First part of recipe:  list of disanalogies.  I only thought of one.  You may have thought of others.  I wouldn’t fault you for not thinking of this very one.

a.
A human being has moral standing (rights, a soul, sanctity, some kind of status) that an oak tree lacks.

Second part of recipe:  adjust either target or analog (or both) to remove the disanalogy.  

a. 
I can adjust the target to remove this disanalogy by adding the following background information.  Imagine a culture that grants moral standing (rights, a soul, sanctity, some kind of status) to fewer things than our culture does.  Perhaps only the gods have moral standing (or whatever); perhaps nothing has moral standing for them.  In any case, in that culture human beings will NOT be disanalogous to trees. 

b. 
Or I can adjust the analog to remove this disanalogy by adding the following background information.  Imagine a culture that grants moral standing (or whatever the status is) to trees as well as humans.  Perhaps mature organisms of the oak tree species are revered by them as containing human spirits, and they believe a human spirit is killed whenever a mature organism of the oak tree species is destroyed.

With adjustment (a) to the target argument, I think even pro-lifers will agree that such a culture need not say either that acorns are mature specimens of the oak tree species, nor that fetuses are mature specimens of humanity.  But such an analogy is too limited to draw conclusions about what our culture should say, since we do think humans have moral status.  So with this adjustment, the disanalogy seems relevant.

With adjustment (b) to the analog, I think it is no longer obvious that the conclusion of the analog follows.  I imagine such a culture might find it difficult to resolve the issue of whether to consider acorns to share status with mature trees, just as our culture finds difficulty with the issue of whether fertilized eggs share status with persons.  So with this adjustment, the disanalogy also seems relevant.

Since we have a relevant disanalogy, we seem to have established an objection to the author’s argument from analogy.

It might surprise you to learn that most authors, even those published in our text, have not been trained to think systematically, as we have been doing, about analogies.  Although it is hard work to go through all these tests, you will have a tremendous advantage in discussions about moral issues that involve analogies, an advantage that will make your contributions to such discussions more valuable than most.  The more you practice, the more you’ll be confident of your ability to make a worthwhile contribution to such discussions.

