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applying these definitions (Galotti, Baron, & Sabini, 1986). Maybe the usual everyday 
understandings of words such as all, some, and if–then are so powerful that people have 
difficulty ignoring the terms’ slightly different definitions vis-à-vis reasoning tasks.

INDUCTIVE REASONING

Inductive reasoning, or reasoning about conclusions that are likely (but not guaran-
teed) to be true, probably occurs in everyone’s thinking several times during the course 
of an ordinary day. Although inductive conclusions aren’t guaranteed to be true, they 
may be more useful than deductive conclusions because they add new information to 
our thinking. In general, it is easier to think of real-life examples of inductive reason-
ing than to think of real-life examples of deductive reasoning. Holyoak and Nisbett 
(1988) provided several examples of ordinary induction:

A child who has never heard verbs rendered incorrectly into the past tense exclaims, 
“I goed to bed.” A stock analyst, observing that for several years market prices for 
petroleum stocks have risen steadily in the final two months of the year and then 
dropped in January, urges her clients to buy petroleum stocks this year at the end 
of October and sell in late December. A physicist, observing the patterns formed by 
light as it undergoes refraction and diffraction, hypothesizes that light is propagated 
as waves. (p. 50)

Holyoak and Nisbett (1988) defined induction as “inferential processes that expand knowl-
edge in the face of uncertainty” (p. 50). They noted that induction often involves catego-
rization and the formation of rules or hypotheses. Thus, you’ll probably observe a great 
deal of overlap among induction, categorization (Chapter 8), and thinking (Chapter 11). 
There are a number of different inductive reasoning tasks, but here I will focus on two: 
analogical reasoning and hypothesis testing.

Analogical Reasoning

Figure 12.4 presents examples of both verbal and pictorial anal-
ogies. You may be familiar with this type of problem from stan-
dardized tests. The format of such a problem is “A is to B as C 
is to _____.” The general idea is that the first two terms (A and 
B) suggest some relationship, and the third term (C) provides a 
partial description of another relationship. The job of the rea-
soner is to figure out what the fourth term (the one that goes in 
the blank) should be such that its relationship to the third term 
is the same (or nearly so) as the relationship of the second term 
to the first term.

Analogies can also be extended into what are called series com-
pletion and matrix completion problems. Figure 12.5 gives an 
example. Although these problems include more terms, the same 
general mental processes used in analogies are probably used to 
solve them (Sternberg & Gardner, 1983).

The ease of reasoning about an analogy depends on the  
complexity of the problem. Complexity in turn depends on a 
number of factors, among them the following. How complicated 
to comprehend are the individual terms? How knowledgeable 
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 Figure 12.4: Examples of verbal and pictorial 
analogies.


