule) and rule 8 (the validity rule) of the
ten rules of the critical discussion. If every reasoning in an argumentation must be formally valid, there would be no
need for argument schemes (if traditionally understood). However, in van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004 pp. 193-
195) the rules are reversed and revised so that rule 7 is the validity rule which now states: “Reasoning that in an
argumentation is presented as formally conclusive may not be invalid in a logical sense.” and rule 8 is the argument
scheme rule: “Standpoints may not be regarded as conclusively defended by argumentation that is not presented as
based on formally conclusive reasoning if  the defense does not take place by means of  appropriate argument
schemes  that  are  applied  correctly.”  In  this  revision  there  is  a  crucial  difference  between  argumentation  that
presents itself as a “formally conclusive” argumentation that according to such standards must be formally valid,
whereas  argumentation  that  is  not  presented  as  based  on  formally  conclusive  reasoning,  must  employ  an
appropriate argument scheme that has its own standards as to when the inference is entitled. Thus, rule 7 and rule 8
refer to contrasting standards for two separate groups of arguments that are contrasted according to the means by
which they authorize their inference. This fits well with the model I am suggesting in this chapter. While non-
formal  arguments  may require a logical  structure as  a  necessary presupposition,  they do not  employ it  as  the
efficient principle that operates in the inference as a linking premise in contrast to formally valid arguments.
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the standpoint. Substantial argument schemes have a logical structure as a necessary presupposition, but

do not employ any proposition that makes the argumentation formally valid (such as the logical minimum or

something similar) as the linking premise, in contrast to formally valid argument schemes.124 The linking

premise expresses the efficient principle that operates to entitle the inference in an argumentation, and the

linking  premise  of  substantial  argument  schemes  always  have  a  material  content  as  a  necessary

component.125 

A formal  argument  scheme  makes  the  argument  a  relevant  reason  for  the  standpoint,  ceteris

paribus, by means of the logical concepts in the scheme alone, whereas a substantial argument scheme (like

the symptomatic, causal or analogical) makes the argument a relevant reason for the standpoint,  ceteris

paribus by means of the substantial content of the linking premise, and not the logical concepts alone. While

there is a generic material inference there is distinction between schemes that employ a “formal inference”

and those that  employ a “material  inference.” A correct  formal  scheme yields a formal  inference and a

formally valid argumentation, whereas a correct material scheme yields a material inference and a materially

valid argumentation. 

However,  although  I  make  a  distinction  between formal  and  substantial  or  pragmatic  argument

schemes, I reject the notion of empty “pure laws of form” completely separated from matter. All inferences

are ultimately based on a material aspect since all inferences are based on how the meaning of our concepts

succeeds in mirroring reality and logical  concepts are no different  in that  respect.  That means that  you

cannot assume the universal validity of even the modus ponens, etc. 

All inferences, even formal ones, are to some extent, material in their nature. The distinction between

inference by “logical concepts” and “factual concepts” is simply not absolute, just as the distinction between

“analytical” and “synthetic” truths is not an absolute one (as Quine has argued). Thus, while I make the

distinction  between  formal  and  substantial  argument  schemes  by  virtue  of  contrasting  sources  of  the

justification  of  the  inferences  (the  meaning  of  logical  concepts  vs.  the  meaning  of  non-logical  factual

concepts),  I  simultaneously maintain that  the meaning of  logical  concepts is never  completely empty of

material content; they are essentially connected to the non-logical content they logically connect. Logic is

both in the mind and in the world in a substantive sense, a sense that would not be possible unless the mind

and reality both were dimensions that were necessarily interconnected. 

The  idea  that  there  exist  any  pure  abstract  logical  forms  devoid  of  any  factual  content  has

124  For instance, an argument instantiating “Y is true of X, because Z is true of X, and Z is typical/symptomatic of Y” 
might presuppose the universal: “If Z is typical/symptomatic of Y, then probably Y is true of X.” However, as I have
emphasized again and again, such a proposition would be an implicit background assumption and not a gap-filling 
linking premise.

125  This seems to be consistent with what other theorist in the pragma-dialectical schools have held. Bart Garssen
(2001) states (p. 81), that “Each argument scheme represents a specific principle of support.”, and in the footnote of
this sentence (p. 96) he states: “Argument schemes are general and abstract patterns with an infinite number of
possible substitution instances.  In this respect  they correspond to logical  reasoning patterns.  With an argument
scheme, however, the transfer of acceptability is based on more than just the formal characteristics of the scheme
that is used” (emphasis added). Plausibly, this 'more' is the specific material principle that enables the transference
of acceptability to take place in “substantial schemes.” 
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epistemological, metaphysical and semantical objections and is even refuted by several counterexamples.

Inference is always a subject-matter relationship. See for example: Theron (1997), Smith (1986, pp. 173–

194; 1988, pp. 124-176), McGee (1985). 

Besides  these  strong  objections  from  semantics  and  counterexamples,  we  have  two  reasons

provided by Brigandt (2010). The first is that formal inference can be analyzed in term of material inference

but not vice versa. The class of formally valid inferences can be interpreted as the class of inferences that

remain materially valid under any replacement of non-logical concepts (Brigandt 2010, following Brandom

1994).126 However, the class of materially valid inferences cannot be analyzed in terms of formal inference,

since material validity contains that which is not captured by formal argument schemes (Brigandt 2010). The

second reason is that material inference captures Wittgenstein's idea that meaning is (at least  to some

extent) use; we are able users of concepts and syntax without being able formulate the explicit rules for the

use (if such exist at all). We can make materially valid, as well as formally valid, inferences even though we

cannot always make the rule explicit that we follow in making such inferences. 

Moreover, perhaps such rules do not even exist and some kind of “inferential particularism” is true.

For  more  about  “material  inferences”  see:  Theron  (1997),  Brigandt  (2010),  Norton  (2003).  Semantical

paradoxes,  on  the  other  hand,  are  no  reason  against  material  inferences.  The  reason  that  semantical

incoherences arise, is in my opinion due to the fact that our conceptual apparatus is fallible. We as fallible

creatures never can in  an exhaustively  and perfectly  manner mirror  reality  with  our  concepts (here the

perspective of “critical realism” becomes relevant). Our concepts and the language thereof will lack perfect

correspondence with reality. But that will neither contradict the general reliability of our material inferences

nor of our concepts. However, no human logic or semantics will be without paradoxes. 

Thus,  all  argument schemes are inferences entitled in virtue of  truths embodied in concepts in a

certain pattern. Substantial argument schemes employ material inferences: inferences by virtue of material

content in factual and logical concepts. Formal argument schemes employ formal inferences: inferences by

virtue of the “material content” in logical concepts alone (because not even logical concepts are completely

devoid of material content).

5.3.3 Pragmatic, Formal and Material validity 
Here I will  define the notions of and “material validity” in contrast to “formal validity” and explain what it

means that  an argumentation achieves “pragmatic  validity.”  It  would  be inconsistent  to define argument

schemes with various inference configurations unrelated to  formal validity and simultaneously claim that

every  argumentation  must  be  formally valid.  A “formal  inference”  is  “formally  valid”  if  and  only  if  the

justification of the inference is based solely on the meaning of the logical concepts of an argument scheme,

whereas a “material inference” is “materially valid” if, and only if, the justification of the inference is based on

126  However,  this  has  to  be  modified to:  the class  of  inference that  remain materially  valid  under  almost every
replacement, since otherwise it would contradict my claim that there are counter-examples to the universal validity
of formal inferences, which would make my position internally incoherent.
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the meaning of  the various non-logical  concepts of  the argument scheme and not  solely on the logical

concepts. A material inference is justified by the factual content embodied in the concepts contained in the

argument scheme and such schemes may have various degrees of strength. 

An argument scheme is the inference configuration that enables the inference to take place and

therefore also what ultimately  defines what type of argumentation it  is.  I reject the notion of “neutral” or

“negative” argument schemes. A legitimate inference configuration by the nature of the case, ceteris paribus,

confers  acceptability  or  plausibility  to  the  standpoint,  just  like  a  formally  valid  argument—according  to

received opinion—that employs modus ponens with true premises will confer truth to the conclusion. Having

an argument scheme which does not convey any acceptability to the standpoint presents itself as an absurd

idea. An argumentation, that fails to transfer an increase of acceptability, to the standpoint, does not employ

a  legitimate  scheme  or  make  an  inappropriate  application  of  a  scheme  and  is  therewith  an  “invalid”

argumentation. 

An  appropriately  applied  legitimate  “argument  scheme”  means  that  the  linking  premise  of  the

argumentation will make the argument if it is accepted—into a reason  ceteris paribus, for the standpoint,

whereas an incorrect or inappropriate applied argument scheme fails to accomplish that. This is the generic

sense of 'validity.' Whether this reason is  sufficient by itself for the standpoint, or whether it needs further

arguments in order to accomplish that, is an open question that relates to the dialectical setting with respect

to the concepts of acceptability, relevance and sufficiency. This is an important aspect because it explains

why complex argumentation structures arise from a dialectical point of view. Additional arguments are the

result of their dialectical function with respect to overcoming (anticipated) doubts or criticism to the “first”

single argumentation. 

This “generic validity” can be subdivided into the standard notion of “formal validity” and what I label

“material validity.” The latter can be further sub-subdivided according to which mode the inference operates;

“conclusive”  versus  “inconclusive”  inference.  The  terms  'conclusive'  vs.  'inconclusive'  and  'material'  vs.

'formal'  in  this  context  are  technical  terms  and  only  define  the  means and  the  mode by  which  the

argumentation achieves transference of acceptability to the standpoint, and do not refer to any evaluation of

the argumentation as such. 

An argument scheme that has a conclusive mode makes the standpoint acceptable to the  same

extent that the argument is acceptable, ceteris paribus, whereas the argument in an inconclusive scheme will

make the standpoint more plausible but to a  lesser degree than that of the argument,  ceteris paribus.127

Argumentation with inconclusive argument schemes will convey less “acceptability valence” than that of the

argument  to  the  standpoint.  The  argumentation  with  such  a  scheme  will  make  it  implausible  that  the

127  More precisely: An argumentation has an inconclusively valid argument scheme, if and only if, the argument in the
scheme will increase the acceptability of the standpoint, ceteris paribus, if the standpoint has or would have, less
acceptability than that of the argument. An argumentation has a conclusively valid argument scheme, if and only if,
the argument in the scheme will make the standpoint acceptability, ceteris paribus, to the same extent as that of the
argument, if the standpoint has less or would have less acceptability than that of the argument. Formulated this way,
the definitions avoids counterexamples in which arguments used in favor of a standpoint which is already equally
or more plausible than that of the argument in question.
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standpoint is false if the “argument” is true. The reason for the ceteris paribus clause for all types of schemes

is  that  even argumentation with “conclusive”  argument schemes can be  defeated.  There is  a difference

between refuting and defeating an argumentation, and while a sound deductive argument cannot be refuted

it can—contrary to received opinion—be defeated (Tomic 2013). In other words, even a deductively valid and

sound argumentation can still  be  defeated by additional information that  yields a new conclusion that is

preferred over the original (Tomic 2013).

This does not change the real contrast between conclusive and inconclusive “validity.” There is a real

difference  between  an  argumentation  that  employs  an  inference  which,  unless  defeated  by  additional

information, confers a reason for a standpoint to the same extent that there is reason for the argument, on

the  one  hand,  and  an  argumentation  that  employs  an  inference  which,  unless  defeated  by  additional

information, confers reason for the standpoint but to a lesser extent than there is reason for accepting the

argument, on the other hand. Thus, any single argumentation with plausible premises regardless of whether

it has “conclusive material validity” or “conclusive formal validity,” does not make the argumentation into a

conclusive reason for a standpoint, since its premises may be uncertain, or there may be counter-arguments

against the standpoint or whatever.

In order to distinguish between argument schemes that can be defeated by underminers128 and those

that cannot be defeated in that way, I introduce the notion of compactness, which means that the premises of

the argumentation exclude the possibility  that  any additional premise may defeat  the justification of  the

inference.129 The standard syllogisms of Aristotle may be examples of compact single argumentation. 

All this means that the interpretation of an argumentation by identifying it according to what type it

belongs  is  necessary  prior  evaluating  its  inference  link.  It  does  certainly  matter  how  one  formulates,

interprets and classifies an argumentation with respect to evaluating its argumentative merits. I believe that

argumentation that employs substantial argument schemes and are valid by material means, also can be of

the  “conclusive  type.”  For  instance,  “arguments  by  conclusive  analogy”  is  an  example  or  such  type  of

arguments. 

The sub-subdivided materially valid argumentation into conclusive and inconclusive variants can in

turn be sub-sub-subdivided by which means the material validity is achieved: into the symptomatic, causal

and analogical argument scheme. 

In  sum, that  a single  analogy argumentation in  this sense is  “conclusive”  and “materially  valid,”

means  that  the  analogical  scheme (which  is  a  substantial  scheme and  therefore  a  material  inference)

enables the argument to be a pro tanto reason for accepting the standpoint, to the same extent that there is

reason to accept the argument of the argumentation. That a single analogy argumentation is “inconclusive”

128  There is a distinction between defeaters that defeat an argumentation by providing additional relevant information
that undermines the inference link of the argumentation (labeled “underminers”) and “overriders” which override
the defense for a standpoint by attacking the standpoint with other arguments that trump (or equalize) the defense.

129 Mark Vorobej has defined compactness as: An argumentation is compact if and only if each proper subset of its
premise set  provides less evidential  support  for the argumentation's conclusion than its  compact state (Vorobej
2006, pp. 51-52, 85-90.)
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and “materially valid” means that the scheme enables the argument to be a pro tanto reason for accepting

the standpoint, but to a lesser extent that there is reason to accept the argument of the argumentation. 

This distinction coheres very well with my previous distinction between argument by conclusive and

argument  by  inconclusive  analogy  (Chapter  3).  An  “argumentation  by  inconclusive  analogy”  is  an

argumentation whose argument—in the absence of any defeater—only makes the standpoint more likely by

means of the pragmatic (material) analogical principle, whereas an “argument by conclusive analogy” is an

argumentation that—in the absence of any defeater—makes the standpoint as certain as the argument  by

means of the pragmatic (material) analogical principle. 

An inappropriate and/or incorrectly applied argument scheme fails to accomplish even the generic

definition of “validity” or less than the argument type that its author was committed to. The same holds for

deductive arguments that utilize formal validity as a criterion. Observe that ‘validity' in any specified sense, is

not defined in terms of relevance, rather the opposite holds: relevance is defined in terms of the validity of an

argument scheme. A proposition argument p is relevant for another proposition q if, and only if, argument p is

a constituent of an argumentation that instantiates a “valid” argument scheme. And an argumentation with

argument p instantiates a material valid argument scheme if, and only if, p succeeds being a reason, ceteris

paribus for q, by substantial means. The reason that I choose that route is that I think that James Freeman is

accurate in claiming that the type of relevance that connects propositions in an argumentation is primarily

syntactical and not semantic in nature (Freeman 2011, pp. 142-148).130 

The concepts of formal and material validity, however, should be supplemented with the concept of

pragmatic  validity.  While  the  notion  of  material  and  formal  validity  are  “objective,”  relating  to  the

argumentation in itself, considered as a product, the notion of pragmatical validity is relative to the critical

discussion. Only considering 'validity' as a concept relating to argumentation as a product disregards “ the

actual  reasoning  processes,  their  communicative  and  interactional  purposes,  and  the  contextual

surroundings  in  which  they  take place.  (  .  .  .  )  a  great  many verbal,  contextual,  situational,  and other

pragmatic factors that play a part in communication and interaction processes are not taken into account, so

that the problems of argumentative discourse cannot be adequately dealt with.” (Van Eemeren et al. 2014,

pp. 144, 149-150). Pragmatical validity is a dialectical notion that encompasses both material and formal

validity and defines when an argumentation achieves transfer of acceptability to the standpoint  from the

perspective of the antagonist, and is consistent with the ten rules of the critical discussion. Hence, it follows

that any argumentation that aims to be successful must be “pragmatically valid.” 

This also means that we can define when a fallacy is successful in deceiving a participant in a critical

discussion,  and  when  a  fallacy  is  exposed  as  a  fallacy.  We  can  provide  an  extra  dimension  to  our

understanding of what a fallacy is. In the extended pragma-dialectical  model,  a fallacy occurs when the

balance between the protagonist's goal of being reasonable is outweighed by the goal of being effective, and

the protagonist's argumentation derails into violating one or more of the ten rules of the critical discussion

(van  Eemeren  2010).  To  this  we  can  add  that  an  argumentation  that  is  “successful”  in  accomplishing

130 Note the resemblance of analyzing the “relevance” of the determining relation and this syntactical notion. A 
materially valid argument scheme “determines” a connection to the standpoint.
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effectiveness at the expense of reasonableness, is an argumentation which is  pragmatically invalid, since

regardless of whether it is formally or materially valid in itself, it  could still violate one of the rules of the

critical discussion (such as the unexpressed premise rule or the starting point rule) and fail to provide a

reason for the standpoint in the critical discussion.131 A materially or formally invalid argument is, however,

also automatically pragmatically invalid (it automatically violates one or more rules of the critical discussion). 

The  notion  of  “pragmatic  validity”  is  fruitful  in  the  system  of  pragma-dialectics  and  its  idea  of

opposing parties in a critical discussion. The concept is particularly fruitful with analogical argumentation,

since such “validity” will, as it should, depend on the background information of the participants of the critical

discussion, which is obviously the case with argumentation by analogy. What the participants of the critical

discussion consider relevant will be determined by the background information and what perspectives they

have. 

What  you  consider  relevant  will  always  depend  on  which  theories  and  assumptions  you  have

accepted. For instance, in an ethical discussion, judgments of relevance depend on what ethical viewpoints

(say a utilitarian or deontological, etc.) the participants have, and while compared cases can be analogous

from a utilitarian viewpoint, they could be completely disanalogous from a deontological point of view. Thus,

a  pragmatically  valid  argumentation  is  an  argumentation  in  which  an  argument  scheme  succeeds  in

conveying the argument's acceptability to the standpoint in a critical discussion, consistent with the rules of

the critical  discussion.  Such an argument  would  probably  also be successful  from the viewpoint  of  the

antagonist. 

5.3.4 Scheme-specific Validity 

In the previous section I clarified the concepts of formal versus material validity as well as pragmatic validity.

In this section I add another notion that relates to validity; scheme-specific validity, which means that validity

is specific to each type of argument scheme. The concept of “scheme-specific validity” is a meta-description

that qualifies every type of formal and material validity. Every type of scheme has its own type of “validity” in

the  sense  that  each  scheme has its  own  standard as to  when the inference  connection is  adequately

established. If “validity” relates to the adequacy of the inference link and entitlement of the inference, the

standard for this entitlement will vary according to the type and mode of the argumentation.

This is not as odd as it may appear; it is rather something that follows from the unified model of

argument schemes outlined in the previous sections. It follows from the rather trivial insight that contrasting

types of argumentation have contrasting standards of correctness conditions, as well as contrasting testing

procedures.  Given  the  generic  definition  of  validity  outlined  in  previous  sections,  you  cannot  judge  an

131  For example, the argumentation could in a critical discussion beg the question and still be perfectly valid viewed
by itself. (Rule 5 unexpressed premise rule: A party may not falsely present something as premise that has been left
unexpressed by the other party or deny a premise that he or she has left implicit. Rule 6: No party may falsely
present a premise as an accepted starting point, or deny a premise representing an accepted starting point. See van
Eemeren et al. 2002, pp. 121-123, 128-130.)
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argument by standards of formal validity unless it is committed to a deductive interpretation. For example the

argumentation: 

Have you noticed that the lawn was wet? It was already wet so it must have been raining during the night.

could be interpreted as an attempt of single deductive argumentation: 

1. It has been raining during the night;

1.1 The lawn is wet;

(1.1' If it rains, the lawn will be wet);

which would make it (formally) invalid as defined in this chapter: The argument, i.e., 1.1., does not transfer

acceptability to the standpoint to the same extent that it itself is acceptable by means of the formal concepts

of the argument scheme alone. However, if this argumentation is interpreted as an abductive argumentation

("inference to the best explanation”), the argument might be perfectly “valid” according to the scheme of

abductive  reasoning.  Interpreted  as  an  abductive  argumentation,  it  fulfills  the  standard  for  inconclusive

argument schemes (assuming a normal context): the “argument” 1.1 makes the standpoint more acceptable

than without 1.1, but to a less degree than that of 1.1 itself. Hence, the argumentation is “valid” if interpreted

as an abductive argumentation. 

This is does not mean that any formulation of a scheme will be valid “according to its type” so that it

becomes meaningless to talk about “invalidity” at all or that any erroneous argumentation would be “valid” in

“some sense.” My point is that you cannot assess the “validity” of an argumentation unless you first have

identified which type of argument scheme the arguer is committed to. A deductive single argumentation is an

argumentation that is committed to employ a formal argument scheme that transfers the same acceptability

as that of the “argument,” ceteris paribus, to the standpoint, by means only of the logical concepts of the

scheme. 

In my theory, the criterion for validity is that the argumentation in question succeeds in achieving the

specific standards of validity that belong to the type of scheme that the argumentation was committed to.

Without  this  pragmatic  aspect  of  the  definition  of  argumentation,  it  would  be  impossible  to  discern  a

deductively invalid and a deductively valid argumentation, because you can always “play the  enthymeme

game” and supply a “gap-filling” premise and therewith making a formally invalid argument into a formally

valid argument (Massey 1975). 

While it is true that any argumentation can be reformulated into a deductive mode, there is a way

that  may  help  discern  between  “pseudo-deductive  argumentation,”  which  is  an  erroneously  artificial

reformulation of an argument scheme, on the one hand, and genuine deductive argumentation, on the other

hand. The criterion is that the argument in a genuine non-deductive argumentation will transfer acceptability,

ceteris paribus, to the standpoint  even if it is not assumed to be formally valid, whereas an argumentation

that is committed to be a genuine deductive argument will not. 
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Thus, if the argumentation would be “generically valid” in a non-deductive formulation, then that is a

reason against interpreting it, as a genuine deductive argumentation, ceteris paribus. This is not an absolute

criterion, and should only be used when argumentative indicators by themselves are insufficient. Moreover, it

cannot,  for  instance,  be  applied  to  abductive  argumentation,  because  it  is  the  reverse  of  deductive

argumentation, and cannot therefore be discerned in that way. But the criterion can be a further indicator of

whether  an  argumentation  employs  one  of  the  three  schemes  of  the  pragma-dialectical  system  or  a

deductive argumentation. 

That is why I think many previous analyses of analogical argumentation have failed; they would have

to be deductive in order to transfer acceptability to the standpoint, and therefore such argument schemes

cannot be genuine cases of analogical  argument schemes. The suggested model of  analogical scheme

advanced in this study will transfer acceptability to the standpoint irrespectively of whether you (incorrectly)

use a necessary background assumption as an unexpressed premise or not (see the logical minimum of my

scheme in  section  [5.2.1]).  However,  transforming  a  genuine  analogical  argument  into  a  formally  valid

argument contributes nothing to its argumentative merit;  on the contrary,  it  obscures how the inference

actually operates. 

Moreover, as I argue in the next section, there are “invalid substantial schemes,” such as can be seen

in  the  example  that  attempts  to  reduce  the  analogical  inference  to  a  causal  relation  (the  reader  will

understand what I refer to when he or she reads the next section).

The notion that I propose in this chapter of a unified and generic material validity that is common to all

arguments but  that  is  specified into various types of  validity for  each substantial  argument scheme has

several advantages. First, the fact that all  inferences have a common core of validity that is specified in

various  types  of  argument  schemes  makes  it  possible  to  have  a  unified  classification  of  arguments.

Arguments should be classified according to what essentially unites them and what essentially divides them

into a nested hierarchy. This can be done with the kind of model that is presented here. 

Secondly,  this  model  does  not  violate  our  intuitions  about  how  to  reconstruct  argumentation  by

squeezing arguments into formal validity where they all the same do not fit. Thirdly, the model also explains

how deductive argument may be “conclusively  valid,”  as well  as how  non-deductive arguments may be

“conclusively valid,” while simultaneously maintaining an essential difference between such arguments. It

also explains the difference between various “inconclusive” argument schemes. 

Fourthly,  the  model  neatly  solves  the  problem  of  enthymemes’  inferences.  The  idea  that  all

enthymemes should be changed into formally valid argument is problematic to say the least (Hitchcock 1998,

see also Freeman 2011, pp. 173-194).132 On this account, enthymemes are no particular problem because

they have their own validity depending on what specific argument scheme each enthymeme employs in the

132  Freeman  contests  and  critiques  Hitchcock’s  thesis  that  no  enthymemes  should  be  completed  with  additional
premises into logically valid arguments—a critique I share. However, Freeman also concedes that Hitchcock has a
point in that most enthymemes should not be interpreted as elliptical argumentation; they are complete as they are.
My point is that some enthymemes should be interpreted as elliptical versions of deductive argumentation whereas
most should be interpreted as elliptical versions of argumentation that employ substantial argument schemes, and
some are not even elliptical but should be taken at face value.
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reasoning.  When  context  so  indicates,  one  may  conclude  that  enthymemes  are  elliptical  versions  of

deductive argumentation, which yields an implicit premise that makes the argument formally valid; but in

most cases they are elliptical versions of instances of some  substantial argument scheme which yield an

implicit premise that makes the argument material and pragmatically valid. 

Finally, the model makes it much easier to pinpoint unexpressed premises when we are reconstructing

argumentation (this is further discussed in section [5.4.2]). It is seldom easy to find the correct unexpressed

premises,  but  the pragma-dialectical  idea that  complex argumentation can always be broken down into

single argumentation facilitates considerably the search for unexpressed premises. Moreover, if you accept

my suggestion of scheme-specific validity for each scheme, the task is made even easier; you have then the

very narrow frame of a specific type of scheme and the number of plausible unexpressed assumptions that

may make the argumentation valid (as defined in this chapter) in accordance to its scheme becomes very

small. 
The  idea  of  scheme-specific  validity  also  has  bearing  on  the  “critical  discussion.”  Consider  a

disagreement of opinion when the protagonist advances an argumentation with a symptomatic scheme. The

antagonist,  however  misinterprets  the  argument  as  a  deductive  argumentation,  and  judges  that  the

argumentation fails to confer truth to the standpoint, hence it is inconsistent with the validity rule. Thus, the

argumentation  of  the  protagonist  is  pragmatically  invalid.  However,  the  protagonist  realizes  the

misinterpretation of the antagonist, and clarifies his argumentation, upon which the antagonist reconsiders

the argumentation in accordance with the new standard of “validity” and now accepts that the argument does

indeed provide a reason by means of a symptomatic relation. The argumentation is now pragmatically valid.

An overview of the ideas expressed in section [5.3] can be seen in Figure 2:5. 
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Figure 2:5. The taxonomy of argument schemes and the validity thereof
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5.4 The Analogical Scheme is Genuine

In this section, I will argue that my analysis of the analogical argument scheme cannot be reducible to any

other type of argument scheme in the pragma-dialectical system. One anticipated objection to my analysis in

section [5.2] is that if there is this determining connection between the element and Target-Subject, then, in

order to establish the claim Target-Subject has the Assigned-Predicate,  all it takes is a premise describing

this connection (“If an object has the element(s) 1 ... n, then it has also the Assigned-PredicateAP”) and

precisely  the listing of elements  for the target subjectTS.  The recourse to the analogous object “Analogue”

would be superfluous; the argumentation is already valid (though perhaps not formally valid). However, then

—depending on the degree of correlation—it is a probabilistic or deductive argumentation. It is no longer an

argumentation by analogy based on a comparison. 
We have already seen some problems with  a  deductivistic  approach and I  have elsewhere,  with

additional  reasons,  shown that  such deductive reformulation is  a  mistake (Chapter  3,  Chapter  6).  I  will

therefore only focus on the objection that analogical argument schemes can be reduced to some causal or

symptomatic argument scheme. Another reason is that  the argument schemes in the pragma-dialectical

perspective  are  defined  by  different  principles  than  the  standard  categories  of  abductive  and  inductive

inferences and cut across such categories (some inductive reasoning have causal schemes, others have

symptomatic, and the same cross-categorical taxonomy holds for abductive argumentation). I will therefore

only discuss the typology in the pragma-dialectical system. 
The  question  is,  can  argumentation  that  is  assessed  as  a  genuine analogical  argumentation  by

argumentative indicators, always be reduced to a causal or symptomatic argumentation? 

Such reduction cannot be done if the analogical argument scheme has some essential feature that

no  other  scheme has,  and  there  is  such  an  essential  difference.  The  essential  difference  between an

analogical  argument scheme and any other inference configuration is that analogical inference is same-

level-reasoning, whereas all other schemes are  different-level-reasoning. Analogical inference is inference

via  resemblance between particulars,  not  inference by a  general  to a particular  or  vice versa.  All  other

schemes  (including  inductive-deductive  patterns)  move  across contrasting  levels.  All  other  inference

schemes proceed via a general to a particular or via a particular to a general.133 However, there is no need to

know a category over and above the particular in an analogical predicate transfer. Furthermore, we infer the

determining relation unto the Target-Subject by virtue of  the one-to-one relation. We infer the determining

relation because we perceive and recognize that there are counterpart elements in the domain of the Target-

Subject. The determining relation is never known independently of the “act of perceiving” resemblance and a

relation  of  correspondence.  Thus,  we  cannot  use  the  determining  relation  without knowing  about  the

comparison of resemblance between particulars. This is very clear when we look at concrete examples of

133  While I will not discuss abductive, conductive or inductive arguments, I am convinced that this holds also for
argumentation that is classified as such arguments by the classical approach. Deductive, inductive and abductive are
all different-level-reasoning. For instance, an enumerative induction like swan 1, swan 2, swan 3 are all white,
hence it reasons from the particulars 1, 2 and 3 to the general category of swans in general.
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argumentation that employ different-domains analogical schemes. For instance, the single argumentation by

analogy:

 
Just as we cannot adequately conceive of red otherwise than in terms of red experiences, positive value
also  can-not  be  so  conceived  apart  from  mentioning  responses  of  moral  approbation  on  our  part.
(Tropman 2010: p. 35)134

can be reconstructed: 

1. Positive valueTS cannot be adequately conceived apart from responses of moral 
approbationAP*.

1.1 The experience of red of adequately conceiving of redA is comparable to our response of 

moral approbation* in conceiving positive valueTS [ the one-to-one correspondence]

(1.1' The experience of red is essential for us to adequately conceiving redAP.) [the determining 

relation]

This argumentation cannot be reduced to causal or symptomatic scheme for two reasons. First, it does not

move across contrasting levels of reasoning: It neither moves  from knowledge of general symptoms  to a

particular,  nor via a general knowledge of causes to a particular effect; rather, it moves from knowledge

about  one particular—how we must conceive of red (the Analogue)—to another particular—how we must

conceive of value (the Target-Subject). 
Secondly,  knowing  1.1'  is  obviously  insufficient  to  justify  any  support  for  1.;  and  1.1'  needs the

resemblance expressed in 1.1 in order to transfer any acceptability to 1. Thus, the assigning of the Assigned-

Predicate to the Target-Subject cannot be done without the comparison with the Analogue. The determining

relation expressed in 1.1' cannot be known to hold in the Target-Subject without the resemblance expressed

in the comparison. Thus, the act of perceiving the one-to-one correspondence is an essential part of the

inference. The inference that the same determination (i.e., “essential”) holds between positive value and

moral approbation is entitled  by the comparison  to how our experience of red is essential for adequately

conceiving red. The justification of a corresponding determining relation in the Target-Subject is by virtue of

the resemblance with the Analogue. 
The reasons against the idea that analogical argument schemes understood according to the theory

outlined in section [5.2], can be reduced to some other scheme, are clear when you try to perform it on

different-domains analogies. It becomes, however, even stronger when you look at complex argumentation

by analogy since the determining relation and the counterpart relation as a whole is then built of a compound

of single arguments that operate in unified fashion. This means that there is a main argumentation whose

argument and linking premise expresses either that the comparison (i.e. the one-to-one correspondence) or

that the relevance of the comparison (determining relation).  In addition to the main argumentation there are

subarguments that support the main claim of similarity.  Take a look at a different-domain argumentation by

134  The argumentation was Elizabeth Tropman’s attempt to describe John McDowell’s argumentation for the 
sensibility theory in meta-ethics.
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conclusive analogy by C.S Lewis (1952, p. 75): 

You can get a large audience together for a strip-tease act—that is, to watch a girl undress on the stage.
Now suppose you came to a country where you could fill a theatre simply by bringing a covered plate
onto the stage and then slowly lifting the cover so as to let everyone see, just before the lights went out,
that it contained a mutton chop or a bit of bacon, would you not think that in that country something had
gone wrong with the appetite for food?

Could  you  really  reduce  this  to  some  non-analogical  argumentation?  This  argumentation  can,  without

problem,  be  reconstructed  as  a  complex  argumentation  by  analogy  made out  of  two  single  analogical

arguments that lend a subordinative defense to the linking premise (1.1')  of the main argumentation by

analogy:

1.  Something has gone wrong with the appetite for sex in today’s society.

1.1 Something has gone wrong with the appetite for food in the hypothetical country.

1.1' The appetite for sex in todays society is comparable to the appetite for food in the 
hypothetical country.

1.1'.1a Today’s crowded striptease shows are comparable to filled theatres showing a plate with 
food onto the stage in the hypothetical country.

(1.1'.1a' A filled theatre with people that want to see a plate with food onto the stage is relevant for 
the judgment that something gone wrong with the appetite for food in the hypothetical 
country.)

1.1'.1b The strip-tease act (to watch a girl slowly undress on the stage) is comparable to having a 
covered plate onto the stage and then slowly lifting the cover so as to let everyone see, just 
before the lights went out, that it contained a mutton chop or a bit of bacon.

(1.1'.1b' Having covered plate onto the stage and then slowly lifting the cover so as to let everyone 
see that it contained a mutton chop or a bit of bacon is relevant for the judgment that 
something gone wrong with the appetite for food in the hypothetical country.)

Each single argument by analogy adds a pair of elements of one-to-one correspondence in a cumulative

coordinatively compound argumentation for the main linking premise 1.1'. Moreover, each single argument

has  a  proposition  (argument  1.1'.1a  and  1.1'.1b)  that  also  expresses  the  one-to-one  correspondence

between  the  elements,  and  a  each  have  a  proposition  which  express  the  determining  relation  (linking

premise 1.1'.1a and 1.1'.1b'). Thus, the argumentation can readily be reconstructed according to the theory

of analogical argument schemes outlined in Chapter 3 and 4 and in Chapter 5, section [5.2]. But how do you

reconstruct it if you must employ some other type of argument scheme? And even if you could reconstruct it

along some other scheme, could you do it in a way that did justice to the pre-reconstructed argumentation? 

The logic of correctly reconstructing complex analogical argumentation will be discussed in the next

section. However, what can be pointed out here is the futility of thinking that the determining relation could

operate  as  an  inference  warrant  without the  one-to-one  relation  of  comparison.  The  futility  of  such  an

endeavor  becomes  painfully  clear  when  the  analogical  argument  employs  a  complex  different  domain
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analogy, as in this case. How could the fact that a theatre filled with people that want to see a plate with food

on the stage, and having a plate covered with a mutton chop, determine that something has gone wrong with

the appetite for food—have any inferential connection with the appetite for sex in today’s society—without

the one-to-one correspondence relation of resemblance with today's strip-tease shows? 

The  only  way  to  make  the  determining  relation  part  of  an  inference  configuration  that  is  not

analogical  would  be  to  reformulate  it  into  an  exceedingly  dubious and  far-fetched and  highly  abstract

universal premise and turn the argument into a deductive argumentation. A move that would both fail to do

justice to the pre-reconstructed argument and be much worse off  as an argument just as the deductive

formulation  of  the  inductive  argument  discussed  in  the  beginning  of  this  section  was  worse  off  as  an

argument. 

Lewis’s argument is essentially a comparison between two very distant things, and attempts to find a

specified universal premise that includes exactly those features that are relevant, and that excludes exactly

those features that are irrelevant and that excludes exactly all those features that may be negative relevant

(all of which is necessary in order to be a deductive argument that avoids obvious counterexamples) are just

doomed to failure. Thus, this example not only shows that you cannot reduce an analogy to a symptomatic or

causal scheme but constitutes a real bite against deductivism as well. (An even more formidable example of

irreducible complex as well as “complicated” argumentation by analogy is provided in section [5.4].)

The same irreducibility holds with argumentation by analogy that employs same-domain analogies,

though it  is  not  equally  clear.  I  will  therefore go deeper  into  an example of  same-domain analogy.  For

example the argumentation we looked at in section [5.2.1]: 

The Porsche and the Chevrolet are both in the $40,000 price range, and the Porsche is of excellent quality.
Therefore, the Chevrolet is probably also of excellent quality.

is  not  reducible for  the same reasons.  The determining relation never says that  element $40,000 price

range in general or that for every object that has such price range it will also have excellent qualityAP. For

instance, the argumentation does not license the inference on basis of “If a car cost $40,000, then it has

excellent quality.” Rather, it compares a Porsche with a Chevrolet and claims that since they are similar with

respect to price, which is relevant for quality, they will also be similar with respect to quality. The point is that

it (implicitly) claims that the Porsche's price range is relevant for the Porsche's excellent quality (not any car)

and that the Chevrolet is similar to the Porsche with respect to price range as a reason to believe that also

the Chevrolet is of excellent quality. You have no warrant to disconnect knowledge of the determining relation

from knowledge about the Porsche and therefore you need knowledge about the  resemblance in order to

extend the same determining relation in the case of the Chevrolet. 

Moreover, as we shall see in what follows, you get into various difficulties when you try to interpret

the scheme as non-analogous. The best reformulation with a symptomatic argument scheme yields:135

135  This reconstruction was suggested by Francisca Snoeck Henkemans.
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1. The Chevrolet will probably be of excellent quality

1.1a The Chevrolet is in the same price range as the Porsche

1.1b The Porsche is of excellent quality

(1.1a-1.1.b’ Cars in the same price range generally have the same quality)

1.1a.1 The Porsche and the Chevrolet are both in the $40,000 price range

While this interpretation is certainly not completely unreasonable, and would render the argument materially

valid (and probably pragmatically valid as well) as defined in this chapter, it does not do full justice to the pre-

reconstructed text.136 Furthermore, the reconstruction does not really make sense from a pragma-dialectical

perspective. Reconstructed this way means that it is a coordinatively compound argumentation where 1.1a

and its linking premise is the “first” argumentation and 1.1b is an addition. But what would be the dialectical

function of 1.1b if interpreted as a coordinative move? How could 1.1b help 1.1a overcome doubts or refute

an anticipated counter-argument against the sufficiency of 1.1a? It makes no sense in that respect. Rather,

the proposition that is now labeled 1.1b looks like the  linking premise for 1.1a. Moreover, why would it be

important to state they are “both in the $40,000 price range” and that “the Chevrolet is probably  also of

excellent quality,” in the pre-reconstructed text, unless they were  compared? Why bother to mention the

Porsche at all? Why not just state it as follows?: 

1. The Chevrolet will probably be of excellent quality.

1.1 It is in the $40,000 price range.

1.1' Cars that are in the $40,000 price range generally have excellent quality.

While you could argue that the fact about the Porsche is used as a subordinate defense: 

1.1'1 The Porsche is in the $40,000 price and has excellent quality.

as in the first interpretation, it would make the interpretation violate the principle of charity yielding a very

weak defense (using only one example as evidence of a general proposition arguably commits the fallacy of

hasty generalization). 

Finally, the proposition that would express the determining relation in an analogical interpretation

(1.1'1  in  this  case)  does  not  perform  any  inferential  work  in  this  non-analogical  reconstruction.  In  this

reconstruction, it performs a dialectical function of lending subordinative support to the claim that the price

range correlates with excellent quality. Thus, the determining relation does not perform the inferential work it

ex hypothesis would do if analogical inferences are reducible to other kinds of inference configurations. Just

claiming that  a pre-reconstructed argumentation may be interpreted in another way,  is not  equivalent  to

claiming that an argument scheme can be reduced to another type. Other reconstructions that would employ

136  In order to be formally valid the linking premise has to read: “All cars in the same price range have the same
quality,” or “If cars have the same price range, then they also have the same quality.”
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a linking premise like “all cars in the $40,000 price range typically are of excellent quality,” will have worse

problems, making the information about the Porsche completely irrelevant. 

Notice  furthermore  that  the  linking  premise  1.1'  in  a  non-analogical  interpretation  expresses  a

category over and above the particular Chevrolet and that you need to know something about a  general

category, i.e., that '”cars in the same price range generally have the same quality,” which you in the actual

argument have no indication of knowing. In contrast, what you do have an indication of knowing in the actual

pre-reconstructed argument, is knowing something about a  particular, i.e., that “the Porsche that is in the

$40,000 range has excellent quality” and knowing something about another particular: “the Chevrolet is also

in  the  $40,000  range.”  Furthermore,  the  claim  about  the  Porsche  becomes  irrelevant  to  the  inference

configuration  of  the  argument  regardless  of  how  you  formulate  the  argument  in  a  non-analogical

reconstruction.  The  causal  argument  scheme  suffers  an  even  worse  fate.  The  least  problematic

reconstruction gives: 

1. The Chevrolet is probably of excellent quality.

1.1 Both the Porsche and the Chevrolet are in the $40,000 price range.

1.1' A $40,000 price range causes the Chevrolet to have excellent quality.

which  at  least  yields  a  materially  valid  causal  argument  scheme  and  also  makes  the  ex  hypothesis

“determining relation” do the inferential work. However, it makes half of the information in 1.1. redundant and

irrelevant. Besides, 1.1' strikes one as counter-intuitive, since it is rather the other way around: it is rather

that  excellent  quality  causes price range than vice versa.  However,  a formulation that  “excellent  quality

causes price range 40,000” would make the argument generically invalid as defined in this chapter; the

scheme would fail to ceteris paribus transfer acceptability—to any extent—to the standpoint. 

Finally, as stated in section [5.2], an analogical inference may be based on intuitive judgments of

similarity without knowing either exactly what the determining relation is, or exactly what the corresponding

relation is. They are part of the ontological correctness conditions for arguments by analogy, not necessarily

the  conditions  for  being  able  make  the  inference.  An  argument  is  committed  to  the  existence  of  the

ontological correctness conditions, but it can be a good argument without knowing exactly what they are.

Thus, you do not need to always know exactly about the detailed structure of an analogy in order to employ it

in an argument, just as you do not need to know every background assumption or unexpressed premise for a

deductive argument  in order  to  assess its validity.  Thus,  while  an argument  by analogy cannot  operate

without the crucial relations and constituents outlined in section [5.2] and be materially valid (as well as

pragmatically valid), you do not need to be able to explicitly spell them out. 

There is an important difference between gap-filling unexpressed premises and tacit  background

assumptions and there are various types of such assumptions (Govier 1972; Ennis 1982; Gough and Tindale

1985; Holtzman 1997; Plumer 1999; Gerritsen 2001). There are a lot of assumptions that are necessary in

order  for  arguments to work,  but  which do not  fill  gaps in  the inference—the standard role  for  missing

premises. A reconstruction of an argument’s unexpressed premises must be acceptable to both parties in a
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critical discussion, and make the argumentation pragmatically valid (as defined in this chapter).  The question

is then, if this is correct, how should one correctly reconstruct complex argumentation by analogy? That is a

question that will be answered in the next section. 

5.5 The Reconstruction of Complex 
Argumentation by Analogy

I have hitherto focused primary on the  microstructure of analogical arguments and have only to a minor

extent  talked  about  the  macrostructure  of  argumentation  by  analogy.  I  have  discussed  the  inference

configuration of analogical argument schemes and how it pertains to the meaning of 'validity' and 'inference'

in the larger context of argumentation theory as a whole. In this section, the focus will instead be upon the

macrostructure of analogical argumentation and we will take a look on how to reconstruct argumentation by

analogy that has a complex argumentation structure. I  order to fully accomplish this, I need to do three

things. I need to clarify the notion of dialectical vs. logical argumentation structure. This is done in section

[5.4.1]. I need to explain how to find unexpressed premises in this system, which is done in section [5.4.2]. I

will also need to apply my theoretical model of analogical argument schemes on a real life concrete example

and show the result thereof. This is done in section [5.4.3]. 

5.5.1 Dialectical versus Logical Argumentation Structure
Before I discuss complex analogical argumentation structure, I need to clarify and distinguish between the

notions of  dialectical versus  logical argumentation structure. The pragma-dialectical tradition distinguishes

single and complex argumentation structures, and an important tenet of pragma-dialectics is that all types of

complex argumentations are constructed out  of  a combination of  single  argumentations.  Thus,  complex

argumentation can always be broken down into a number of single argumentations (van Eemeren et al. 2002

pp. 63-75; Snoeck Henkemans 1997, 2000). 

The complexity of complex argumentation structure according to the pragma-dialectical paradigm is

the  result  of  the  dialectical  function of  responding  to  critical  reactions.  While  the  simplest  type  of

argumentation consists of only one single argument, a complex argumentation can be complex in three basic

ways:  Multiple  argumentation consists  of  more  than  one  sufficient  separate  defense  of  the  same

standpoint.137 Subordinatively compound argumentation  consists of  a serial  chain of  arguments in which

each  argument  supports  the  preceding  argument  up  to  the  standpoint.138 Coordinatively  compound

argumentation  consists of several single arguments that coordinatively cooperate in order to constitute a

137  The dialectical function of multiple argumentation is to provide an alternative sufficient defense if the “first” 
argumentation is rejected.

138  The dialectical function of subordinatively compound argumentation is to provide a defense of the acceptability of
the “first” argumentation (or defend its relevance by supporting an unexpressed premise). 
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sufficient defense of the standpoint.139 These three basic variants may be combined endlessly, which makes

the level  of complexity theoretically unlimited. Each structure also has different indicators,  which provide

clues as to which type of argumentation structure the arguments have constructed (Snoeck Henkemans

1997, pp. 129-167; 2003; 2010; Eemeren, Houtlosser & Snoeck Henkemans 2007). 

The school of informal logic has also three main contrasting argumentation structures; serial, linked

and convergent, where the serial is equated with subordinative, linked with coordinative and convergent is

equated  with  multiple  argumentation.  However,  the  reader  should  be  aware  that  these  two  clusters  of

distinctions are made from different disciplinary perspectives, and therefore cannot be equated. To confuse

the dialectical structure with the logical structure of an argumentation is to confuse different things. Some

authors have erroneously thought that there is just terminological difference, which is not the case (see for

example Walton 1996, pp. 114-115). The pragma-dialectical paradigm analyzes argumentation structures

from a dialectical perspective, whereas informal logic analyses from a logical perspective. From a pragma-

dialectical perspective, argumentation structures result from various dialogical exchanges aimed at resolving

a difference of opinion, whereas from the perspective of informal logic it is the logical relations between the

“arguments”  (“premises”  in  the  terminology  of  informal  logic)  that  determine  which  structure  they  have.

Subordinatively  compound  argumentation  in  Pragma-dialectics  results  from  the  protagonist's  effort  to

overcome doubts or criticism of acceptability, whereas serial argumentation in informal logic holds because

the premises lend support to the previous in a serial chain. 

Coordinatively  compound  argumentation  in  Pragma-dialectics  exists  because  the  protagonist

responds to doubts or attacks on sufficiency of an argument, whereas argumentation in Informal logic is

linked because the premises in an argument share a  mediating link (Freeman 2011,  pp 159-191).140 In

pragma-dialectics  an  argumentation  is  multiple  because  the  protagonist  wants  to  have  more  than  one

separate alternative defense of the standpoint whereas in Informal logic, convergent argumentation occurs

because  each  premise  of  the  argument  is  an independent  reason  for  the  conclusion,  i.e.,  without  any

intermediate concept (Freeman 2011, pp 159-191). 

Convergent  argumentation  structure  means that  each  argument  (“premise”  in  the  vocabulary  of

informal logic) does not need any other argument (premise) to be a reason for the standpoint. 

However, even if the perspectives are from dissimilar disciplines, it does not follow that they are

logically independent of each other. Just like certain biological facts will entail certain chemical facts and vice

versa, the dialectical dimension will have implications for the logical dimension and vice versa. 

The distinction between convergent and linked argumentation, has been given various criteria but

they  have  all  been  problematic  (Walton  1996).  The  distinction  by  Freeman is  based  on  the  difference

between  relevance linkage and  modal “linkage” (Freeman 2011, pp. 94-103). Relevance linkage entails a

139  The dialectical function of coordinatively compound argumentation is to provide a defense of the sufficiency of the
“first” argumentation (or to provide a defense of the standpoint by refuting an anticipated counterargument against
it). 

140  There is a controversy as to how exactly distinguish between linked and convergent argumentation structure and
what criterion should be used. I have decided to follow the criterion of James Freeman (Freeman 2011).
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linked  argumentation,  whereas  a  completely  separate  argument  or  with  only  modal  “linkage”  entails  a

logically convergent structure. 'Modally linked' means that they each on their own add to the support for the

standpoint (Freeman 2011, pp. 94-103). In turn, the criterion for discerning between relevance linkage and

modal linkage is, according to Freeman, whether they have a mediating concept in the premises that does

not occur in the conclusion (Freeman 2011, definition on p. 139).141 A mediating concept implies a relevance

linkage. This make sense, the concept of linkage should from a logical perspective signify a logical, that is,

syntactical connection in the logical structure. 

Accepting Freeman's criterion means that an argumentation that has “modal linkage” has convergent

argumentation structure and an argument that has “relevance linkage” has linked argumentation structure.

That means that dialectically complex argumentation structures like multiple or cumulative coordinatively

compound argumentation will be logically convergent. A Cumulative Coordinatively compound argumentation

structure cannot have a logical structure of relevance linkage, since “doubting sufficiency” presupposes that

the antagonist consider that the doubted argument was at least relevant for the standpoint in question. From

a logical point of view, they share no mediate concept, therefore they are only modally “linked” and therewith

independently  relevant  for  the standpoint,  hence they are convergent  (if  assuming Freeman’s criterion).

Single argumentations in the pragma-dialectical system will, from a logical point of view, always have linked

argumentation structure since all propositions in a single argumentation are necessary in order to enable the

argument to be a reason for the standpoint.

Even  though an  argumentation  structure  with  either  contrasting  types  of  argument  schemes  or

contrasting  instances of the same type of argument scheme is a necessary condition for being a multiple

argumentation structure, it is not a sufficient condition. Each single argumentation must also be sufficient on

dialectical grounds before you can claim that they have a multiple argumentation structure. Whether the

protagonist thinks that each by itself is a sufficient defense for the standpoint in the critical discussion is an

assessment of the context and various argumentative clues (van Eemeren et al.  2007a, 2007b; Snoeck

Henkemans 1997).

From  a  pragma-dialectical  perspective,  where  the  assessment  of  argumentation  structures  is

dialectical, the question of acceptability emerges in connection with  reasons which may consists of many

premises,  whereas  in  a  logical  assessment  it  emerges  with  premises.  If  you  have  to  evaluate  an

argumentation where you have a mix of convergent and linked structure, it is particularly important to discern

which premises need to be taken together to compose one reason and which premises constitute a reason

by themselves (Freeman 2011, makes this point p. 112). Thus, even if you reconstruct an argumentation

structure by dialectical criteria, you still need a logical approach as well. 

However, to think that any of these disciplinary perspectives is better or more truthful than the other,

would be like thinking that biology is a better or more truthful perspective than chemistry. Rather, they are

both  necessary  in  order  to  fully  depict  and  understand  the  whole  realm  of  argumentation.  While

argumentation structures of these contrasting disciplinary perspectives often coincide, sometimes they do

not. For instance an argumentation like this: 

141  For a critical evaluation of Freeman's criterion, see Hitchcock (2015).
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(1) Bart is 179 cm tall.

(2) André is 181 cm tall.

(3) Frans is 180 cm tall.

(4) Francisca is 178.5 cm tall.

(5) Jackie is 179.5 cm tall.

__________

(6) All five researchers are approximately equally tall.

would, in the pragma-dialectical system, be an instance of single argumentation whereas it would count as

“complex” and  linked argumentation in the system of  informal  logic.  Moreover,  coordinatively compound

argumentation of the complementary version cannot be handled at all from a purely logical perspective. For

instance, the structure of this argumentation:

I think we should buy this book, then we have at least something to give him, and he can always 
exchange it.142

makes  perfect  sense  from a  dialectical  perspective  and  should  be  reconstructed  as  a  complementary

coordinatively compound argumentation:143 

1. We should buy this book for him.

1.1a Then we have at least something to give him.

1.1b He can always exchange it.

The reason 1.1b is part of the argumentation is for dialectical reasons as means of refuting the anticipated

objection—“we don't know if he already has the book”—against the sufficiency of 1.1a. 

The  question  is,  what  logical structure  does  this  argumentation  have?  When  we  add  the

unexpressed linking premises to the argumentation, we have: 

1. We should buy this book for him.

1.1a Then we have at least something to give him. 

1.1a' We should have something to give him. 

1.1b He can always exchange it. 

1.1b' If he can exchange it, it will not do anything if he already has it.

We see  that  each  argument  in  the argumentation  employs two contrasting deductive  schemes (modus

ponens and modus tollens).144 Note that 1.1b fails to be relevant for 1, since 1.1b in conjunction with 1.1b'

142  The example is taken from Snoeck Henkemans (1997, p. 169).
143  The reconstruction is from Snoeck Henkemans (1997, p. 170). 
144  It does not make sense to interpret either 1.1a or 1.1b as employing any of the substantial schemes. 1.1a is 

interpreted as: “If we don't buy this book, we have nothing to give him.”
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does not  constitute a reason,  ceteris paribus,  for 1 to the same extent  as 1.1b is true. Remember that

relevance was defined in terms of argument scheme and that the specified sense of validity of deductive

arguments was conclusive formal validity: the argument scheme ensures a reason for the standpoint to the

same extent as the argument is true, by solely formal concepts of the scheme. However, the arguments

(premises) are not linked; they share no mediating link that creates a relevance linkage. 

Furthermore, the argumentation cannot be defined as convergent because the arguments do not

converge  on  the  same standpoint:  1.1b  refutes  the  objection  that  he  might  already  have  the  book by

supporting  another proposition: “It will not do anything if he already has the book” which is a completely

different proposition than that of the standpoint. But this means that this is an example of an argumentation—

which obviously is not serial—but which has a structure that does not make sense from the perspective of

logic; it is neither convergent nor linked.145 Examples like this also give us a reason to accept the pragma-

dialectical distinction between schemes and structure and have the dialectical reality as part of the analysis. 

This  phenomenon  will  strike  at  any  attempt  to  handle  complementary  coordinatively  compound

argumentation from a logical  perspective.  Thus,  the dialectical perspective is necessary and you cannot

explain certain types of argumentation without it. 

Subordinatively compound and serial argumentation are, however, coextensive. The logical structure

of argumentation that has a dialectically subordinative argumentation will always be serial, even though they

are reconstructed from dissimilar perspectives. It  should be emphasized that since the main goal of this

chapter is to show how a theory of analogical argument scheme fits with the pragma-dialectical system, the

complex analogical argumentation structure in this chapter concerns the dialectical argumentation structure,

not the logical. However, regardless of whether you want to reconstruct a complex argumentation from a

logical  or  dialectical  perspective,  you  need to  fill  in  unexpressed  premises  to  make the  argumentation

complete and identify what scheme the argumentation utilizes, and that brings us to the next section.

5.5.2 The Search for the Unexpressed Premise
In order to properly reconstruct an argumentation, the concept of unexpressed premises becomes pressingly

acute. The reconstruction of complex argumentation by analogy is no different in that respect. Since there

145  One  could  object  that  1.1b  is  weakly  relevant  for  1,  in  that  1.1b  would  constitute  (a  very  odd  indeed  but
nevertheless) a reason for 1 (and therewith 1.1b is converging on 1 after all). However, there are three reasons
against  such  view.  First  it  would  not  distinguish  between  broad  and  narrow  relevance.  Topical  relevance  of
argumentation should be narrowly relevant (clearly 1.1b does not seem relevant as a direct reason for 1  without
1.1a.) even though it is not completely unassociated to the topic in a broad sense (i.e 1.1b is not irrelevant in the
same sense as, say, giving the color of the sun as a reason for 1.). Secondly, if we accept such a logical structure
then we are missing the dimension of the dialectical function of the coordinative addition that 1.1b really is, and
should not the logical structure express what 1.1b primary is supporting (i.e., “It will no do anything if he already
has the book”)? The “support” (if it can be said to be that) of 1.1b for 1 is more of an unintentional byproduct and
not the reason for why 1.1b is part of the argumentation structure. Finally, if 1.1b is relevant for 1, it has to be part
of an argument scheme that is generically valid (in the sense defined in this chapter) but the only way it can be
made valid in a reasonable way is to make it into a deductive argument, and the only way to make 1.1b formally
valid for 1. is to have the linking premise to state: “If he can exchange it, we should buy it for him” an obviously
implausible proposition in this context. 
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are many tacit elements that play a role in argumentation, it is not easy to find the correct unexpressed

premise (Gerritsen 2001 makes this point pp. 94-95). As noted earlier,  unexpressed premises are just a

subset of all implicit assumptions, and there are many propositions that function as background assumptions

without having the function as premises of an argumentation (Govier 1972; Ennis 1982; Gough and Tindale

1985; Holtzman 1997; Plumer 1999; Gerritsen 2001). The function of unexpressed premises is to fill a gap in

the  inference  whereas  background  assumptions  may  have  all  kinds  of  functions  necessary  for  the

argumentation. 

Some philosophers have made a distinction between  used versus  needed premises; the former

being the premise that was actually used in an argumentation whereas the latter being what logically must be

there for the argument to be formally valid (Ennis 1982). Obviously, it is much more difficult to discern what

premise an interlocutor actually used and what he perhaps was not even aware of himself, than assessing

what an argumentation needs to assume in order to be valid. 

However,  here again  the concept  of  “validity”  becomes critical  and you will  not  find the correct

unexpressed linking premise if you automatically search for a premise that would make the argumentation

formally valid.  Instead,  I  suggest  scheme-specific  validity  for  each  type  of  argumentation,  which  was

presented in the previous section. Having as narrow a frame as that of a well defined argument scheme of a

single argumentation makes it much easier to determine the unexpressed premise. You will know what you

are looking for in a very limited set of candidates. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984), stated that the

proposition identified as an unexpressed premise must fulfill certain conditions (p. 141): 

1. It must make the argument valid. (Relation) 

2. It must be informative. (Quantity) 

3. It must be an element of the speaker's committedness. (Quality)

I think this is approximately correct, but it can be further refined in particular with respect to 1. First of all, the

first conditions should not be interpreted as requiring formal validity. I suggest the following procedure to find

the linking premise (as part of determining the pragmatical optimum): 

(1) Determine which type of argumentation the arguer is committed to (by examining argumentative 

indicators).

(2) Determine which proposition makes the argumentation 'valid' according to the type of scheme it 

employs and in the sense of valid as defined by the scheme (as 'valid' is defined in this chapter).

(3) Determine which proposition in the set of alternative propositions that satisfies (1) & (2) is the 

most informative and least trivial.

(4) Determine which proposition in the set of alternative propositions that satisfies (1) & (2) & (3) is 

the  least  abstract,  i.e.,  makes the least  ontological  commitments  to  entities  appropriate  to  the  
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context.146

In order to determine (1), you need to know which indicators are used for each type of argument scheme and

from that you can identify what is necessary for the argument scheme. Thus, identifying what the protagonist

is  schematically  committed  to,  should  be  part  of  identifying  what  is  the  pragmatical  optimum.147 The

unexpressed linking premise is defined as that proposition that is needed in order for a scheme to be valid in

accordance to its type. (as 'valid' is defined in this chapter). Its function is to entitle the inference and there

are a limited set of propositions that could entitle the inference in a  particular type of argument scheme

instantiated by a particular argument in a particular context. 

This linking premise can be distinguished from other assumptions necessary for the argument, as

premises and background assumptions, but which do not have the function of enabling the inference. The

“linking premise” is  unique in that it  constitutes the link between the “argument” and the standpoint and

entitles the inference. The linking premise  defines what type of argument scheme the argumentation has

instantiated because a scheme is defined by which means it transfers the acceptability of the argument to

the standpoint. 

Therefore, the linking premise is in some sense expresses the  essence of an argument scheme.

Thus, I think that the distinction between used and needed premises should be replaced by the distinction

between committed vs. non-committed (linking) premises. The unexpressed linking premise, while certainly

needed, may not be used, but that is not the point for an analyst, the point is that whether an argumentation

is  committed to a certain linking premise by means of which a particular argument scheme that has been

used in the argumentation. The discernment of which argument scheme that has been used is made by an

analysis of which argumentative indicators that have been used (van Eemeren et al. 2007a, 2007b, Snoeck

Henkemans 1996; 2003; 2010). 

What  then  are  the  implications  of  all  this  for  the  reconstruction  of  complex  argumentation  by

analogy? Having a dialectical perspective and applying the procedure for finding the unexpressed linking

premise will help to identify the constituents for correctly reconstructing a complex of analogical arguments.

We saw in  section [5.2.1]  that  analogical  reasoning is  not  based on mere similarity  but  on two crucial

relations  (the  determining  relation  and  the  one-to-one  relation)  operating  between  the  elements  in  the

Analogue and the elements in the Target-Subject. First, in the Analogue, there is a relation between one (or

more) element(s) which (in a broad sense) determines its Assigned-Predicate. Secondly, there is a one-to-

one corresponding element* and a one-to-one corresponding Assigned-Predicate* in the Target-Subject.

Thus, you can transfer the same determining relation, to hold between the  mutatis mutandis one-to-one

146  “Appropriate to the context” means that sometimes you are entitled to interpret a wider ontological commitment
than  a  narrow interpretation.  For  instance,  if  you  discuss  the  price  of  cars  like  Volvo  and  Saab  and  employ
symptomatic argument schemes, then the context may entitle you to attribute a generalization over cars in general
to the argumentation, and not only over these particulars brands.

147  The “pragmatic  optimum,” in  contrast  to  the “logical  minimum,” is  a  premise  that  makes the argumentation
formally valid and also prevents a violation of a rule of communication. The pragmatic optimum is as informative
as possible without imputing unjustified commitments to the speaker, and formulates the premise in a informal way
that suits the discourse as a whole.
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corresponding element* and the one-to-one corresponding Assigned-Predicate* in the Target-Subject. 

This is true for any single argumentation by analogy. Thus, the primary constituents that must be

identified are the propositions that express these relations, and the other parts described in Chapter 3 and

Chapter 4 and section [5.2.1] of this chapter. In complex argumentation by analogy—if it means a “complex

made  out  of  analogical  arguments”—there  are  many  analogical  arguments  which  operate  in  a  unified

fashion. I label this type of complex argumentation “mono-complex argumentation” in contrast to “blended-

complex argumentation” because the former in contrast to the latter utilizes the same type of argument

scheme in the argumentation as a whole. 

In a single argumentation by analogy there is one scheme with one pair of elements of one-to-one

correspondence, and in a complex argumentation by analogy there are a multitude of such arguments, each

with one analogical scheme containing a pair of elements in one-to-one correspondence. However, complex

argumentation by analogy that is entirely composed of analogical arguments can be complex in three ways:

either by means of supplying an added resemblance (i.e., a pair of elements in one-to-one correspondence)

for each added single argument, or by means of supplying an additional  entire analogue for each added

single argumentation, or by a combination of such single arguments. 

In other words, an analogical argumentation can be made complex by adding another whole object

of comparison next to the first comparison and not just adding further resemblances to the first comparison.

Thus, a complex analogical argumentation can be a complex made out of additional  resemblances or of

additional objects of comparison. One could easily think that such complex “argumentation by multi-source

analogy” would always be a type of “multiple analogical argumentation,” in which each single argumentation

is  a separate line of  defense whereas a complex “argumentation by single-source analogy”  amounts to

cumulative or complementary coordinatively compound argumentation. 

However, that would be an erroneous conclusion, since the pragma-dialectical distinction between

multiple and coordinatively compound argumentation is based on whether a single argumentation by itself is

a sufficient defense or not. Nothing per se regulates that each object of comparison is a sufficient analogy

with  the Target-Subject,  nor  that  each  added one-to-one  correspondence by  itself  is  insufficient  for  the

standpoint.  A complex “argumentation by  single-source analogy”  need not  necessarily  be coordinatively

compound,  although the usual  dialectical  reason  for  pointing out  an additional  resemblance  is  that  the

protagonist want to overcome doubts about the analogy between the Analogue and the Target-Subject. It is

conceivable that each added resemblance is intended as a separate reason for the analogy between the

Analogue and the Target-Subject. 

In  other  words,  the  pragma-dialectical  distinction  between  multiple  and  coordinatively  compound

argumentation cut-across the difference between complex “argumentation by single-source analogy” and

complex  “argumentation  by  multi-source  analogy.”  However,  in  my  judgment  most  mono-complex

argumentation  by  analogy—whose  complexity  consists  of  solely  analogical  arguments—will  have  a

compound  structure,  not  multiple.  In  most  cases complex  argumentation  by  analogy  has  one  large

subordinative part that consists of cumulative coordinatively compound (see section [5.5]) and would have
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the following structure:

 
1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*

1.1 The element1 - 4 of the AnalogueA is comparable with element1- 4* of the Target-

SubjectTS)148

 (1.1' The elements1  - 4 of the AnalogueA determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP)

1.1.1a The element 1 of the AnalogueA correspond one-to-one to element1* of the Target-

SubjectTS

(1.1.1a' The element1 of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP)

1.1.1b The element2 of the AnalogueA correspond one-to-one to element 2*of the Target-

SubjectTS)

(1.1.1b' The element2 of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP)

1.1.1c The element3 of the AnalogueA correspond one-to-one to element3* of the Target-

SubjectTS

(1.1.1c' The element3 of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP)

1.1.1d The element4 of the AnalogueA correspond one-to-one to element4* of the Target-

SubjectTS

(1.1.'1d' The element4 of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP)

The structure can be seen in Figure 3:5, on the next page. What does all this mean in actual and concrete

cases of complex argumentation by analogy? That question will be addressed in the next section. 

148 1.1 & 1.1' yields that the Analogue and the Target-Subject are similar in the all aspects relevant for the Assigned-
Predicate, this can in complex argumentation be simplified as one proposition, see next section in the concrete
example.
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 Figure 3:5. Complex argumentation by analogy

5.5.3 A Complicated Real Life Example 
In this section I will show how to reconstruct a very complex case of analogy argumentation with my analysis

of analogical argument schemes. The example comes from a real legal case, and it has been said to be “as

fine a closing argument as has ever been delivered in an American courtroom” (Lief et al. 1998, p. 123). The

argumentation was used by attorney Gerry Spence in the case of Silkwood vs. Kerr-McGee Corporation,

who argued for strict liability.149 The technician Karen Silkwood was a young lab analyst working with grinding

and polishing plutonium pins used to make fuel rods from nuclear reactors. Her father brought a suit against

the company on the behalf of her children,150 after it was discovered that parts of her body had been exposed

149  The purpose of strict liability law is to prevent unnecessary harm. The justification for 'strict liability' is that if 
anyone is engaged in a dangerous activity, such a person is held to a stricter standard of responsibility for taking 
care for any damage that might be caused by that activity.

150  Karen Silkwood died in a mysterious one-car accident on the way to meeting a reporter from the New York Times.
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to dangerously high levels of plutonium radiation (Lief et al., 1998, 120). Spence's closing argumentation

used the analogy of the escaping lion with great rhetorical effect on the jury (Lief et al. 1998 p. 125, 129): 

Well,  we talked  about  “strict  liability”  at  the  outset,  and  you'll  hear  the  court  tell  you  about  “strict
liability,” and it simply means: “If the lion got away, Kerr-McGee has to pay.” It's that simple—that's the
law. You remember what I told you in the opening statement about strict liability? It came out of the Old
English common law. Some guy brought an old lion on his ground, and he put it in a cage—and lions are
dangerous—and through no negligence of  his  own,  through no fault  of  his  own,  the lion got  away.
Nobody knew how—like in this case, “nobody knew how.” And, the lion went out and he ate up some
people—and they sued the man. And they said, you know: “Pay. It was your lion, and he got away.” And
the man says: “But I did everything in my power—I had a good cage—had a lock on the door—I did
everything that I could—I had security—I had trained people watching the lion—and it isn't my fault that
he got away.” Why should we punish him? They said: “We have to punish him—we have to punish you—
you have to pay.” You have to pay because it was your lion—unless the person who was hurt let the lion
out himself. That’s the only defense in this case: unless in this case Karen Silk wood was the one who
intentionally took the plutonium out, and “let the lion out,” that is the only defense, and that is why we
have heard so much about it.... Strict liability: “If the lion gets away, Kerr-McGee has to pay,” unless
Karen Silkwood let the lion loose. What do we have to prove? Strict liability. Now, can you see what that
is? The lion gets away. We have to do that. It's already admitted. It’s admitted in the evidence. They admit
it was their plutonium. They admit it’s in Karen Silkwood's apartment. It got away. And, we have to prove
that Karen Silkwood was damaged. That’s all we have to prove. Our case has been proved long ago, and
I'm not going to labor you with the facts that prove that. It’s almost an admitted fact, that it got away, and
that she was damaged. 

Each single argumentation that comprises this complex argumentation employ argumentation by conclusive

different-domains analogy.  In order to accurately reconstruct  this complicated complex argumentation by

analogy,  the elements that constitute the essence of  Spence's story of the lion (the Analogue) must be

recognized (Chapter 4) and how the determining relation operates in the case of the lion. The next crucial

part of the analysis is that a counterpart element must be found in the Silkwood case (the Target-Subject). In

order to make the reconstruction less cumbersome I will use the term “relevant” and “comparable” but they

are supposed to be understood in accordance with the analysis of the analogical argument scheme of this

study.  The  complete  argumentation  structure  with  all  essential  aspects  specified  for  an  all-inclusive

evaluation would be:151 

Karen was to provide information that safety and quality controls at Kerr-McGee on the making of the fuel rods had
been falsified (Walton 2013) pp. 281-282.

151  The question of reconstruction is also a question about which features are necessary to make explicit. Of course
you could just reconstruct it into an argumentation with very few premises:

1.  The McGee Corp. is strictly liable for the harm the plutonium caused Silkwood. 
1.1 The Lion owner was strictly liable for the harm the lion caused.
1.1' The case of Silkwood case is analogous with the lion case.

But that would neither specify all features relevant for an all-inclusive evaluation nor capture the dialectical complexity
of the argumentation. This does not mean that the above exceedingly long reconstruction should always be made—you
do not need to always specify all the features relevant for an all-inclusive evaluation—sometimes it is sufficient to just
focus on some parts that you deem most important for you purpose. However, for sake of completeness and in order to
reach the goal of this essay, I provide a full reconstruction that specifies every argument that I think is part of the
argumentation as a whole.
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1. The McGee Corp. is strictly liable for the harm the plutonium caused Silkwood. 

1.1 The  plutonium  got  away  and  damaged  Karen  Silkwood.
(1.1' These  two  facts  are  sufficient  to  make  McGee  Corp  strictly  liable.)
1.1.1 The plutonium was found in Karen Silkwood’s apartment.

1.1'.1 The fact that the lion got away and killed people was sufficient to make the lion 
owner strictly liable for the people the lion killed in the case of the lion owner.

(1.1'.1' The McGee Corp. plutonium case is comparable to all the relevant aspects of strict 
liability in the case of the lion owner.)

(1.1'.1').1a The McGee Corp. plutonium case is comparable to the case of the lion owner with 
respect to knowledge of the danger.

((1.1'.1').1a' Knowledge of the danger was relevant for strict liability in the case of the lion owner.)

(1.1'.1').1b The McGee Corp. plutonium case is comparable to the case of the lion owner with 
respect to ownership. 

((1.1'.1').1b' The ownership of the lion was relevant for strict liability in the case of the lion 
owner. )

(1.1'.1').1c The McGee Corp. plutonium case is comparable to the case of the lion owner with 
respect to how he danger escaped (it just got away and nobody knew how). 

((1.1'.1'.)1c' How the lion—the danger—escaped, was relevant for strict liability in the case of the 
lion owner.)

(1.1'.1').1d The McGee Corp. plutonium case is comparable to the case of the lion owner with 
respect to proper impeccable security. 

((1.1'.1').1d' That the lion owner had proper security, and could not be blamed that the lion 
escaped, was not sufficient to avoid liability in the case of the lion owner.)

(1.1'.1').1d.1a The McGee Corp. plutonium case is comparable to the case of the lion owner 
with respect to how being engaged in dangerous activity outweighs any 
consideration of impeccable proper security. 

((1.1'.1').1d'.1a' That dangerous activity outweighs any consideration of impeccable proper security 
was relevant for strict liability in the case of the lion owner.)

(1.1'.1').1d.1b The McGee Corp. plutonium case is comparable to the case of the lion owner with 
respect to the only way the lion owner could have avoided liability.

((1.1'.1').1d.1b' The only way to avoid liability was (of course) relevant for the case of the lion 
owner.)

(1.1'.1').1d'.1c The only way the lion owner could have avoided strict liability was if the persons  
who got killed had intentionally freed the lion themselves (but that was not the case).

((1.1'.1').1d'.1c' Nor yet was it the case that Silkwood herself had released the plutonium.)

 

What this complex argumentation structure reveals fits very well  with my theory on analogical argument

schemes. (And, again, it is clear that this cannot be reduced to some other scheme). You can see that it has

the same structure as that of Lewis’s argumentation. It  has one large subordinative part that,  in turn, is

composed of cumulative coordinatively compound argumentation, which may be broken down to many single

arguments by analogy that each contain a pair of elements of comparison. The only contrast is that this

argumentation has another subordinative part of cumulative argumentation: (1.1'.1'.)1d.1a - (1.1'.1'.)1d'.1c. 
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If you reflect on it, you recognize that each linking premise, (1.1'1'.)1a', (1.1'.1'.)1b', etc., expresses

the  determining relation  of  the  scheme,  which  determines “strictly  liable”  (the  Assigned-Predicate),152

whereas each argument, (1.1'.1'.1a, (1.1'.1'.)1b, etc., expresses one comparison, (i.e., one pair of one-to-one

correspondence between the elements that is part of “determining” the Assigned-Predicate. 

Moreover,  you  can  see  that  each  argument  with  its  linking  premise  would  constitute  a  single

analogical argumentation perceived on its own. This is expected if the argumentation structure is composed

of  single  argumentations employing an argument  scheme that  has the inference configuration that  was

outlined in section [5.2] and in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. The determining relation in conjunction with the

one-to-one  correspondence  of  resemblance  is  what  enables  the  transference  of  acceptability  from the

arguments to the standpoint and what makes analogical arguments materially valid in the sense defined in

this chapter. Given the context the argumentation is pragmatically valid as well. 

Thus, the theory of analogical inference configuration outlined in Chapter 3 and in Chapter 4 and in

section [5.2.] can readily fit into the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation structures and be used to

reconstruct complicated complex argumentation by analogy that—according to Walton—cannot be captured

by the current analogical schemes (see Chapter 4). 

The overall argumentation structure is cumulative coordinatively compound, which is another virtue

because that allows for degrees in analogical strength, although analogical inference configuration of each

scheme per see does not allow for degrees; either they are analogous or they are not (see section [5.3.3]

and Chapter 3).153 That is, the microstructure of schemes taken by themselves does not permit degrees (as it

should not)154 but the macro-structure of dialectical and logical argumentation structure does. This speaks in

favor for this account of analogical argumentation for, in general, you expect analogical argumentation to

vary in strength. For instance, you may take away, say, argument (1.1'.1'.)1d and while the argumentation as

a whole becomes weaker, it still works as an argumentation and is still effective but to a lesser degree. The

overall  argumentation  structure  lends  a  cumulative  support  for  the  major  linking  premise  (1.1'1').  The

structure can be seen visually in the graph below (Figure 4:5).

152 Except (1.1') which is not the linking premise of an analogical argumentation anyway.
153 It of course varies in strength with respect to how clearly the elements of the Analogue and of the Target-Subject

resemble each other, just like a deductive argument vary in strength with respect how clearly its premises are true. 
154 Since this system permits that it is an open question whether a given single argumentation transfer the acceptability

from the argument to the standpoint adequately a scheme cannot provide a lower degree of entitlement than that of
“generic validity.” A correct argument scheme will always invariably make the argument confer a reason,  ceteris
paribus, for the standpoint.
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Figure 4:5 The Analogical Argumentation of Gerry Spence

I will now very briefly comment on the logical structure as well. For reasons of space, I will focus only on the

logical  structure  of  the  overall  dialectical  structure.  As  previously  noted,  a  cumulative  coordinatively

compound argumentation—if you accept Freeman's criterion—will necessarily be logically convergent. 

The arguments are all independent in the sense that they do not need each other in order to be

relevant for (1.1'.1'), but they are “modally connected” in that each increases the evidence for the major

linking premise (1.1'.1').  While the propositions and the inference configuration that constitute a scheme

internally are linked, each analogical argument is clearly independently relevant for (1.1'.1'). We find the

exact  same phenomenon in  the reconstructed (dialectically)  complex argumentation by Lewis in  section

[5.3.5].  It  has  dialectically  speaking  an  overall  cumulative  coordinatively  compound  argumentation  that

supports the major linking premise and each of these arguments converge logically on the same linking

premise155 and the reason for this uniform pattern brings us to the final point of this chapter. 

155  You can see that the pattern in Lewis striptease analogy is exactly the same, just with less complexity. In section
[3.5]  you can see that  argument  1.1'.1a and 1.1'.1b dialectically lend cumulative support  to the major  linking
premise 1.1' which enables 1.1. to transfer acceptability to 1.
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5.6 Scheme-stereotypical Argumentation 
Structures

In this section, I will briefly argue that analogical argument schemes by their very nature promote a certain

complex argumentation structure. Even though dialectical argumentation structures are ideally seen as the

result of an actual dialogue, they are often the result of a monologue with responses to anticipated critical

reactions from the audience of the argumentation. An argumentation structure should, however, not only be

seen as the result of a dialogical exchange to critical reactions, but as a result of an  intention to reach a

certain  goal  of  convincing  the  antagonist  employing  certain argument  schemes.  Thus,  the  use  of  an

argumentation  that  employs  a  certain  argument  scheme  is  connected  (as  a  correlation)  to  certain

argumentation structures due to the intrinsic inference configuration of the scheme that was used. 

This connection between argumentation structures and argument schemes is reminiscent of a recent

development  in  pragma-dialectical  research,  focusing  on  what  is  called  “stereotypical  argumentative

patterns” (van Eemeren & Garssen 2014; 2013; van Eemeren 2014). The idea is that contrasting argument

schemes of argumentation can be instrumental in reaching the kind of outcome aimed for in certain contexts

of communicative activity types. For instance, “causal” argumentation might contribute to establishing the

truth  of  a  scientific  claim in  an academic  communicative activity  type,  whereas arguments  that  employ

analogical schemes may be more useful in legal activity type, and so forth ( ibid.). Generally, arguments by

analogy are typically embedded in argumentative patterns in two ways: they may be employed to defend

another  argumentation  or  they  may  be  defended  themselves  by  another  type  of  argumentation  (van

Eemeren & Garssen 2014). For instance, an argumentative pattern may consist of pragmatic argumentation

defended by an analogical argument in a subordinative argumentation structure (ibid.). 

My  idea  is,  however,  not  about  how  regular  patterns  of  standpoints,  argument  schemes  and

argumentation structures are activated to satisfy the institutional conventions of a certain communication

activity type. It is not that certain contexts may activate certain argumentative patterns. The idea is rather that

the  very nature of the inference configuration of the schemes themselves activates certain argumentation

structures. Each type scheme will by itself increase the likelihood of certain argumentation structures and

sometime even make it quite certain. Why does this special pattern of (dialectical) complex argumentation

that  we saw with the lion analogy and Lewis striptease analogy arise with analogical  argumentation? It

follows from the protagonist's anticipated response to the critical questions that are germane to the specific

scheme he is employing. The standard scheme:156 

1. Y is true of X, [Standpoint]

because: 1.1 Y is true Z, [Argument]

and: 1.1' Z is comparable to X. [Linking premise]

156  The modified scheme that was outlined in section [2] is no different with respect to a defense against the critical
questions, and how a complex argumentation results from a defense against the critical questions that pertains to the
analogical scheme.
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has the following standard critical questions as testing procedure (van Eemeren et al. 2007, pp. 139): 

(1) Are the things that are compared actually comparable? 

(2) Are there enough relevant similarities between the things that are compared? 

(3) Are there any relevant differences between the things that are compared?157 

These critical reactions pertain to the type of inference that is intrinsic in this scheme, hence the defense will

focus on the claim that the Target-Subject and Analogue are comparable. Some of the critical reactions to

contrasting types of argumentations will be the same, i.e., they question the acceptability of the “argument,”

etc. However, the critical question against the inference will, by the nature of the case, be in accordance with

the type of argument scheme that is used. Consequently, the defense will tend to give rise to a particular

dialectical argumentation structure due to this fact. It is a plain empirical and social fact that most critical

reactions against argumentation by analogy are directed against the claim of relevant similarities, regardless

of context.158 

The critical issue is whether the analogical claim has sufficient support. Thus, the critical reaction

against  an analogical  argumentation is  mostly  directed against  the comparison that  is  employed,  which

means that argumentation that is complex and compound and employs analogical argument schemes will

mostly  result  in  a  dialectical  argumentation structure that  is  cumulative coordinatively  compound  with  a

logical structure that is convergent (since all coordinatively compound is logically convergent).159 

You could of  course have a complementary coordinative compound argumentation structure, but

then the refutation of the counter-argument must be done by means of an analogical argumentation (if it is

supposed  to  be  a  complex  composed  of  solely  analogical  arguments).  The  same  holds  for  multiple

argumentation or a subordinative argument in a subordinatively compound argumentation structure. 

Thus, (dialectically) complex argumentation that employs analogical argument schemes will mostly

be composed of  two main argumentation parts,  a  subordinate  part  that,  in  turn,  consists  of  cumulative

coordinative  compound argumentation.  Each  analogical  argument  that  builds the  complex  will  have the

structure that is common to all singular argumentation by analogy outlined in section [5.2]. The standpoint

will contain the Target-Subject, the argument will contain the Analogue, and both of them will contain the

Assigned-Predicate, which is transferred from the argument to the standpoint in virtue of the determining

relation and the relation of one-to-one correspondence. These critical relations are expressed either by the

argument or the linking premise. In complex arguments by analogy, the added arguments will cooperate in a

cumulative coordinatively compound way in order to lend sufficient support to the claim of analogy. 

157  In Chapter 7 I address more fully the testing procedures of analogical argumentation.
158  That  is  my experience.  The explanation for  this  phenomenon follows  from the intrinsic  nature  of  analogical

inference. In such inference you start with what is accepted and goes to what is not accepted. Thus, the starting
point is not what is controversial in analogical argumentation and will in most cases not be questioned. The critical
responses will instead focus on the inference-link, which is why this particular argumentation structure arises.

159  That is, if you accept Freeman's criterion for logically linked vs logically convergent argumentation structure.
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5.7 Summary and Conclusion of Chapter 5
I have, in this chapter, tried to show how a theory of analogical inference fits the pragma-dialectical system of

argument schemes and argumentation structures. I have also tried to provide a unified account of argument

schemes and of arguments that has formal validity. Argumentation by analogy employs a sui generis type of

inference that operates via two critical relations, the determining relation and the one-to-one correspondence

relation. Arguments by analogy operate via material inferences and are materially “valid” but are not formally

valid. Argumentation by analogy is not unique in that respect since all argument schemes in the pragma-

dialectical  typology  are  “substantial  schemes”  whose  inference  configurations  operate  by  a  substantial

principle  and  not  a  formal  principle.  Each  scheme has  its  own intrinsic  standard  of  validity—“scheme-

specific-validity”—and formal validity is only one type of validity. Every argument scheme is a species of a

generic validity and this yields a unified account of argument schemes, validity and inference. Pragmatic

validity is a notion related to the rules of the critical discussion and the success of the argumentation in the

discussion, whereas formal and material validity are related to the argumentation perceived in isolation from

any  dialectical  situation.  Logical  argumentation  structure  must  be  distinguished  from  dialectical

argumentation structure because they are made from different disciplinary perspectives. However, both are

necessary for an adequate dealing with argumentation. 

The reconstruction of complex argumentation by analogy refers here to argumentative complexity

that  consists  of  several  analogical  argument  schemes.  In  such  structure  each  argument  provides  one

element of comparison in order to lend support to the standpoint (or another argument or linking premise).

However, you could also have a complex analogical argumentation structure in which each single argument

employs an entire additional  object of comparison instead of single arguments that just add an element of

resemblance, or a structure which utilizes a combination of such arguments. However, this difference has no

bearing as to whether such argumentation structure is coordinatively compound or multiple. 

If you correctly reconstruct (dialectically) complex analogical argumentation in accordance with the

suggested procedure for finding the unexpressed premise, you will  often find a certain pattern. Complex

argumentation by analogy tends to result in a certain argumentation structure due to the intrinsic nature of

the scheme itself and the critical questions that pertains to that scheme. This should not be confused with

“stereotypical  argumentative  patterns”  which  means  that  certain  argument  schemes  and  argumentation

structures are activated to satisfy the institutional conventions of certain communication activity types.
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Chapter 6

CRITICIZING
ARGUMENTATION WITH

ANALOGY
ARGUMENTATION

6.1 Introduction 
This chapter discusses the method when an argumentation is refuted by a parallel argumentation since the

flaw of the parallel argumentation is clearly displayed. The method is explicated, examined and compared

with two other general methods. 

Philosophical argumentation has generally been characterized by the use of deductive arguments;

one philosopher presents a deductive argument for a thesis and an opponent provides a counterexample to

one of the universal premises of the argument and therewith invalidates the argumentation. The philosopher

who  used  the  deductive  argument  then  tries  to  refine  his  universal  premise  in  order  to  avoid  the

counterexample and so on.160 Arguments are not only often presented in a deductive mode; they are also

more often than not interpreted as such by opponents, even when they are not in an explicit deductive mode.

This is especially true within the analytic tradition. The use of counterexamples as a method of refuting

arguments goes hand in hand with the use of deductive argumentation. 

In this chapter, I will discuss a certain application of argumentation by analogy which works as a

certain kind of method of refuting arguments, what I call  refutation by parallel argumentation. The refuting

parallel argumentation is analogous/parallel to an attacked target argumentation with the difference that it is

clearly untenable that it gives reason to believe its conclusion. Thus, there must be something flawed in the

reasoning of the attacked target argumentation. The usual way for the parallel argumentation to display this

is by having obviously plausible premises but an obviously implausible conclusion. But as we shall see it is

not the only way. The method of refutation by parallel argumentation is frequent both in philosophy and in an

160  See Facione (1976) for more about this. 
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everyday conversation where the method is employed in as less technical way. Sometimes it can be used

more as a social attack where the analogy severely ridicules the opposition’s views.161 The more specific

goals of this chapter are: 

(1) To  give  a  general  characterization  of  the  method  of  refutation  by  parallel

argumentation,  and  contrast  it  with  the  two  other  general  methods  of  refuting

arguments. This is done in sections [6.2] and [6.3.1]-[6.3.2].

(2) Explain how refutation by parallel argumentation refutes other arguments and the ad-

and-disadvantages  and  differences  with  the  two  other  methods.  This  is  done  in

sections [6.3.3] and [6.3.4].

(3) To  give  an  account  of  how  refutation  by  parallel  argumentation  works  in  an

undialectical context as well as in a dialectical context. This is done in section [6.4].

6.2. The Three Methods of Refuting Faulty 
Argumentation

According to Edward Damer there are three general ways of attacking a faulty argumentation that deserves

special  attention.162 These  three  types  of  counterarguments  share  similarities  but  they  also  have  their

differences. The first way of refuting a faulty argumentation is to reconstruct an argumentation in its standard

form and display the abstract pattern of its argument scheme and therewith reveal its flawed character. This

can be called the Counterargument of displaying the flawed argument scheme. Damer gives an example: 

Consider the following argument expressed in a recent conversation.

Jason: I think that the college orchestra's performance of Mahler - symphony was terrible.

Dave: Why do you say that?

Jason: Because the way they played it was not the way the composer intended it at all.

A simple reconstruction of this argument will immediately expose its flawed character—almost without
further comment.

(Since orchestral performances of a composer's work that are not in line with the composer's original

161  Whaley (1998) discusses this more extensively. 
162  Damer (2001), pp. 46-47. 
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intention cannot be good ones),

and this orchestra's performance was not in line with composer Mahler's intention,

Therefore, this was not a good performance.

Even though the arguer was clearly using the principle found in the first premise to justify his conclusion,
once it is stated as starkly as it is here, it will probably seem so clearly unacceptable that even the arguer
may want to withdraw it.163

The second way of refuting an argumentation is the Counterargument of counterexampling. The method of

counterexampling  means  presenting  an  example  that  falsifies  a  universal  generalization  of  one  of  the

premises of the argumentation that is under attack. The method of counterexampling can also be employed

to show that a conclusion does not follow from true premises, that is, that the argumentation is invalid. One

could describe a possible situation in which the premises are true and the conclusion false. Or one could

assign new meaning to the extra-logical constants in the argumentation to make the premises true and the

conclusion false. Another way is to make substitutions for the extra-logical constants in such a way that one

produces  an  argumentation  with  true  premises  and  a  false  conclusion.  When  the  method  of

counterexampling is used in that way it becomes easy to confuse it with the method of refutation by parallel

argumentation. See section [6.3.3] for more comments about this. 

The common and necessary features with counterexampling are, however, to show that a universal

generalization, whether it be a premise, conclusion, or argument scheme, is falsified by a counterexample.

Peter Facione has given a correct account of the method of counterexample.164 Suppose someone provides

the following analysis of “being an F”: (x) ((Fx) ≡ (Ax & Bx & Cx)). There are two ways a counter-example

can show that this universal generalization is wrong. Either it can be shown that it is too narrow so that it

rules out genuine Fs: (x) ((Fx) & (~Ax ∨ ~Bx ∨ ~Cx)), or that the definition is too broad, allowing things to

be Fs which are not genuine Fs: (x) (Ax & Bx & Cx & ~Fx).The technique of counterexamples is allegedly

the  most  prevalent  employed  philosophical  method  within  the  analytical  tradition.  George  Schlesinger

remarks: 

“It is probably safe to state that no technique is more frequently employed in philosophy than is the
technique of counterexamples.165

Hector-Neri Castaneda states: 

[C]ounterexamples probably constitute 95 percent of the product. Counterexampling, though we all do it
in varying degrees, is practiced by some colleagues as a special, highly revered art. This emphasis on

163  Damer (2001), p. 46.
164  Facione (1976) 
165  Schlesinger (1984), p. 151. 
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Counterexampling  is  perhaps,  the  most  distinctive  technical  contrast  between  so-called  analytic
philosophy  and  other,  especially  Continental  and  Asian,  philosophies.  To  many  a  non-analytic
philosopher, the passion for counterexamples, and for deduction in general, seems like an Anglo-Saxon
and Anglo-American perversity.166

Even if  the method of  counterexamples is by far  the most prevalent  employed philosophical  method in

analytical philosophy, it is not always the best or the most practical method. Damer also discusses the third

method of refuting flawed arguments: 

A third way of attacking faulty reasoning is perhaps the most imaginative and effective of the strategies. It
is called the "absurd example method" and shares some features of the other two. This method is a way of
demonstrating faulty patterns of reasoning without appealing to technical jargon or rules. . . If you wish to
demonstrate  the flaw in your opponent's  argument by using the absurd example method, you simply
construct an argument of your own that has the same form or pattern as the faulty argument of your
opponent.  Construct  your  argument,  however,  so  that  it  leads  to  an  obviously  false  or  even  absurd
conclusion. Since a good argument cannot yield an obviously false conclusion, your opponent should be
able to understand, with a little help from you, that your argument is flawed. Once you point out that there
is no essential difference in the pattern of reasoning exhibited in both arguments, your opponent will be
compelled logically to acknowledge the faulty nature of his or her argument as well. 167

What Damer calls the “absurd example method” is actually the method of refuting an argumentation by

presenting an analogous parallel argumentation that is clearly flawed because it has clearly true premises

whereas its conclusion is obviously untrue or unacceptable. The method of refutation by parallel arguments

works by revealing that two arguments are analogous and that only one of the arguments is accepted, while

they must either be accepted or rejected  together.  Since the analogous parallel argumentation obviously

does not confer reason for its conclusion there must be something wrong with the original argumentation as

well. The method shows that the content of the premises is irrelevant or insufficient to give reason to believe

in the content of the conclusion. As stated earlier, the usual way to demonstrate this, is to present a parallel

argumentation with obviously true or plausible premises but with an unacceptable or false conclusion. 

However, while this may be the most common way of refutation by parallel argumentation to show

that an argumentation is flawed, it  is not the only one. The parallel  argumentation can have a true or

plausible conclusion but still be unacceptable in another way. The absurdity would then be to accept the

parallel argumentation as cogent when it is obviously flawed; although, the target argumentation and the

parallel argumentation are analogous with regard to their argumentative merits. The parallel argumentation

may not reveal exactly what is wrong with the original argumentation, but it indicates that there is something

wrong with it and that it therefore cannot be used as a reason for its conclusion. As shall be shown, it is even

possible to use refutation by parallel argumentation to refute a deductive argumentation that would be sound

if one only would consider it explicit premises. Such a refutation shows that there must be an implicit false

premise, whether we can find it or not, that is lurking somewhere in a seemingly valid argumentation with

seemingly  true  premises.  An  example  of  this  will  be  discussed  in  section  [6.3.3]  Refutation  by  parallel

166 Castaneda (1984), p. 248.
167 Damer (2001), p. 47. 
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argumentation is argumentation by analogy applied to arguments; it is a meta-argumentation that refutes an

argumentation,  not  the believed thesis supported by the target  argumentation.   The counterargument of

”refutation by parallel argumentation” against  other analogical  arguments can be used in a positive and

negative way.  It is mostly used in the negative, meaning that it refutes an argumentation by presenting a

flawed parallel to it. However, it can also be used positively, strengthening and validating an argumentation

by presenting a good parallel to it. In this chapter the focus will be on the negative application of the method. 

Although no extensive discussions about the third way have taken place, some philosophers have

discussed this particular kind of argumentation; Trudy Govier, John Woods, Bent Hudak, David Hitchcock,

Bryan  Whaley,  Marcello  Guarini,  Bruce  Waller,  Pascal  Hugon  and  Irving  Copi  are  perhaps  the  most

noteworthy.168 There has been some different terminology here; Woods and Hudak call arguments of this

kind “arguments from analogy”, Trudy Govier, uses ”logical analogies”, Hitchcock “counterexampling parallel

arguments”, Marcello Guarini “Analogical arguments”, Pascal Hugon uses “Arguments by parallels”, Irving

Copi “refutation by logical analogy”, Bryan Whaley “rebuttal analogy”, while Erick Krabbe uses “method of

logical  analogy.”169 I  think  refutation  by  parallel  argumentation  is  a  good  description  because  it

distinguishes the method from the genus, argumentation by analogy, and because the method is about

refuting an argumentation and not a thesis (see section [6.3.2] for more about this). I label the attacked

original  argumentation  the  target-argumentation and  the  refuting  parallel  argumentation  is  called  the

parallel-argumentation. 

6.3. The Scheme of Refutation by Parallel 
Argumentation

There  is  always  a  basic  type  of  reasoning  presupposed with  the  different  methods of  refuting  a  faulty

argumentation. The method of counterexample, for instance, is tacitly based on deductive inference as its

underlying reasoning, whereas refutation by parallel argumentation is based on analogical inference as its

basic reasoning principle. Remembering the two ways of giving a counterexample of the explication of “being

an F” above, this seems to tacitly assume some kind of deductive reasoning (modus tollens) as the following:

(1) x) ((Fx) ≡ (Ax & Bx & Cx)) ®  ~(x) ((Fx) & (~Ax ∨ ~Bx ∨ ~Cx))

(2) (x) ((Fx) & (~Ax ∨ ~Bx ∨ ~Cx))

_________

(3) ~x) ((Fx) ≡ (Ax & Bx & Cx))

or: 

168  Woods and Hudak (1989); Govier (1989); Govier (1985); Hitchcock (1992); Copi and Burgess-Jackson (1992); 
Copi, (1990); Whaley (1998); Guarini (2004); Waller (2001); Hugon (2008). 

169  Krabbe (1996), p. 137. 
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(1) x) ((Fx) ≡ (Ax & Bx & Cx)) ®  ~(x) (Ax & Bx & Cx & ~Fx). 

(2) (x) (Ax & Bx & Cx & ~Fx). 

_________

(3) ~ x) ((Fx) ≡ (Ax & Bx & Cx))

Consequently, the method of counterexample assumes deductive arguments as its underlying reasoning

structure, while refutation by parallel argumentation assumes argumentation by analogy as the underlying

reasoning structure. The basic analogical argument scheme has been explicated in Chapter 3, 4 and 5. What

are  the  conditions  for  a  successful  refutation  by  parallel  argumentation?  Since  it  is  a  species  of

argumentation by analogy they share the same correctness conditions.  This  is extensively discussed in

Chapter 7. Refutation by parallel argumentation is an argumentation by analogy applied to arguments. It is

an analogical inference between two arguments.  Thus, in an argumentation by analogy there are premises

that state an analogy in order to provide reason to believe a conclusion, which is inferred from the analogical

relation. In the system of informal logic, any good argumentation must fulfill the criteria for good arguments in

general. The general criteria for good arguments are relevance, acceptability and sufficiency.170 This is often

labeled the R.A.S (or R.S.A) standard for arguments. 

The satisfaction of the relevance condition means that a rational agent or an interlocutor accepts that

the premises of the argumentation, if true, increase the plausibility of the conclusion. The satisfaction of the

acceptability conditions means that a rational agent or interlocutor would accept that the premises are more

plausible than their negations. The satisfaction of the sufficiency condition means that the relevant premises

of the argumentation is a sufficient reason for a rational agent or interlocutor to  accept the conclusion as

more plausible than its negation. The premises of an argumentation may all be relevant for its conclusion but

still insufficient to establish it. Sufficiency entails relevance but insufficiency does not entail irrelevance, thus

relevance is an independent concern from sufficiency in construction of an argumentation and in evaluating it

once it has been constructed.171 

Even so, the notion of  argument schemes in pragma-dialectical system and their pertinent critical

questions replaces the R.A.S. standard as the test for argumentative soundness. The argument schemes,

however, implicates that there are certain conditions that each single argumentation should satisfy. These

conditions, nonetheless, can be viewed as implications from the argument scheme rule and as constituents

inherent in each argument scheme (see Chapter 7).

For the purpose of this chapter it is enough to state that a good argumentation by analogy must fulfill

its scheme specific correctness conditions (The precise scheme-specific correctness conditions for analogy

argumentation are developed in Chapter 7) and answer its matching critical questions satisfactorily. 

Since refutation by parallel  argumentation is  a  species of  analogy argumentation,  it  has certain

170  See Blair (1992) for a discussion about these criteria. 
171  Blair (1992), p. 203. 
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features that differentiate it from its genus. Refutation by parallel argumentation is implemented differently

from ordinary analogy argumentation since it applies the analogy on arguments alone; as such, its structure

will be different in certain respects. The AnalogueA will always be the parallel argumentation and the Target-

SubjectTS will always be the target argumentation. The goal of refutation by parallel argumentation is to show

that  the elements of  the Target-SubjectTS  (in  this  case the target-argumentation)  does not determine its

Assigned-PredicateAP.  Furthermore, the Assigned-PredicateAP will always be the  same, namely:  providing

an  acceptable,  good,  sufficient,  or  relevant  reason  to  believe  the  conclusion of  the  AnalogueA.  Thus,

refutation by parallel  argumentation works by displaying an Analogue (the parallel-argumentation), which

does not give an acceptable reason to believe its conclusion. Consequently, since the parallel-argumentation

is analogous to the target-argumentation, it mutatis mutandis lacks the Assigned-PredicateAP (an acceptable,

good, sufficient or relevant reason) as well. Moreover, since refutation by parallel argumentation compares

the reasoning structure of  arguments, the one-to-one corresponding elements will always be  propositions

and not other types of entities. 

Another thing should be noted. In the preceding chapters (3, 4, and 5) both the microstructure—the

argument  scheme—of  each  single  argumentation  by  analogy,  and  the  macrostructure—the  complex

argumentation structure—of argumentation by analogy has been explicated. These chapters show how the

proposed analysis of the analogical scheme fits with the pragma-dialectical distinction between single and

complex argumentation. The counterargument of refutation by parallel argumentation is a method that can

be used both against a single argumentation attacking the scheme or against complex argumentation—

attacking the structure as a whole. If argumentation is attacking the scheme, it shows that the scheme was

inappropriate and/or  incorrectly applied or shows that  an unexpressed premise is false.  If  it  attacks the

argumentation structure as a whole, it shows that the various single arguments that compose the whole fail

to lend sufficient/relevant support to the standpoint or that an unexpressed premise in any of the single

arguments is false. 

However, the distinction between single and complex argumentation and the axiom that complex

argumentation always consists of a number of single argumentations is virtually unknown outside the domain

of  argumentation  theory.  This  means that  refutation  by  parallel  argumentation  is  very  often  applied  on

argumentation understood by its protagonist as just one single unit consisting of many premises that entails

or at least support a conclusion in a straight forward “linked” fashion, although it  would be regarded as

complex argumentation in the pragma-dialectical system. Thus, in order to have a version of refutation by

parallel argumentation that works in such a context, the basic analogical argument scheme as underlying

reasoning will be modified to accommodate this fact. This means that the argument or linking premise may

express several pairs of elements (propositions) that correspond one-to-one.  The order of propositions will

also follow the traditional progressive order that has the conclusion at the end of the argumentation. Thus, all

these specifications of this type of analogy counterargument modify its argument scheme. The structure of

the argument scheme of refutation by parallel argumentation should then have the following pattern: 
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(1) The elements1.. n of the AnalogueA does not determine its Assigned-PredicateAP 

(2) The elements1.. n of the Analogue counterparts the elements1*.. n* of the Target-

SubjectTS 

______________

(3) Thus, the elements1*..n* of the Target-SubjectTS does not determine its Assigned-

PredicateAP*

Incorporating all the specific modifications it will be: 

(1) The propositions1.. n of the parallel argumentA does not determine that it provides an 

acceptable, good, sufficient, or relevant reason to believe its conclusionAP 

(2) The propositions1.. n of the parallel argumentation counterparts the propositions1*.. n* of the 

target argumentTS 
______________

(3) Thus, the propositions1..n of the target argumentsTS does not determine that it provides 

an acceptable, good, sufficient, or relevant reason to believe its conclusionAP

Note that this structure put all elements together in the argumentation so that it would ride over the distinction

between single and complex argumentation. Let us confer analysis of the scheme on a hypothetical but

concrete example: 

The proponent asserts that there probably are no moral principles because there is no agreement, even
among rational agents, on which those principles are. The opponent counters that this is no reason to
reject moral principles any more than a failure to agree on the exact height of mountains is a reason to
believe that mountains have no height.

The constituents of the structure can be summarized in table 1:6
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Table 1:6

According to my suggested argument scheme for refutation by parallel argumentation, the argumentation

would be outlined: 

(1) The proposition that there is a lack of agreement of the exact height of mountains does not  

provide a sufficient reason to believeAP that mountains do not have heightA 

(2)The proposition that there is a lack of general agreement on the exact height of mountainsA 

there areTS 

_______________________

(3) Thus, the lack of agreement* of moral principlesTS does not provide a sufficient reason to  

believeAP that moral principles do not existTS

In short, the method works by claiming that the target-argumentation:

1. There is no general agreement on which moral principles there are.

_________

2. Therefore, there probably are no moral principles

and the parallel-argumentation:
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Analogue (A):

The argument that mountains probably
does not have height because there is no
agreement among rational agents on the

exact height of mountains

Target-Subject (TS):

The argument that moral
principles probably does not

exist because there is no
agreement among rational

agents on which those
principles are

Assigned-Predicate (AP):

A sufficient reason to believe

Elements in one-to-one correspondence

 Element(s) () of Analogue

General disagreement on the exact

height of  mountains

Counterpart element(s) (*) of Target-Subject 

General disagreement on which principles there are*



1. There is no general agreement on the exact height of mountains.

_________

2. Therefore, there probably are no mountains

are parallel and analogous, and since the parallel-argumentation is clearly a bad argumentation, the target-

argumentation is a bad argumentation as well. 

The strength of refutation by parallel argumentation is a function of three things, (a) how clearly the

parallel-argumentation and the target-argumentation are parallel; (b) how clearly the premises of the parallel-

argumentation  are  true  or  plausible;  and  (c)  how  clearly  the  conclusion  of  the  parallel  is  untrue  or

implausible.   Thus,  the  method  of  refutation  by  parallel  arguments  works  best  when  the  parallel-

argumentation is clearly parallel and is clearly flawed.172 What the parallel argumentation aims to show is that

the fact that here is no general agreement on which moral principles there are, is not sufficient, or perhaps

not even relevant, to justify the conclusion that they probably do not exist.  

It is obvious that even a seemingly simple argumentation by analogy in general and a refutation by

parallel argumentation in particular may demand a lot of work if one wants a reconstruction that captures all

the argumentation’s features essential for evaluation. According to my suggestion of argumentation structure

for argumentation by analogy all these essential features are referred to as elements that determine the

Assigned-Predicate. Thus, any reconstruction that follows this scheme will make it clearer to judge whether

the cases in question really are parallel, but it will in turn be more painstaking. Let us now compare with

some real examples. 

Bryan  Wilson  uses  refutation  by  parallel  argumentation  against  an  argumentation  for  the  moral

impermissibility  of  abortion  provided  by  Harry  Gensler.173 The  latter  had  used  the  following  Kantian

argumentation:174 

(1) If you are consistent and think that abortion is normally permissible, then you will consent to the  
idea of your having been aborted in normal circumstances. 

(2) You do not consent to the idea of your having been aborted in normal circumstances.

_____________

(3) If you are consistent then you will not think that abortion is normally permissible.

Wilson provides the following parallel argumentation that such a reasoning would prove that contraception is

normally wrong as well, something which most people probably would not find acceptable:

(1) If you are consistent and think that contraception is normally permissible, then you will consent to 

172  Govier (1985), p. 29 points this out. 
173  Wilson (1988).
174  This is taken from Wilson's article p.121 and it is thus his reconstruction of Gensler's argumentation.
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the idea of your having had your conception prevented.

(2) You do not consent to the idea of your having had your conception prevented.

____________

(3) If you are consistent you will not think that contraception is normally permissible.

The constituents of the argument scheme can be summarized in the table 2:6.

Table 2:6

Objects of comparisons What is projected from
Analogue to Target-Subject

Target-Subject (TS)
(Target-argument)

The Kantian argument that
abortion is not normally

permissible because you
would not consent to you
being aborted in normal

circumstances

Analogue (A) (Parallel
argumentation) 

The argument that
contraception is not
normally permissible

because you would not
consent to you having had

your conception prevented. 

Assigned-Predicate (AP)

sufficient reason to believe 

Elements in one-to-one correspondence

1 general consistency principle about abortion

2 you do not consent to the idea of you being aborted in

normal circumstances

1*.general consistency principle about

contraception

2* you do not consent to the idea of you

having had your conception prevented in
normal circumstances

According to my suggested structure, the refutation by parallel argumentation would be: 

 (1) If  you  are  consistent  you  will  not  think  that  contraception  is  not  normally  permissible1 

because  you  would  not  consent2 to  you  having  had  your  conception  prevented  in  normal  

circumstancesA 

(2) Being consistent about contraception1 and that you do not consent to the idea of you having had

your conception prevented in normal circumstances2 counterparts the propositions  that  you  are  

consistent about abortion1* and that you do not consent to the idea2*of  you  being  aborted  in  

normal circumstancesTS

(3) Being consistent about contraception1

 
and that you do not consent to the idea of having had 

your  conception  prevented  in  normal  circumstances2 does  not  provide  a  sufficient  reason  to  
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believe thatAP if you are consistent you will not think that contraception is normally permissibleA 

_______________________

(4) Being consistent about abortion1* and that you do not consent to the idea of you being aborted 

in normal circumstances2* does not provide a sufficient reason to believeAP that abortion is not  

normally permissibleTS 

Let test the analysis against some other concrete examples. James Fieser has used the counterargument

of  refutation  by  parallel  argument  against  a  common design  argument  for  the  existence  of  God. 175 He

summarizes one of the most common arguments from design in the following argument scheme: 

 1. The existence of life-sustaining conditions on earth is probable under the theistic 
hypothesis.

2. The existence of life-sustaining conditions on earth is improbable under the non-theistic 
hypothesis.

3. When considering two competing hypotheses, we should accept the one that offers the 
more probable outcome.

____________

4. Therefore, we should accept the theistic hypothesis as the explanation of the world’s 
life-sustaining conditions.

He then provides the following parallel argument with a conclusion most would like to reject: 

 a. The existence of pyramid-building technology is probable under the alien hypothesis.

b. The existence of pyramid-building technology is improbable under the non-alien 
hypothesis. 

c. When considering two competing hypotheses, we should accept the one that offers the 
more probable outcome.

___________

d. Therefore, we should accept the alien hypothesis as the explanation of the existence of 
pyramid-building technology.

According to the structure Fieser's argument could be formulated: 

1. That the existence of pyramid-building technology is probable under the alien hypohesis1 and

that  the  existence  of  pyramid-building  technology  is  improbable  under  the  non-alien

hypothesis2  does not give a good reason to believeAP the alien hypothesis of the existence of

life sustaining conditions on earthA

2. The propositions of probability under the alien hypothesis1

 
and the improbability under the non-

175  Fieser (2006).
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alien hypothesis2

 
of the pyramid-building technology counterparts the propositions of probability

under the theistic hypothesis1*
 
and the improbability under the non-theistic hypothesis2* of

the existence of life-sustaining conditions on earthTS 

_______________

3. Therefore, the probability under the theistic hypothesis1* and the improbability under the non-

theistic hypothesis2* does not give  a good reason to believeAP the theistic hypothesis as the

explanation of the existence of life sustaining conditions on earthTS 

In his Dualism Metaphysics Ted Sider reconstructs Swineburne’s argument for souls:176

(i) Necessarily: if I continue to exist without any of the same physical stuff as my previous self, then I 
must have a soul (Aristotle) 

(ii)  Possibly,  I  continue to exist  but  without  any of  the same physical  stuff  as my previous self  
(Descartes)

__________

(iii) Therefore, I have a soul 

and uses the method of refutation by parallel argument against it:

(i) Necessarily: if a thing is a bachelor, then it is unmarried 

(ii) Possibly: Bill Clinton is a bachelor

__________

(iii) Therefore, Bill Clinton is unmarried 

The refutation by parallel argumentation can be reconstructed: 

1. That it is necessary1 that if a thing is a bachelor then it is unmarriedA and that it is possible

that  Bill  Clinton  is  a  bachelor2 is  not  a  sufficient  reason  to  believeAP that  Bill  Clinton  is

unmarriedA

2. That is necessary1 that if a thing is a bachelor then it is unmarried and that it is possible1

that Bill  Clinton is a bachelorA counterparts the propositions that  it  is necessary1* that If  I

continue to exist without any of the same physical stuff as my previous self, then I must have a

soul and that it is possible that I could continue to exist2* without any of the same physical

stuff as my previous selfTS

__________________

3. Thus, that it is necessary1* that If I continue to exist without any of the same physical stuff

176 Sider (2008) 
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as my previous self,  then I  must  have a soulTS and it  is  possible  that  I  could  continue to

exist1* without any of the same physical stuff as my previous self is not a sufficient reason to

believeAP that I have a soul

Hitherto we have analyzed refutation by parallel argument where the parallel argument has shown that the

relevance or sufficiency conditions for a good argument is unsatisfied. However, the method can be used to

show that the  acceptability condition is unsatisfied as well.  In such situations the analogue shows that a

proposition is false or dubious. The assigned predicate (AP) will here still be reason to believe but what is in

question is not the justificatory structure of the target argument but rather the tenability or truthfulness of its

premises. This can be done in different ways. One way is to present a parallel argument that is apparently

valid if on only considers its explicit premises but with an obviously false conclusion which shows that there

must exist tacit but false proposition in the target argument as well (see section [6.3.3] for more about that).

Another way is to present a parallel argument which proves the opposite conclusion which shows that there

must be a (implicit or explicit) premise that is false or dubious in both the parallel argument as well as the

target  argument  (section  [6.4]  has  another  example  of  this  but  within  a  dialectical  context).  The

corresponding proposition  mutatis mutandis  in the target argument is false or dubious. The corresponding

proposition mutatis mutandis in the target argument is false or dubious. If the refutation works by proving the

opposite conclusion, the scheme could be formulated:177 

(1) The proposition(s)1..  n of the parallel argumentA provides an acceptable, good, sufficient,

or relevant reason to believe its conclusionA

(2) The proposition(s)1*..n* of the target argumentTS provides an acceptable, good, sufficient,

or relevant reason to believe its conclusionAP*

(3) The propositions1..n of the parallel argumentA counterparts the proposition(s)1*..n* of

the Target argumentTS 

(4) The conclusion of the parallel argumentA  and the conclusion of the target argumentTS  are
contrary.

___________

(5) Thus, the proposition(s)1*..n* of the target argumentTS does not provide an acceptable,

good, sufficient, or relevant reason to believe its conclusionAP* 

Sometimes the parallel argument utilizes the exact same premise as in the target argument, it can be an

inference-licensing principle or a more general premise as in a deductive argument. I will give an example of

this that can elucidate this type of refutation by parallel argument. Michael Huemer in his dissertation uses

the method of refutation by parallel argument against Hume's objection against a direct realist account of

177 This argument structures assume of course that the Analogue and the Target-Subject are arguments and the 
universal premise: “if two arguments are parallel/analogous and have contrary or contradictory conclusions then 
they are either both invalid or both have at least one untrue premise”. 
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perceptual awareness.178 Huemer summarizes an interpretation of Hume's objections as: 

1. Either we are directly aware of the real table, or we are directly aware of a mental image  
of the table (exclusive or). 

2. The thing we are directly aware of seems to diminish in size as we move away from it. 

3. The real table does not diminish in size as we move away from it. 

4.  If one is directly aware of X, then X is the way it appears. 

5. Therefore, the thing we are directly aware of is not the real table. 

______________

6. Therefore, we are directly aware only of a mental image of the table.  

He then provides a shorter but parallel argument that proves the opposite conclusion with the using the same

general premise: 

1. The thing we are directly aware of seems to be the real table.

2. If one is directly aware of X, then X is the way it appears.

__________

4. Therefore, the thing we are directly aware of is the real table.

With my suggested modified argument scheme this would be:

1. We have reason to believeAP that what we are directly aware of is the real table because the thing 

we are directly aware of seems to be the real table1 and if one is directly aware of X, then X is the 

way it appears2(A)

2. The proposition that what we are directly aware of seems to be the real table1 counterparts the 

proposition that the table we are directly aware of seems to diminish in size1* and the proposition 

that if one is directly aware of X, then X is the way it appears2 counterparts the proposition that if 

one is directly aware of X, then X is the way it appears2* 

3. The conclusion of the target argumentTS that we are directly aware of a mental image and the 
conclusion of the parallel argumentA that we are directly aware of the table are contrary 

_____________

4. Thus, the that the table we are directly aware of seems to diminish in size1* and the that if one  

is  directly  aware of  X,  then X is  the way it  appears2* of  the target  argument do not  provide  

acceptable, good, sufficient, or relevant reason to believeAP that we are directly aware of a mental 

178  Huemer (1998) § 5.1
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imageTS  (the argument is either invalid or have at least one untrue premise)

The constituents of the argumentation can be seen in table 3:6.

Table 3:6

Objects of comparisons What is projected from
Analogue to Target-Subject

Analogue (Parallel
argument) 

The argument that we are
directly aware the real tableA 

Target-Subject (Target-
argument):

The argument that we are directly
aware only of a mental image of

the real tableTS

Assigned-Predicate (AP)

Reason to believeAP

Elements in one-to-one correspondence

The thing we are directly aware of seems to be

the real table2

If one is directly aware of X, then X is the way it

appears2*

The thing we are directly aware of seems to 

diminish in size as we move away from it1*

If one is directly aware of X, then X is the way it 

appears2* 

What is interesting with this kind of refutation by parallel argumentation is that the unacceptability of the

analogue, that is the parallel argument, is not taken to be obvious just from the parallel argument itself but

from its juxtaposition with the target argument. The two arguments, as presented, use the same premise in

combination with other (allegedly obviously true) premises to come up with conclusions that are incompatible

with  one  another.  This  means  that  the  assigned-predicate  (AP)  cannot  viewed  as  transfered  from the

Analogue to the Target-Subject, but rather concluded from the juxtaposition of the two. The knowledge of the

untrue premise of  the target  argument  is  realized not  because the Analogue have an obviously  untrue

premise that the Target-Subject also must have (since they are analogous). Rather, the knowledge about the

untrue premise of the target argument is realized because the Analogue and the Target-Subject both must

have a false premise since although they are analogous, their conclusions  contradict (or are contrary) to

each other. 

The last example in of refutation by parallel  argument that reveal a false premise of  the target-

argument, will be the perhaps most infamous parallel argument of all. It is employed in Judith Thomson’s

violinist analogy against the standard argument that abortion is morally impermissible. Thomson’s argument

is intended to show that abortion is morally permissible, even if we accept that the fetus is a person, if the

pregnancy is due to a rape. That is, the argument aims to show that the fetus’s right to live always outweighs

the mother's right to her body is false or at least dubious, not that it is irrelevant or insufficient as a reason to

believe anything. This is her argument: 
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I propose, then, that we grant that the fetus is a person from the moment of conception. How does the
argument go from here? Something like this, I take it. Every person has a right to life. So the fetus has a
right to life. No doubt the mother has a right to decide what shall happen in and to her body; everyone
would grant that. But surely a person's right to life is stronger and more stringent than the mother's right
to decide what happens in and to her body, and so outweighs it.  So the fetus may not be killed;  an
abortion may not be performed. It sounds plausible. But now let me ask you to imagine this. You wake up
in the morning and find yourself back to back in bed with an unconscious violinist. A famous unconscious
violinist.  He  has  been  found  to  have  a  fatal  kidney  ailment,  and  the  Society  of  Music  Lovers  has
canvassed all the available medical records and found that you alone have the right blood type to help.
They have therefore kidnapped you, and last night the violinist's circulatory system was plugged into
yours, so that your kidneys can be used to extract  poisons from his blood as well as your own. The
director of the hospital now tells you, "Look, we're sorry the Society of Music Lovers did this to you—we
would never have permitted it if we had known. But still, they did it, and the violinist now is plugged into
you. To unplug you would be to kill him. But never mind, it's only for nine months. By then he will have
recovered from his ailment, and can safely be unplugged from you. Is it morally incumbent on you to
accede to this situation? No doubt it would be very nice of you if you did a great kindness. But do you
have to accede to it? What if it were not nine months, but nine years? Or longer still? What if the director
of the hospital says, 'Tough luck, I agree, but you've now got to stay in bed, with the violinist plugged into
you, for the rest of your life. Because remember this: all persons have a right to life, and violinists are
persons. Granted you have a right to decide what happens in and to your body, but a person's right to life
outweighs your right to decide what happens in and to your body. So you cannot ever be unplugged from
him.' I imagine you would regard this as outrageous. . . .179

Thomson’s argument could accordingly to my suggested argument structure be outlined: 

1. Your connection with a violinist due to a hijackA is a connection with a person1; who has a right to

life2 and is involuntary induced3 

2. The right to life1 of the connected violinistA does not outweigh your right to your body (to terminate

the connection)AP 

3. The  right  to  life1,  and  personhood2 of  the  violinist  and  the  involuntary  connection  to  him3

counterparts  the  propositions  the  right  to  life1*, the  personhood2* and  the  involuntary

connection3* to a fetus in a rape induced pregnancyTS

_______________________

4. Thus, even if every person has a right to life1* and the fetus is a person2*, it does not necessarily

outweigh the mother’s right to her body; to terminateAP an involuntary induced3* pregnancy

 Thomson’s arguments aims to show that the premise that a person's right to live always outweighs another

persons right to his or hers body is dubious, not that there is anything wrong in the inference, sufficiency or

relevance of the premises of the target argument. Here the Assigned-Predicate i.e. 'does not outweigh right

to body' was transfered from the Analogue. However, given that Thomson’s argument is a refutation of an

argument; her parallel-argument could be reconstructed as transferring not a sufficient reason to believe as

179  Thomson (1971), p. 55.

189



in the examples earlier. 

The crucial premise in arguments that refutes with parallel argument is as with argument by analogy

in  general;  the premise  that  expresses  the analogical  relation.  Does it  express all  those elements  that

determine  the  judgment  of  each  situation?  In  the  first  hypothetical  case  with  the  comparison  of  moral

principles with heights of mountains, an expected objection would be that the existence of mountain can be

empirically verified by independent rational agents, which cannot be done with abstract principles. There are

also problems with Thomson's analogy. If one or more elements that determine the right or wrongness of

terminating  a  pregnancy  are  missing  in  the  case  of  the  violinist  it  means  that  there  is  no  one-to-one

correspondence between every element in each situation. If such correspondence is lacking it means there

are relevant differences between the cases and consequently that the analogy fails. 

For example, firstly, in the case of the violinist it seems more like a case of permitting someone to die

whereas in an abortion situation it  is  rather an active bringing about the death of  the fetus.  We usually

ascribe a moral significance in the difference of letting someone die and killing someone. Secondly, any

parent-child relationship gives ceteris paribus a parent a moral duty to protect and nurture the parent’s child;

this element is missing in the case of the violinist since he is a complete stranger wholly unrelated to you.

Thirdly, a pregnancy does not produce the same extreme immobility and restrictions to your life situation as

the connection to the violinist would do. On the contrary, it is only until the end of the pregnancy that there is

any ground whatsoever for comparison with the being plugged to a half dead violinist. It is probably the

extreme constrain on one’s way of living that causes the unplugging of the violinist to seem  prima facie,

morally acceptable. All these elements seem to lack a one-to-one correspondence in the cases as described

by Thomson. In Chapter 7 I  will  discuss more exactly  how one can criticize argumentation by analogy.

However, this consideration is not relevant for the analysis of the argument structure of refutation by parallel

argument or how the method intends to refute.

In the next section [6.3.3] I will discuss how refutation by parallel argument refutes and argue that the

method can refute by showing that the acceptability condition is unsatisfied without even knowing which of

the premises of the target-argument that is unacceptable. The tacit premise that is unacceptable or false may

never be possible to be explicitly formulate, still the parallel argument shows that the premise must exist and

therewith refutes the target-argument. Furthermore, the example shows that an invalid argument refutes a

deductive argument that would be valid if only its explicit premises were considered. 

6.3.1 How Refutation by Parallel Argumentation Refutes
As some thinkers have noted, a refutation by a parallel argument can sometimes be a conclusive refutation,

which merits a further study of this kind of argument.180 Although refutation by parallel argument is a species

of argument by analogy, it should not be confused with using argument by analogy to refute or prove a

certain thesis.  While arguments by analogy are inferences about any subject matter like ordinary inductive

or deductive arguments, refutation by parallel argument refutes an  argumentation, not the believed thesis

supported by the target-argument. That is, the parallel argument reveals that there is something wrong in the

180  Govier (1985)
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justificatory structure or that a premise is false or dubious of the target-argument, not that a certain thesis is

false or implausible. 

As stated before in section [6.3.1], there were three conditions for any good argument to fulfill the

condition of (1) relevance, (2) acceptability and (3) sufficiency.181 Thus, all methods of refuting argument work

by revealing that an argument fails to fulfill one or more of these conditions, which are specified differently in

accordance with the inferential principle that operates in the argument scheme (see Chapter 7). 

There  is  an essential  difference  between the  method  of  counterexample  on the  one hand and

refutation by parallel argument on the other hand. A counterexample either shows that a premise is false or

that the conclusion does not follow logically from the premises of the argument.  

However, the method of counter exampling is generally useless against  non-deductive arguments.

One cannot with a counter-example refute a presumptive or defeasible reasoning which by the nature of the

case is inconclusive and allows for counterexamples. For example, the method of counter-exampling and

deductive interpretations seem to have little relevance in presumptive reasoning like: 

(5) Jane is covered with red spots

(6) Jane has fever

_____________

(7) Therefore, Jane has the measles

It seems untenable to argue that this should be interpreted as a deductive argument which one can refute by

showing that the universal generalization: “If a human is covered with red spots and has a fever, that human

has the measles” is untrue. Rather, the basic reasoning seems to be:182 

(1) A is true in this situation

(2) B is generally indicated as true when its sign A, is true, in this kind of situation 

_______________

(3) Therefore, B is true in this situation

It seems as a difficult task for a counterexample to show that an argument scheme like this is flawed. The

same is of course true for basically every argumentation scheme that is nondeductive. 

Refutation by parallel argument works in another way. It does generally not reveal a false premise, but

rather demonstrates that the relation between the content of the premises and the content of the conclusion

is flawed. The premises fail to give (sufficient) reason to believe the conclusion. In short, refutation by parallel

argument  is  a  species of  argument  by analogy where it  is  shown that  an argument  fails  to  satisfy  the

relevance  or  sufficiency  condition.183 It  can  be  applied  to  any  kind  of  argument:  inductive,  deductive,

abductive,  or any other  argument  including those that  link the premises with their  conclusion based on

181  Blair and Johnson (1987)
182  Walton (1996), p. 49. 
183  The method of exhibiting the flawed argument scheme can also work by showing that either the sufficiency or

relevance condition does not hold.
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plausibility  inference.  Even other arguments by analogy can be refuted with a parallel argument. Thus,

refutation by parallel argument has a broader applicability than the method of counterexamples. This should

implicate  that  the  method  of  counterexampling  is  less  prevalent  than  the  other  two  ways  of  refuting

arguments, but as noted before, it is the most common of them all, at least within analytical philosophy. The

prevalence  of  the  method  of  counterexampling  in  philosophy  is  rather  a  witness  of  how  the  strong

deductivistic  endeavor  has  been  in  philosophy.  The  rise  of  informal  logic  with  its  development  of

nondeductive argumentation in general and argumentation schemes for presumptive reasoning in particular,

shows how unbalanced this endeavor has been.184 As with the method of counterexample, refutation by

parallel argument can be a conclusive refutation of an argument. 

In virtue of what are two arguments parallel? Is it because they instantiate the same logical form or

for  another  reason? Many philosophers  have  uncritically  accepted  the  view that  refutation  by  parallel

argument in general shows the invalidity of the abstract logical form of argument. This seems to be the

received opinion. For instance, Trudy Govier asserts: 

The technique of refuting arguments by constructing logically parallel ones [ . . .] is based on a perception
that  the argument  refuted has  a  structure  which  is  general.  If  that  structure  is  shown flawed by the
presentation of another argument which has the structure and is flawed, then the original argument is
refuted [ . . .]Refutation by logical analogy is based on duplicating the ‘core’ of an argument in another
argument by varying non-essential aspects while preserving essential ones [. . .] 185

 Another example is from one of Copi’s standard works: 

A refuting analogy for a given argument is an argument of exactly the same form or pattern as the
given argument, but whose premises are known to be true and whose conclusion is known to be false.
The refuting analogy is thus known to be invalid, and the given argument—since it has the same form
—also is known to be invalid.186

I will argue that this is faulty. When two arguments are analogous and parallel it means that the elements

map to each other in one-to-one correspondence and should not be confused with the thesis that they

instantiate the same unique logical form. 

I will here give an example of refutation by parallel argument that has the interesting feature in that it

refutes an argument which would be sound if  one only would consider its explicit  premises.  As Mackie

himself  claims,  Sidgwick’s  version  of  Kant’s  moral  argument  (the  target-argument)  is  “plainly  [formally]

valid”.187 Furthermore, both Sidgwick and Mackie accept the explicit premises of the target-argument as true,

184  For documentation of argumentation schemes for presumptive reasoning, see Walton (1996)
185  Govier (1985), pp. 27, 29. In all fairness it should be stated that it is not entirely clear whether Govier's quote

really refers to the abstract logical form or something else that is general. Perhaps it should be interpreted as
endorsing exactly what this study maintain that an analogy duplicates the “essence” of the argument.  However,
it  is clear that the idea that there exist an “abstract logical form” that can be shown to be valid or invalid is
prevalent among philosophers. 

186  Copi and Burgess-Jackson (1992), p. 209. 

187  Mackie (1983), p. 111.
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yet they both reject its conclusion.188 The target argument is seemingly a valid deductive argument which has

overt premises that are seemingly true.  Furthermore, the refuting parallel argument has acceptable (the

overt)  premises  and  an  acceptable  conclusion  although  it  is  invalid.  Still,  the  parallel  argument  clearly

manages to refute the target argument. It means that sharing the same logical structure is neither sufficient

nor necessary for being analogical. A seemingly sound target argument is refuted by a clearly invalid parallel

argument. The example of this is taken from Mackie’s The Miracle of theism where the author employs the

method and refutes a more convincing version of Kant’s moral argument for the existence of God by Henry

Sidgwick:

Another  variant  of  the  moral  argument  is  clearly  stated,  but  not  endorsed,  by  Sidgwick.  .  .Its
premises are:

I. What I have most reason to do is always what will best secure my own happiness in the long run.

2. What I have most reason to do is always what morality requires. 

3. If there is no moral government of the universe, what will best secure my own happiness is not always
what morality requires.

 . . it follows that there must be such a government, that is, either a god or something like a god . . . what
should we say about a general who accepted these three premises:

I. If  the enemy are advancing in overwhelming strength, then, if we do not withdraw, our army will
be wiped out;

2. We must not allow our army to be wiped out;

3.  We must not withdraw, because that would mean letting down our allies;

and concluded, on these grounds alone, that the enemy were not advancing in overwhelming strength?

In all such cases, what it is rational to do depends upon what the facts are; but we cannot take what
we are inclined to think that it is rational to do as evidence about those facts .189

In this example Mackie uses refutation by parallel argument to refute a deductive reasoning that would be

valid if one only considers its explicit premises. Consequently, his counterargument cannot be interpreted as

counterexampling an abstract logical form. There is another conclusive reason against the interpretation that

refutation by parallel argument amounts to a counterexample of a certain logical form, and that is the simple

fact that the arguments in question clearly do not share the same logical  structure. The arguments do not

share the same logical form, a clearly invalid parallel argument refutes an argument that would be valid only

if  one assumes that  no implicit  premise necessary  for  its  validity  is  false.  Thus,  the only  way to claim

parallelism must reasonably be that the relevant elements are mapping each other one-to-one with regard to

their argumentative merit. The arguments do not have the same logical form but are yet analogous and must

188  Mackie (1983), p. 111-112.
189  Mackie (1983), pp. 111, 113. 
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be accepted or rejected together.  It is a different-domain analogy that is utilized; morality is compared with

military action.  

The parallel argument is also unusual in that both its premises as well as its conclusion taken by

itself are plausible.  There is no necessary falsehood in the conclusion like “the enemy were not advancing in

overwhelming strength”. That an enemy is not advancing in overwhelming strength is something that very

often has been and very well could have been true. The parallel argument is however clearly not valid. 190 The

parallel-argument  exposes  that  the  target-argument  cannot  provide  acceptable  reason  to  believe  the

conclusion, but how can this be done if the parallel argument refutes a deductive argument that is seemingly

valid? The only explanation to this is that Mackie’s parallel argument reveals that there is a tacit premise in

Sidgwick’s version of the moral argument which is false, and that the argument is formally invalid after all.

The parallel argument does not spell  out the tacit premise; it only shows that it must exist and that it is

necessary for the validity of the target-argument. Thus, as stated earlier,  refutation by parallel  argument

needs not always show that an argument fails the relevance or sufficiency condition (that the premises fail to

lend sufficient support to the conclusion) but also that a premise, explicit or implicit, is false, that is, the

acceptability condition.  

When the arguments are analyzed further it seems that the tacit false premise of the target argument

is that practical rationality can settle a factual issue.  The parallel-argument demonstrates that this leads to

an argument that is clearly unacceptable. The parallel argument shows that practical rationality cannot (at

least not universally) settle a factual issue.191 However the parallel argument manages to refute the target-

argument even if this implicit premise cannot be made explicit. The parallelism between them is obvious and

it  is obvious that the parallel-argument is an unacceptable argument. Consequently, the target-argument

must be unacceptable as well even though we would not know the exact formulation of the tacit premise that

must be false.  

Moreover, one can take it a step further and argue that refutation by parallel argument never works by

revealing the invalidity of an abstract pure logical form, because a ‘pure logical form’ does perhaps not exist

at all. The doctrine of laws of deductive form is thought to be either logical truths (propositions true by virtue

of their form alone, true for all interpretations of their non-logical components) or rules of supposedly valid

inferences like modus ponens or modus tollens. However, contrary to the received opinion there exist severe

problems with this doctrine so commonly taken for granted; it has epistemological, as well as metaphysical

and  semantical  objections  and  is  even  refuted  by  several  counterexamples.192 If  this  is  true  then  the

necessity of a ’valid logical form’ has an inevitable material aspect, because the point of validity is that from

truth only truth should be obtained. The result of a critical investigation of the doctrine of laws of deductive

form  seems  rather  to  indicate  that  validity  is  a  subject-matter-dependent  relationship,  and  therefore

parallelism of two arguments must be in virtue of an analogical relationship between their particular elements

and not in virtue of sharing the same abstract pure logical form (see Chapter 5 for more about this). 

Thus, we can conclude that the method of refutation by parallel argument also can refute  deductive

190  It is possible that what “we must not do” (allow the army to be wiped out, withdraw) will nevertheless happen. 
191  See Mackies own discussion about this, Mackie (1983), pp. 112-114.
192  See for example: Theron  (1997); Smith (1988), pp. 124-176; Smith (1986), pp. 173-194; McGee (1985).

194



arguments in a way that does not coincide with the method of counter-exampling any supposed pure logical

form of arguments, and that it even can be used against  prima facie  valid deductive arguments revealing

they have implicit false premises that make them invalid. 

Bruce  Waller  has  argued  for  the  existence  of  two  types  of  argument  by  analogy,  what  he  calls

deductive and inductive arguments by analogy.193 The same terminology is used by many other authors.

Sometimes the same distinction is called  a priori argument by analogy versus  a posteriori  argument by

analogy by authors that do not believe that argument by analogy can be reduced to deductive or inductive

arguments. I think that a better terminology is a distinction between conclusive versus inconclusive argument

by analogy, because what is relevant in the assessment of an argument by analogy is first the correctness of

the  analogy;  and secondly  whether  its  conclusion  follows conclusively  or  just  with  a  certain  plausibility

(inconclusively).  Since I  have argued earlier,  in  Chapter  3,  and 5,  that  argumentation by analogy is an

argumentation type irrreducible to any other type I will not deepen myself in this here, but will only briefly

criticize some of Waller's arguments for a deductivist interpretation.194 Waller argues: 

So long as everyone agrees that an analogy is effective and accurate, then perhaps intuitive grasp of
relevant similarities will suffice. But if there is dispute over whether an a priori analogy is legitimate
or faulty, or concerning whether a point of difference in the analogical cases is trivial or fatal, then
scrutiny of the underlying universal principle is essential. For how do we decide (when our intuitions
are  in  conflict)  whether  B is  a  priori  analogous to  A? Only by asking what  underlying principle
justifies A, and then determining whether the same principle applies to case B. Or if we are trying to
decide  (after  intuitions  have  failed  us)  whether  a  difference  between  A and  B  is  important  or
irrelevant, how can we determine that except by asking whether that difference in detail places the
case outside the scope of the universal principle?195

The nondeductivist answer to Waller’s rhetorical question: “how do we decide (when our intuitions are in

conflict)  whether  B  is  a priori analogous to  A?” is not by searching for the underlying principle that

justifies A and evaluate whether it applies to case B, but rather by searching for the elements in B that

corresponds one-to-one with the elements in A, and which elements determine the Assigned-Predicate.

My definition of analogy is:196

The Analogue is  analogous with the Target-Subject with regard to the Assigned-Predicate if and

only  if  there  is  a  one-to-one  correspondence  between  the  elements  of  the  Analogue  which

determine the Assigned-Predicate and the elements of the Target-Subject.

The  elements  of  the  Analogue  and  the  elements  of  the  Target-Subject  are  in  a  one-to-one

correspondence if,  and only if,  every element of  the Analogue which determines the Assigned-

193  Waller (2001)
194  For more objections against Waller’s position, see Guarini (2004).
195  Waller (2001) p. 210.
196 See Chapter 3.
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Predicate has a counterpart element in the Target-Subject.  

An element  1 of the Analogue is a  counterpart of an element  1* of the Target-Subject if and

only if element  1 has relation R to another element  2 in the Analogue and element  1* has

relation R to another element 2* in the Target-Subject.

The ultimate question concerning whether  A and  B really are analogous then, according to my model of

analogy  is:  are  the  elements of  A (the Target-Subject)  in  the same relation as  the elements  of  B (the

Analogue)?  This  question  seems  as  answerable  as  any  question  about  an  underlying  principle.  Thus,

Waller’s  argument  for  deductivism  fails.  One  also  needs  to  answer  whether  the  elements  of  A that

counterpart the elements of  B really determine the Assigned-Predicate (i.e. the predicate that is assigned

from the Analogue to the Target-Subject). All this will perhaps require a judgment of relevance; but it is the

same kind of  judgment one needs in order to determine any underlying universal  principle. There is no

relevant difference between evaluating relevance in formulating an abstract principle compared to evaluating

the relevant features in a concrete particular situation. On the opposite, it  seems easier to judge which

features are relevant in a concrete situation. (See section [6.3.4] for more support of this).

Moreover, contrary to Waller’s assertion, the usual course of events in a dialectical situation where

analogical argumentation is employed is not that a proponent tries to formulate the underlying principle for

case A and then ask whether the difference in detail places case B outside the universal principle. Rather,

what happens in dialectical conversation where analogical argumentation is employed is that if a proponent

asserts that  A and  B are disanalogous then the proponent points out allegedly relevant differences and

compare with concrete cases where the features are more clearly relevant. If a proponent asserts that A and

B are analogous then he points out that they are relevantly similar and supports this by comparing with other

concrete cases with the same features, but which have a more intuitive appeal.  A good example of this is

Hume’s  Dialogues Concerning Religion. The argumentation between Philo and Cleanthes never work by

means of an investigation about whether the ‘design’ of the world would fall under any abstract principle or

not.  On the contrary,  the argumentation works by comparing different  complex things and appealing to

particular  intuitions  about  whether  the  complexity  of  the  world  is  the  type  of  complexity  that  needs  a

designer.197 Actually, that is probably the only way the argumentation could work since any formulation of a

specified abstract principle as a premise in an argument would itself be controversial and at risk of begging

the question.198 

Philo rather  uses a refutation by parallel  argument against  Cleanthes design argument (yes,  an

argument  by  analogy  applied  to  an  argument  by  analogy!),  in  effect  arguing: 199 “suppose  it  is  a  good

argument to assert that because the world is observed to resemble machines in having intricately interrelated

parts, therefore the world probably originated, as machines do, by an intelligent design. But then you ought

197 Barker (1989) see especially pp. 178-181. 
198 Barker (1989) see also Cohen (1986) pp. 82-91.
199  Barker (1989) points this out see p. 181. 
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also to regard at least equally good argument that the world is observed to resemble a plant, so probably it

grew from a seed as plants are seen to do. But since the two arguments are parallel and of approximately

equal strength, that means that neither of them can be convincing.” 

In the argumentation different particular objects are compared in order to discern between opposing

particular judgments about whether the kind of complexity of the world is more like that of a machine than

that of a plant. Cleanthes uses comparisons with machines to support that the world is like a machine and

since a machine needs a designer, so does the world. Philo uses comparisons with another concrete object,

a plant,  arguing that  the complexity of  the world is  more like that  of a plant.  The reasoning goes from

particular to particular; there is no appeal to any abstract principle. Thus, Waller’s description about how

analogical argumentation works is counter-exampled from actual case scenarios. 

6.3.2 The Advantages of Refutation by Parallel 
Argumentation 

We have already seen the differences between the method of counterexamples, the method of displaying

flawed pattern  and  refutation  by  parallel  argument.  All  are  based on  recognition  of  the  structure  of  an

argument. Each of the three methods of refuting an argument has their advantages. When it is difficult to

construct a parallel argument of the target-argument where the flawed character is clearly exposed then the

method of displaying the flawed abstract pattern may be a better method. When it is easy to find a dubious

universal premise, then the method of counterexamples may be the best choice. 

What then are the main advantages of refutation by parallel argument compared to the other methods?

There are some advantages with refutation by parallel argument that are unique to this method. First, as we

have seen it can be applied to all types of argumentations, deductive as well as non-deductive. 

Secondly  refutation  by  parallel  argument  can  have  a  pedagogical  advantage  because  it  uses  a

concrete exemplification.  The pedagogical  advantage is that concrete examples are more near our own

situation with which we are more familiar than with abstract reasoning. Exemplification relates to our social

practice and our experience. Thus, it has a stronger pedagogical value in communication. It is generally

easier to grasp concrete examples than abstract argument schemes. 

Another advantage is the dialectical advantage in that the formulation of abstract universal principles

can be avoided. It has been noted that the formulation of crucial abstract principles, which both parties in a

dialectical conversation can agree on, is very difficult. Thus, any formulation of an abstract principle as a

premise in an argument will  be at  risk of making the argument beg the question.200 A further dialectical

advantage in contrast to counterexampling is that counterexampling—although it is in itself (if it is a genuine

counterexample) a conclusive refutation—is seldom the end of the dispute; the discussion will go on and

on.201 The refuted universal premise of the argument is just refined to avoid the counterexample and the story

goes on.  There is also a problem of making the correct specification of the universal premise that is targeted

200  Barker (1989), see also Cohen (1986) pp. 82-91.
201  Facione (1976)
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for the counterexample.202 

An  epistemic advantage is  that  concrete  examples are more epistemically  certain  than abstract

principles or arguments, since they are in a sense “closer” to reality. The knowledge from concrete examples

are more “similar” with reality than abstract principles, the knowledge is in a sense, immediate. It is the map

that is determined true or false by reality, not the other way round. That is why a more concrete thought

experiment  is  generally  seen  as  more  trustworthy  than  more  abstract  hypothetical  ones.  A concrete

description is “closer” or “similar” to the reality of our experience compared with a more abstract description,

and it  is  the reality of  our experience that  ultimately determines what we judge as real  or true.  This is

because experience is a necessary part of the process that gives meaning to the concepts we use. There is

an analogy  with  scientific  research here;  it  is  the concrete  experiments  and observations  that  evaluate

whether  a  certain  scientific  hypothesis  is  verified  or  falsified,  not  the  other  way round. 203 An  additional

argument to all this is the consideration that some version of  particularism might be true. In that case, the

whole enterprise of deductive reasoning with general principles is problematic and amounts to a distorted

picture of our reasoning in general.204 Then analogical reasoning will have an even more important role in

philosophical and everyday reasoning. 

What  then are the disadvantages with  the method? First  of  all,  there is  always a psychological

aspect in the use of  analogies that  may backfire.  Although there is no philosophical  difference between

same-domain and different-domain analogies, if  the analogy is correct  the conclusion follows with equal

strength (conclusively or inconclusively) according to its argument type regardless of whether the elements

belong to the same domains or not. However, in a dialectical situation it may be important to reconstruct a

parallel argument with consideration to the audience or interlocutor. There is a psychological inclination to

find same-domain analogies more reasonable, as psychological studies have shown.205 The soundness of

different-domain analogies is far harder to prove than the soundness of same-domain analogies because the

relevance of different-domain analogies can be doubted and criticized far more easily. People seem to think

that analogies that would be judged as same-domain analogies in my terminology are more trustworthy than

those that would be judged as different-domain analogies. “You can’t compare apples with oranges!” is a

usual but often misused statement that elucidates this point. The truth is that you can compare any object,

even those belonging to very distant domains as long as you compare those aspects that stand in a one-to-

one correspondence; if they do the objects of comparison will be analogous and can justly be compared. 

Research has also shown that listeners of rebuttal analogy users (like users of refutation by parallel

argument) perceive the employer of such method as less ethical and less competent than communicators

using nonanalogy counterparts.206 However this is concerned when the rebuttal analogy instrumentally also

202  See Juthe (2005) and Govier (1989) for more about that. 
203  Cohen (1986). pp. 84-85, see pp. 82-91 for more about the difference between singular and general principles. In

my opinion Cohen’s discussion is misguided, it is not a matter of singular intuitions versus general intuitions, but
about concrete examples versus abstract principles. Cohen’s argument depends not on generality versus singularity.
Rather, it concerns the concrete versus the abstract. If the general principles were as concrete as the particular cases
then they would be as intuitively strong as the latter.  

204  See Kilhbom 2002 for a discussion about ethical particularism.  
205  Brown (1995) mentions this. 
206  Whaley (1998).

198



functions as a social attack device used to demean the competence or character of opponents. For example,

research has shown that refutation by parallel argument such as:207 

Finally, most whale stocks are at least holding steady, and some have begun to recover, as the result of the
moratorium on whaling. Populations of humpbacks off South Africa have grown substantially. A study by
the National Marine Fisheries Service shows an estimated 2,050 blue whales off California in 1991, up
from several hundred in 1980. Minke whales are so plentiful – there are an estimated 86,700 living off the
coast  of  Norway alone, and a total  of 90,000 worldwide – that  a controlled hunt wouldn’t  harm the
species.  Again, nobody wants to hunt the large whales anymore because they are threatened. But the
argument that whales must therefore not be hunted at all is like saying that because one breed of pig is on
the verge of dying out, nobody should eat pork.

are found as less ethical and less competent by an audience then that of the non-analogy form: 

Finally, most whale stocks are at least holding steady, and some have begun to recover, as the result of the
moratorium on whaling. Populations of humpbacks off South Africa have grown substantially. A study by
the National Marine Fisheries Service shows an estimated 2,050 blue whales off California in 1991, up
from several hundred in 1980. Minke whales are so plentiful – there are an estimated 86,700 living off the
coast  of  Norway alone, and a total  of 90,000 worldwide – that  a controlled hunt wouldn’t  harm the
species.  Again, nobody wants to hunt the large whales anymore because they are threatened. But the
argument  that  whales  must  therefore  not  be  hunted  at  all  ignores  the  fact  that  there  are  other
nonthreatened whales that could be hunted.

Even if very effective in ridiculing and silencing the opponent such rebuttal analogies may in the long run be

counterproductive to the aim of the user of the parallel argumentation. Even though the audience of the

rebuttal may not be able to point out anything wrong with the parallel-argument it may be that it gives the

impression of a sophism. Thus, for rhetorical and dialectical reasons, it may be pragmatically wise to use

same-domain-analogies, when one employs the method of refutation by parallel argument. Furthermore, it is

wise to make the object of comparison in the parallel-target not too ridiculing so that the proponent of the

target-argument  appears  stupid.  Too  ridiculing  examples  may,  even if  philosophically  correct,  seem far-

fetched and unserious.

There is another dialectical reason to consider when one utilizes refutation by parallel argument in a

debate. They can backfire in another sense. If one suspects that one’s opponent will not follow the principle

of charity and just point out psychologically appealing but philosophically irrelevant differences between the

compared objects, then it is, so to speak, better to let the opponent do the job. In a heated debate where one

agent is trying to persuade another, any difference between two cases can be affirmed. Statements like:

“that’s  not  the  same  thing,  that  is  about  _________  and  not  ________”  or:  “but  you  can’t

compare___________ with __________ that’s different thing’s” will be used, and one could virtually fill  in

whatever  in  the blank;  the very idea of  comparing different  objects  becomes pointless since just  being

different objects is by the opponent taken as a reason to dismiss any comparison between them. An actual

example can explain what I mean. With the header Why do you lock the lav? The editorial for a Swedish

local paper wrote the following concerning the Swedish proposition to increase the governmental right to bug

207  Whaley (1998) see appendix p. 360.
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and log peoples’ Internet habits: 

He who still thinks that personal integrity is only an obstacle in the haunt for criminals should consider
why most of us lock the door when we use the toilet. Is it just because we have something unnatural to
hide? Or is it simply because we want to do certain things in private . . without anyone’s view208 

One could interpret this argument as a refutation by parallel against the argument that whoever has nothing

to hide should not have anything against being bugged or logged on the Internet. 

However, the interpretation that this is a refutation by parallel argument makes it presumably easier to

defend against. Probably would a defender that wants to increase the bugging claim that this is to compare

apples with oranges, and that locking a toilet and surfing on the Internet are too different to be compared.

“You cannot compare doing your needs in your restroom with surfing on the Internet!” The user of the parallel

argument will have to convince an unreceptive interlocutor to accept certain features as relevant. 

However, if this argument instead is interpreted as a counterexample to a premise that is assumed in

the pro-buggers argument, then the burden of proof is shifted on the pro-bugger to show that their argument

does not assume the counter-exampled premise in question. The pro-bugger’s argument can be interpreted

to  be  based  on  the  generalization:  “Whoever  has  nothing  to  hide  should  have  nothing  against  being

controlled”. The counterexample shows that there does exist legitimately needs to be anonymous even if one

have nothing to hide. If interpreted this way, it becomes pointless to discuss differences between analogous

cases. It rather becomes the task of the defender of pro-bugger’s argument to formulate a new premise that

avoids the counterexample. This is more difficult than just rejecting a parallel argument as a bad comparison,

because the pro-bugger will he himself be forced to clarify what features he considers relevant instead of just

complaining about ‘bad comparisons’. Perhaps, the defender of the bugging could argue that: “whoever has

nothing to hide should not have anything against being controlled as long the controlling is not about natural

needs.” But that formulation is very vulnerable to the question why not ordinary conversations online are

examples of ‘natural needs’. 

When the proponent  of  the target-argument  may be expected to be defensive and just  point  out

irrelevant differences and claim them as relevant, then it is better to utilize a method that makes him forced

to formulate a principle that catch all the relevant features, instead of giving him the opportunity to say: “that’s

not the same thing . .” etc. Instead of trying to formulate a parallel argument that user of the target-argument

will reject anyway, it is better to use a method that forces the proponent of an argument to explicitly claim

which features he regards as relevant. This works of course only when the target-argument was deductive in

the first place, if not, your interpretation was a just a straw man to begin with. 

However, it is often the case that arguments in everyday conversation are so vague that not even the

proponents  of  them has made  up  their  minds  of  their  exact  structure.  Thus,  your  interpretation  as  an

opponent  will  influence how the chain  of  argumentation will  continue  because  it  will  influence  how the

proponent will perceive his own argument. 

208 From the local newspaper UNT 2006-06-29 (http://www2.unt.se/avd/1,1786,MC=25-AV_ID=510833,00.html?
from=sectionlinks25) (My translation).
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6.3.3 Refutation by Dialectical Parallel Argumentation
Refutation by parallel argument is argument by analogy applied to arguments, where there is an analogical

relation between two arguments by which they should be rejected or accepted together.  Since one of the

arguments, the parallel-argument is clearly flawed the argument which is the target-argument must be flawed

as well. Of course, it may work the other way; the target-argument may be a sound argument since the

parallel-argument is. Thus, a parallel argument can instead of refuting target-argument instead be used to

vindicate it. The utilization of parallel argument can be deployed in many ways.209 

However, so far the context has been undialectical. That is, the parallel-argument is addressing an

audience  which  need not  include  the  author  of  the  target-argument.  I  will  here  show how this  kind  of

argument works as a method of refuting argument within a dialectical context—the parallel-argument will be

working off the commitments of the author of the targeted argument. In that context the refutation by parallel

argument will be a type of valid ad hominem arguments. Valid ad hominem arguments are arguments based

on the premises accepted by the opponent which are not necessarily accepted by the proponent of the

argument. The proponent must hold the argument to be valid but need not consider it sound. To clarify how

the method of refutation by parallel argument works in a dialectical context I will employ the concept of  a

framework of a reasoned dialogue, which is taken from Walton and Krabbe.210 It is basically a communicating

dialogue with at least two rational agents exchanging speech acts. The speech acts may consist of questions

and replies as well as of assertions. There are many types of reasoned dialogues, for example, persuasion

dialogues, information-seeking dialogues, inquiry dialogues and so on.211 A quarrel would be an example of

an “unreasoned” dialogue, and something which is of no concern here. 

The type of reasoned dialogues which is most pertinent for refutation by dialectical parallel argument

is the critical discussion, which is a type of persuasion dialogue.  The persuasion dialogue is an exchange of

speech acts where at least one party tries to persuade another party to accept a thesis. 

It  consists  of  at  least  two sides  where one side wants to  convince  the other  side  to  accept  a

standpoint  that  it  has  expressed  doubts  about.  Each  side  has  a  commitment-set,  which  is  a  set  of

propositions and principles to which each side is committed. The participants in a persuasion dialogue also

have  a  number  of  criteria  and  principles  that  regulate  when  one  of  the  parties  should  change  this

commitment-set. For example, one simple rule is that when a participant asserts a proposition, it goes into

her commitment-set. This rule is what makes the dialogue a reasoned dialogue. Finally, there is an objective

for the dialogue that can be described as a successful completion or resolution of the dialogue.212 

A resolution of the dialogue is achieved when the opposing parties come to an agreement whether to

accept  the  chosen  controversial  proposition  into  the  commitment-set  or  not.  The  party  asserting  a

controversial proposition is called the proponent and the party that needs to be convinced before accepting

209  Marcello Guarini (2004) discusses different ways of using the construction of parallel arguments in an article that
may be of interest for the reader of this article. 

210  Walton and Krabbe (1995); Walton (1992); see also: Walton (1988) pp. 239-241; Walton (1993); Walton (1996) pp.
145-146; Walton (1989), pp. 47-49. The version here is my own modified version of what a reasoned dialogue is. 

211  See Walton (1992) for more types of dialogues and a discussion about them. 
212  Walton (1988) p. 239.
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the controversial proposition is called the  opponent. The natural exchange between a proponent and an

opponent in a persuasion dialogue where the method of refutation by parallel argument is employed should

be that the proponent asserts a controversial  thesis and tries to convince the opponent with the target-

argument. The opponent responds with a parallel argument that may or may not succeed in refuting the

target  argument.  The concept of  reasoned dialogue with commitment-sets is  necessary for  a dialectical

parallel argument, since the parallel-argument gets its refutation strength in virtue of the commitments of the

proponent. 

The  persuasion  dialogue  is  how a  rational  discourse  ideally  should  be  in  an  argumentative  and

dialectical context. It is easy to see how valid argument  ad hominem works in a persuasion dialogue that

works off the commitment-set of the opposing party. It is tempting to believe that refutation by dialectical

parallel argument refutes the target-argument for the proponent by showing that his acceptance of the target-

argument as a sound argument is inconsistent with his own commitments. This is in a sense true but only

indirectly; let us look at an example: 

Proponent: Marijuana should be legalized, because it is not more dangerous than alcohol, which is

legal. 

Opponent:  But  you  have  earlier  argued  that  all  drugs  that  cause  shortened  life  span  should  be

forbidden.

In this example the opponent points out an inconsistency in the proponent’s commitment-set. But this is not

an example of a valid ad hominem dialectical parallel argument like this: 

Proponent: Marijuana should be legalized, because it is not more dangerous than alcohol, which is

legal. 

Opponent: That’s like arguing that driving without a seat belt should be legalized, because it is no more

dangerous than hang gliding, which is legal. 

 Assuming that the opponent for independent reasons knows that the proponent thinks that seat belts should

be enforced, the proponent rejects the parallel-argument although he accepts the target-argument in his

commitment-set. The premises of the parallel argument must be part of the proponent’s commitment-set as

well as the negation of its conclusion. In this way the parallel argument of the opponent will reveal that the

proponent is inconsistent when he accepts the target-argument as a reason for the controversial proposition.

Bruce Waller has in a recent article asserted that argument by ‘deductive analogy’ has the following form:213

1. We both agree with case a
2. The most plausible reason for believing a is the acceptance of principle C
3. C implies b (b is a case that fits under principle C)
________________
4. Therefore, consistency requires the acceptance of b. 

213  Waller (2001) p. 201. 
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However,  this  is  wrong,  refutation  by  parallel  argument  (which  would  fall  under  Waller's  definition  of

‘deductive analogies’) does not work this way.  Inconsistency can mean various things214, it can mean that

contrary or contradictory statements have been asserted but also in the sense that an agent is not consistent

in  his  application  of  principles  or  argument.  Consequently,  if  an  agent  fails  to  follow  the  analogical

implications of his own argumentation, he is not  consistent. It is in this sense that refutation by dialectical

parallel argument works, they point out that an agent is inconsistent. Thus, inconsistency does not refer to a

contradiction in a commitment-set. When one points out a contradiction or ordinary inconsistency then one

point out that a proposition is contrary or contradictory with itself or another member of the commitment-set.

An inconsistency revealed by the method of parallel argumentation is rather a  violation of the principle of

relevant similarity.  The principle of relevant similarity states that: 

If  x and  y are  relevantly  similar  without  any relevant  difference,  then the same moral,  epistemic,

rational or aesthetic judgment apply to x as to y and vice versa.215

A reasonable understanding of relevant similarity without relevant difference is implied by analogy. Thus,

another way of formulating the principle would be: 

If x and y are analogous then the same moral, epistemic, rational or aesthetic etc. judgments apply to

x as to y and vice versa.216

Thus, when two arguments are parallel then it also means that they are relevantly similar in every relevant

aspect, and if one of them is given the judgment “should not be part of my commitment-set” then so must the

other.  If the proponent only has one of the arguments in his commitment-set then the proponent has violated

this basic principle of reasoning and is inconsistent.  Thus, if an agent is to be consequent (consistent with

the principle of relevant similarity) then he must give the same judgment of any argument parallel to the

argument he is committed to use. Dialectical parallel argument then works by inferring from an argument (the

target-argument) via analogical inference to the parallel-argument (The Analogue) whose premises, but not

conclusion, are part of the proponent’s commitment-set. In virtue of the content of the commitment-set the

214 A dictionary gives these definitions to 'inconcistency': 
1. Lacking in harmony between the different parts or elements; self-contradictory: an inconsistent story.
2. Lacking agreement, as one thing with another or two or more things in relation to each other; at variance:  a
summary that is inconsistent with the previously stated facts.
3. Not consistent in principles, conduct, etc.: He's so inconsistent we never know if he'll be kind or cruel.
4. Acting at variance with professed principles.
5.Logic. incompatible (def4b).

Dictionary.com[Electronic] Accessible: <http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/inconsistent> (viewed: 2015-08-26). 
215  The principle is taken from: Levvis (1991) and Levvis (1992). There is a slight modification; the formulation

“relevantly similar” could be interpreted either as including or excluding the possibility of being relevantly different
in some aspect at the same time. Levvis use means that two object cannot be relevantly similar if there is any
relevant difference between them.  In order to avoid confusion I have modified the formulation as to make it more
exact. The principle could regulate that conduct must be consistent as well as judgments. 

216  Some qualifications may be needed if one wants the principle to reflect the distinction between same-domains-
analogies and different-domains-analogies. If it would concern a different-domain-analogy the principle would state
that: If x and y are analogous then the corresponding moral, epistemic, rational or aesthetic etc. judgment apply to x
as to y and vice versa.
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proponent  is  committed  to  reject  the  target-argument  and  admit  that  his  argument  failed  to  justify  the

controversial  proposition.  The  degree  of  the  strength  of  the  refutation  of  this  is  dependent  on  which

propositions the proponent are committed to. Consider the hypothetical example:

There is a reasoned dialogue whether active euthanasia is right  or wrong. The proponent asserts that
active euthanasia is wrong since one can never know whether the life of a person is really not worth
living. One can never guarantee that the patient in the future will not find life worth living.  The opponent
rhetorically  replies:  the same argument  shows that  one should reject  passive euthanasia  as  well;  the
doctors who are letting a patent die can never guarantee that the patient in the future does not want to live.

In order for this refutation by parallel to be a valid  argument ad hominem at least two conditions must be

meet. The opponent must correctly assume that the proponent has accepted passive euthanasia as part of

his commitment-set and that they agree on what ‘passive euthanasia’ means.217 If the opponent’s assumption

about the proponent’s commitment-set is correct, then the proponent is inconsistent since he violates the

principles of relevant similarity. The only way for the proponent to avoid the inconsistency is either to reject

the  argument  altogether  or  revise  his  commitment-set  and reject  passive  euthanasia  as  well  as  active

euthanasia. However, even if a dialectical parallel argument is not reducing the target to a contradiction with

itself, it might show that the conclusion of the parallel argument is contrary or contradictory to the conclusion

of the target-argument. In such a case, the agent who advanced the target-argument would be inconsistent if

he did not accept contrary or contradictory propositions. That would be an untenable position indeed, but is

still not the same as pointing out a contradiction. A hypothetical example may explain: 

In a reasoned dialogue the proponent argues for the presumption of materialism: Both materialists and
non-materialist generally agree on the claims of ordinary experience, while the non-materialist asserts
something  more  than the agreed ordinary experience. Thus, the burden of proof is upon anyone who
claims that there exists something  more than the pure matter of ordinary experience, to show that the
further  claim  is  justified.  The  opponent  rhetorically  replies:  Both  materialists  and  non-materialist
generally  agree  on  the  claims  of  ordinary  experience,  while  the  materialist  additionally  asserts  the
proposition that there exist nothing more than the agreed ordinary experience. Thus, the burden of proof
is  upon  anyone  who  claims  the  further  belief  that  nothing  more  than  the  pure  matter  of  ordinary
experience exists.

The two arguments are parallel and prove contrary propositions; both materialists and the non-materialists

should  have the burden of  proof.218 If  the proponent  does not  accept  the parallel-argument,  then he is

inconsistent and if he does, then he is contradicting himself! Thus, refutation by parallel argumentation does

not work by pointing out that one must accept a principle on the pain of contradicting oneself in a strict logical

sense.  

217 For example, one definition could be “non-intentionally bringing about a persons' death by withholding treatment
that could prolong the person’s life with the intention of shorten a patients suffering which makes life not worth
living”. Another definition might be: “withholding aggressive treatment that would serve no useful purpose in the
situation and might in fact be harmful.” It is only if the proponent and opponent agree on the first definition that the
argument  would  work,  otherwise  would  not  the  proponent  accept  the analogy  between  active and  passive
euthanasia. 

218  It is assumed that only one of two opposing sides could have the burden of proof. See  Cargile (1997) for more on
this, especially p. 59.
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Another  important  distinction  is  between  actual  inconsistency  and  presumed  inconsistency.  Actual

inconsistency  occurs  when  only  one  of  two  parallel  arguments  is  explicitly  accepted  as  part  of  the

commitment-set, and this is what inconsistency has meant so far. Presumed inconsistency occurs when the

Analogue has a conclusion or structure that  the proponent considers more certain to be false,  than he

considers the premises or structure of the target to be true, upon reflection. 

Because of the limitation of human cognitive powers, a commitment-set of an agent cannot hold all

propositions, thus an inconsistency may not be explicit before the agent has considered it. Secondly, the

participants in a reasoned dialogue rarely have full knowledge of the commitment-sets of the other party. The

party who advances the parallel-argument cannot always, with certainty, know whether both the premises

and the negation of  the conclusion of  the Analogue are part  of  the commitment-set  of  the other  party.

Instead, his use of the Analogue is based on what he himself considers unacceptable and/or assumptions

considering what the other party will consider unacceptable. Therefore, parallel argument mostly points out a

presumed inconsistency. 

A successful dialectical parallel argument then must fulfill the ordinary conditions for arguments given

in  section  [6.3.1] with  the  qualification  that  the  conditions  are  fulfilled  from  the  perspective  of  the

commitment-set of the proponent. 

However, that refutation by parallel argument does not reveal a strict self-contradiction is not a reason

against the effectiveness of the method. The principle of relevant similarity  is a basic principle in rational

argumentation; in a sense it  is even more necessary than the law of non-contradiction. It  is possible to

reason without accepting the universal law of non-contradiction; x ~(Px & ~Px) at least if we are to believe

paraconsistent  logicians.  But  this cannot be done without  the principle of relevant similarity.  Consider a

reasoned dialogue where the proponent uses an argument which clearly is analogous (relevantly similar in

every relevant aspect)  with another  argument which both  the proponent and opponent  agreed was,  for

example, circular reasoning. The reply of the proponent is: “well you are right that my argument is relevantly

similar without any relevant difference with the parallel-argument (which is circular), but that is no reason to

judge my argument as unacceptable circular reasoning” and then the proponent just continues to assert his

argument. No rational discussion is possible if one accepts that relevantly similar arguments or states of

affairs nevertheless can be given different judgments. In that sense, the principle of relevant similarity is

more necessary than the universal law of non-contradiction.219 

219  The acceptance of the minimal law of non-contradiction “not every statement is true” is however, more basic than
the principle of  relevant  similarity,  since  it  is  necessary  in  order  to  even understand the principle  of  relevant
similarity. What is further notable is that the principle of relevant similarity  cannot be given a counterexample.
Levvis  (1992)  Levvis  (1991)  argues  that  the  principle  of  relevant  similarity  is  impossible  to  counterexample
because it is a biconditional. This claim presupposes value realism and could not be used against non-cognitivists.
However,  if  we discuss  the principle  in  the  context  of  reasoning in  general,  cognitivism seems to be  a basic
presupposition and any objection to that would be self-defeating.
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6.4 Summary and Conclusion of Chapter 6
Refutation by parallel argument is a method of criticizing arguments by presenting a parallel argument which

is  clearly  flawed.  Since  the  arguments  are  parallel  and  analogous  they  must  be  accepted  or  rejected

together. In general the parallel argument usually has obviously true or plausible premises but an obviously

untrue or implausible conclusion. However, this does not always need to be the case; a parallel argument

may show that a premise is unacceptable or untrue. Sometimes the parallel argument can refute the target-

argument even when it  has a valid structure and its overt premises are true. In such cases the parallel

argument shows that some implicit premise must be false even if one cannot make the false premise explicit.

Sometimes the flaw of both the target argument and the parallel argument is revealed only when they are

taken in juxtaposition. Refutation by parallel argument is based upon argument by analogy and assumes an

analogical relation between the target-argument and the parallel-argument. Refutation by parallel argument

has both advantages and disadvantages compared to the other methods of refuting arguments. It can have

both pedagogical,  epistemical  as well  as dialectical advantages.  The method works both in a dialectical

context and in an undialectical context. In the dialectical context the concept of inconsistency and “reasoned

dialogue” is important. If a participant of a reasoned dialogue only accepts the target-argument as a good

argument, while rejecting the parallel-argument then he is inconsistent. That is, he violates the principle of

relevant  similarity,  a  principle  more  basic  than  the  universal law  of  non-contradiction  in  rational

argumentation.
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Chapter 7

7 EVALUATING
ARGUMENTATION BY

ANALOGY

7.1 Introduction 
The aim of this chapter is to explicate the various counterarguments that can be used to show the flaws of

the analogy employed in a faulty argumentation by analogy, and how such counterarguments work. The

main  point  is  that  the  argument  scheme rule  in  pragma-dialectical  theory  implicates  that  each  type  of

argument scheme has its own scheme-specific correctness conditions for single argumentation, analogous

to the R.A.S. criteria in informal logic, but apply only on single argumentation. Thus, each type of argument

scheme entails certain correctness conditions, specified in accordance with the inferential principle of the

scheme. Counterarguments attack the inference of an argumentation by showing that these scheme-specific

conditions are not fulfilled. In this chapter I focus on the specific counterarguments that attack the inference

of  argumentation  by  analogy.  All  criticism  directed  against  the  inferential  principle  of  an  analogy

argumentation  takes  the  form  of  falsification  of  its  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions.  Thus,  the

counterarguments discussed in this chapter are limited to those that attack the analogy of argumentation by

analogy. Moreover,  this  model  provides additional  content  to  what  it  means to  claim that  the argument

scheme rule has been violated in a critical discussion. 

 The  overarching  research  question  is: By  which  counterarguments  can  it  be  shown  that  an

argumentation by analogy employs a faulty analogy, and how do these counterarguments operate?  The

rationale behind the research question is that the literature lacks a comprehensive and unified account of

these possible counterarguments and how they relate to scheme-specific correction conditions.220

In section [7.2] I explain the notion of scheme-specific correctness conditions; in subsection [7.2.1] I

provide the background; in subsection [7.2.2] I explicate my idea that each argument scheme of the pragma-

220 In this chapter, various counterargumentation that are specifically directed against analogical argumentation are 
mostly labeled “counterarguments”, but are also sometimes called “defenses”, since they are counterarguments used
as defense against analogy argumentation employing faulty analogy. 

209



dialectical  typology  implicates  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions.  In  section  [7.3]  I  focus  on  the

scheme-specific  conditions  for  analogical  argumentation.  In  section  [7.4]  I  provide  an  account  of  the

counterarguments that can be used against the analogy in argumentation by analogy. Subsection [7.4.1]

provides  an  overview  with  an  easily  graspable  example  of  each  counterargument.  Subsection  [7.4.2]

provides an account of previous work by other authors in this area. Subsections [7.4.3]–[7.4.8] each provide

a  deeper  account  of  how  the  counterargument  operates,  and  how  they  relate  to  the  scheme-specific

correctness conditions outlined in section [7.3].  Finally, in section [7.5] I provide a defense for maintaining

that the counterarguments are irreducible—they cannot be described in each other’s terms.  Each subsection

[7.5.1]–[7.5.6] discusses the counterarguments that are most easily conflated. 

7.2. Scheme-specific Correctness Conditions
In this section I  will  provide an account of  what I  mean by “scheme-specific  correctness conditions”.  In

subsection [7.2.1] I provide a background and a very brief discussion of the main differences between the

system of  informal  logic  and  the  pragma-dialectical  system relevant  to  the  concept  of  scheme-specific

correctness conditions. In subsection [7.2.2] I explain how the scheme-specific correctness conditions result

from analyzing what is constitutionally inherent to argument schemes in the pragma-dialectical system. 

7.2.1 Background
One can simplify matters and state that, as compared to the pragma-dialectical perspective, the perspective

of informal logic focuses on arguments more as a product than as a process (Reed & Walton 2003; Walton &

Godden 2007). This difference in focus causes contrasting approaches as regards the normative aspects of

argumentation (Walton & Godden 2007, pp. 3-5). The normative part of informal logic is accomplished by

applying the R.A.S. criteria to the product—a constellation of propositions—of an argumentation. In pragma-

dialectics, the normative part is provided by a set of procedural rules for the conduction of speech acts in a

critical discussion (van Eemeren 2002, pp. 109-136; van Eemeren & Groteendorst 2004, pp. 123-157; van

Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 539-552).221 This results in contrasting approaches to the criteria of argumentation

cogency and hence to evaluation (Blair 2009). In the system of informal logic, the R.A.S.222 criteria make up

the standard for argumentation cogency—a logically good argumentation must have premises that are both

relevant, acceptable, and sufficient (Blair 2009, pp. 54-64).223 In the pragma-dialectical system, however, the

221 This is also the judgment of Walton and Godden (2007, pp. 4-11). 
222 Different theorists place the letters in different orders—R-S-A or R-A-S—but nothing here depends on the order in

which the terms or letters are placed. 
223 For example,  any argumentation must fulfill  the general  conditions of relevance, acceptability,  and sufficiency

(Blair 1992; Blair and Johnson 1987). The satisfaction of the relevance condition means that a rational interlocutor
accepts that the truth of the premises of the argument increases the plausibility of the conclusion. The satisfaction of
the acceptability conditions means that a rational interlocutor accepts that the premises are more plausible than their
negations. The sufficiency condition is satisfied if the premises of the argumentation provide a sufficient reason for
a rational interlocutor to accept the conclusion as more plausible than its negation. The premises of an argument can
all be relevant to its conclusion yet remain insufficient. While sufficiency entails relevance, insufficiency does not
entail irrelevance, and relevance is therefore a concern independent from sufficiency in the reconstruction and
evaluation of an argument. These conditions are sometimes augmented with the condition that there are neither
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criteria for argumentation cogency are made up by argument schemes (van Eemeren et al. 2002 pp. 91-104;

van Eemeren & Groteendorst 2004, pp. 2-4, 118-120, 149, 174, 204-205; van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 19-

21, 536-538, 543-544; Garssen 2001, pp. 81-99).224 For each type of argument scheme there is a matching

set of critical questions that test whether the scheme of an argument has violated the “argument scheme

rule” of the critical discussion (van Eemeren et al. 2002, pp. 91-108, 130-132; van Eemeren & Groteendorst

2004, pp. 194-195; van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 19-21, 544, 547-552, 595-596). The purpose of the critical

questions  in  pragma-dialectical  theory  is  to  test  the  adequacy  of  the  argument  scheme,  i.e.,  that  an

appropriate argument scheme has been correctly applied (van Eemeren et al. 2002 p. 91-104, 130; van

Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004 pp. 14, 21, 149-150, 172-173; van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 19-21). 

7.2.2 The implication of Correctness Conditions from 
Argument Schemes

While there are essential  differences between the approaches of  informal logic and pragma-dialectics,  I

believe that  for  single argumentation the pragma-dialectical  conception of  argument schemes implicates

correctness conditions that are analogous to the R.A.S. standard in informal logic. Walton and Godden have

attempted to reconcile the R.A.S. standard with the critical questions of argument schemes: 

Our thesis is that the normative theory informing the critical questions approach to the evaluation of
schematic  arguments  is  not  opposed  to—but  rather  derives  from—the  R.S.A.  standard  of  argument
cogency. Critical questions are not supplied as an alternative to the R.S.A. standard; rather they are best
seen as an application of it to arguments of particular types—arguments that involve distinctive patterns
of reasoning—deployed in unique dialectical circumstances. Thus, the legitimacy of a critical question
derives from the fact that it tests some aspect of its target argument against one of the R.S.A. criteria.
(2007, pp. 277-278)

I further develop this idea and advance a model where the argument scheme rule of pragma-dialectical

theory implicates that each type of argument scheme has correctness conditions analogous to  R.A.S. for

single argumentation, specified in accordance with each type of argument scheme. Consequently, each type

of argument scheme entails its own scheme-specific versions of these correctness conditions in accordance

with the type of scheme it is. Thus, at least parts of the R.A.S. standard of informal logic can be viewed as

abstracted principles of what is constitutionally inherent in the argument schemes of the pragma-dialectical

underminers nor overriders to the argument (Walton and Godden 2007). However, that can be seen as a species of
the sufficiency conditions (Walton & Godden 2007, p. 277). Besides these three general conditions, I suggest that
we also have the general condition of  clarity (unambiguousness). The satisfaction of the clarity condition means
that the premises are properly defined and that the meaning of the content of the expression remains the same
throughout the inference so that no equivocation occurs. 

224 Informal logicians, like Blair (2009, pp. 54-64), point this out as well. I should emphasize that this dichotomy
between the R.A.S. conditions in informal logic vs. the argument schemes of pragma-dialectics is only a general—
and not a universal—characterization. We have, for instance, Douglas Walton who has written a whole monograph
on argument schemes (Walton et al. 2008) even though his thought is normally taken to belong in the discipline of
informal logic. On the other hand, Walton may have gone through a pragma-dialectical “conversion” (Tindale 1996,
p. 20). 
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system. This follows from the plausible idea that an argument scheme is an abstract pattern of inference

configuration that enables a relation of relevance and sufficiency between propositions. 

Some  theorists  have  advanced  the  notion  of  “scheme-specific  validity”,  whereby  all  legitimate

argument schemes have a “generic validity” which means that the linking premise of the argumentation will

make the argument—if it is accepted—into a reason, ceteris paribus, for the standpoint (Chapter 5 section

[5.3.3]). Depending on the type of argument scheme that an argumentation employs, its “validity” (inference-

entitlement)  will  be attained  by  means of  various  principles  and  have  various  strengths  that  justify  the

concept of “scheme-specific validity” (Chapter 5, section [5.3.4]). 

However,  if  an argumentation has a “valid” scheme, it  must  mean that  the scheme  enables the

argument  to  become  a reason,  ceteris  paribus, for  the  standpoint  by  means  of  the  linking  premise.

Consequently, if an argument scheme in an argumentation enables an argument to become a reason for a

standpoint,  it  means that  the scheme connects the argument to the standpoint  in such a way that  it  is

sufficiently relevant to,  at  least,  constitute  a  pro  tanto reason  for  the  standpoint.  Therefore,  if  there  is

“scheme-specific validity”, depending on what type of scheme it is, then there are also  specified variants of

how the scheme of the argumentation makes it “valid” (i.e., makes the argument sufficiently relevant with

respect  to  the  standpoint  in  order  to  accomplish  “transference”  of  at  least  some  acceptability  to  the

standpoint). These specified “valid-making” schemes implicate scheme-specific variants of R.A.S. for single

argumentation. Thus, I believe that a notion of “scheme-specific validity” should be complemented with the

notion  of  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions.  For  instance,  the  scheme-specific  R.A.S.  correctness

conditions for deductive arguments would require that a deductive argumentation have true premises and a

formally  valid  form.  The  scheme-specific  correctness conditions  for  inductive  types of  arguments  would

require formation of the premises in such a pattern that the conclusion is more likely to be true, given that

each of its premises are true.225 According to this suggested model, there would be contrasting scheme-

specific variants of correctness conditions for each type of pragma-dialectical argument scheme. 

In other words, every “valid” argument scheme of an argumentation has unique specifications of the

correctness conditions because each scheme differs depending on which principle makes the argumentation

“valid” (i.e., makes the argument sufficiently relevant for being a reason, ceteris paribus, for the standpoint).

The principle that serves to attain relevance and sufficiency in a symptomatic scheme is a symptomatic

relation; the principle of a causal scheme is a causal relation, while in an analogical scheme this principle is

an analogical relation. Thus, if we perceive the scheme-specific correctness conditions extracted from each

argument scheme and only applicable to each single argumentation, these concepts can be a useful tool for

evaluating  argumentation  in  a  pragma-dialectical  framework.  Why  is  this  an  important  insight  for

understanding counterarguments against analogy argumentation? For the same reason that it is important

for understanding counterarguments against any type of argumentation: because recognizing the scheme-

specific correctness conditions provides us with a  more precise understanding of how counterarguments

work, namely, by showing that one or more of the scheme-specific correctness conditions of the argument

225 For a discussion about the relation between logical form and argument schemes, see Chapter 5 and Chapter 3. 
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scheme has not been satisfied.226 Counterarguments operate by showing that the protagonist has violated

the  argument  scheme  rule  by  means  of  falsifying  the  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions  of  the

argumentation. 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  in  the  pragma-dialectical  system,  whether  the  argument  scheme rule  is

violated or not is determined by whether the matching critical questions can be answered satisfactorily or not

(van Eemeren et al. 2014, pp. 21, 544, 547). The model in this chapter suggests additional content to the

standard  explanation  of what  it  means to  claim that  an argument  scheme is  or  is  not  appropriate  and

correctly applied. The argument scheme of an argumentation is appropriate and correctly applied if, and only

if, the argumentation is scheme-specifically “valid”. The argumentation is scheme-specifically “valid” if, and

only  if,  the  argumentation  satisfies  its  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions.  These  scheme-specific

conditions can thus be used as criteria by which to determine whether the argument scheme of a particular

argumentation is used in accordance with the argument-scheme rule. If  the scheme-specific correctness

conditions  of  an  argumentation  are  not  satisfied,  then  it  shows  that  the  argument  scheme  of  the

argumentation is inappropriate and/or incorrectly applied. What, then, is the role of the  traditional critical

questions? They—or at least some—can be viewed as pointing to these crucial correctness conditions, while

the  counterarguments  can  be  viewed  as  the  method  by  which  critical  questions  are  shown to  lack

satisfactory answers. The critical questions to analogy argumentation are (van Eemeren et al. 2007, p. 139,

van Eemeren & Garssen 2014, pp. 45-55; Garssen 2009, pp. 133-140): 

(1) Are the things that are compared actually comparable? 

(2) Are there enough relevant similarities between the things that are compared? 

(3) Are there any relevant differences between the things that are compared?

Argumentation  by  analogy  can  only  be  instrumental  in  lending  decisive  support  to  a  standpoint  if  the

comparison  is  appropriate  and  successful  beyond doubt  (van  Eemeren & Garssen 2014,  p.  47).  If  the

antagonist does not consider the comparison appropriate, the appropriateness needs to be argued for, which

results in more complex argumentation (van Eemeren & Garssen 2014, p. 47). 

In trying to understand the pragma-dialectical theory, as well as this proposed model, it is important

not to confuse an argumentation being sufficient—by means of its scheme—as  a reason, ceteris paribus, for

a standpoint, with an argumentation being a sufficient reason for a standpoint. Thus, correctness conditions

concern only each single argumentation. An appropriate argument scheme correctly applied has inherent

sufficiency in the sense that  it  renders the argument of the argumentation sufficient for being a reason,

ceteris  paribus,  without  necessarily  being a sufficient  reason to  accept  the standpoint  (in  isolation from

dialectical additions of sub-argumentation).  An appropriate argument scheme correctly applied entitles the

“transference” of at least some acceptability from the argument to the standpoint, which does not guarantee

226 Note that the counterarguments discussed are those particularly directed against the scheme of an argumentation
since any counterargument against the “argument” of an argumentation works in the same way regardless of what
type  of  scheme  the  argumentation  employs.  Such  a  counterargument  simply  attacks  the  acceptability  of  the
argument. 
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that it alone is sufficient for the standpoint. 

Whether  such  a  reason  alone  is  sufficient  for  accepting the  standpoint,  or  whether  a  complex

argumentation is needed in order to construct an adequate defense for the standpoint is a question relating

to the dialectical setting. When the protagonist advances an argumentation, it assumes that he is committed

to hold that the argument scheme of his argumentation makes the argument into a reason for the standpoint,

but  only  pro tanto,  for these commitments can be contested in  the critical  discussion which render the

protagonist obliged to defend this commitment according to the rules of the critical discussion (van Eemeren

et al. 2002, pp. 113, 130,182; van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004, pp. 123-157, van Eemeren 2014, pp. 521,

539-552).227 This dialectical process is what gives rise to dialectically complex argumentation (multiple and

compound argumentation) according to the pragma-dialectical theory (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004,

pp.  4,  121;  van  Eemeren  et  al.  2002,  pp.  63-78;  van  Eemeren  2014,  pp.  529-530,  see also:  Snoeck

Henkemans 1997). 

In the model suggested by the present chapter, the critical questions pinpoint the crucial spots of

analogy argumentation, highlighting its correctness conditions. The next section will discuss what, exactly,

the  correctness  conditions  of  analogy  argumentation  are.  The  point  is  that  counterarguments  against

argumentation by analogy operate by means of falsifying these correctness conditions, thereby providing

answers to the critical questions that match the scheme. Counterarguments are ways for the antagonist to

provide positive reason for why the comparison is not appropriate. 

Thus, the critical questions can be viewed as critical reactions that represent  negative reasons for

why the burden of proof  remains on the protagonist  of the analogy argumentation,  which may result  in

complex argumentation.  By contrast,  counterarguments can be viewed as critical  reactions representing

positive reasons—which are more difficult to neutralize—for why the analogy is faulty. However, as a means

to overcoming doubts as well as both types of critical reactions, the result will be complex argumentation.

The model that I suggest fits very well with the idea advanced by Walton and Godden mentioned earlier,

namely, that the critical questions matching each argument scheme test whether the specified versions of the

general  R.A.S. standard  are  satisfied  (Godden  &  Walton  2007,  pp.  277-278).  In  addition,  the  use  of

counterarguments is a method that positively shows that the test has not been passed. What, then, are the

specific correctness conditions for analogical argument schemes? This is the question that the next section

will turn to. 

227 The relevant rules here are the Obligation to Defend Rule and Argument Scheme Rule (see van Eemeren et al. 2014,
pp. 542, 544,546, 549, 547; 555, 577; van Eemeren et al. 2002, pp 113-116. The latter source labels the rule the
'Burden-of-proof rule'). 
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7.3 The Scheme-specific Conditions for 
Analogical Schemes 

In the previous section I argued that the argument-scheme rule implicates that each scheme has its own

correctness conditions specified by the principle operating as the inference-entitlement in the scheme. These

scheme-specific correctness conditions are “ontological” in the sense that they must be distinguished from

the  methodological,  epistemological,  or  dialectical  questions  of how  to  show  that  these  correctness

conditions  are not  satisfied.  It  is  here that  counterarguments become pertinent.  For  instance,  the most

common method for refuting deductive arguments is to provide a counter-example to a universal proposition.

The counter-example operates at  the “epistemological”  or  “dialectical”  level,  and  shows that  one of  the

ontological  correctness  conditions  for  a  good  deductive  argument  has  not  been  satisfied.  The

counterarguments against  argumentation by analogy fulfill  the same function as the counterargument of

counterexamples, showing that the scheme-specific correctness conditions of analogical argumentation are

not satisfied,  just  like a counterexample is the counterargument that  shows that  one of  the correctness

conditions for the deductive argumentation is not satisfied. It is these counterarguments that are discussed in

the main sections [7.4] and [7.5]. 

This section (section [7.3]) will focus on those ontological correctness conditions that are specific and

particular to analogical arguments, and the next section (section [7.4]) will focus on the following question: By

which  counterargument  can  it  be  shown  that  these  conditions  are  not  fulfilled,  and  how  do  the

counterargument relate to these correctness conditions? This means that the focus is on the adequacy of the

argument  scheme employed  by  the  argumentation,  and  not  on  any  non-essential  material  part  of  an

argumentation by analogy. One can certainly criticize more aspects that the inference configuration of an

argumentation, but the focus of this chapter is on inference, since this it is the nature of the inference that

defines what type of argumentation an argumentation is.228 “Inference cogency” refers only to the relevance

and sufficiency of the R.A.S. criteria (Blair 2009, pp. 54-56), which here means that argument schemes are

inference  configurations  of  relevance  and  sufficiency  enabled  by  a  certain  principle;  the  criterion  of

acceptability refers to the material aspect of the argumentation , beside the scheme.229

What is fundamental to analogical reasoning and argumentation by analogy is that the objects of

comparison are essentially similar with respect to the standpoint that the analogy is supposed to justify. But

what would the scheme-specific correctness conditions be? 

Let us start by analyzing the basic structure of single analogical argumentation.  Van Eemeren and

Grootendorst give this definition of argumentation by analogy: “The argumentation is presented as if there

were a resemblance, an agreement, a likeness, a parallel, a correspondence or some other kind of similarity

228 This is of course controversial, but it is my position. 
229 This is not, however, entirely true, because when we make the “linking premise” explicit in the reconstruction of

argumentation, The issue turns to the acceptability of that critical proposition, necessary for it to attain relevance
and sufficiency of the argument for the standpoint. However, as should be very clear, the “linking premise” of an
argumentation is  not  a  premise in  the  usually  sense  of  the  term,  it  expresses  the rule  of  inference  that  the
argumentation employs to warrant and enable the argument to transfer acceptability to the standpoint. 
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between that which is stated in the argument and that which is stated in the standpoint.” (1992, p. 97). The

Stanford  Encyclopedia  of  Philosophy  gives  another  definition:  “an  explicit  representation  of  a  form  of

analogical reasoning that cites accepted similarities between two systems to support the conclusion that

some further similarity exists.” (Bartha 2013, p. 1)

From  these  definitions,  my  assessment  is  that  there  are  three  scheme-specified  correctness

conditions that obtain in analogical argumentation: (1) the relation of similarity—broadly conceived—stated in

the argument (or in the linking premise); (2) that this similarity is relevant to the further similarity stated in the

standpoint, and (3) that no other element exists, in either system, that would counteract and defeat the effect

of the cited similarity stated in the argument with respect to the further similarity stated in the standpoint. 

In  what follows I  will  attempt  a more stringent explication of  both single  argumentation and the

scheme-specific correctness conditions. I use the following terminology: The subject of the standpoint of an

argumentation by analogy is labeled Target-SubjectTS and what is said about that subject is the Assigned-

PredicateAP. The object with which the Target-SubjectTS is compared, that appears in the linking premise as

well  as  in  the  argument,  is  the  AnalgoueA. Thus,  the  Assigned-PredicateAP is  the  predicate  that  is

“transfered”—assigned—mutatis, mutandis to the Target-SubjectTS from the AnalogueA. The similarity that

connects the Target-SubjectTS with the AnalogueA is the Element of resemblance. That is, for each relation

of resemblance there is one Elementin the Analogue and a one-to-one corresponding  element* in the

Target-SubjectTS.  The  corresponding  Element* ensures  that  the  same  determining  relation  can  be

assigned to a corresponding Assigned-PredicateAP* in the Target-Subject. Relevance knowledge is analyzed

in terms of a determining relation (Davies 1988). The basic structure of a single argumentation by analogy

would be: 

1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*.

1.1 The Element of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-

PredicateAP.

1.1' The Element of the AnalogueA correspond one-to-one with the Element* of the 

Target-SubjectTS

This should be understood as that the argumentation claims that the Analogue and the Target-Subject are

essentially similar with respect to the Assigned-Predicate so that it can be assigned, mutatis mutandis, to the

Target-Subject. Let us apply this analysis to an example: 

Mental skills are like physical skills in that they are based on innate aptitudes and can be developed by
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training. We do not think that everyone should have an equal right to play for the varsity hockey team. So
we should not expect that everyone has an equal right to attend university.230 

This could be analyzed as: 

1. We should not expect that everyone has an equal right to attend university.(i.e., Only those 
with the right mental skillsTS should have the right to attend universityAP*)231

1.1 We do not think that everyone should have an equal right to play for the varsity hockey team.

(i.e., the innate aptitudes that can be developed by training of physical skillsA “determine” 

the right to play for the varsity hockeyAP).

1.1' Mental skills are like physical skills in that they are based on innate aptitudes and can be 

developed by training.  (i.e., The innate aptitudes that can be developed by training of  

mental skillsTS correspond one-to-one with innate aptitudes that can be developed by 

training of physical skillsA. )

Accepting the above basic structure of single argumentation by analogy would yield the following specific

correctness condition:

(1) The claimed similarity is relevant to the comparison (i.e., in the AnalogueA there is a  determining

relation between the  Element* and the Assigned-PredicateAP so that  the former in some wide

sense “determines” the latter).

(2) There is no relevant difference with respect  to the claimed similarity  (i.e.,  there is a one-to-one

corresponding  Element* in  the  Target-Subject  that,  ceteris  paribus,  determines  a  one-to-one

corresponding Assigned-PredicateAP*).

(3) There is no relevant difference with respect to some aspect other than the claimed similarity232 (i.e.,

230 The example is taken from Burdbidge (1990), p. 22.
231 The asterisk means that it is the mutatis mutandis Assigned-Predicate in the domain of the Target-Subject. Thus, it 

is a predicate in the domain of the Target-Subject that corresponds one-to-one with the Assigned-Predicate in the 
domain of the Analogue. 

232 Conditions (2) and (3) may be difficult to distinguish in actual cases: is there a real difference between two objects
lacking a relevant similarity and two objects having a relevant difference? Does that not essentially amount to the
same thing? I do not wish to go into this at length, but I believe there are two ways that there can be relevant
differences  between  the  Analogue  and  the  Target-Subject:  (1)  The  Target-Subject  may  lack the  element  that
determines  the  Assigned-Predicate  in  the  Analogue,  or  (2)  the  Target-Subject  may have  another  element  that
counteracts the determining effect  of  the element  that  counterparts  the  element  that  determines the Assigned-
Predicate in the Analogue. It depends, I think, on whether you consider the “lack of a feature” to be an element.
However, sometimes (1) and (2) coincide because the element that is supposed to correspond to the Analogue's
element is not just “absent” but a counteracting element (or whatever you want to name that which is there instead
of a  counterpart  element)  that  counteracts  the same determining relation or  determines an  opposite  Assigned-
Predicate. See the discussion of the case of Thomson's violinist in section [7.4.1].
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there is no other element in the Target-SubjectTS that counteracts the determining relation between

the  corresponding  Element* and  the  corresponding  Assigned-PredicateAP* in  the  Target-

Subject).233

These are the scheme-specific correctness conditions for the analogical argument scheme, which—if fulfilled

—are sufficient for making the argument—if accepted—a reason, ceteris paribus, for the standpoint. While

there may be other conditions as well, these are the correctness conditions for the inference to be entitled

(or, in Toulmin’s terms “warranted”). The point is that any counterargument employed to attack the inference

of an analogical argumentation will do so by means of falsifying one or more of these analogical scheme-

specific correctness conditions. 

7.4 The Counterarguments against 
Argumentation by Analogy

This is the final major section of the chapter.  In this section I will  discuss the counterarguments against

argumentation by analogy and how they work by showing that the scheme-specific correctness conditions for

analogical argument schemes are not satisfied. In subsection [7.4.1] I provide a brief overview of the six

counterarguments. In subsection [7.4.2] I provide an account of previous work in this area and explain where

these  six  counterarguments  come  from.  In  subsection  [7.4.3]  I  provide  a  deeper  analysis  of  each

counterargument and explain how they relate to the scheme-specific correctness conditions. 

7.4.1 Overview of the Counterarguments
In what follows I  will  give an example of  each of  the counterarguments that  criticize the analogy in an

analogical  argumentation.  As  stated  above,  these  counterarguments  concern  only  what  is  essential  to

analogical argument  schemes, and not other aspects. Thus, I will discuss only the counterargument that

attacks the analogical inference. There are six such counterarguments: he that of attacking similarities in the

abstract; the counterargument of counter-analogy; that of analogical self-defeat; that of reducing the analogy

to absurdity; of second-order analogy, and the counterargument of refutation by parallel argumentation. The

last counterargument is, however, a special application of the counterarguments of reducing the analogy to

absurdity and the counterargument of counter-analogy depending on whether it presents a flawed or good

parallel argumentation. Each of these counterarguments vary with respect to which of the analogy-specific

correctness condition they attack. I consider these counterarguments exhaustive for the simple reason that I

233 That  the ex hypothesi corresponding Element* is  in  fact  negatively relevant to having the same determining

relation to a corresponding Assigned-PredicateAP* in the Target-Subject.
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cannot conceive of another way of showing that an analogical argumentation is faulty  with respect to its

analogical inference. 

In order to make the differences between each counterargument really clear I will first apply each

counterargument  to  the  same  concrete  example  so  that  the  reader  gets  an  intuitive  grasp  of  each

counterargument. 

Example:

Consider a critical discussion in which the protagonist and the antagonist disagree with regard to whether
one may skip the first year of the curriculum. The protagonist draws an analogy between a curriculum and
a three-story building, with the first year being analogous to the first floor and claims: You cannot skip the
first year. In order to reach the third floor of a building one cannot bypass the first floor.234

The argumentation is: 

1. You cannot skip the first year of the curriculum.

1.1 In order to reach the third floor of a building one cannot bypass the first floor.

1.1' Skipping the first year of the curriculum is comparable to trying to reach the third floor 

of a three-story building by bypassing the first floor. 

The antagonist will now have the option of using one of the following six counterarguments to criticize the

analogy: 

1. The counterargument of attacking the similarities in the abstract: You cannot compare a curriculum

with a building; in a building there is no way you could reach the third floor without passing the first

floor,  whereas you could still  be able to assimilate at  least  something from a second year of  a

curriculum even if you skipped the first. 

2. The counterargument of counter-analogy (advancing a competing better analogy): A curriculum isn’t

like a building. A curriculum is more like the sun in a child’s drawing than a building. The circle in the

middle represents the compulsory courses, and the rays that emanate from it are the various areas

of specialization.

3. The  counterargument  of  analogical  self-defeat  (that  the  analogy de  facto  entitles  the  opposite

conclusion): True, you have to go via the first floor, but that doesn’t mean that you have to knock on

all the doors or that every door is locked. You could just move through the unlocked door to the third

floor without knocking and without needing any key to unlock the door.

4. The  counterargument  of  reducing  the  analogy  to  absurdity (that  the  analogy  logically  leads  to

absurdity): If a curriculum is like a building with respect to grades, then it should be impossible to

finish a curriculum without losing the grades you have already passed, since you cannot get out of a

234 The example of the analogy is taken from Livnat (2011) as are replies 2 &3, although I have amplified no 3. for the 
sake of clarity.
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building without going back the same way you came, passing all the same floors on the way down. 

5. The counterargument of second-order analogy (advancing an analogy of the analogy that elucidates

the faults in it): comparing a curriculum with a building is like comparing a university with a castle or

a soccer-ball game with a tower, which is obviously misleading. 

6. The counterargument of refutation by parallel argumentation (providing an analogous parallel to the

argumentation which is absurd): That's like reasoning that because I cannot bypass the first floor in

order to reach the third floor, I cannot skip beginners’ workout if I am to participate in a competition.

But it all depends on previous knowledge. 

7.4.2 The Source of the Counterarguments
As  far  as  the  present  writer  is  aware,  there  exists  no  comprehensive  and  unified  account  of  the

counterarguments that  can be used to expose errors of analogy in an analogical  argumentation. I  have

identified  these  counterarguments  by  detecting  their  use  in  actual  argumentative  discourses  in  various

contexts. An exception is the counterargument of second order analogy, which I invented  a priori and for

which I had to search a long time until I could find a real example.235 The same holds for refutation by parallel

argumentation, which I have not seen in practice applied on analogical argumentation. However, various

theorists have  explicitly  mentioned  counterarguments  1-3,  but  there  has  been  no  exhaustive  or

comprehensive account discussing any of these counterarguments in a deeper and unified fashion.

The most developed attempts have been works by Cameron Shelley (Shelley 2004, 2002a; 2002b;

2002c;) and Monroe Beardsley (1950). Shelley provides a taxonomy of four types of counterarguments to

analogical  arguments.  These  are false  analogy;  misanalogy;  disanalogy, and  counteranalogy.  The

counterargument of  false analogy rejects the original analogy by pointing out relevant differences between

the source and target-case,236 arguing that the analogy is incorrect, and has a destructive effect because it

does  not  replace  the  criticized  conclusion  with  a  new  one  (Shelley  2004,  2002a;  2002b;  2002c).  A

misanalogy refutes an analogy in the same way as a false analogy but in showing the relevant differences it

also suggests a revised construal  of the analogy,  which yields a new conclusion  (Shelley 2004, 2002a;

2002b; 2002c). According to Shelley, disanalogy and counteranalogy both accept the analogy as correct, but

operate by overriding the analogy by presenting further relevant data that motivates an alternative conclusion

in place of the original one. While they accept that the analogy is correct, they operate on the principle that

the analogy does not contain all  the information relevant to the conclusion. What Shelley calls “counter-

analogy counterargument” is basically the same as what I label “counterargument of counter-analogy” and

what Govier calls “technique of counteranalogy” (Govier 2010, p. 353). The difference is that Shelley asserts

that  the function of  a  counter-analogy is  not  to  undermine the original  analogy,  but  to  provide superior

reasons for accepting an alternative conclusion (Shelley 2004, p. 234). The only difference between what

235  Although the concept of second-order analogy can be found (just search for it on google) it does not seem to be
used in the sense I use it here, nor is it ever used as a counterargument against analogical argumentation. 

236 Shelley's concepts of “source” and “target-case” mean the same as my labels “Analogue” and “Target-Subject”, 
respectively. 
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Shelley labels counter-analogy, counterargument, and disanalogy counterargument is that that latter uses

the same source domain as the attacked analogy while a counter-analogy counterargument adds knowledge

from a different source domain than that of the original analogical argumentation (Shelley 2004, 2002c). 

However, I fail to see that Shelley has provided an account of more than two real counterarguments

against the analogy employed in an analogical argumentation. The counterarguments of false analogy and

misanalogy are the  same type of  counterargument;  adding a suggestion of  a revised analogy does not

change  the  way  in  which  the  counterargument  operates  in  criticizing  the  analogy  in  an  analogical

argumentation. Furthermore, if the addition of the revised analogy would make a difference with respect to

the argumentative operation of the counterargument, the misanalogy counterargument would be an example

of a coordinatively complex counterargumentation, where one argument that points out relevant differences

is coordinately compound with another argument that advances a counter-analogy (in my terminology). 

Likewise,  the  counterarguments  of  disanalogy  and  counteranalogy  are  the  same  type  of

counteragumentation: difference in source domain does not change how their criticism operates against the

analogy  of  the  attacked  analogical  argumentation.  Irrespectively  of  what  source  domain they use,  both

counterarguments operate by presenting an alternative analogy that competes with the original analogy. My

firm stand is that the distinction between various types of counterarguments should be based on difference in

the means by which the criticism operates on the attacked argumentation, and not on other parameters. The

claim that a counter-analogy does not undermine the original analogy, but only provide superior reasons for

accepting an alternative conclusion, seems incorrect. If an alternative analogy is superior, then it shows that

the first  analogy was in  some respect defective,  and the objects of  comparison are thus not  essentially

similar.  Shelley also argues that there is a crucial difference between disanalogy and dissimilarity: (Shelley

2002, pp. 83-84):

[…] it is worth noting that dissimilarities do not necessarily entail disanalogies. Suppose our cars are
similar  except  that  yours  has  a  more  efficient  engine  whereas  mine has  a  more  aerodynamic shape.
According to  Copi’s  definition,  there are four disanalogies  between the cars  that  are relevant to  gas
mileage: Each car has a different shape and engine type than the other car. The likelihood that each car
gets similar mileage should therefore be considered small. However, when causal relations are taken into
account, the differences in shape and engine efficiency may actually compensate for each other and thus
support an analogy between them. So, even the presence of relevant dissimilarities does not guarantee that
source  and  target  analogs  are  disanalogous.  These  examples  indicate  that  the  relation  between
disanalogies and dissimilarities is not so strong as philosophers have generally assumed. If anything,
disanalogies appear to be very much like analogies, properly taken. A new theory of disanalogies that
takes this fact into consideration is clearly called for. 

However, if an analogy is understood according to the theory expounded here, where similarity is analyzed in

terms of one-to-one correspondence, and relevance in terms of a determination relation, the motivation for

Shelley's argumentation seems to vanish. The cars are essentially similar with respect to low gas mileage.

The element “better aerodynamic shape” in the Analogue (i.e., “my car”) determines Assigned-Predicate “low

gas mileage” of the Analogue (i.e., “my car”), and in the Target-Subject (i.e., “your car”) the element “efficient

engine”  determines  the  same  Assigned-Predicate  “low  gas  mileage”.  Thus,  although  the  determining

elements in the Analogue and the Target-Subject are different, they do correspond to each other one-to-one,
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and  the  likelihood  of  the  further  similarity  that  each  car  gets  similar  mileage  should  therefore  not be

considered small. 

Beardsley  (1950)  suggests  three  counterarguments  for  criticizing  argumentation  by  analogy:

attacking assumed resemblances, attacking the underlying generalization, and “extending the analogy to the

point where it  boomerangs.” (pp. 110-112). “Attacking assumed resemblances” is the same as Shelley's

false analogy and misanalogy (Beardsley does not draw a distinction between an antagonist who suggests a

revised  analogy  and  one  who  doesn’t).  Beardsley's  counterargument  of  attacking  the  underlying

generalization is based on the idea that there is no genuine analogical inference; all arguments by analogy

are fallacious arguments that contain a hidden falsifiable generalization (Beardsley 1950, pp. 105-110).  

However, such a “hidden generalization” does not exist in genuine argumentation by analogy, and

cannot be reduced to some other type of argument scheme (Chapter 3, section [3.5]; Chapter 4; Chapter 5,

section [5.4]; Chapter 6, section [6.3.1]]; Govier 1989; Barker 1989;  Guarini 2004; Bermejo-Luque 2014).

Thus, although I will use Beardsley’s examples of the concrete use of counterarguments from the work of

Beardsley, I consider his theoretical framework and understanding of analogical argumentation to be flawed.

Apart  from Shelley  and Beardsley,  some brief  comments have  been made also  by some other

authors. The above-mentioned Govier is one, and another is Zoar Livnat (2011, pp. 10-11) who very briefly

discusses what  would  correspond to  counterargument  2  and 3,  which,  in  turn,  is  based on Perelman’s

account (Perelman 1982).237 

In sum, very few authors have discussed the specific counterarguments that target the analogical

inference in argumentation by analogy. There are a few exceptions, but these are brief and superficial, and

together, Beardsley's and Shelley's accounts—the most comprehensive accounts to date—provide only an

account of three (1-3) of the six counterarguments against analogical argumentation, and even those could

certainly benefit from deeper analysis and further explication. Moreover, I have found no account whatsoever

of how the counterarguments relate to the scheme-specific correctness conditions of analogical argument

schemes, as outlined in the previous section. In what follows, subsections [7.4.3]-[7.4.8] will provide a deeper

discussion of each counterargument explaining how each works to falsify one or more of the scheme-specific

correctness conditions for analogical argumentation. 

7.4.3 Attacking the Similarities in the Abstract
This is perhaps the most common way to criticize faulty argumentation by analogy. This defense simply

means that the antagonist in the critical discussion points out elements that constitute relevant differences

between  the  Analogue  and  the  Target-Subject,  or  questions  the  relevance  of  the  similarities  (i.e.,  the

determining relation).  This  means that  the counterargument  can  be employed  against  any  of  the  three

237 There is also Brewer's “argument by disanalogy” as well as Reidhav's “negative analogy” (Brewer 1996, pp 1006-
1018; Reidhav 2007, pp. 38-44) but these are identical with what Shelley labels “false analogy” and what I label
“pointing out relevant differences in the abstract”. Brewer also writes about “competing analogies” (Brewer 1996,
pp.  1012-1015)  as  common  legal  analogy  argumentation,  which  is  the  same  as  the  “counter-analogy
counterargument” in Shelley's terminology. Brewer, however, sees “competing analogies” as a species of “argument
by disanalogy” (i.e., “false analogy” in Shelley’s terminology). 
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correctness conditions outlined in  section [7.3].  If  this  counterargument  would  be used against  the first

condition,  it  would mean that  the attack targets the implicit  claim that  the features in  the Analogue are

relevant factors at all, thereby making irrelevant the analogy as a whole. Consider this critical discussion: 

(Context: a critical discussion on whether same-sex couples should be allowed to adopt children from foreign

countries). The protagonist: 

Such couples should have that right to adopt because even if being brought up in a family with only 
single-sex parents is not optimal, it is still better than growing up in a country where there is poverty 
or famine (which is often the case with foreign adoptions). 

The antagonist: 

The comparison fails because what was relevant to the question of the right of any type of couple to 
adopt foreign children is not that it is better for the child compared to not being adopted, but that it is 
sufficiently good for the children according to the standards of the adopting country. The child will  
not compare itself with people in their country of origin, but with people living in the country where 
they grow up. 

In this example, the antagonist questions that the features in the comparison—a child in the adopting country

vs. a child in his/her country of origin—is not relevant to the rules of adoption, and that the comparison to

countries with poverty or famine is therefore not relevant (i.e., there is no determining relation between the

Element in the AnalogueA and the Assigned-PredicateAP. Thus, it does not matter if the Target-Subject has

a counterpart element*). Sometimes this sub-counterargument can be used in a way that is very similar to

using  a  counterexample,  since  it  reveals a universal  feature  as  relevant  to  the  case.  However,  the

counterargument  making  a  counter-example  to  a  proposition  expressing  a  relevant  feature  seems  a

problematic strategy as a defense against such an analogy as Thomson's. 

The reason for this is that the relevant features of the analogy appear relevant only ceteris paribus

and pro tanto, and not as universal ethical truths. A counterexample would only prove that the features are

not  universally relevant to ethical  situations.  Relevant features in  analogical  argumentation need not  be

universal truths, and they need not even be  ceteris paribus, which means that such “deductive” counter-

argumentation will be problematic. Perhaps there are some other contextual factors that make this particular

feature salient in the analogy advanced by the protagonist? This is especially acute if you accept some

theory of ethical particularism in which the context determines the moral valence of an act and whether a

particular feature is salient or silenced.238 

Let  us  look  at  an example  of  this  counterargument  being  used  to  attack  the  second and  third

conditions used against the most infamous analogy for abortion: Judith Thomson’s violinist argumentation  in

support  of  abortion.  Thomson’s  argumentation  was  supposed  to  show  that  it  is  morally  permissible  to

238 This is  an ethical  theory originally  invented by Jonathan Dancy,  which holds that  ethical  judgment cannot  be
codified in principled terms. For a recent work on ethical particularism, see for instance Kihlbom (2002).

223



terminate a rape-induced pregnancy even if we accept that the fetus is a person (Thomson 1971, p. 55):239 

I propose, then, that we grant that the fetus is a person from the moment of conception. How does the
argument go from here? Something like this, I take it. Every person has a right to life. So the fetus has a
right to life. No doubt the mother has a right to decide what shall happen in and to her body; everyone
would grant that. But surely a person’s right to life is stronger and more stringent than the mother’s right
to decide what happens in and to her body, and so outweighs it.  So the fetus may not be killed;  an
abortion may not be performed. It sounds plausible. But now let me ask you to imagine this. You wake up
in the morning and find yourself back to back in bed with an unconscious violinist. A famous unconscious
violinist.  He  has  been  found  to  have  a  fatal  kidney  ailment,  and  the  Society  of  Music  Lovers  has
canvassed all the available medical records and found that you alone have the right blood type to help.
They have therefore kidnapped you, and last night the violinist’s circulatory system was plugged into
yours, so that your kidneys can be used to extract  poisons from his blood as well as your own. The
director of the hospital now tells you, ‘‘Look, we’re sorry the Society of Music Lovers did this to you-we
would never have permitted it if we had known. But still, they did it, and the violinist now is plugged into
you. To unplug you would be to kill him. But never mind, it’s only for nine months. By then he will have
recovered from his ailment, and can safely be unplugged from you. Is it morally incumbent on you to
accede to this situation? No doubt it would be very nice of you if you did a great kindness. But do you
have to accede to it? What if it were not nine months, but nine years? Or longer still? What if the director
of the hospital says, ‘Tough luck, I agree, but you’ve now got to stay in bed, with the violinist plugged
into you, for the rest of your life. Because remember this: all persons have a right to life, and violinists are
persons. Granted you have a right to decide what happens in and to your body, but a person’s right to life
outweighs your right to decide what happens in and to your body. So you cannot ever be unplugged from
him.’ I imagine you would regard this as outrageous... 

The attack against the first condition could also target the sufficiency of the relevant factors. For instance, the

antagonist could argue that immobility and restrictions of quality of life, although relevant, are insufficient for

unplugging and letting the violinist  die.  However,  even such a modified version of  this counterargument

seems unsatisfying and is  therefore not  a  defense like  that  advised against  this  analogy.  Attacking the

second condition  of  the  three  analogical  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions  means simply  that  the

opponent of this argumentation will point out that a corresponding element of resemblance is lacking in the

Target-Subject that is part of the determining relation of the Analogue. In other words, there are relevant

differences between the cases. For instance, the natural  function of a woman's womb is to nourish the

unborn person, and it does so without impairing a woman's life or dignity, whereas no human body has the

natural function to perform kidney dialysis for another adult human. Another relevant difference might be the

fact that a pregnancy does not cause the same degree of extreme immobility and restriction to life quality as

being hooked up to a violinist. The degree of extreme immobility and restriction is a relevant factor,  ceteris

paribus.  This  counterargument  is  simply  a  counterargument  that  points  out  a  relevant  difference  in  the

abstract: 

1. There is a relevant difference between the compared cases: the analogy fails because it  
lacks a counterpart element (extreme immobility and restriction to life quality) in the Target-
Subject (pregnancy situation).

1.1 A pregnancy does not cause the same degree of immobility and restriction to life quality as 
does being hooked up with the violinist. 

(1.1' Extreme immobility and restriction to life quality is a relevant factor in this case (it is 

239 This argumentation could also be interpreted as a refutation by parallel argument, see Chapter 6.
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part of what determines your permission to unplug in the violinist case.))

Another example of the same counterargument could be:240 

 1. There is a relevant difference between the compared cases: the analogy fails because 
permitting death lacks a counterpart element.

1.1 In contrast to the abortion case, the death of the violinist is not actively caused by the 
unplugging (since an abortion means actively killing the unborn person). 

(1.1' The difference between act and omission is a relevant factor is this case (it is part of 
what determines the fact that you are, in the case of the violinist, permitted to unplug 
yourself.))

This second criticism could be a bit more problematic since many ethical theories deny 1.1', and the absence

of it  renders 1.1 irrelevant.  In order  for an argument to be dialectically effective and fulfill  its  pragmatic

conditions the participants in a critical discussion need to accept the same standard of comparison. 

This counterargument can also be used to attack the third scheme-specific condition, pointing out

that even though there may be a comparable element in the Target-Subject to the element in the determining

relation  in  the  Analogue,  there  may  be  other elements  in  the Target-Subject that  counteract the

corresponding determining relation that would otherwise be in operation there. A real-life example of this

criticism is directed against Thomson’s analogy: 

[The] analogy is flawed because it presupposes that the relationship between mother and child is no more
significant, and carries with it no more responsibility, than the relationship between a person and some
random stranger in a hospital bed. This is absurd. If we’re trying to make this hypothetical as close to
pregnancy as possible, shouldn’t the sick singer (or violinist, according to the original iteration of this
hypothetical) at least be your child? Your argument doesn’t work because the fact that your child is your
child,  and  not  some strange  adult  from across  town,  is  precisely  the  point.  Hidden cleverly  in  this
hypothetical is the insinuation that one cannot agree that an unborn child has a right to his mother’s body,
without agreeing that anyone in the entire world, in any context, for any reason, at any point, for any
period of time, has a right to a woman’s body. . .  [If] your own child becomes very sick because of
something you did. He needs a blood transfusion and you are the only match. Would you refuse to give
him your blood because it infringes on your bodily autonomy? Could this be morally justified? You put
your kid in the hospital and now you will choose to watch him die because he ‘doesn’t have a right to
your blood’ (Walsh 2014).

This argumentation does not claim that the faultiness resides merely in a lack of a certain resemblance in the

Target-Subject;  that  one of  the determining elements in  the analogy lacks a counterpart  element in  the

Target-Subject.  The  criticism  is,  rather,  that  another  element  in  the  Target-Subject  (the  mother–child

relationship) counteracts  the effect  of  other  relevant similarities that  they,  ex hypothesi,  may have. This

version of the counterargument can be formulated thus: 

1. There is a relevant difference between the compared cases: the analogy fails. 

1.1 In the abortion situation there is a mother–child relationship that does not hold 

240 This example is a bit ambiguous. It is ambiguous whether the attack is directed against the second or third 
ontological condition since one could also argue that the element of actively causing death counteracts the same 
determining relation in the Target-Subject. 
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in the violinist example. 

1.1' The mother–child relationship is a relevant factor in determining how the mother  
ought to treat the person that is her child (which counteracts the corresponding 
reason to cause the death of the child that may hold in the violinist case). 

7.4.4 Advancing a Counter-Analogy 
This counterargument works by advancing an alternative competing analogy that  supports a different or

opposite standpoint to the one supported by the original analogy. This counterargument is based on a new

comparison and attacks the third scheme-specific correctness condition for analogy argumentation. Instead

of attacking the similarities in the abstract, this type of counterargument does not explicitly state whether the

comparison fails because of a certain relevant difference. Rather, a counter-analogy works at a concrete

phenomenological  level  and  appeals  to  our  particular  intuitions  for  showing  that  one  or  more  of  the

ontological correctness conditions are not satisfied without explicitly specifying which or why. By advancing a

competing and better comparison, the third correctness condition is falsified by concrete particular intuitions. 

Counter-analogies operate on  the  idea that  the  original  analogy  argumentation does not

represent all of the aspects relevant to the standpoint; the counter-analogy shows that the original analogy in

one way or another overlooks relevant knowledge (Shelley 2004, see especially pp. 236-237). Thus, in terms

of the theory of analogical inference assumed here, the counterargument that advances a counter-analogy

falsifies the third scheme-specific correctness condition of analogy argumentation. It shows that there are

other elements that  counteracts the determining relation of  the Assigned-Predicate, although it  does not

specify which those elements are. Thus, in terms of the theory of analogical inference which is assumed

here, the counterargument of advancing a counter-analogy falsifies the third scheme-specific correctness

conditions of analogy argumentation. It shows that there are other elements that counteract the determining

relation of the Assigned-Predicate, although it does not specify what those elements are. 

This type of counterargument works best if the counter-analogy is intuitively a clearly better analogy

and supports a standpoint that is  clearly contrary to the original analogical argumentation . The analogy

needs  to  be  at  least  as  good  as  the  original  one.  An  example  of  a  counter-analogy  to  Thomson's

argumentation by analogy could be:

 Imagine a very special case involving the three-year old conjoined twins Donald and Eric. Although they
are conjoined twins, it has been shown that they are not identical twins (!). Somehow two fertilized eggs
have grown into one. This should, under normal circumstances, be impossible, but due to the unusual
genetics of the mother, as well as the fertility drug she took during pregnancy, this condition has become
possible. The situation is even more unusual in that the twins have different fathers. Shortly after the
mother had sexual intercourse with her husband, a criminal crept into the house and raped her, which
doctors have somehow figured out resulted in Eric.  This all  come to light  during preparation for  an
operation to  separate the boys.  The doctors  know that  the twins can be safely separated by surgery.
Unfortunately, before the surgery would be performed, there was a car accident, which did not injure
Donald but left Eric in a deep coma. This coma, however, is of a very particular and specific type, which
is also caused by the medication he needs in order to be treated. They know that the treatment will last
almost  exactly  nine  months  and  that  it  will  destroy  all  of  Eric's  memories,  abilities,  and  cognitive
capacities so that he, when he wakes up, must re-learn everything. Because of the particularities of Eric's
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very specific coma symptoms, and because of the type of operation, the only way to separate the twins
while Eric remains in a coma would entail actively killing Eric. When Eric awakens from his coma, the
operation can be performed without any health risk to either brother,  but if  the attempt was made to
separate them while Eric remains comatose doctors would first have to kill Eric and then perform the
operation that  separates  them, or  Donald would also die.  Thus,  the options are:  1)  Let  Donald stay
conjoined with Eric for nine months, or 2) Kill Eric. Does the family have the right to kill Eric? Does
Donald (if he could) have the right to kill Eric? 

This  counter-analogy  is  intuitively  a  better  analogy  to  a  rape  induced  pregnancy  and  it  supports  the

contradictory conclusion—that abortion is not morally permissible. It shows that there must be relevant and

concrete differences in the objects of comparison in Thomson's analogy, without highlighting exactly what

they are; there are other elements in the case of abortion that counteract the relevant similarities that may

obtain with regard to being hooked to an unconscious violinist.

Moreover, the relevant difference that does exist between this case and a pregnancy situation works

in  favor of the standpoint of the counter-analogy compared with Thomson's analogy (i.e., the element that

counteracts  the  determining  relation  determines  the  Assigned-Predicate  of  the  counter-analogy  more

strongly than the element in the original analogy determined the Assigned-Predicate that abortion is morally

permissible). The frustration, restriction, and immobility that nevertheless may occur in a pregnancy cannot

after  all  compare  with  the  frustration,  restrictions,  and  immobility  of  a  young  child  who  is  completely

conjoined with an unconscious brother of the same size. Thus, if we think that it would be wrong of Eric's

parents to kill him in this situation, then it is a fortiori wrong to perform an abortion, even if rape induced. 

This example of a counter-analogy primarily shows that correctness conditions two and three are

unsatisfied, and that Thomson's analogy is incorrect. However, the counterargument of advancing a counter-

analogy could  also  have  attacked  the  first  condition  by  providing  the  counter-analogy,  which  is  more

analogous to the Target-Subject that shows that the features in the original Analogue are irrelevant; they do

not determine the Assigned-Predicate. 

The counterargument of counter-analogy can often be more persuasive than the counterargument of

pointing out significant differences at the abstract level, since it, too—like the analogy it attacks—works at a

phenomenological  level.  A counter-analogy has also epistemic and pedagogical  advantages in that  it  is

concrete and therefore resembles our immediate reality (Chapter 6), in contrast to the counterargument of

pointing out the differences at an abstract level. Moreover, even if a counter-analogy is not better than the

original analogy, it might still manage to undermine the argumentation of the protagonist and shift the burden

of proof. 

In his  Dialogues Concerning Natural  Religion  Hume has Philo launch a counter-analogy against

Cleanthes’ analogical argumentation for belief in a designer of the world: 

Look round the world: contemplate the whole and every part of it: You will find it to be nothing but one
great machine, subdivided into an infinite number of lesser machines, which again admit of subdivisions
to a degree beyond what human senses and faculties can trace and explain. All these various machines,
and  even  their  most  minute  parts,  are  adjusted  to  each  other  with  an  accuracy  which  ravishes  into
admiration all men who have ever contemplated them. The curious adapting of means to ends, throughout
all nature, resembles exactly, though it much exceeds, the productions of human contrivance; of human
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designs, thought, wisdom, and intelligence. Since, therefore, the effects resemble each other, we are led to
infer, by all the rules of analogy, that the causes also resemble; and that the Author of Nature is somewhat
similar to the mind of man, though possessed of much larger faculties, proportioned to the grandeur of the
work which he has executed. By this argument a posteriori, and by this argument alone, do we prove at
once the existence of a Deity, and his similarity to human mind and intelligence. (Hume 2002 Part II,
fifth paragraph).

Cleanthes’ (i.e. Hume's) argumentation can be reconstructed as follows:241

1. There is a Deity with mind and intelligence similar to the human but with much larger 
faculties that has designed the world. 

1.1a The whole world is like a great machine that can be divided into an infinite number of lesser 
machines which admit of subdivisions to a degree beyond what human faculties can trace 
and explain. 

1.1a' If effects resemble each other, then the causes also resemble each other [principle of 
analogy].

1.1a'.1 These are the rules of analogy. 

1.1a.1 All these various machines, and even their most minute parts, are adjusted to each other  
with an accuracy that ravishes into admiration all men who have ever contemplated them.

(1.1a.1' We recognize machines as made by human intelligence due to how their parts are adjusted 
to each other with great accuracy.) 

1.1b The curious adapting of means to end, throughout all nature, resembles exactly, though it  
much exceeds, the productions of human contrivance; of human designs, thought, wisdom, 
and intelligence.

1.1b' If effects resemble each other, then the causes also resemble each other [principle of 
analogy].

1.1a-b'.1 These are the rules of analogy. 

To this argumentation Cleanthes replies: 

Why then, replied CLEANTHES, it seems to me, that, though the world does, in many circumstances,
resemble an animal body; yet is the analogy also defective in many circumstances the most material: no
organs of sense; no seat of thought or reason; no one precise origin of motion and action. In short, it
seems to bear a stronger resemblance to a vegetable than to an animal, and your inference would be so far
inconclusive in favour of the soul of the world. (Hume 2002 VI, eighth paragraph)

Philo's (I.e Hume's) counter-analogy can be reconstructed as follows: 

1. The analogy between the world and human designs is inconclusive in favor of the soul of the
world.

1.1 The world seems to bear stronger resemblance to a vegetable than to an animal. 

1.1' If effects resemble each other, then the causes also resemble each other. 

1.1.1. No organs of sense; no seat of thought or reason; no one precise origin of motion and 
action.

241 1.1a-b' express the determining relation of the elements while 1.1a and 1.1b express the one-to-one relation between the 
elements of the analogy. 
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The basic logic of the counterargument of advancing a counter-analogy can be formulated in this way:

 1. The analogy does not give a reason to believe the standpoint.

1.1 A competing better (or equally good) analogy [the counter-analogy] supports the opposite
standpoint.

(1.1' An analogy does not give a reason to accept the standpoint, if a competing better (or equally
good) analogy supports the opposite standpoint.)

7.4.5 Showing that the Analogical Argumentation Self-
Defeats

I  have hitherto discussed two counterarguments that an antagonist can use to criticize the analogy in a

protagonist's argumentation by analogy. However, the antagonist can also employ the same analogy as the

protagonist,  but  use  it  against the  very  argumentation  that  employed  the  analogy.  That  is  the

counterargument of making the argumentation by analogy self-defeat.  This counterargument is identical to

one  of  Perelman's  two  options  of  rejecting  an  argumentation  by  analogy:  to  adapt  and  expand  the

protagonist’s analogy to suit the needs of one’s own side for argumentative purposes (Perelman 1982 p.

119),  and what Beardsley meant by his expression that  you could refute an analogy by “extending the

analogy to the point where it boomerangs” (Beardsley 1950, p. 111). 

This defense differs from the others in that it operates by showing that the analogical argumentation

defeats its own purpose (of supporting the standpoint) because the analogy de facto supports an opposite

standpoint than the protagonist claims it does.  This counterargument does not (necessarily) assume that

there is anything fatally wrong with the protagonist's analogy  per se,  but that the protagonist has omitted

crucial  elements  in  his  argumentation.  In  other  words,  this  counterargument  accepts  the  Analogue  as

analogous with the Target-Subject—at least for the sake of the argument—but argues that it  assigns an

opposite  Assigned-Predicate  to  the Target-Subject  than  what  the protagonist  thinks.  This  argumentative

operation is possible since the role of an analogy is not necessarily to provide new information, but rather to

focus attention on certain parts of currently available information and to highlight certain parts in order to see

things in a new light (Aragones et al. 2001). Thus, for the purpose of argumentation, the antagonist can

accentuate other elements of the analogy than those highlighted by the protagonist, and elaborate on the

analogy  to  make  it  support  a  contrary  standpoint.  Thus,  my  assessment  is  that  this  counterargument

operates in the same way as that of advancing a counter-analogy. It also operates on the assumption that

the analogy omits relevant aspects from consideration. However, instead of advancing a counter-analogy

that reveals this, the antagonist can here show that these omitted aspects make the analogy support the

opposite standpoint than that asserted by the protagonist. The antagonist critique shows that the comparison

failed to be essentially similar with respect to the conclusion by means of highlighting omitted elements that

provide  a  new conclusion.  Thus,  this  type  of  counterargument—like  counter-analogy—falsifies  the  third

scheme-specific correctness condition; in both instances it is shown that there are omitted elements that

counteract the determining relation in the protagonist's analogy, but in different ways. 
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This  counterargument  has  a  stronger  and  a  weaker  version.  In  the  weaker  version,  the

counterargument  only shows that  the analogy supports  a  different standpoint  than what  the protagonist

thought, while in the stronger version the counterargument shows that the analogy supports a standpoint that

is opposite to the original standpoint. The weaker version shows that the analogy was irrelevant, while the

stronger version shows that the analogy provided an argument against the position of the protagonist. The

stronger version is the most common and it also has the advantage that it makes the protagonist hoist by his

own petard with respect to his own analogical argumentation. Since it is made up by their own analogy, the

protagonist cannot reject the basic premise of the antagonist's defense. This counterargument is very useful

in a mixed disagreement of opinion, where it becomes a defense for the standpoint of the antagonist. Let us

look at an example (from Beardsley 1950, p. 126):

 The protagonist:

If we want to find out who is the best 100 yard sprinter, we have a race and let everyone compete in it;
and we must not interfere with the race by holding up some runners and helping others. Now, economic
competition is just like a race, and if we want the most efficient industries to come out on top, we must
leave them alone. 

The antagonist: 

Your analogy is an excellent one, only you don't carry it far enough. For we can't run a fair race without
rules, to keep the runners from jumping the gun and tripping each other up. That's the only way you can
be sure that the winner really is the best runner, not merely the best tripper. Thus your analogy implies
that  we must  have  strong rules  to  keep  down monopoly,  and  price-fixing  conspiracies,  to  make the
economic  race  a  fair  one.  Moreover,  your  analogy  implies  that,  to  ensure  fairness,  we  should  start
everyone off at the same place, with an equal amount of money.

We can here see that the antagonist adapts and utilizes the analogy in order to show that the analogy de

facto supports the opposite standpoint by means of manifesting relevant elements that is omitted in the

protagonist’s analogy argumentation. The Target-Subject omits the element that corresponds one-to-one with

the element of rules against tripping, and when this element is highlighted it lends support to the opposite

standpoint than that intended by the protagonist. Thus, the argumentation by analogy is shown to defeat

itself by the analogy it employs. Another example is taken from Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969, p.

387):242

Berriat  Saint  Prix,  arguing  against  a  jurist  who,  scorning  any  reference  to  Roman  law  and  early
jurisprudence, claimed in work on the Civil Code, to describe 'the veins, muscle, features and soul of the
law' expressed regret that the writer did not 'follow his metaphor to the end' for 'he would have soon
perceived  that  every  living  being  receives  its  organization from an  earlier  being  from which  it  was
begotten’.  

Beardsley supplies another example (1950 p. 126-127):

The protagonist: 

If a couple of your feudin' neighbors are out taking potshots at one another, you don't rush to get in the
middle of it, and you're a fool if you take sides. Let America stay at home. No foreign entanglements.

242 Unfortunately, I have not had access to the original text; the example is quoted by Walton et al. (2008, p. 240). However, the 
absence of original source has no bearing on its pedagogical worth as an example. 
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The antagonist: 

When people start shooting, the innocent bystander gets hit. If there's a feud, everyone is in danger from
stray bullets, and you're a fool if you don't put a stop to it. 

The counterargument can be condensed into this basic logical structure: 

1. The standpoint x of the protagonist is not supported by the protagonist's analogy.

1.1 The analogy de facto supports standpoint y.

(1.1' The standpoint y is different or (worse) opposite to the standpoint x.)

The  counterargument  is  especially  useful  against  loose  and  populist  arguments  by  analogy  that  are

fallacious  but  where  it  is  difficult  to  immediately  point  out  exactly  what  and  where  the  fault  is.  The

counterargument need not show that it is obvious that the analogy supports another standpoint; it can be

very effective just in showing that an opposing standpoint is as justified by the analogy as the original one,

which would neutralize the argumentation. This counterargumentation should, however, not be confused with

reducing an analogy to absurdity—a distinctly dissimilar counterargumentation discussed in the topic of the

next section. 

7.4.6 Reducing the Analogy to Absurdity 
This counterargumentation argues that accepting the analogy between the Target-Subject and the Analogue

has absurd implications and must therefore be flawed. The 'absurdity' should be interpreted in the broad

sense  of  whatever  is  contrary  to  the  commitment-set  of  the  defense’s  intended audience.  This  type of

defense exists  in  two versions:  the antagonist  can make either  a  logical or  analogical reduction of  the

analogy. In this context, a logical reduction to absurdity has this basic logical scheme: 

1. The Analogue cannot be analogous to the Target-Subject.

1.1 x is absurd (or unacceptable, or unreasonable etc.).

1.1' If the Analogue is analogous to the Target-Subject then (logically) x. 

If this type of counterargument uses an analogical reduction against the reasoning of another argumentation,

it  becomes  an  instance  of  refutation  by  parallel  argumentation,  which  is  a  species  of  this  type  of

counterargument. The basic logic of an analogical reductio is: 

1. The Analogue cannot be analogous to the Target-Subject.

1.1 Analogue2 is absurd (or unreasonable etc.).

1.1' If the Analogue is analogous to the Target-Subject, then (analogously) Analogue2.
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We will take a closer look at this specified counterargument in section [4.8] and will, in this section, only

focus on reduction by logical means. However, the persuasive effect of either analogical or logical reductio

ad absurdum is due to successful appeal to common ground and not to their logical form (Jansen 2007).243

Furthermore, argumentation by analogy, like other argument schemes, does not employ the logical form in

the same sense as formally valid arguments are said to employ logical forms, like modus ponens, etc.244 An

example of this counterargument against Thomson's argumentation by analogy could be: 

[If this analogy is accepted as correct] a mother could not be judged harshly for smoking, drinking, doing
coke, and going skydiving (hopefully not all in the same day) while 6 months pregnant. If you really
believe  that  a  woman’s  body  is  autonomous  —  that  she  has  absolute  jurisdiction  over  it  — then
you must defend a mother who does things that could seriously harm her unborn child, even if she hasn’t
chosen to abort it [. . .] [moreover] it requires you to support abortion at every stage of development [. . .]
is a woman’s body less autonomous when she’s been pregnant for 35 weeks? There is no way around it:
bodily autonomy means that it is moral to kill a fully formed baby, at seven months, or eight months, or
nine months. (Walsh 2014)

Another real example of this counterargument is from a legal case and was used by Justice Cardozo as a

defense  against  the  railroad  analogy.  The  case  of  Hynes  vs.  New  York  Central  Railway  Co.  (NYCR)

concerned the death of a young man, Harvey Hynes, who was electrocuted, on railroad property, by a falling

high-tension wire. Hynes he had been swimming in the Hudson River and had climbed up on a springboard

extending into the water (Becker 1973, p. 249-250). The young man was just in the act of diving off the board

when the falling  electric  wire—owned by  NYCR—struck  and killed  him.  The  railroad  company defense

argued that that Hynes's conduct was analogous to that of a trespasser, and that they were therefore not

liable for the (conceded) negligence of maintenance of the high-tension wires. The opposition argued that

Hynes was just  exercising  his  rights  to  bathe  in  a  public  waterway,  and  that  the  trespass  was merely

incidental to this, and that NYCR therefore owed him a duty of care (Becker 1973, p. 253-254). The Judge

used the counterargument of reducing NYCR’s analogy to absurdity, thus showing the analogy to be flawed.

The consequences of  treating  Hynes's  conduct  as  analogous to  that  of  a  trespasser  results  in  absurd

implications as to who will and who will not be owed a duty. Judge Cardozo gave the following comments on

the analogy:

The defendant was under a duty to use reasonable care that bathers swimming or standing in the water
should not be electrocuted [ . . .] But to bathers diving from the springboard, there was no duty, we are
told [ . . .] The defendant does not deny that it would have owed a duty to this boy if he had been leaning
against the springboard with his feet upon the ground [. . .] Duties are thus supposed to arise and to be
extinguished in alternate zones or strata. Two boys walking in the country or swimming in a river stop to
rest for a moment along the side of the road or the margin of the stream. One of them throws himself
beneath the overhanging branches of a tree. Another perches himself on a bough a foot or so above the

243 Jansen discusses the nature of reductio ad absurdum types of arguments. However, I cannot see that an appeal to
common ground is universally the case, since a reductio ad absurdum could very well be a valid argumentum ad
hominem reductio ad absurdum. In such cases the absurdity is not based on common ground, but upon what the
antagonist thinks the protagonist considers absurd. 

244 In a formally valid argument the linking premise (that makes the argument formally valid) also operates as the
enabler of the transference of the acceptability of the “argument” to the standpoint, whereas in argument with
substantial schemes is does not (Chapter 5). In arguments that employ substantial argument schemes, the linking
premise that operates as the enabler of the “transference” of the acceptability of the “argument” to the standpoint,
does not make the argument formally valid; any associated logical minimum is at most a tacit assumption, not the
linking premise (Chapter 5).
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ground [ . . .] Both are killed by falling wires. The defendant would have us say that there is a remedy for
the representatives of one and none for the representatives of the other [ . . .] Hynes would have gone to
his death if he had been below the springboard or beside it  [ . . .] The wires were not stayed by the
presence of the plank. They followed the boy in his fall and overwhelmed him in the waters.  (Hynes vs.
New York Railway Co)245

Judge Cardozo did not point out the relevant features as such, nor supply a counter-analogy, nor did he

argue that  the  analogy  de facto  proved something other  than what  the  defendant  claimed,  but  instead

reveals the absurd implications of accepting such an analogy as an accurate analogy. 

7.4.7 Advancing a Second-Order Analogy
The counterargument of advancing a second-order analogy means that the antagonist provides an analogy

of the protagonist’s analogy. A second-order analogy compares differences or similarities in the analogies at

work. In this scenario, the antagonist defense against an erroneous analogy is to make an analogy of the

analogy employed in the protagonist argumentation. This counterargument can be used to attack any of the

three scheme-specific correctness conditions for a correct analogy, depending on what the second-order

analogy displays as wrong in the protagonist’s analogy. 

The basic reasoning of this counterargument is: “Your analogy is like this comparison, and in this

comparison you can see that the features your analogy assumes as relevant are not”. If the second-order

analogy  is  attacking  the  first  or  second  correctness  condition,  the  basic  reasoning  would  be:  “The

protagonist's  analogy  is  like  this  comparison,  and  in  this  comparison  it  is  clear  that  there  are  relevant

features missing in (and/or that counteract) the comparison of the protagonist's analogy”. A second-order

analogy is an analogy applied to the analogy; a comparison of the comparison. 

The counterargument can also be used as a defense against the criticism of an analogy. I had to

search for a long time before I found a real example that could be interpreted as a counterargument using a

second-order analogy. It is from a website where the author criticizes an analogy used by Behe in a debate

with McDonald. The debate concerns God as an intelligent designer. This is an example of a second-order

analogy attacking the first scheme-specific condition. It illustrates that the scheme-specific condition that the

similarities must be relevant (i.e., the determining relation between the element and the Assigned-Predicated

must hold) have not been satisfied. 

In like manner, to a Christian’s saying that God is analogous to her human father, it is no criticism to say
that, while her father has blue eyes, God does not. Eye color (or, having fleshy eyes in the first place) is
not one of the respects in which the analogy was intended to hold. Actually: It is more like Behe himself
has said God is like his own father, to which McDonald has countered, it is more like his mother, to which
Behe responds, “That analogy is bogus because my Mother has blue eyes, and how can God have blue
eyes,  or  any  eyes  at  all?.”  (I  do  feel  that  Behe’s  “disanalogy  critique”  is  particularly  sloppy  and
reaching.)246 

245 Hynes vs. New York Railway Co. 131 NE 898. Retrieved 07 December 2015 from https://casetext.com/case/hynes-
v-nycrr-co

246  A critique of Behe, Dembski on “irreducible complexity” Retrieved from http://amerikanbeat.net/contact-
amerikanbeat/a-critique-of-behe-dembski-on-%E2%80%9Cirreducible-complexity%E2%80%9D/ This site has 
unfortunately now expired, and the name of the author is unknown to me, but it makes no difference to the fact that 
it is a good example of the use of a second-order analogy.

233

file:///h
file:///h
file:///h
file:///h


Note that this defense neither advances a counter-analogy with a conclusion contrary to that of Behe's, nor

does it work by logically or analogically reducing Behe's analogy to absurdity.247 Rather, the defense works

by using a second-order analogy as a presentational device in order to elucidate what is wrong with Behe's

critique; it compares the differences in the original comparison in the analogical argument exchange between

Behe and McDonald. This counterargument is like the counterargument criticizing the claimed similarities in

the abstract but doing so by means of an illustrating example that is analogous to the original analogy. The

following example could also be interpreted as the counterargument by second-order analogy: ‘It doesn’t

matter what I say’, responds Eubanks. ‘It always sounds as if I’m defending the industry, or attacking it. And

in both cases that would be unfair. It is true that computers still crash, but it’s also true that we do more with

them every day. That’s what people overlook when they say their computer should be just as reliable as their

fridge. You wouldn’t compare a lawn mower to a Boeing 747, would you?’ (de Volkskrant, 17 October 1998).

(Example is taken from van Eemeren et. al. 2007, pp. 151-152). While this example can be interpreted as the

counterargument of reducing the analogy to absurdity, it could also arguably be interpreted as the antagonist

making an analogy of the protagonist's comparison, thus illustrating why it is a faulty comparison.248 

7.4.8 Refutation by Parallel Argumentation
I  have  now  come  to  the  final  counterargument  that  can  be  used  against  the  analogical  inference  of

argumentation by analogy. This type of counterargumentation was discussed in Chapter 6 and has, to some

extent,  already  been discussed by various  authors and been given various  labels,  for  instance  “logical

analogy” (Govier 1985); “arguments from analogy” (Woods and Hudak  1989); “counterexampling parallel

arguments”  (Hitchcock  1992);  “Analogical  arguments”  (Guarini  2004); “Arguments  by  parallels”  Hugon

(2008); “refutation by logical  analogy” (Copi and Burgess-Jackson 1992; Copi,  1990);  “rebuttal  analogy”

Whaley (1998, 2000, 2015); “method of logical analogy” (Krabbe 1996); “arguments by parity of reasoning”

(Finocchiaro 2007), and “refutation by parallel argumentation” (Chapter 6).

However, there has never been any account of using it as a counterargument against argumentation

by  analogy. Since  I have, in a separate chapter, already extensively discussed how this counterargument

works when it refutes non-analogical argumentation, and will  therefore in this section focus only on how

refutation by parallel argumentation works as a criticism against other  analogical argumentation. However,

before I discuss how it works when applied to other analogical arguments I have to first briefly explain at

least  some of  the  basic  features  of  how this  counterargument  works  in  general.  Refutation  by  parallel

arguments works by revealing that two arguments are analogous and that only one of the arguments is

accepted, while they must either be accepted or rejected together. The objects of comparison—the Analogue

and the Target-Subject—are always arguments. The Target-Subject is labeled “Target-argumentation” and

247 This counterargument could, however, be interpreted as using the refutation by parallel argument against Behe’s
analogical argumentation. However, even though such an interpretation is defensible, I do feel that it fits better with
the description of a second-order analogy since the counterargument appears to provide an analogy of the analogy. 

248 In van Eemeren et al. (2007, pp. 151-152) it is interpreted as a “negative analogy” that is, as refutation by parallel 
argument. 
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the Analogue is always a parallel argumentation labeled “Parallel-argumentation”. The Assigned-PredicateAP

will always be the same, namely, “providing an acceptable, good, sufficient, or relevant reason to believe the

conclusion of the Analogue” (Chapter 6). Since the analogous parallel argumentation obviously does not

confer reason to accept its conclusion there must be something wrong with the original argumentation (the

Target-argumentation ) as well as with the parallel-argumentation that reveals that the Target-argumentation

does not have the Assigned-Predicate in virtue of its Element* The most common examples of refutation

by parallel argumentation are those that show the invalidity of an argumentation by presenting a parallel with

an obviously false conclusion. 

This  type  of  counterargument  is  more  like  a  special  kind  of  application  of  the  other  types  of

counterargument, rather than a category of its own, especially when applied on other analogical arguments. 

It may often appear as if this counterargument is a species of the counterargument of reducing an analogy to

absurdity. The difference is that the reductio is an analogical reduction and not a logical reduction, and that it

concerns  the  justificatory  structure  of  an  argumentation.  However,  it  is  not  that  simple,  since  the

counterargument can also be used in an opposite—a positive—way, where the counterargument renders a

validation or strengthening of the Target-argumentation by means of a comparison with a (good) parallel

argumentation.249 In such cases it seems like an example of employing the counterargument of advancing a

counter-analogy. 

However, the most common use of this counterargument is the negative way, to refute the Target-

argumentation by presenting an analogous parallel argumentation that is in some way unacceptable. In the

interest  of  brevity  l  will,  in  this  chapter,  focus  only  on  the  negative  version.  I  elaborate  further  on  this

discussion  in  a  different  paper  (Juthe  forthcoming).  It  is  crucial  that  the  conclusion  of  the  parallel

argumentation  is  counterintuitive  (if  it  is  used  for  a  negative  purpose).  The  degree  to  which  it  is

counterintuitive  defines  how  clearly  it  has  shown  the  argument  scheme  employed  in  the  Target-

argumentation  to  be flawed.  The  basic  logic  of  the  negative  version  of  this  defense  can  be abstractly

formulated as follows: 

1. The analogy in the protagonist's argumentation by analogy does not give a reason to believe
its standpoint.

1.1 The analogy in a parallel argumentation supports an absurd standpoint. 

1.1' An argumentation by analogy does not give a reason to believe a standpoint if a parallel  
argumentation support an absurd standpoint or is unreasonable in some other obvious way.

Refutation by parallel  argumentation applied against  an analogical  argumentation can attack any of  the

scheme-specific  correctness conditions of  analogical  argumentation depending on the way in which the

249 One could also argue that it also resembles the counterargument of advancing a second-order analogy, since it can
be argued that the parallel can express an analogous relationship that images the original analogue, highlighting
what is wrong with it.
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parallel argumentation is flawed. Sometimes, the parallel is flawed in that the similarity is not relevant (i.e.,

does not determine the Assigned-Predicate) and sometimes the parallel displays that there must be relevant

differences in the analogy used by the Target-argumentation (i.e., it lacks one-to-one correspondence). Let

us first look at an example in which the parallel argumentation attacks the first scheme-specific condition: 

The protagonist: 

Fellow temperance-workers, we know that the delicate membranes of the stomach are like the delicate
membranes of the eye, and if you want to see what alcohol does to the stomach, just pour some gin in
your eye.250

The antagonist:

If one uses that kind of logic one would not think that lemonade be good to drink; if you want to see what
lemonade does to the stomach, just pour some lemonade in your eye.

Here, the relevance of the similarity is attacked: the common feature (i.e., “delicate membranes”) does not

provide a good reason for the standpoint that alcohol will hurt the stomach, and the analogous argumentation

replacing alcohol with lemonade proves this to be the case. Thus, the element “alcohol hurts eye” does not

determine “alcohol hurts stomach”. Let us now look at an made up example where the refutation by parallel

argumentation attacks the claim of similarity (i.e., undermines the second and/or third correctness condition):

The protagonist: 

That dangerous provisions should be forbidden and dictated by the government because people cannot
estimate  the  dangers,  and  that  consumers  of  lower  social  groups  will  be  in  the  hands  of  powerful
companies, is nothing but irrational paternalism. In that case why not forbid people to drive cars as well?
I mean how can anyone estimate the dangers of driving the car in the long run? Would not people from
lower social classes buy cheaper cars? It is the consumer’s free choice if he wants to take the risk, the
same goes for provisions. 

The antagonist: 

If you really think that driving cheap cars and selling dangerous provisions are comparable then why not
reject the  Occupational Safety and Health Act251 as well? If driving cheap cars and selling dangerous
provisions  are  comparable  with  respect  to  irrational  paternalism,  I  cannot  see  why employers  being
governed by law to provide an environment free from recognized hazards for their employees is not
analogous to driving cheap cars, with respect to paternalism. Thus, the same type of argumentation by
analogy you are using can also be used to support the stance that employers need not care that their
employees can unwittingly be exposed to all kind of hazards, which is absurd. 

The antagonist's counterargument can be thus reconstructed: 

1. The argumentation for prohibiting driving cheap cars and the argumentation for prohibiting 

250 The example is from Beardsley 1950 p. 111, however I have changed the rebuttal of the antagonist so that it better 
fits into a refutation by parallel argument. 

251 The Occupational Safety and Health Act is a US capital law that regulates health and safety in the private sphere as well as for
federal authorities United States. Its principal end is to guarantee that employers provide employees with an environment free
from recognized dangers, such as exposure to toxic chemicals, excessive noise levels, mechanical dangers, heat or cold stress, or
unhygienic conditions.
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selling dangerous provisions as irrational paternalism are not parallel.

1.1 To reject the Occupational Safety and Health Act as irrational paternalism is absurd.

1.1' Analogously, if the argumentation for prohibiting driving cheap cars is parallel with the 
argumentation of prohibiting selling dangerous provisions, then both arguments are also  
parallel with an argumentation for prohibiting the Occupational Safety and Health Act as 
irrational paternalism. 

However, it can be tempting to claim that the antagonist's argumentation could also be interpreted as the

counterargument of advancing a counter-analogy: 

1. The analogy between prohibiting driving cheap cars and prohibiting selling dangerous 
provisions does not support the claim that prohibiting dangerous provisions is irrational 
paternalism.

1.1 Prohibiting dangerous provisions is better compared with The Occupational Safety and 
Health Act, which supports the opposite standpoint that it is not irrational paternalism to 
prohibit dangerous provisions. 

1.1' The comparison between driving cheap cars and selling dangerous provisions only supports 
the protagonist's standpoint if no other equal or better analogy supports the opposite 
standpoint that it is not irrational paternalism to prohibit dangerous provisions. 

While I think that a good case can be made for the first interpretation, I will not address that here.252 My claim

is, however, that although there may be an open question as to which is the best interpretation, what is

relevant here is that the former type of argumentation cannot be reduced to or equated with the latter type of

argumentation. Both counterarguments are similar in that they themselves are examples of argumentation by

analogy; they use an analogous inference to entitle their conclusions; both add an object of comparison—a

second analogue—in order to attack the protagonist’s analogy. 

However,  there  are  crucial  differences  between  them.  What  is  crucial  in  the  first  type  of

counterargumentation  (refutation  by  parallel  argumentation)  is  that  the  additional  analogy—the  second

parallel argumentation—is absurd because it supports an absurd standpoint, while what is crucial in the latter

type of counterargumentation (counter-analogy) is that it is a  plausible  analogy that supports the  opposite

standpoint.  Moreover,  crucial  to  refutation by parallel  argumentation is  that  any accurate  reconstruction

describe the Analogue and the Target-Subject in terms of arguments. The claim that all these various types

of counterarguments are irreducible to each other is further defended in the next section. What I have argued

here is that refutation by parallel argumentation in the negative version is a species of reducing the analogy

to absurdity by means of an analogical reduction, and that it can be used to falsify both the first and the

second (and third) condition, depending on how the parallel argumentation depicts the target argumentation. 

However, there is a peculiar property of this counterargument in that it can also attack the general

condition of acceptability; it can even refute a deductive argument that would be sound if only its explicit

252 The question of interpretation is determined by an assessment of argumentative indicators, wording, and context
and while this is a crucial area of research, it is not the aim of this chapter to address this question.
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premises were considered (Chapter 6). In such cases, the parallel argumentation shows that there must be

an unexpressed false premise somewhere in the argument (Chapter 6). There is much more that can be said

about this type of counterargument and how it can be used in analogical argumentation, but it cannot be

done here. A more extensive discussion will be appear in a forthcoming paper. It is now time to address

whether these various counterarguments can be reduced to one another, which bring us to the final section

before the conclusion. 

7.5. The Counterarguments are Irreducible
In this section I will provide further support of the claim that each counterargument used to criticize analogies

are essentially different types of counterarguments and cannot be reduced to one another. That several of

the counterarguments cannot be reduced to each other should be obvious, and so I shall only focus on those

counterarguments that are at risk of being commingled. It is important to realize that nothing prevents these

counterarguments  from being  combined to  form a stronger  counterargumentation  against  an analogical

argumentation. For instance, the antagonist could point out relevant differences in the abstract and then

illustrate their relevance by means of a second order analogy. Or the antagonist could point out relevant

differences in the abstract and then provide a counter-analogy that does not contain those differences with

the Target-Subject  as the original  analogue and, in that  way,  highlight  and display the differences more

clearly. 

7.5.1 Reductio vs. Analogical Self-defeat
It is possible to conflate the counterargument of making the analogy self-defeat and the counterargument of

reducing it to absurdity, but doing so would be erroneous, because they differ in both end and means. I will

start  with  the  essential  differences  between  the  logical  reductio  and  making  the  analogy  self-defeat.

Logically, reducing the protagonist’s analogy to absurdity means that the antagonist shows that the analogy

is faulty because of its absurd implications, whereas making the analogical argumentation self-defeat means

that you show that the argumentation by analogy fails, not because the analogy is faulty, but because the

analogy de facto yields a contrary (or at least different) Assigned-Predicate than what was asserted by the

protagonist. Moreover, in making the analogy self-defeat the antagonist elaborates on the analogy and

highlights elements of resemblance that have been neglected in the protagonist’s depiction of the analogy,

whereas in reducing an analogy to absurdity, it is shown that the comparison implicates elements that the

Target-Subject clearly does not have. The justification of the antagonist’s inference was that, if reaching the

third floor corresponds one-to-one with the second year of the curriculum, then the fact that you cannot get

out of a building without going back the same way you came, passing all the same floors on the way down,

also has a one-to-one correspondence in the curriculum (Target-Subject), which is absurd. Using a logical

reductio  ad  absurdum of  the  analogy  means  that  the  antagonist  reduces  the  analogy  to  something

unacceptable  to  both  parties  of  the  critical  discussion,  which  is  not  true  of  a  self-defeated  analogical

238



argumentation.253 This does not mean that making the analogical argumentation self-defeat committcommits

the antagonist to accepting the protagonist’s analogy; it only means that the antagonist’s reason for rejecting

the analogical argumentation as a reason for the protagonist's standpoint is not that the analogy is a faulty

analogy, but because the wrong conclusion has been drawn from the analogy. 

For the same reason, the analogical version of reductio cannot be reduced to analogical self-defeat.

Furthermore, in the counterargument by self-defeat, the antagonist employs the very same analogue as that

of  the protagonist,  while  by  analogically  reducing the  analogy  to  absurdity  the  antagonist  advances an

additional analogue that is also analogous with the Target-Subject (but which is unacceptable). In making an

analogy  self-defeat  the  antagonist  uses  the  same—although elaborated—analogue,  while  an analogical

reductio always advances an additional analogue that is analogous with the Target-Subject, but absurd. The

antagonist is essentially saying: “If we assume that the Analogue and Target-Subject are analogous then

they are also analogous with this second Analogue; but this second Analogue is absurd, and therefore the

similarity  they  have  in  common  cannot  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  determination  of  the  Assigned-

Predicate”. 

7.5.2 Reductio vs. Counter-analogy
The counterargument of analogical  reductio ad absurdum  must also be essentially distinguished from the

counterargument  of  employing  a  counter-analogy  as  a  defense  against  an  analogical  argumentation.  A

counter-analogy is an analogy that is also prima facie analogous to the Target-Subject but with an Analogue

that  supports a contrary or different  standpoint  compared to the conclusion of the original  analogy.  The

counterargument of counter-analogy does not advance an analogue that is absurd or inconsistent with the

commitment-set of the protagonist. Rather, the point with a counter-analogy is to provide a competing and

better analogy, but which supports the opposite standpoint to the original analogy. 

7.5.3 Second-Order Analogy vs. Reductio and Counter-
analogy

Yet nor can we equate these counterarguments, because the particular means by which the refuting effect of

each type of counterarguments are attained are different. The counterargument of reducing the analogy to

an absurdity is to give reason to believe that the analogy is erroneous by means of showing that it has

“absurd”  implications,  while  the  purpose  of  a  second-order  analogy  is  to  vividly  display  features  that

constitute relevant differences in the first order analogy. A second-order analogy does not mean that you

advance only a second analogue that must be absurd or unreasonable. The counterargument of analogical

reductio ad absurdum provides one added analogue that is absurd, and a counter-analogy also adds another

analogue but which is a competing and (at least) equally plausible analogue with a conclusion incompatible

with  the protagonist’s  original  Analogue.  By contrast,  the counterargument of  advancing a second-order

analogy provides  two additional  objects: a second Analogue, and a second Target-Subject,  imaging the

253 This is not always true; the antagonist could use a valid argumentum ad hominem. 
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analogy as an analogy. It has to do that because a second-order analogy makes an analogy of the analogical

relationship between the Analogue and the Target-Subject. Of course, one could interpret the second order

analogy as the resulting “absurdity” and see it  as just  another way of reducing the attacked analogy to

absurdity: instead of logically reducing the analogy to absurdity or adding a different analogy, the antagonist

employs a second-order analogy. Such a view would make the counterargument of a second-order analogy

into a third species of reducing the analogy to absurdity. This alternative interpretation appears difficult to

discern from perceiving the second-order analogy as something that elucidates the problems of the attacked

analogy, for can reducing something to absurdity not also depict and elucidate the flaws of an analogy?

However, the means by which either is accomplished are essentially different from making a logical reduction

or  advancing a  second analogue, which means that  second-order  analogy requires its  own category of

counterargument. 

7.5.4 Counter-analogy vs. Second-Order Analogy
Neither can the counterargument by advancing a second-order analogy be reduced to the counterargument

by  advancing  a  counter-analogy.  The  counterargument  by  supplying  a  second-order  analogy  does  not

advance a  competing analogue that also claims to be analogous with the Target-Subject that supports a

contrary standpoint compared with the original analogue. Thus, the counterargument of advancing a second-

order analogy cannot be reduced to the counterargument of advancing a counter-analogy. 

7.5.5 Counter-analogy vs. Analogical Self-defeat
That the counterargument of  counter-analogy cannot be reduced to the counterargument of  making the

analogy self-defeat should be obvious. A counter-analogy provides a new analogue that competes with the

original analogue, while the counterargument of self-defeat elaborates on the original analogue in order to

show that the analogy supports another standpoint. 

7.5.6 Refutation by Parallel Argumentation vs. All Others
I have already argued for why advancing a counter-analogy cannot be equated with or reduced to refutation

by parallel  argumentation.  In  addition,  I  here stress that  refutation by parallel  argumentation cannot  be

reduced to the other types, based on the fact that it applies exclusively to argumentation: the objects of

comparison—the  Analogue  and  the  Target-Subject—are  always arguments.  Thus,  even  if  it  may  be  a

species of reducing an analogy to an absurdity (negative version) via an analogical inference, or presenting a

counter-analogue (positive version), it clearly is its own species of counterargument, with its own peculiar

features. 
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7.6. Summary and Conclusion of Chapter 7
This chapter has attempted to provide a comprehensive discussion about the counterarguments that show

the  flaws  of  a  faulty  analogical  argumentation.  I  have  attempted  to  supply  an  exhaustive—or  at  least

comprehensive—account  of  the  counterarguments  that  can  be  used  to  show  when  the  analogy  of  an

analogical argumentation is flawed and how they relate to the scheme-specific correctness conditions for

analogical  argumentation. In section [7.2] I  gave the basic background of the chapter, and formulated a

model that extracted scheme-specific correctness conditions from the argument schemes of the pragma-

dialectical typology. These scheme-specific correctness conditions are analogous to the R.A.S. of informal

logic but are applicable only to each single argumentation separately and not to a complex argumentation.

They  can  be  abstracted  from  the  argument  schemes  since  argument  schemes  are  configurations  of

relevance and sufficiency that generate inferences.

That the correctness conditions are scheme-specific means that they are specified in accordance

with the type of scheme they are abstracted from. Since each type of scheme has its own unique principle

operating  as  inference-entitlement,  each  scheme  has  its  own  unique  set  of  correctness  conditions.

Counterarguments work by means of falsifying these scheme-specific correctness conditions. The model

also provides an account of what it means to claim that an argument scheme is appropriate and correctly

applied: the argument scheme of an argumentation is appropriate and correctly applied if, and only if, the

argumentation is scheme-specifically “valid”, and the argumentation is scheme-specifically “valid” if, and only

if, the argumentation satisfies its scheme-specific correctness conditions. The scheme-specific correctness

conditions for analogical argumentation were discussed in section [7.3]. 

Section  [7.4]  explained  and  explicated  the  six  counterarguments  of  attacking  an  erroneous

analogical argumentation. The counterarguments operate by falsifying one or more of the scheme-specific

correctness condition outlined in  section [7.3].  The various types of  counterargument  are:  Attacking the

similarities  in  the  abstract;  advancing  a  counter-analogy;  making  the  analogy  self-defeat;  reducing  the

analogy to absurdity, advance a second-order analogy, and providing an analogous parallel to the argument

scheme that is absurd (refutation by parallel argumentation). Finally, in section [7.5] I argued that the six

counterarguments are genuinely distinguished counterarguments that cannot be reduced to each other. 
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Chapter 8

8 CONCLUSION

8.1 Main Results 
In this section I describe the most important conclusions of the dissertation, and give a condensed answer to

each of the research questions that were presented in the Introduction. The aim of this study has been to

provide a systematic analytical study of the analogical argument scheme. In order to realize this aim, I have

attempted to provide a comprehensive discussion of five research questions. To this end I have applied a

pragma-dialectical  approach  to  a  number  of  actual  uses  of  analogy  argumentation,  and  analyzed  the

analogical argument scheme in depth. 

There exists a large variety of proposals for the characterization and theoretical treatment of the

various subtypes of argumentation by analogy. Chapter 2 contains the articles “Classification of Arguments

by Analogy Part I” and “Classification of Arguments by Analogy Part II”, joined as one unit, dealing with this

issue. In this chapter I provided an exploratory overview of the most recent developments regarding the

various  subtypes  of  analogical  arguments  and  addressed  the  research  question  Which  types  of

argumentation by analogy have been distinguished in the literature? The subquestions are: 

 (1a) What types are being distinguished? 

(1b) By what criteria are they distinguished? 

In  order  to  answer  these  questions  I  performed  a  qualitative  content  analysis  with  inductive  meaning

categorization on a  large quantity  of  text  consisting of  close to 700 documents254.  An inductive content

analysis means that the meaning categorization is extracted from the text,  as contrasted with deductive

content analysis, in which theoretical meaning categories are formulated prior the analysis. As a result, nine

meaning categories were extracted from the texts.  I  identified nine criteria that were used to distinguish

between the various subtypes of analogy argumentation: (1) contrasting “status” of the analogue (descriptive

vs. normative, or a priori vs. a posteriori); (2) contrasting function; (3) contrasting logical form; (4) contrasting

domains of comparison; (5) contrasting mode of inference; (6) contrasting types of the determining relations;

(7) contrasting quantity of the analogues; (8) contrasting elements of similarity, and (9) contrasting testing

procedures. In this chapter I also provided an account of who used which criteria and what terminology. 

The conclusion of this chapter is that although there are clusters of authors with consensus, there is

no general agreement on what criterion or criteria should be used to distinguish the subtypes of analogy

254 Virtually all are academic publications in the form of books and journal articles. 
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argumentation.  However,  there is  reason to accept the pragma-dialectical  criterion of  contrasting testing

procedures  as  the  most  important  epistemic  criterion  for  distinguishing  subtypes  (and  types)  of

argumentation.  This is because the  purpose of the classification should be the framework from which a

classification is decided to be adequate or inadequate. 

The  purpose  of  the  classification  of  arguments  in  argumentation  theory  should  be  to  assist

interpretation, analysis, and evaluation of argumentation. The criterion of difference in testing procedures

accomplishes such assistance and facilitates the purpose of argumentation. Thus, the relation between what

type  of  argumentation an  argumentation is  and  the  testing  procedure  is  intrinsic,  and  the  criterion  of

distinguishing subtypes by difference in testing procedures is justified because it assists the evaluation of the

arguments in question. The criterion of contrasting testing procedures is very closely related to the criterion

of type (or mode) of inference. The distinction between the three types of schemes in the pragma-dialectical

system is that a different inferential principle is in each instance employed in order to bridge the gap between

the argument advanced as the reason for the standpoint and the standpoint defended (Van Eemeren &

Garssen 2014a, p. 46). 

This is why, as part of the testing procedure, they each have different critical questions. If the analyst

needs to ask different critical questions to two arguments in order to make sense of the testing procedure,

then he is dealing with two different types of arguments. These basic types of argumentation can encompass

various  subtypes,  which  means  that  the  general  questions  are  differently  enforced  depending  on  the

specification of the inferential principle in question (van Eemeren & Garssen 2014a, p. 46). The difference in

inferential  principles  is  therefore  the  ontological  foundation  for  the  necessity  of  posing  different  critical

questions.   The critical  question can function as an  epistemic criterion for  how to know that  there is  a

difference in the inferential principle or its implementation. The chapter also tentatively concluded that certain

other criteria can be justified because they assist in the other crucial parts—interpretation and analysis—of

argumentation. 

In Chapter 3, I addressed the second research question, What is an argumentation by analogy? Its

first subquestion was: (2a) How does the analogical argument scheme operate in analogical argumentation

(i.e., in virtue of what is something analogous or not analogous and what warrants the inference)? 

In  section  [3.1]  the basic  ideas  of  the  analogical  argument  scheme  was  developed.  A single

argumentation by  analogy  is  an  argumentation that  employs  a  comparison  in  order  to  enable  the

transference of acceptability from the argument to the standpoint. I have provided an account of how to

analyze “relevant” and “comparable” similarity in the pragma-dialectical theory of the analogical argument

scheme. To be comparable is to be relevantly similar and to be relevantly similar is to be essentially similar

with respect to the standpoint supported by the comparison. To be essentially similar with respect to the

standpoint  is  understood  as  sameness  of  a  determining  relation  between  elements  in  two  contrasting

domains or objects of comparison, labeled the Analogue and the Target-Subject. A single argumentation by

analogy always consists of four parts and two crucial relations. The Target-SubjectTS is the object to which a

new predicate—the Assigned-PredicateAP—is assigned by virtue of the AnalogueA—the object of comparison
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—which is the source to the Assigned-PredicateAP. Within the Analogue there is an element—the Element

—that  determines  that  the  Analogue  has  the  Assigned-PredicateAP. The  first  essential  relation  is  this

determining relation between the Analogue's element and the Assigned-PredicateAP of the Analogue. This

determination may vary with respect to its nature (causal, supervenience, inferential, correlation, etc.) and

with  respect  to  its  strength  (definite  vs.  non-definite).  The  second  crucial  relation  is  the  one-to-one

correspondence  to  a  counterpart  element* in  the  Target-Subject,  which  means  that  the  counterpart

element* has  the  same  determining  relation  to  a  one-to-one  corresponding  counterpart  Assigned-

Predicate* within the domain of the Target-Subject. The one-to-one correspondence may obtain between

any type of element—or different types of element for that matter—as long as the element in the Analogue

has a counterpart element in the Target-Subject. If comparison is understood in this way, then it explains

why the comparison can theoretically be on any level of abstraction and between any objects or aspects as

long as these elements correspond one-to-one.  Thus, where the term  comparable is defined for a single

argumentation by analogy, the basic structure would be: 

1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*

1.1 The element of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP

1.1' The  element of  the  AnalogueA corresponds  one-to-one  with  element* of  the  Target-

SubjectTS

The second subquestion (2b) was as follows: How can it be defended that argumentation by analogy is a

genuine type of argumentation irreducible to other types of argumentation? 

This can be defended by giving examples of analogy argumentation in which attempts to reduce

analogical  inference have counterintuitive  implications,  and showing that  such reductions have negative

value. It  does not make the reformulated  argumentation better with respect to argumentative merits but,

rather, worse. Moreover, it does not make sense of our pre-theoretical intuitions about the argumentation

prior to its reconstruction. Even though it may always be possible to recast an analogy argumentation as a

deductive argumentation, the argumentation still needs a reference to analogy. Such reformulation does not

improve the merits of the argumentation. It will on the contrary likely make it worse as an argumentation and

furthermore obscure how the inference actually operates. 

Argumentation  by  analogy  employs  an  argument  scheme  that  is  a  genuine  type  of  inference

configuration and cannot be reduced to another type of scheme. An analogical argument scheme warrants

its conclusion in its own unique way by virtue of a material/pragmatic same-level-reasoning via comparison.
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This is different from all other types of argument schemes. If we accept this study’s analysis of analogical

inference configuration of analogical argument schemes, one can distinguish between various subtypes of

analogical arguments based on two criteria: One criterion is whether the determining relation is definitely or

non-definitely determining the Assigned-Predicate; the other criterion is whether the argumentation used a

same-  or  a  different-domain  analogy.  argumentation by  conclusive  analogy  has  a  definite  determining

relation, while argumentation by inconclusive analogy has an indefinite determining relation. argumentation

by  same-domain  analogy  employs  a  comparison  within  the  same  domain,  whereas  argumentation by

different-domain  analogy  employs  a  comparison  between  different  domains.  Another  conclusion  of  this

chapter is that some arguments that are  prima facie inductive or deductive, may upon deeper analysis be

justifiably reinterpreted as arguments by analogy. Such reinterpretations will  yield different argumentative

merits, and may therefore change the assessment of the outcome of a critical discussion.

In  section [4.1]  of  Chapter 4,  I  advanced further  amplification and clarification of  the content  of

Chapter 3. I explained how the analysis of the analogical argument scheme is flexible enough to adapt to the

subtleties of reality and not any inapplicable tool  out of touch with reality. It was concluded among other

things that  the  essence of  analogy is  to  perceive the sameness of essence in two different things.  The

“essence” is what is essential in relation to a certain framework consisting of institutional context and what

predicate the protagonist want to transfer to the Target-Subject. For instance, if a lawyer want to support that

one case is analogous to another case, then he must show that: (1) the elements in the determining relation

of the Analogue-case are  that  which constitutes the “essence” of the Analogue; (2) that  these elements

correspond one-to-one with  elements in  the Target-Subject.  In section [4.2]  it  was also argued that  the

analysis and elaboration of the analogical scheme in this study is adequate to represent the examples of

complicated comparisons which Walton asserts cannot be represented by the current schemes (the issue of

reconstructing  complicated  complex  argumentation  by  analogy  is  further  elaborated  in  Chapter  5).  In

connection with this, it was also argued that Walton's new analogical scheme—modified to accommodate the

examples of the complicated comparisons—fails to accomplish this. 

In  Chapter  5,  I  placed  the  previous  analysis  of  analogical  inference  in  relation  to  the  pragma-

dialectical account of various dialectically complex argumentation structures, as well as in relation to a larger

picture of argumentation as such. It expands on the ideas developed in chapters 3 and 4. In Chapter 5 I

addressed the third research question, How does the proposed analysis of analogical inference fit into the

larger context of argumentation as such? which was specified into three subquestions: 

(3a) How does the proposed theory of the analogical argument scheme relate to “validity” and to  

formally logically valid inferences (like modus ponens)? 

(3b) How does the proposed analogical argument scheme relate to the pragma-dialectical notion of 

complex argumentation structures? 

(3c)  How  should  single  and  complex  analogy  argumentation  be  reconstructed  assuming  the  

proposed analogical argument scheme? 
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In this chapter I provided additional support for the claim that analogy argumentation cannot be reduced to

deductive argumentation and, further, that it cannot be reduced to any of the other schemes in the pragma-

dialectical typology. Argumentation by analogy employs a sui generis type of inference that operates via two

critical relations: the determining relation, and the relation of one-to-one correspondence. The analogical

argument scheme cannot be reduced to a symptomatic or causal scheme. The objection that determining

relation  can  be  used  without  one-to-one  correspondence—thus reducing  it  to  a  symptomatic  or  causal

scheme—is erroneous. Argumentation by analogy cannot exclude one-to-one correspondence nor can it be

reduced to some other type of inference by exclusive means of the determining relation. The reason for this

is simply that the determining relation between an element and the Assigned-Predicate in the Analogue can

only  be  transferred to  the Target-Subject  if  the determining element  in  the Analogue has  a  one-to-one

corresponding element in the Target-Subject. Only in that case can the Assigned-Predicate be assigned,

mutatis  mutandis,  to  the  Target-Subject.  In  other  words,  the  determining  relation  and  the  one-to-one

correspondence are, in a genuine analogical inference, interdependent. The assigned predicate (AP) can

only be transferred  mutatis mutandis  to the Target-Subject with  both these crucial relations. It is not even

possible to explicitly formulate the determining relation without the act of comparison. This chapter provided

an analysis of real life examples that show that attempts to reduce analogy argumentation to other types of

schemes will unmistakably fail.

The inference in  analogy argumentation does not  operate  in  the same way as the inference in

formally  valid  argumentation;  the  inference  does  not  operate  by  purely  syntactic  or  semantic  reasons.

Arguments by analogy operate via a substantial principle—the pragmatic principle of analogy. This means

that the entitlement of the inference operates by means of a substantial inferential principle and not by purely

syntactic or semantic reasons. An appropriate analogical argument scheme correctly applied is materially but

not formally “valid”. The model advanced in this chapter understands “validity” in a wider than in the very

limited  formal  sense.  That  an  argumentation  is  “valid”  means  that  the  scheme  achieves  a  transfer  of

acceptability  from the argument  to  the  standpoint  to  the extent  permitted by the intrinsic  nature of  the

scheme.  Each  scheme has  its  own intrinsic  standard  of  validity—“scheme-specific-validity”—and  formal

validity is but one type of “validity”. Every argument scheme (including formally valid “reasoning schemes”) is

a species of a generic validity that generates a unified account of argument schemes, validity, and inference.

An  appropriate  and  correctly  applied  “argument  scheme”  means  that  the  linking  premise  of  the

argumentation will make the argument—if it is accepted—into a reason ceteris paribus for the standpoint,

whereas an incorrect or inappropriately applied argument scheme fails to accomplish this. This is the generic

sense of “validity” from which many species of validity derive. In formally valid argumentation, the logical

form is the sufficient inferential principle enabling the argument to support the standpoint, while the logical

structure of argumentation with substantial schemes needs an additional material (or “pragmatic”) inferential

principle (i.e. analogy, causality, symptomatic) to enable the inference. 

Argumentation by analogy is not unique in that respect since all argument schemes in the pragma-

dialectical  typology  are  “substantial  schemes”  whose  inference  configurations  operate  by  a  material
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inferential, and not a formal inferential, principle. Thus, non-formal argument schemes may require a logical

structure as a necessary presupposition, but in contrast to formally valid arguments they do not employ it as

the efficient principle that operates in the inference as a linking premise. The linking premise of substantial

argument schemes is a material/pragmatic/substantial principle and not a universal proposition or logical

principle (i.e., logical minimum) that renders a strict logical entailment. Thus, scheme-specific validity means

that  every type of  scheme has its own standard of validity.  However,  all  “valid”  arguments partake in a

generic sense of  validity.  All  single valid argumentation transfers acceptability from the argument to the

standpoint ceteris paribus, by means of the linking premise unique to the argument scheme employed in the

argumentation. Thus, the generic conception of validity means that every type of argument scheme transfers

acceptability to the degree permitted by the intrinsic nature of the scheme's inferential  principle. Various

types of argumentation exist because each type of argumentation achieves this transference of acceptability

to the standpoint by different principles and modes. 

The proposed inference configuration of the analogical argument scheme coheres very well with the

pragma-dialectical notion of dialectically complex argumentation structures. While the school of informal logic

focuses on complex argumentation in terms of its logical connections, pragma-dialectical theory focuses on

complex  argumentation  structures  in  terms of  its  dialectical  connections.  It  is  important  not  to  blur  the

difference between the argumentation’s logically complex structure and its dialectically complex structure. 

The basic argument scheme of analogical arguments suggested in this study can, together with the

pragma-dialectical notion of complex argumentation structures, adequately represent comparisons between

objects that are “partially comparable” or comparable to a certain degree.255 A complex argumentation by

analogy (composed of analogical arguments) can be broken down into single arguments by analogy, each of

which can be shown to employ a  scheme constituted in  the way proposed by this  author.  Each single

analogical  argumentation in the complex adds one resemblance (i.e one  pair  of elements in one-to-one

correspondence)  and  together  they  constitute  the  whole  complex  of  resemblances  appealed  to  in  the

argumentation. The complexity of the argumentation increases with one additional compared aspect for each

added single analogical argumentation because the Analogue and the Target-Subject each has an added

element  that  correspond  to  each  other  one-to-one.  If,  for  one  reason  or  another,  any  of  these  single

arguments fail,  it  will  diminish the strength of  the analogy,  but  the argumentation as a whole need not

255 A critic of my analysis of the analogical argument scheme has argued that it excludes analogy argumentation whose
comparison is “more or less” analogous (that is, he claims that my definition of analogousness is too strict) ( see
Greenawalt 2012, p. 355, f. 12). However, this criticism confuses the inferential mode of the argument scheme of
single argumentation with that of inferential mode of complex argumentation. In single argumentation there cannot
be degrees in the inference, in the sense that all valid schemes transfer acceptability to the standpoint according to
its type. They all make the argument of the argumentation into a reason, ceteris paribus, for the standpoint to the
degree permitted by the intrinsic nature of the scheme in the absence of any defeater. In that sense it is an either or
situation: a comparison is either appropriate or inappropriate just like deductive argumentation is either formally
valid or not formally valid, or an inductive argumentation renders its conclusion either more likely or not. This
should not be confused with the fact that one may be uncertain whether a comparison is appropriate or not, just as
one may also be uncertain whether a deductive argumentation is sound or not. The point is that every type of
argument scheme transfers acceptability to the degree that the intrinsic nature of the scheme's inferential principle
permits. However, degrees of analogousness can still be expressed with this, just as with any other type of scheme.
A complex argumentation containing many arguments can have several of them rejected or refuted and still provide
a reason for the standpoint, but to a lesser degree than if the antagonist had accepted all of its arguments. 
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therefore fail. 

Complex  argumentation  by  analogy  should  be  reconstructed  such  that,  if  possible,  each  single

argumentation in the complex displays both the determining relation and the element of resemblance (i.e.,

the one-to-one correspondence relation). In this chapter I provided concrete examples of how to reconstruct

complex  argumentation  by  analogy,  and  showed which  principles  the  analyst  should  follow  in  order  to

achieve this. Determining what the protagonist is “schematically committed” to should be part of the analysis

towards justification for the decision of the pragmatic optimum in making explicit an unexpressed premise. 

Argumentation with one or more analogical schemes correlates to specific argumentation structures due to

the intrinsic nature of the scheme of analogy argumentation and the critical questions that pertain to that

scheme. Thus, in a complex argumentation (with only one type of scheme) the analogical argument scheme

will  likely yield  a (dialectically)  complex argumentation  composed of  two main argumentation parts:  one

subordinate part, which, in turn, consists of coordinatively compound argumentation.

Chapter  6  focused  on  the  application  of  argumentation  by  analogy  and  addressed  the  fourth

research  question:  How does  argumentation  by  analogy  operate  in  criticizing  other  arguments? In  this

chapter  I  focused  on  a  particular  application  of  argumentation  by  analogy,  where  an  argumentation  is

criticized by presenting a flawed but analogous parallel to it. This is a counterargument labeled  refutation by

parallel argumentation. This research question is specified into two subquestions:

(4a) How does “refutation by parallel argumentation” operate in criticizing other arguments compared

to other types of counterarguments? 

(4b) What are the advantages and disadvantages of “refutation by parallel argumentation” compared 

to other types of counterarguments that are directed against arguments? 

Analogical argumentation in the form of “refutation by parallel argumentation” can be effectively employed in

criticizing other arguments. It usually refutes another argumentation (the target-argumentation) by presenting

an analogous but  flawed parallel  to  the  target-argumentation.  However,  in  some cases  it  works  in  the

opposite  way,  strengthening or validating an argumentation by presenting a good parallel  to the target-

argumentation. Still, such a move would be a type of refutation in the sense that it indirectly refutes criticism

against the target-argumentation. 

The crucial point is that the parallel-argumentation and the target-argumentation are analogous and

must therefore be accepted or rejected together; a flawed parallel-argumentation gives reason to reject them

together, while a good parallel-argumentation gives reason to accept the target-argumentation. A parallel

argumentation does not refute by invalidation of an abstract logical form of an argumentation, but does so by

having each essential element corresponding one-to-one to the counterpart essential element in the target-

argumentation. “Refutation by parallel argumentation” can be used both dialectically (i.e., working off the

commitment-set of the antagonist), in critical discussion, and in a non-dialectical way. 

The advantage and disadvantage of an argumentative move can only be fully assessed when you

take the macro-context into consideration (van Eemeren 2010, pp. 129-132, 152,159-160, 163-165, 181-182,
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197,  202-204,  270,  230-234).  However,  each  type  of  argument  scheme  has  its  own  intrinsic  features

affording  it  certain  advantages  and  disadvantages  regardless  of  context.  This  means  that  analogy

argumentation has a propensity of both certain advantages and certain disadvantages, compared to other

types of arguments. For instance, “refutation by parallel argumentation” has the advantage that, unlike other

types of  arguments,  it  can be used against  any standard categorized type of  argumentation (inductive,

deductive, abductive) as well as against any type of argumentation distinguished by another principle of

categorization (like the ones in the typology of the pragma-dialectical system). This type of counterargument

against other arguments does not presuppose any universal claim in the attacked argumentation and can

even be successfully  used  against  prima facie  sound deductive  arguments.  In  such  cases  the  parallel

argumentation proves that a false assumption must be implicit in the argumentation, which is perceived as

sound solely with respect to its explicit premises. 

Argumentation by analogy also has the pedagogical advantage that it uses exemplification familiar to

the audience of the argumentation, rendering it both persuasive and easy to grasp. Analogies expand our

thoughts from the familiar  to  the unfamiliar  and help  us perceive things in a different  light.  This  use of

concrete cases also has an epistemic advantage since concrete cases are less distant from reality than

abstract  principles.  Analogies  operate  at  a  phenomenal  level,  which  is  more  convincing  than  abstract

principles.  This  is  the  reason  that  a  concrete  counterexample  is  more  convincing  than  the  universal

proposition that it serves to falsify. There is also an affinity with scientific method, which serves to support the

epistemic  advantage,  in  the sense that  concrete  experimentation and observation determine whether  a

hypothesis or abstract theory is true, and not the other way around. 

A certain  dialectical  advantage  exists  in  the  critical  discussion  of  analogical  argumentation,  as

compared  with  deductive  argumentation,  since  the  former  has  no  need  to  formulate  abstract  universal

principles.256 Any such abstract formulation is riddled with difficulty, firstly,  because it  involves the risk of

begging the question, and secondly, because of the difficulty in knowing how to specify such a principle

correctly in a way that avoids all possible counterexamples. 

Disadvantages of analogy argumentation are that the audience may have a different standard of

comparison, which would make the analogy of the argumentation question-begging or irrelevant. Moreover,

empirical studies have shown that, regardless of logical cogency, people tend to think that same-domain or

close-domain  analogies  are  more  reasonable  than  different-domain  analogies.  If  the  protagonist  uses

analogical argumentation that employs a comparison between objects of different domains, there is a risk

that  the  antagonist  will  reject  the  analogy,  regardless  of  its  cogency,  on  the  basis  of  the  irrelevant

dissimilarities  that  are  due  to  the  analogous  objects  belonging  to  different  domains.  Furthermore,  the

antagonist might maintain that a specific dissimilarity points to a relevant difference (even with same-domain

analogies), which, again, places the burden of proof on the protagonist, who should argue for the irrelevance

of the dissimilarity. The dissimilarities may be psychologically appealing but lack any philosophical relevance.

256 The same seems to hold in comparison with the causal and symptomatic scheme in the pragma-dialectical typology;
they need at least an abstract generalized premise even though it need not be universally true. With “dialectical
advantage”  I  mean  that  in  many  contexts  the  protagonist  of  the  analogy  argumentation  is  likely  to  have  an
advantage compared to using a non-analogical argumentation. 
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The burden of proof still remains upon the protagonist, who should argue that his analogy is correct, since

the  protagonist  always  has  the  initial  burden  of  proof  attached to  the  argument  he advances.  Another

disadvantage is that a comparison that the audience perceives as demeaning—such as a rebuttal—makes

the user of the analogical argument look less ethical and competent than if  he were not using such an

analogy. The perception of the audience of the argumentation (antagonist or otherwise) must therefore be

taken into consideration when using comparisons for rebuttal. 

In Chapter 7, I discuss how argumentation by analogy may be evaluated and criticized, and address

the last research question: How should argumentation by analogy be evaluated? This research question is

specified into three subquestions: 

(5a) What role do critical questions play in evaluating argumentation by analogy and how do 

they relate to counterarguments against argumentation by analogy? 

(5b) What counterarguments can be used against an argumentation by analogy?

(5c) How do such counterarguments operate in criticizing argumentation by analogy?

In the pragma-dialectical system, whether the argument scheme rule of a critical discussion is violated

or not is determined by whether or not the matching critical questions can be satisfactorily answered

(van Eemeren et al. 2014, p. 23). The critical questions to the analogical argument scheme are (van

Eemeren et al. 2007, p. 139): 

1. Are the things that are compared actually comparable?

2. Are there enough relevant similarities between the things that are compared?

3. Are there any relevant differences between the things that are compared?

In this chapter it is argued that the argument scheme rule implicates that each argument scheme has its own

specific  correctness  conditions  that  are  analogous  to  the  conditions  of  relevance,  sufficiency,  and

acceptability in informal logic. This follows also from what is argued in Chapter 5, that each scheme has its

own standard of validity (“validity” understood as defined in Chapter 5). A scheme is “valid” if, and only if, it

transfers acceptability from the argument to the standpoint in accordance with the type of argument scheme

the protagonist is committed to. If each argument scheme has its own standard of validity, then it must also

be possible to specify the conditions that must be satisfied in order for the scheme-specific validity to hold.

These correctness conditions can be viewed as abstract principles of what is constitutionally inherent in the

argument schemes of the pragma-dialectical system. Thus, each type of argument scheme entails its own

scheme-specific  versions  of  these  correctness  conditions,  specified  in  accordance  with  the  inferential

principle operating as the inference-entitlement. They can be abstracted from the argument scheme since

argument  schemes  are  inference  configurations  of  relevance  and  sufficiency  enabling  inferences.  The

pragmatic  inferential  principle  of  each scheme entails  that  the argument  is  relevant  and sufficient  as a

reason,  ceteris paribus, for the standpoint to the degree permitted by the intrinsic nature of the inferential
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principle. Counterarguments operate by means of falsifying these scheme-specific correctness conditions.

Each type of counterargument attacks at least one of these correctness conditions. Critical questions should

be viewed as pinpointing these crucial correctness conditions, while counterarguments can be understood as

the method by which one or more of the critical questions are shown to lack satisfactory answers. 

If  the critical  questions are not answered satisfactorily,  then this means that one or more of the

scheme-specific correctness conditions are not satisfied, and vice versa, with counterarguments operating by

showing that these scheme-specific correctness conditions are unsatisfied. Critical questions can be viewed

as the antagonist's critical reactions, representing negative reasons for why the burden of proof remains with

the protagonist of the analogy argumentation, and this may result in complex argumentation. By contrast,

counterarguments can be viewed as critical reactions representing the antagonist’s positive reasons—which

are more difficult to neutralize—for why the analogy in the protagonist’s analogy argumentation is faulty. In

both instances, however, the result will be complex argumentation, which is used as a means to overcome

also  other  critical  reactions,  such  as  doubts.  All  types  of  critical  reactions—doubts,  rejections,  critical

questions, and counterarguments—hang together in close relation with various argumentation structures. 

Thus,  the  concepts  of  scheme-specific  validity,  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions,  and

counterarguments provide additional analytical tools for evaluating argumentation besides critical questions.

The satisfaction of scheme-specific correctness conditions can be used as a criterion for whether or not the

argument scheme of an argumentation is used in accordance with the argument-scheme rule. If the scheme-

specific  correctness  conditions  of  an  argumentation  are  shown  to  be  unsatisfied,  this  shows  that  the

argument scheme of the argumentation is inappropriate and/or incorrectly applied. Thus, an evaluation of

argumentation  by  analogy  should  distinguish  between  critical  questions,  scheme-specific  correctness

conditions,  and the counterarguments that  test  whether  these conditions have been fulfilled or not,  and

thereby provide an answer to the critical questions. In short, an argument scheme of an argumentation is

appropriate  and  correctly  applied  if,  and  only  if,  the  argumentation  is  scheme-specifically  “valid”.  The

argumentation  is  scheme-specifically  “valid”  if,  and  only  if,  it  satisfies  its  scheme-specific  correctness

conditions. An argumentation answers its critical questions satisfactorily if, and only if, it satisfies its scheme-

specific correctness conditions, and counterarguments can be used both to show that these conditions are

not satisfied and to provide answers to the critical questions. 

Six types of counterarguments can be used to attack a faulty analogical argumentation, falsifying the

scheme-specific criteria, and show whether the critical questions have unsatisfactory answers or not: the

counterargument  of  attacking  the  similarities  in  the  abstract;  the  method  of  counter-analogy;  the

counterargument of analogical self-defeat; the counterargument of reducing the analogy to absurdity; the

counterargument  of  second-order  analogy,  and  the  counterargument  of  “refutation  by  parallel

argumentation”. If “refutation by parallel argumentation” is employed as a counterargument against another

analogical argumentation, it will be a variant of reducing the analogy to absurdity, whereas if it is used in the

positive  way it  is  an  application  of  the  counterargument  of  counter-analogy.  All  these  various  types  of

counterarguments against analogical argumentation have their own distinctive features, which are not shared

by the others, and so they cannot be reduced to each other. 
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8.2 Implications for Further Research 

8.2.1 Merits of the Present Study 
The systematic analysis of the analogical  argument scheme carried out  in this study provides a deeper

understanding of how argumentation by analogy works both as single and complex argumentation. It also

provides more specific guidelines for the reconstruction and evaluation of argumentation by analogy. Many

other accounts of analogical argumentation still rely on formal validity—not analogical inference—to enable

the inference of argumentation by analogy (Reidhav 2007). Such argumentations are labeled “analogical”

because they contain a premise expressing an analogical claim, and not because the inference configuration

per se is based on an analogical relation. The theory of the analogical argument scheme provided in this

work maintain that  the essence of  analogy argumentation is  the operation of  analogy as the inferential

principle. The present work provides a model that clarifies the nature and operation of analogical inference

without appeal to formal validity as the sufficient principle for attaining the inference. 

The work explains both single and complex argumentation by analogy.  It  enables an analyst  to

methodically reconstruct an argumentation knowing what parts there must be in order to compose a genuine

analogical argumentation, both in the case of single and complex argumentation. It provides a framework

that  enable  an  analyst  to  reconstruct  complicated  complex  analogy  argumentation  that  is  flexible  and

sophisticated enough to retain sensitivity to the complicated subtleties that complex comparison in the real

world contain. 

The model of scheme-specific validity developed in this study explains how arguments by analogy

relate to the larger framework of argumentation theory as well as to other types of argument schemes and

formal inferences. It provides a general framework of argumentation that explains the concepts of validity

and inference in a unified way, and indicates how analogical arguments fit into that framework in a way that

is consistent with pragma-dialectical theory. It explains how inference can be understood at the level of the

argument scheme, retaining sensitivity to differences in nature of the inferential principle in different types of

argument schemes. 

Furthermore,  the  study  provides  an  extensive  and  detailed  account  of  the  application  of

argumentation by analogy. It  explains how analogy arguments operate when employed to criticize other

arguments—both analogical and non-analogical. It gives an account of some of the most important merits

and demerits of a particular, and very common, application of argumentation by analogy. It also provides

additional  arguments for  the irreducibility  of  analogical  inference and explains why analogical  inference

cannot be reduced to other types of inference. This study also includes a comprehensive investigation of the

various subtypes of analogical arguments that can be distinguished, and the parameters by which they are

distinguished. 

According to pragma-dialectical theory, an argument scheme is correctly applied and appropriate if,

and only if, all relevant critical questions can be satisfactorily answered (van Eemeren et al. 2014, p. 21).

255



This  present  study  complements  this  with  additional  analytical  tools,  like  the  model  of  scheme-specific

correctness  conditions.  The  model  provides  additional  criteria  for  the  dialectical  testing  procedure.  The

account of counterarguments enables the analyst to methodically apply the counterarguments that render

the dialectical testing procedure more comprehensive and precise, as compared to using only the standard

critical questions. These counterarguments will show whether the scheme-specific correctness conditions of

an  analogical  inference  are  satisfied  or  not,  and  whether  the  answers  to  the  critical  questions  are

satisfactorily answered or not. Moreover, the model of scheme-specific correctness conditions provides a

more precise definition of what it means to either conform to or violate the argument scheme-rule in the

pragma-dialectical system. Thus, any pragma-dialectical analysis that for whatever reason needs to focus on

the argument scheme-rule will now have more precise tools for accomplishing an accurate analysis; besides

the critical questions, the study provides additional tools for the testing procedure. 

8.2.2 Unresolved Issues and Suggestions for Further 
Research 

The present work suggests several areas for future research, both for argumentation theory in general and

for the pragma-dialectical research program in particular. For argumentation theory in general, various areas

of  research  are  implicated  by  the  present  study.  For  instance,  although  this  investigation  provides  an

exploratory inventory of various subtypes of analogical argumentation, much more needs be done in this

area.  Moreover,  my  inventory  has  focused  primarily  on  the  various  subtypes  and  how  these  are

distinguished, and not on various theories of analogical inference configuration per se. Thus, the ‘state of the

art’ chapter has not focused on various alternatives of how to understand the principle of analogy operating

in the analogical argument scheme, but on how various authors have distinguished various subtypes and the

terminology they have used.  There is  important  research to  be done both on alternatives to  analogical

inference itself and on the various subtypes. In Chapter 2, I tentatively suggest that the primary criterion for

classification should be the criterion for different testing procedures, and that the justification for this is that it

facilitates  the  interpretation,  analysis,  and  evaluation  of  argumentation,  which  is  the  primary  goal  of

argumentation theory. However, other criteria could also facilitate this, providing a large area for possible

research. Research on the relation between these criteria is another large area of research, for which I have

here only provided an inventory. 

Another  area of  possible  research  is  to  further  elaborate  on the  lack of  criteria  for  the division

between same- and different-domain arguments by analogy. To this end, a future research question would

be: What is the criterion for distinguishing between a same-domain and a different-domain argumentation by

analogy? Moreover, although this study has examined the application of analogical arguments as rebutting

other arguments, there are still other ways to employ analogical arguments that are yet to be explored. 

Another possible area of research relates to the question of how to determine what features are

relevant in a comparison.257 The HYPO system designed by Ashley (Ashley 1990) is a computer program

257 For an attempt to discuss this question, see Reidhav (2007). 
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that models reasoning with cases and hypotheticals in the legal domain. It analyzes a case by retrieving a

similar case from its knowledge base, providing a judgment on which case is most similar (Walton 2005, p.

144).  The  HYPO system’s  criterion for  resemblance  is  applied  by giving every relevant  resemblance a

dimension that may have a range of values along a scale that supports either position at the end of  a

spectrum. Another system is CATO, designed by Aleven, which places the relevant features as points on a

dimension (Walton 2010; Roth 2000). For instance, in a legal case about ownership of a prey, the factors that

are relevant features with respect to the scale could be “whether the party had caught the animal, whether

the party owned the land or area where the animal was, whether the party was engaged in earning his living,

and whether the two parties were in competition with each other” (Walton 2010, p. 222). The problem with

these analytical tools, however, is that they fail to show why these dimensions or factors should be counted

as relevant in the first place. With my systematic analysis of the analogical argument scheme as a starting

point, more work can be done to examine criteria for resemblance, which may help answer such questions. 

The  present  study  also  suggests  several  areas  of  research  relating  to  the  pragma-dialectical

research  program.  The  model  of  scheme-specific  correctness  conditions  provides  more  research

opportunities for the pragma-dialectical research program. The present work has only provided the scheme-

specific correctness conditions for analogical argument schemes; neither the scheme-specific correctness

conditions  for  the  causal  or  the  symptomatic  argument  scheme,  nor  the  counterarguments  that  would

operate by falsifying these correctness conditions have been provided. This points to further possible areas

of research. 

The present study provides an account of the positive reasons (counterarguments) that can be used

as part of the testing procedure alongside the critical questions. However, there is no deeper account of how

a particular counterargument gives an unsatisfactory answer to a particular critical question, nor of the exact

relation between a particular critical question and a particular scheme-specific condition. 

This study provides an account of complex argumentation by analogy that is entirely composed of

analogical arguments contrasted with complex argumentation consisting of various argument schemes, or

complex argumentation consisting entirely of some non-analogical argument scheme.258 Argumentation by

analogy  often  employs  many  similarities  in  order  to  justify  its  inference,  which  renders  it  complex

argumentation by analogy since every one-to-one correspondence amounts to one single argument scheme.

The tools provided by this study may help the analysis of any type of complex argumentation by analogy in

any type of domain or communicative activity. It provides opportunities to empirically investigate how often

complex argumentation consists of only argumentation by analogy, in contrast to complex argumentation

with various schemes or consisting solely of argument schemes of another type. Another area of research

connected to this is investigation into which type of complex argumentation is perceived as most convincing:

complex argumentation with  various schemes, or complex argumentation with only analogical  argument

schemes. Another area for future research in the pragma-dialectical research program could be to empirically

258 Terms that could distinguish between these contrasting types of argumentation structures, as for instance “mono-
complex argumentation” for complex argumentation that is composed of only one type of argument scheme, and
“blended-complex” for complex argumentation that is composed of various types of argument schemes. 
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investigate  which  of  the  six  counterarguments  against  analogy  argumentation  is  considered  the  most

convincing  criticism  and  whether  the  various  counterarguments  are  used  differently  in  different

communicative activity types, as distinguished in pragma-dialectics. 

Moreover, that various institutional preconditions and the critical reactions pertinent to a particular

activity type are conducive to specific stereotypical argumentative patterns has to some extent already been

investigated (van Eemeren & Garssen 2014b; 2013; van Eemeren 2014). However, this study has argued

that the intrinsic nature of the analogical argument scheme itself promotes a certain argumentation structure

regardless of context (even though communicative activity types and other contextual factors of course also

have an impact). The scheme and the pertinent critical questions themselves will be sufficient to increase the

likelihood of certain argumentation structures. The critical reactions against an analogy argumentation are

mostly  directed  against  the  comparison  at  work,  which  means that  argumentation  that  is  complex  and

compound and employs analogical argument schemes should mostly result in a  cumulative coordinatively

compound argumentation  structure. If  that  is  true,  it  should  be  empirically  verifiable  whether—when

argumentation by analogy has been used—such structures do indeed come into being more often than

others. The empirical research needed for investigating the truth of this claim points to yet another area of

research for the pragma-dialectical research program. 

The argumentative indicators for argumentation by analogy is still another area for further research.

The present study does not include any discussion about argumentative indicators for argumentation by

analogy, while this topic has, to some extent, been discussed by others (van Eemeren et al. 2007). The

present analysis of the analogical  argument scheme and complex argumentation by analogy might  give

additional clues for the identification of both single and complex analogical argumentation. For instance, if

the analyst knows that any analogy argumentation should contain both a one-to-one relation between certain

elements and that these elements stand in a determining relation to the predicate that is supposed to be

transferred from one object to another, then there should be identifiable clues for this in many instances of

analogy argumentation.259 This, again, has implications for further research into what kind of clues these may

be. 

259 For instance, analogy argumentation should often have propositions that express the resemblance (relation of one-
to-one correspondence) and the determining relation that makes the resemblance relevant for the comparison in
order to warrant the inference. These propositions should have indicators just like propositions that express the
symptomatic  or  causal  scheme  have  indicators.   For  examples  of  argumentation  by  analogy  that  contain
propositions that expresses these relations in both single and complex argumentation by analogy, see Chapter 5.
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Argumentation by Analogy 
– A Systematic Analytical Study of an Argument

Scheme 

Summary

Argumentation  by  analogy  is  fundamental  both  to  philosophical  and  scientific  reasoning  as  well  as  to

everyday communication, because it is basic to human thinking as such. It is therefore of critical importance

to  attain  a  deep  understanding  of  this  type  of  argumentation.  This  dissertation  employs  the  pragma-

dialectical theory of argumentation for its theoretical framework, and is a systematic analytical study of the

analogical argument scheme, proposing improved methods of interpretation, reconstruction, and evaluation

of argumentation by analogy. I also aim to provide a general framework for argumentation that explains the

concepts of validity and inference in a unified way. I focus on how analogical argumentation fits into that

framework in a way that is consistent with the pragma-dialectical understanding of argument schemes and

argument structures. 

The  present  work  starts  by  providing  a  comprehensive  overview  over  the  various  subtypes  of

analogical arguments already established in the literature. There is little agreement on what subtypes of

analogical arguments there are, nor on how to distinguish them. Different criteria may be combined in order

to make up various subtypes of analogy argumentation, and the same criterion can be used several times in

the same type of argument. However, each specific type of argument sets boundaries for what criteria can be

applied for making further subtypes. 

It is understood that the adequacy of a classification depends on what purpose that classification has

in a certain context. From the perspective of argumentation theory, the purpose of classification should be to

assist the interpretation, analysis, reconstruction, and evaluation of the argumentation. It is not possible to

properly evaluate an argumentation unless one first knows what type of argument scheme it employs. The

epistemic criterion for classification should be “difference in testing procedure”, since this distinction makes a

real  difference  in  attaining  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  interpretation,  analysis,  reconstruction,  and

evaluation  of  argumentation.  If  it  does  not  make  sense  to  apply  a  certain  testing  procedure  to  an

argumentation, it  should be identified as a different type of argumentation. The testing procedures differ

because different types of argument differ with regards to inferential principle, while testing procedures for

subtypes  differ  because  there  is  contrasting  specification  of  the  inferential  principle.  If  a  type  of

argumentation can be divided into two arguments because it has contrasting modifications in the testing

procedure, then this is a reason to interpret the arguments as two contrasting subtypes. Identifying what type
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or subtype an argument belongs to, allows the analyst to know how to evaluate the argument and by which

standards to do so.  This  conclusion is  completely  consistent  with the pragma-dialectical  theory of  what

criterion should be used to distinguish various types of argumentation. 

Argumentation by analogy can,  in the pragma-dialectical  theory of argumentation,  be defined as

argumentation whose argument scheme operates by means of a comparison between two or more objects;

the  transference  of  acceptability  from  the  “argument”  to  the  standpoint  is  enabled  by  a  comparison

expressed by the linking premise of the argumentation to the standpoint. The standard representation of this

argument scheme is: 

1. Y is true of X [Standpoint]

because: 1.1 Y is true of Z [“Argument”]

and: 1.1' Z is comparable to X [linking premise]

In the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation, comparability is understood in terms of relevant similarity.

In this dissertation I argue that relevant similarity should be understood in terms of two crucial relations,

namely  that  relevance  is  reduced  to  a  determining  relation,  and  similarity  is  reduced  to  a  one-to-one

correspondence  between  elements  that  stand  in  a  determining  relation  to  each  other.  Every  single

argumentation by analogy consists of four parts and two crucial relations. The Target-SubjectTS ('X'), is the

object to which a new predicate—the Assigned-PredicateAP, ('Y')—is assigned by virtue of the AnalogueA, 'Z',

the object of comparison, which is the source to the Assigned-PredicateAP. Within the Analogue ('Z'), there is

an element—the element—that “determines” that the Analogue ('Z') has the Assigned-PredicateAP ('Y'). The

first crucial relation is this determining relation between the element and the Assigned-PredicateAP ('Y') of

the Analogue. This determination may vary with respect to its nature (causal, correlation, supervenience,

inferential, etc.) and with respect to its strength (definite vs. non-definite). The second crucial relation is the

relation of one-to-one correspondence between the element to a counterpart  element* in the Target-

Subject, which means that the counterpart element* has the same determining relation to a one-to-one

corresponding  mutatis  mutandis  Assigned-Predicate* in  the  domain  of  the  Target-Subject.  Thus,  the

resemblance is analyzed as a one-to-one correspondence between elements in two different objects—the

Analogue and the Target-Subject—which enables the determining relation to be transferred to the Target-

Subject between a counterpart element* and a counterpart Assigned-Predicate*. The comparison can be

reduced  to  a  sameness  of  relations  between  elements  in  two  contrasting  objects.  This  means  that  a

comparison is not based simply on the Analogue having a first-level similarity with the Target-Subject, as a

one-to-one  correspondence  may  obtain  between  different  elements.  With  this  analysis  of  the  pragma-

dialectical concepts of “comparable” and “relevant similarity”, the argument scheme is refined in this way: 
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1. The Target-SubjectTS has the Assigned-PredicateAP*

1.1 The element of the AnalogueA element determines the AnalogueA's Assigned-PredicateAP

1.1' The  element of  the  AnalogueA corresponds  one-to-one  with  element* of  the  Target-

SubjectTS

The inference can bee seen in the figure below. 

Analogical  arguments  employ  an  argument  scheme  with  a  unique  type  of  inferential  principle  that  is

irreducible to any other type. Argumentation that has been interpreted as using another type of scheme—

including deductive arguments—should sometimes be reinterpreted as analogical arguments, which gives a

different outcome to the critical discussion. The inference of analogical argumentation is a material inference

and belongs to a category of schemes that should be labeled substantial argument schemes, because a

material content is essential to the operation of the inference of such a scheme. 

Arguments by analogy are materially “valid” because of a determining relation and a relation of one-

to-one correspondence in the objects of comparison. Four different subtypes of analogy argumentation can

be distinguished  from this  basic  generic  conception  of  analogy  argumentation,  by  the  criteria  mode of

inference and domain constraint. The one-to-one correspondence of any type of analogy argumentation is
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always the same, but the determining relation can be definite or non-definite. If an argumentation by analogy

has a definite determining relation then it is an argumentation by conclusive analogy. If an argumentation by

analogy has a non-definite determining relation then it is an argumentation by inconclusive analogy. The

difference  between  these  subtypes  is  that  although  analogical  inference  is  always  defeasible,  an

argumentation by conclusive analogy will guarantee support for the standpoint if its premises are undefeated,

while an argumentation by inconclusive analogy will only with likelihood lend support for the standpoint, even

if  its  premises  are  undefeated.  Argumentation  by  analogy  can  also  vary  with  respect  to  whether  the

comparison operates across different  domains or  remains within the same domain.  Thus,  there can be

argumentation by same-domain conclusive analogy,  same-domain inconclusive analogy,  different-domain

conclusive analogy, and different-domain inconclusive analogy. It is also argued that the analogical scheme

developed  in  this  study  is  sufficiently  flexible  and  sophisticated  to  adequately  represent complicated

comparisons  which  currently  suggested  schemes  of  analogy  argumentation  cannot  satisfactorily

accommodate. 

The  dissertation  at  hand  presents  a  unified  model  for  understanding  the  inference  warrant  of

arguments as various species of a generic conception of validity. Each scheme has its own inherent standard

of  validity—“scheme-specific-validity”—and formal validity is  but  one type of  validity.  An appropriate  and

correctly  applied argument  scheme means that  the  linking premise of  the argumentation will  make the

“argument”—if  it  is  accepted—into a  reason ceteris  paribus for  the standpoint,  whereas an incorrect  or

inappropriately applied argument scheme fails to accomplish that. This is the generic sense of “validity” from

which many species of validity derive. Thus, the generic conception of validity implicates that every type of

argument scheme transfers acceptability to the standpoint to the degree permitted by the intrinsic nature of

the scheme's inferential principle. For instance, a formally valid deductive argumentation will indefeasibly

transfer acceptability to the standpoint to the same degree of acceptability as that of the argument, whereas

a “valid” argumentation by inconclusive analogy will defeasibly transfer acceptability to a lesser degree than

the argument. An argumentation by conclusive analogy will defeasibly transfer acceptability to the standpoint

to the same extent to which the argument is acceptable. Various types of argumentation exist because each

type of argumentation accomplishes this transference of acceptability to the standpoint by different principles

and modes. Every argument scheme (including formally valid “reasoning schemes”) is a species of a generic

validity generating a unified account of argument schemes, validity, and inference.

A large part of this dissertation serves to clarify how complex argumentation by analogy should be

reconstructed along the lines of the proposed operation of inference configuration, which displays the critical

aspects of each single analogical argument scheme. The fact that a complex argumentation by analogy

consists of  many single arguments by analogy,  each adding an element of  one-to-one correspondence,

enables an analogy to vary in cogency. The work also stresses the importance of distinguishing between the

logical argument structure of an argumentation and its dialectical argument structure, and how this relates to

the  reconstruction  of  argumentation  by  analogy.  It  also  provides  further  evidence  for  the  claim  that

argumentation by analogy cannot be reduced to some other type of inference. 

The method of  refuting arguments by applying a logical  analogy—what  the present  work labels

refutation by  parallel  argumentation—is  discussed  at  length.  Analogical  argumentation  has  certain
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advantages as compared to other types of argumentation. One is that analogical arguments can be used to

refute any type of argument, even prima facie sound deductive arguments. Another is that they appeal to our

concrete intuitions.

This work contains lengthy and detailed discussion on how to evaluate analogical argumentation,

and suggests additional analytical tools by introducing a model in which each type of argument scheme

entails scheme-specific correctness conditions. The model suggests that the argument scheme rule implies

that each scheme has its own crucial correctness conditions specified in accordance with the particular

inferential  principle  operating  in  the  various  schemes.  These  correctness  conditions  are  generated  by

extracting what is constitutionally inherent in the argument schemes and to each single argumentation. The

counterarguments against analogy argumentation operate by falsifying one or more of these correctness

conditions. The testing procedure of argumentation by analogy should distinguish between the role of critical

questions and the role of counterarguments. The role of critical questions should be viewed as pointing to the

correctness  conditions  as  crucial  spots  that  need  further  support  or  is  vulnerable  to  attack  by

counterarguments. The role of counterarguments should be viewed as the method by which critical questions

are shown to lack satisfactory answers, by means of falsification of one or more of these scheme-specific

correctness conditions.  Critical questions can be viewed as the antagonist's critical reactions representing

negative reasons for why the burden of proof remains on the protagonist of the analogy argumentation. If the

antagonist attempts to answer these critical questions the result will be complex argumentation by analogy.

By contrast, counterarguments can be viewed as the antagonist's critical reactions representing the advance

of positive reasons—which are more difficult to neutralize—for why the analogy the protagonist puts forth in

their argumentation is inaccurate. However, as a means to overcome either type of critical reaction, the result

will be complex argumentation by analogy. A successful counterargument proves that an argumentation by

analogy has violated the argument scheme rule by falsifying the scheme-specific correctness conditions that

hold for analogical arguments. There are six such counterarguments and each type operates by falsifying

one or more of the correctness conditions.  They are: attacking the similarities in the abstract; advancing a

counter-analogy; making the analogy self-defeat; reducing the analogy to absurdity, advancing a second-

order analogy, and providing an analogous parallel to the argument scheme which is absurd (“refutation by

parallel  argument”).  These counterarguments are essentially different  types of  objections that  operate in

different ways and which cannot be described in terms other than their own. 

The model also provides a further refinement and complementary content for what it means to claim

that an argument scheme is appropriate and correctly applied. According to the standard pragma-dialectical

approach, an argument scheme is appropriate and correctly applied if  it  can satisfactorily answer all  the

critical questions relevant to the argument scheme. This present model suggests that the argument scheme

of  an  argumentation  is  appropriate  and  correctly  applied  if,  and  only  if,  the  argumentation  is  scheme-

specifically “valid”. An argumentation is scheme-specifically “valid” if, and only if, the argumentation satisfies

its scheme-specific correctness conditions. An argumentation answers its critical questions satisfactorily if,

and only if,  it  satisfies its scheme-specific  correctness conditions.  Thus,  the argument scheme rule,  the

critical  questions,  the  scheme specific  correctness  conditions,  and  the  counterargument  are  all  closely

related.
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Analogie-argumentatie

– Een systematisch-analytisch
onderzoek naar een

argumentatieschema

Samenvatting

Analogie-argumentatie is een basisblok in zowel filosofisch en wetenschappelijk denken als in de dagelijkse

communicatie, omdat het ten grondslag ligt aan de menselijke denktrant. Het is daarom van uiterst belang

om een diep begrip te ontwikkelen van dit argumentatietype. Dit proefschrift is een systematisch-analytisch

onderzoek  naar  het  analogie-argumentatieschema  met  als  theoretisch  kader  de  pragma-dialectische

argumentatietheorie. Ik doe hierin voorstellen voor betere methoden tot het interpreteren, reconstrueren en

evalueren van analogie-argumentatie. Ook is mijn doel een algemeen argumentatiekader te ontwikkelen dat

de  concepten  van  geldigheid  en  inferentie  op  een  samenhangende manier  uitlegt.  Ik  richt  me op  hoe

analogie-argumentatie binnen dat kader past, op een manier die consistent is met de pragma-dialectische

uitleg van argumentatieschema's en argumentatiestructuren.

Ik begin met een algeheel overzicht van de verschillende subtypen van analogie-argumenten die

binnen de literatuur bekend zijn. Er bestaat weinig consensus over welke subtypen van analogie-argumenten

er bestaan en hoe deze onderscheiden kunnen worden. Verschillende criteria kunnen worden gecombineerd

om verscheidene subtypen van analogie-argumentatie te  vormen en hetzelfde criterium kan meermalen

worden toegepast in hetzelfde type argument. Elk specifiek type argument stelt echter grenzen aan welke

criteria kunnen worden toegepast in het vormen van verdere subtypen.

Er wordt  aangenomen dat  de toereikendheid van een classificatie afhangt van het  doel van die

classificatie in een bepaalde context. Bezien vanuit de argumentatietheorie is het doel van classificatie, bij te

dragen aan de interpretatie, analyse, reconstructie en evaluatie van de argumentatie. Het is onmogelijk een

argument  goed  te  beoordelen  als  men  niet  weet  welk  argumentatieschema  er  gebruikt  wordt.  Het

epistemisch  criterium  voor  classificatie  zou  “verschil  in  toetsingsprocedure”  moeten  zijn,  aangezien  dit

onderscheid  een groot  verschil  maakt  in  het  bereiken van  het  doel,  bij  te  dragen aan de interpretatie,

analyse, reconstructie en evaluatie van argumentatie. Als een bepaalde toetsingsprocedure logischerwijs

niet  toepasbaar  is  op een argument,  dan  moet  dit  worden  bezien  als  een ander argumentatietype.  De

toetsingsprocedures  verschillen  omdat  verschillende  argumenttypen  verschillen  in  het  gebruik  van
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inferentiële  principes.  Toetsingsprocedures  voor  subtypen  verschillen  omdat  er  een  contrasterende

specificatie van het inferentiële principe bestaat.  Als een argument in twee argumenten opgedeeld kan

worden omdat de aanpassingen aan de toetsingsprocedure contrasteren, is dat reden de argumenten te

interpreteren als twee contrasterende subtypen. Door het type of subtype van een argument te bepalen,

weet de analist hoe en aan de hand van welke standaarden het argument geëvalueerd kan worden. Deze

conclusie  is  volkomen consistent  met  de pragma-dialectische  theorie  over  welk  criterium gebruikt  moet

worden om verschillende argumentatietypen te onderscheiden. 

Analogie-argumentatie kan in de pragma-dialectische argumentatietheorie gedefinieerd worden als

argumentatie waarvan het argumentatieschema werkt met een vergelijking tussen twee of meer zaken; de

overdracht van aanvaardbaarheid van het “argument” naar het standpunt wordt mogelijk gemaakt door een

vergelijking die wordt uitgedrukt in de verbindingspremisse tussen de argumentatie en het standpunt. De

standaardweergave van dit argumentatieschema is:

1. Y geldt voor X [Standpunt]

omdat: 1.1 Y geldt voor Z [“Argument”]

en: 1.1' Z vergelijkbaar is met X [verbindingspremisse]

Binnen de pragma-dialectische argumentatietheorie bekijkt men vergelijkbaarheid aan de hand van relevante

overeenkomstigheid. In dit proefschrift stel ik dat relevante overeenkomstigheid bekeken moet worden aan

de hand van  twee cruciale  verbanden,  namelijk  dat  relevantie  wordt  gereduceerd  tot  een determinatief

verband, en overeenkomstigheid wordt gereduceerd tot een één-op-één-verhouding tussen elementen die in

een determinatief verband tot elkaar staan. Elke analogie-argumentatie bestaat uit vier onderdelen en twee

cruciale verbanden. Het Target-SubjectTS ('X') is het object waaraan een nieuw predicaat — het Assigned-

PredicateAP, ('Y') — wordt toegekend dankzij de AnalogueA, 'Z', het onderwerp van vergelijking en de bron

van  het  Assigned-PredicateAP.  Binnen  de  Analogue  ('Z')  bestaat  een  element  —  het  element — dat

"bepaalt"  dat  de  Analogue  ('Z')  het  Assigned-PredicateAP ('Y')  heeft.  Het  eerste  cruciale  verband  is  dit

determinatief  verband  tussen  het  element en  de  Assigned-PredicateAP ('Y')  van  de  Analogue.  Deze

determinatie kan verschillen in soort (causaliteit, correlatie, superveniëntie, inferentie, etc.) en wat betreft

kracht (bepaald  vs. onbepaald). Het tweede cruciale verband is het verband van de één-op-éen-verhouding

tussen  het  element en  een  tegenhangend  element* in  het  Target-Subject,  wat  betekent  dat  het

tegenhangend element* hetzelfde determinatieve verband heeft  met een  mutatis  mutandis  één-op-één

overeenkomstig  Assigned-Predicate* in  het  domein  van  het  Target-Subject.  Zodoende  wordt  de

overeenkomstigheid geanalyseerd als een één-op-één-verhouding tussen elementen in twee verschillende

objecten — de Analogue and het Target-Subject — die het mogelijk maakt dat de determinatieve band wordt

overgedragen  naar  het  Target-Subject  tussen  een  tegenhangend  element* en  een  tegenhangend

Assigned-Predicate*.  De vergelijking kan worden teruggebracht tot een gelijkheid van verbanden tussen
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elementen in twee contrasterende objecten. Dit betekent dat een vergelijking niet simpelweg erop gebaseerd

is dat de Analogue een overeenkomst van het eerste niveau heeft met het Target-Subject, zoals verkregen

door  een  één-op-één-verhouding  tussen  verschillende  elementen.  Met  deze  analyse  van  de  pragma-

dialectische  concepten  "vergelijkbaar”  en  “relevante  overeenkomstigheid”  kan  het  argumentatieschema

worden verfijnd tot:

1. Het Target-SubjectTS heeft het Assigned-PredicateAP*

1.1 Het element van het AnalogueA-element bepaalt het Assigned-PredicateAP van de  

AnalogueA

1.1' Het element van de AnalogueA staat in een één-op-één-verhouding tot 

element*van het Target-SubjectTS

De inferentie is weergegeven in de volgende figuur:

Analogie-argumenten gebruiken een argumentatieschema met een uniek type inferentieel principe dat niet

terug te brengen is tot een ander type. Argumentatie die geïnterpreteerd is als gebruikmakend van een ander

schema — waaronder deductieve argumenten — moet soms opnieuw worden geïnterpreteerd als analogie-

argumentatie, met een andere uitkomst van de kritische discussie. De inferentie van analogie-argumentatie
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is een materiële inferentie en behoort tot een categorie van schema's die substantiële argumentatieschema's

genoemd zouden kunnen worden, omdat een materiële inhoud cruciaal is voor de werking van de inferentie

van een dergelijk schema.

Analogie-argumenten zijn materieel “geldig” vanwege een determinatief verband en een relatie van

één-op-één-verhoudingen in de objecten van vergelijking. Er zijn vier verschillende subtypen van analogie-

argumentatie  te  onderscheiden  vanuit  dit  basisconcept  van  analogie-argumentatie,  door  de  criteria

inferentiemodus en  domeinbeperking toe  te  passen.  De  één-op-één-verhouding  in  alle  typen  analogie-

argumentatie  is  altijd  gelijk,  maar  het  determinatieve  verband  kan  bepaald  of  onbepaald  zijn.  Als  een

analogie-argument  een  bepaald  determinatief  verband  heeft,  is  het  een  argumentatie  naar  sluitende

analogie. Als een analogie-argument een onbepaald determinatief verband heeft, is het een argumentatie

naar niet-sluitende analogie. Het verschil tussen deze subtypen is, dat hoewel analogische inferentie altijd

weerlegbaar is, een argumentatie naar sluitende analogie ondersteuning van het standpunt garandeert als

de  premissen  intact  blijven,  waar  een  argumentatie  naar  niet-sluitende  analogie  alleen  de  kans  op

ondersteuning van het standpunt verhoogt, zelfs als de premissen intact blijven. Analogie-argumentatie kan

ook daarin  verschillen,  of  de  vergelijking  over  meerdere  domeinen  wordt  verspreid  of  dat  deze  binnen

eenzelfde domein blijft. Zodoende is er argumentatie naar zelfde-domein sluitende analogie, zelfde-domein

niet-sluitende analogie, ander-domein sluitende analogie en ander-domein niet-sluitende analogie. Ook stel

ik  dat  het  analogische  schema dat  in  dit  onderzoek is  ontwikkeld,  voldoende flexibel  en verfijnd is  om

accuraat complexe vergelijkingen weer te geven waarvoor de huidige analogie-argumentatieschema's niet

afdoende zijn.

In dit proefschrift presenteer ik een uniform model dat de inferentierechtvaardiging in argumenten

uitlegt als verschillende vormen van een algemeen concept van geldigheid. Elk schema heeft een eigen

inherente geldigheidsstandaard — “schema-specifieke geldigheid” — en formele geldigheid is slechts één

vorm  van  geldigheid.  Een  geschikt  en  correct  toegepast  argumentatieschema  betekent  dat  de

verbindingspremisse van de argumentatie het “argument” — als het geaccepteerd wordt — ceteris paribus

tot  een  reden  voor  aanvaarden  van  het  standpunt  maakt,  terwijl  een  ongeschikt  of  onjuist  toegepast

argumentatieschema dat niet zal doen. Dit is het algemene idee van “geldigheid” waarvan vele vormen van

geldigheid  zijn  afgeleid.  Zodoende  impliceert  het  algemene  concept  van  geldigheid   dat  elk  type

argumentatieschema aanvaardbaarheid aan het standpunt verleent in zulke mate als wordt toegestaan door

de  eigen  aard  van  het  inferentieel  principe  van  het  schema.  Een  formeel  geldig  deductief  argument,

bijvoorbeeld,  zal  onweerlegbaar  aanvaardbaarheid  aan  het  standpunt  verlenen  in  dezelfde  mate  van

aanvaardbaarheid als die van het argument, terwijl een “geldige” argumentatie naar niet-sluitende analogie

weerlegbaar aanvaardbaarheid verleent in mindere mate dan het argument. Een argument naar sluitende

analogie  verleent  weerlegbaar  aanvaardbaarheid  aan  het  standpunt  in  de  mate  waarin  het  argument

aanvaardbaar is. Er bestaan verschillende typen argumentatie  omdat elk type argumentatie deze overdracht

van  aanvaardbaarheid  aan  het  standpunt  bereikt  via  verschillende  principes   en  modi.  Elk

argumentatieschema  (waaronder  ook  formeel  geldige  “redeneringsschema's”)  is  een  vorm  van  een

algemene  geldigheid  waardoor  een  uniform  geheel  ontstaat  van  argumentatieschema's,  geldigheid  en

inferentie. 
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Een  groot  deel  van  dit  proefschrift  verduidelijkt  hoe  complexe  analogie-argumentatie

gereconstrueerd kan worden volgens de voorgestelde bewerking van inferentie-configuratie, die de kritische

aspecten van  ieder  enkelvoudig  analogisch  argumentatieschema toont.  Het  feit  dat  complexe analogie-

argumentatie  bestaat  uit  vele  enkelvoudige analogie-argumenten,  die  elk  een element  van één-op-één-

verhouding toevoegen, betekent dat een analogie van wisselende overtuigingskracht kan zijn. Ik benadruk

ook  het  belang  van  onderscheid  tussen  de  logische  structuur  van  argumentatie  en  de  dialectische

argumentatiestructuur ervan, en hoe dit zich verhoudt tot de reconstructie van analogie-argumentatie. Ook

lever ik meer bewijs voor de stelling dat analogie-argumentatie niet kan worden gereduceerd tot een ander

type inferentie. 

Ik bespreek uitvoerig de methode van het weerleggen van argumenten door het toepassen van een

logische analogie, in dit werk weerlegging via parallelle argumentatie genoemd. Analogie-argumentatie heeft

bepaalde voordelen boven andere typen argumentatie. Een hiervan is dat analogie-argumenten gebruikt

kunnen worden om elk type argument te weerleggen, zelfs  prima facie  goed in elkaar zittende deductieve

argumenten. Een ander is dat ze inspelen op onze concrete intuïtie. 

In  dit  proefschrift  beschrijf  ik  uitvoerig  en  gedetailleerd  hoe  men  analogie-argumentatie  kan

evalueren en doe ik voorstellen voor verdere analytische hulpmiddelen door de introductie van een model

waarin  elk  type  argumentatieschema  schema-specifieke  correctheidsvoorwaarden   inhoudt.  Volgens  dit

model houdt de argumentatieschemaregel in dat elk schema zijn eigen cruciale correctheidsvoorwaarden

heeft, gespecificeerd aan de hand van het specifieke inferentiële principe dat in de verschillende schema's

actief is. Deze correctheidsvoorwaarden worden geschapen door uit te zoeken wat constitutioneel inherent is

aan  de  argumentatieschema's  en  aan  elke  enkelvoudige  argumentatie.  De  tegenargumenten  tegen

analogie-argumentatie werken door het falsificeren van een of meer van deze correctheidsvoorwaarden. De

toetsingsprocedure voor analogie-argumentatie moet onderscheid maken tussen de rol van kritische vragen

en de rol van tegenargumenten. De rol van kritische vragen moet worden gezien als het aanwijzen van de

correctheidsvoorwaarden  als  cruciale  punten  die  verdere  steun  behoeven  of  kwetsbaar  zijn  voor

tegenargumenten.  De rol  van tegenargumenten moet worden gezien als de methode waarmee  getoond

wordt dat kritische vragen toereikende antwoorden ontberen, door het falsificeren van een of meer van deze

schema-specifieke  correctheidsvoorwaarden.  Kritische  vragen  kunnen  gezien  worden  als  de  kritische

reacties van de antagonist, die staan voor  negatieve redenen dat de bewijslast bij de protagonist van de

analogie-argumentatie blijft liggen. Als de antagonist deze kritische vragen poogt te beantwoorden, resulteert

dat  in  complexe  analogie-argumentatie.  Tegenargumenten  kunnen  daarentegen  gezien  worden  als  de

kritische  reacties  van  de  antagonist,  die  staan  voor  de  inzet  van  positieve  redenen  —  die  lastiger  te

neutraliseren zijn — dat de analogie die de protagonist in zijn argumentatie naar voren brengt, onjuist is. Als

middel om beide typen kritische reactie te boven te komen, zal het resultaat complexe analogie-argumentatie

zijn. 

Een  succesvol  tegenargument  bewijst  dat  een  analogie-argument  de  argumentatieschemaregel

heeft geschonden door het falsificeren van de schema-specifieke correctheidsvoorwaarden voor analogie-

argumenten. Er zijn zes van deze tegenargumenten en elk type werkt door het falsificeren van één van de

correctheidsvoorwaarden. Te weten: Het aanvallen van de overeenkomsten in abstractie; de inzet van een
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tegenanalogie; het zelfverslaand maken van de analogie; het tot absurditeit reduceren van de analogie; de

inzet  van  een  analogie  van  de  tweede  orde;  en  het  geven  van  een  analoge  parallel  aan  het

argumentatieschema die  absurd is  (“weerlegging via  parallel  argument”).  Deze tegenargumenten zijn  in

essentie verschillende typen van tegenwerping die op verschillende manieren werken en die niet in andere

termen dan de door henzelf omvatte kunnen worden omschreven. 

Het model biedt ook verdere verfijning en aanvullende inhoud voor de betekenis van de stelling dat

een argumentatieschema geschikt en correct toegepast is. Volgens de standaardaanpak van de pragma-

dialectiek is een argumentatieschema geschikt en correct toegepast als de voor het argumentatieschema

relevante  kritische  vragen  naar  tevredenheid  kunnen  worden  beantwoord.  Dit  model  stelt  dat  een

argumentatieschema slechts geschikt en correct toegepast is als de argumentatie schemaspecifiek “geldig”

is.  Argumentatie  is  slechts  schemaspecifiek  “geldig”  als  zij  voldoet  aan  de  schemaspecifieke

correctheidsvoorwaarden.  Een  argumentatieschema  beantwoordt  zijn  kritische  vragen  slechts  naar

tevredenheid  als  het  voldoet  aan  de  schemaspecifieke  correctheidsvoorwaarden.  Zodoende  staan  de

argumentatieschemaregel,  de  kritische  vragen,  de  schemaspecifieke  correctheidsvoorwaarden  en  het

tegenargument in nauwe verhouding tot elkaar.
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