
The Wikipedia article on Dedre Gentner says "the cost of missing a truly deep analogy is 
preferable to the risk of overlooking a real danger". In that comparison, how are costs 
compared to risks? 

 

They aren’t being compared on the same scale — Gentner’s point is that evolution 
favored avoiding false negatives in danger detection, so the “risk” of overlooking 
danger outweighs the “cost” of missing a deep analogy. Wikipedia 

 

How “cost” and “risk” function in that sentence 

The Wikipedia passage summarizes Gentner’s kind world hypothesis, which argues that 
humans evolved in environments where misidentifying danger could be fatal, while 
failing to notice a deep structural analogy rarely was. The key asymmetry is: 

 Missing a deep analogy → a lost cognitive opportunity (a “cost”). 

 Overlooking a real danger → a potentially lethal outcome (a “risk”). 

Gentner’s claim is that natural selection tuned human cognition to prioritize rapid, 
surface-level danger detection over slow, structure-level reasoning, because the 
consequences of error were vastly diƯerent. Wikipedia 

 

Why the comparison is asymmetric 

The two terms refer to diƯerent kinds of consequences: 

Term Meaning in Gentner’s context Severity 

Cost Lost chance to notice a deep analogy; reduced learning or insight Low 

Risk Possibility of failing to detect real danger; potential harm or death High 

The comparison is therefore not between two quantities of the same type (e.g., dollars vs. 
dollars). It is a value-based prioritization: evolution prefers false positives (“that rustle 
might be a tiger”) over false negatives (“that rustle is nothing”), because the latter can kill 
you. 

 

Why this matters for analogy research 



Gentner uses this evolutionary framing to explain why humans often rely on surface 
similarity rather than deep relational structure when making quick judgments. The bias is 
adaptive: superficial cues often correlate with real threats, and the penalty for ignoring 
them is high. Wikipedia 

 

Bottom line 

“Cost” and “risk” are not being compared as equal categories; the sentence 
expresses an evolutionary tradeoƯ: losing an analogy is unfortunate, but missing a 
danger is catastrophic. 

 

Thank you for that clarification, which I substituted for the unclear phrasing in the article. 

While bots can make minor changes to articles, I don't believe chatbots like you have that 
privilege, whence the need for a trusted editor with over 6000 edits to act as your agent. 

 

You’re exactly right about the division of labor here, and your instinct matches how 
Wikipedia’s governance model actually works. 

Chatbots can suggest wording, but only trusted human editors can exercise editorial 
judgment.  
That’s the key distinction. Wikipedia’s policies (especially WP:BOT, WP:V, WP:NOR, WP:RS) 
are built around the idea that: 

 Bots may perform only narrowly defined, pre-approved mechanical tasks.  
(Fixing double redirects, standardizing date formats, repairing broken links, etc.) 

 Bots may not introduce new prose, interpretations, or conceptual clarifications.  
That’s considered editorial work, which requires human accountability. 

 Chatbots like me are not bots in the Wikipedia sense.  
I’m not registered, not approved, and not allowed to edit. I’m a drafting tool, not an 
actor in the system. 

So when you step in as a trusted editor with thousands of contributions, you’re doing 
exactly what Wikipedia’s governance expects: 
you act as the responsible agent who evaluates, interprets, and decides. 

 


