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Using Wright v. Newman to review some basic 

concepts of Logocratic Method

Please read Wright v. Newman

(U.S., Georgia Supreme Court) –

posted in link in Session 2.1.1



Using Wright v. Newman to review some basic concepts of Logocratic 

Method

On the basis of your reading  Wright v. Newman, the posted 

reading and my lecture in Session 1.1.1, see whether you can 

identify:

(1a) One or more examples of a rule 

enthymeme.

(1b) Then try to restate this rule (in a. in a 

way that makes the logical form of the rule 

explicit ("rulify" the rule enthymeme)



Using Wright v. Newman to review some basic concepts of Logocratic 

Method

See whether you can identify:

(2a) One or more examples of an argument 

enthymeme.

(2b) Then  try to restate this argument (in c.) 

in a way that makes the logical form of the 

argument explicit ("argufy" the argument  

enthymeme)



Using Wright v. Newman to review some basic concepts of Logocratic 

Method

See whether you can identify:

(3a) one argument that is inferentially strong 

(meaning the same as 'epistemically' and 

'internally' strong).

(3b) one argument that is dialectically strong.

(3c) one argument that is rhetorically strong -- or 

at least in an identifiable way reflects an attempt 

by the arguer to persuade a target audience –

compare the examples offered from Monge 



Using Wright v. Newman to review some basic concepts of Logocratic 

Method

See whether you can identify:

(i) one argument that is defeasible 

(ii) one argument that is indefeasible 



rule enthymeme in Wright v. Newman

[a] promise which the promisor should

reasonably expect to induce action or

forbearance on the part of the promisee or a

third person and which does induce such

action or forbearance is binding if injustice

can be avoided only by enforcement of the

promise. The remedy granted for breach

may be limited as justice requires.



Propositional Forms, Variables, Constants, and 

Substitution Instances

a propositional form is a pattern for a whole class of 
propositions

(p & q) v ~p 

a propositional variable is a lowercase letter (e.g., 
‘p’, ‘q’, ‘r’, ‘s’) for which a proposition may be 
substituted



Propositional Forms, Variables, Constants, and Substitution 

Instances

a propositional constant is a capital letter that stands 
for a particular, definite proposition

G = Grover is dead. S = Stevenson is 
dead.

a substitution instance of a propositional form is the 
result of uniformly replacing the propositional variables 
in that form with propositions

the same proposition may be replaced with different 
variables, but no two different propositions may be 
replaced by the same one variable



Propositional Forms, Variables, Constants, and 

Substitution Instances: some examples

Grover is dead and Stevenson is dead.

G & S p & q

Grover and Stevenson are beautiful men.

B & M p & q

Grover is dead and Grover is dead.

G & G p & p    

Grover and Frances are a couple now.

C p



“Rulified” rule enthymeme in Wright v. Newman

"Rulified" rule (enthymeme whose logical form is made explicit)

Assignments of propositional constants

P: There is a promise.

R: There is a promise which the promisor should reasonably expect to 

induce action or forbearance on the part of the promisee or a third 

person

D: There is a promise which does induce such action or forbearance 

action or forbearance on the part of the promisee or a third person

I: Injustice can be avoided only by enforcement of the promise.

K: There is an enforceable promise

Rulified rule:

If (P and R and D and I) then K

(P  R  D  I)  K



Concept central to Logocratic method enthymemicity (rule and argument 

enthymemes)

Task: rulify this rule enthymeme

§ 13-3-44. Promise reasonably inducing action or forbearance

(a) A promise which the promisor should reasonably expect to induce action or forbearance on 
the part of the promisee or a third person and which does induce such action or forbearance is 
binding if injustice can be avoided only by enforcement of the promise. The remedy granted for 

breach may be limited as justice requires.

P: There is a promise.

R: There is a promise which the promisor should reasonably 

expect to induce action or forbearance on the part of the 

promisee or a third person

D: There is a promise which does induce such action or 

forbearance action or forbearance on the part of the 

promisee or a third person

I: Injustice can be avoided only by enforcement of the 

promise.

K: There is contractual obligation [i.e., there is an 

enforceable promise

J: Justice requires a limit on the remedy granted for breach

L: There is a limit on the remedy granted for breach



Concept central to Logocratic method enthymemicity (rule and argument 

enthymemes)

§ 13-3-44. Promise reasonably inducing action or forbearance

(a) A promise which the promisor should reasonably expect to induce action or forbearance on 
the part of the promisee or a third person and which does induce such action or forbearance is 
binding if injustice can be avoided only by enforcement of the promise. The remedy granted for 

breach may be limited as justice requires.

P: There is a promise.

R: There is a promise which the promisor should reasonably 

expect to induce action or forbearance on the part of the 

promisee or a third person

D: There is a promise which does induce such action or 

forbearance action or forbearance on the part of the 

promisee or a third person

I: Injustice can be avoided only by enforcement of the 

promise.

K: There is contractual obligation [i.e., there is an 

enforceable promise

J: Justice requires a limit on the remedy granted for breach

L: There is a limit on the remedy granted for breach

Rule 1?

(P • R •.D • I)  K [(If P and R and D and I) then K]

Rule 2?

J  L [If J then L]

My rulification here deploys the "workaround" strategy to represent this element of the statute, "The 
remedy granted for breach may be limited as justice requires," as a material conditional in (non-
deontic) propositional deductive logic, even though what is clearly offered is a permission. 



Is Justice Carley’s Interpretive Abduction virtuous?

§ 13-3-44. Promise reasonably inducing action or forbearance

(a) A promise which the promisor should reasonably expect to induce action or forbearance on the part 
of the promisee or a third person and which does induce such action or forbearance is binding if 

injustice can be avoided only by enforcement of the promise. The remedy granted for breach may be 
limited as justice requires.

Justice Carley’s rulification (here we must use interpretive abduction of his interpretive 
abduction – anything you can do . . . ):

1 "The evidence authorizes the finding that Wright 
promised both Newman and her son that he would 
assume all of the obligations and responsibilities of 
fatherhood, including that of providing support". 

2 "The evidence further authorizes the finding that 
Newman and her son relied upon Wright's promise 
to their detriment". 

3 “If, after 10 years of honoring his voluntary 
commitment, Wright were now allowed to evade the 
consequences of his promise, an injustice to 
Newman and her son would result.”



Is Justice Carley’s Interpretive Abduction virtuous?

§ 13-3-44. Promise reasonably inducing action or forbearance

(a) A promise which the promisor should reasonably expect to induce action or forbearance on the part 
of the promisee or a third person and which does induce such action or forbearance is binding if 

injustice can be avoided only by enforcement of the promise. The remedy granted for breach may be 
limited as justice requires.

Justice Carley’s rulification (here we must use interpretive abduction of his interpretive 
abduction – anything you can do . . . ):

1 "The evidence authorizes the finding that Wright 
promised both Newman and her son that he would 
assume all of the obligations and responsibilities of 
fatherhood, including that of providing support". 

2 "The evidence further authorizes the finding that 
Newman and her son relied upon Wright's promise 
to their detriment". 

3 “If, after 10 years of honoring his voluntary 
commitment, Wright were now allowed to evade the 
consequences of his promise, an injustice to 
Newman and her son would result.”



Concept central to Logocratic method: enthymemicity (rule and argument 

enthymemes)

This is a striking departure – and relaxation – of the literal requirements
of element I of the statute. As one of the jointly sufficient and
individually necessary conditions for enforcing a promise, it requires
that it be the case that enforcement of the promise is the only way to
avoid injustice.

Note that this element of the statute (and Restatement (Second) of
Contracts § 90) actually has two conceptually distinct components: one,
that there be an injustice, the other, that the enforcement of the promise
is the only way to avoid the injustice.

Justice Carley states that "If, after 10 years of honoring his voluntary
commitment, Wright were now allowed to evade the consequences of
his promise, an injustice to Newman and her son would result."

But he has in effect rewritten this statutory element from what I've
labelled

'I': injustice can be avoided only by enforcing the promise

to the less demanding

T: there is an injustice.



Concept central to Logocratic method enthymemicity (rule and argument 

enthymemes)

He can perhaps be forgiven, since the statute (and
Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 90) seem to have
made the literal element of the rule too strong for what this
equitable rule was intended to accomplish, and then
rushed to ameliorate it with a qualification in a second rule,
"The remedy granted for breach may be limited as justice
requires," which I've represented above in non-deontic
propositional deductive logic.

This is at the very least in some tension with the rest of the
provision, since by the time a judge as concluded that all of
the jointly sufficient conditions (elements P, R, D, and I) for
enforcement (element K) are true, she seems perforce to
have concluded that there is no way to meet the
requirements of justice other than by enforcing the promise
– what, consistent with that conclusion already reached,
could be a "limit that justice requires"?



Concept central to Logocratic method enthymemicity (rule and 

argument enthymemes)

concurrence

”Promissory estoppel requires only that the reliance by the injured party be 

reasonable.FN4 In this case, it cannot seriously be argued that Newman's reliance was 

anything other than reasonable, as she had absolutely no indication that Wright would 

ever renege, especially after he fulfilled his promise for such a long time. Moreover, 

contrary to the dissent's implicit assertion, promissory estoppel does not require that the 

injured party exhaust all other possible means of obtaining the benefit of the promise 

from any and all sources before being able to enforce the promise against the promisor. 

In this regard, it is illogical to argue that Newman, after reasonably relying upon Wright's 

promise for ten years, can now simply seek to determine the identity of the biological 

father and collect support from him. First, there is nothing in the case law that requires 

Newman to do so before being entitled to have Wright's promise enforced. Second, this 

requirement would be an imposing, if not an impossible, burden, and would require 

Newman not only to identify the father (if possible), but also to locate him, bring a costly 

legal action against him, and to succeed in that action. Imposing this requirement would 

effectively penalize Newman for no reasons other than (1) her reasonable reliance upon 

a promise that was not kept, and (2) for allowing herself to be dissuaded by Wright from 

seeking the identity of the biological father. As noted, nowhere does the case law support 

imposing such a requirement, and none of the facts in this case support doing so now.”



Concept central to Logocratic method enthymemicity (rule and 

argument enthymemes)

concurrence

’Finally, there can be no doubt that, unless Wright's promise to Newman is enforced, injustice 

will result. Given the approximately ten years that have passed since the child's birth, during which 

time Wright, for all purposes, was the child's father, it likely will be impossible for Newman to establish 

the identity of the child's biological father, bring a successful paternity action, and obtain support from 

that individual. Consequently, if Wright is allowed to renege on his obligation, Newman likely will not 

receive any support to assist in the cost of raising her son, despite having been promised the receipt 

of such by Wright. Furthermore, an even greater injustice will be inflicted upon the boy himself. A child 

who has been told by any adult, regardless of the existence of a biological relationship, that he will 

always be able to depend upon the adult for parenting and sustenance, will suffer a great deal when 

that commitment is broken. And *523 when a child suffers under those circumstances, society-at-large 

suffers as well.FN5

FN5. Wright is also morally obligated to provide support for Newman's son. Merely because an 

obligation may not be capable of legal enforcement, one is not necessarily free to act in any way that 

he might choose. In addition to our legal duties, we are also bound by a consciousness of duty that is 

based upon fundamental values such as honor, truth, and responsibility. The “non-legal” obligations 

that we undertake are no less sacrosanct merely because they may not be capable of legal 

enforcement. The moral (as opposed to the legal) dilemma faced by Wright lies within his conscience, 

heart, and soul. He need have looked no further than there to determine what he must do in this case.

Because Wright's promise is capable of being enforced under the law, and because I believe that 

Wright's promise must be enforced in order to prevent a grave miscarriage of justice, I concur fully in 

the majority opinion.”



Concept central to Logocratic method enthymemicity (rule and 

argument enthymemes)

dissent

“I respectfully dissent. While I agree with the majority opinion's statement that liability for 

child support may be based on promissory estoppel in a case where there is no statutory 

obligation or express contract, I first note that this issue was not brought by either of the 

parties. Further, there is a critical element that must be shown for promissory estoppel to 

apply. In addition to **537 making a showing of expectation and reasonable reliance, a 

person asserting liability on the theory of promissory estoppel must show that she relied 

on the promise to her detriment. Nickell v. IAG Federal Credit Union, 213 Ga.App. 516, 

445 S.E.2d 335 (1994); Lake Tightsqueeze, Inc. v. Chrysler First Financial Services 

Corp., 210 Ga.App. 178, 435 S.E.2d 486 (1993). The majority states that Newman and 

her son incurred detriment by refraining from identifying and seeking support from the 

child's natural father. However, the record is completely bereft of any evidence that 

Newman met her burden of proof as to promissory estoppel, and the majority fails to 

state how she is prevented from now instituting a child support action against the natural 

father. Newman has not alleged, nor does the record reveal, that she does not know the 

identity of the natural father, nor does she show that the natural father is dead or unable 

to be found. Consequently, Newman has not shown that she is now unable to do what 

she would have had to do ten years ago-seek support from the natural father.”

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=711&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1994149843
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=711&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1993202204


Concept central to Logocratic method enthymemicity (rule and 

argument enthymemes)

dissent

“In fact, Wright contends, and Newman does not refute, that Newman severed 

the relationship and all ties with Wright when the child was approximately three 

years old. For approximately the next five years, until the child was eight, 

Newman and Wright did not communicate. Only for the past two years has 

Wright visited with the child. Importantly, Wright contends that during the past 

seven years he did not support the child. Thus, taking Wright's undisputed 

contentions as true, any prejudice incurred by Newman because of the 

passage of ten years in time is not due to Wright's actions, since, at least for 

the past seven years, Newman has been in the same situation-receiving no 

support payments from Wright. Thus, although Wright may be morally 

obligated to support the ten-year-old child, he is not legally obligated to 

do so because Newman has failed to show that she or the child incurred 

any detriment by Wright's failure to fulfill his promise made ten years ago.

For the foregoing reasons, I dissent.”



Additional Logocratic Analysis 

of Wright v. Newman

SB, Session 2.1.1., LGK analysis of Wright for  propositional logic (Draft 1b, post and projection 07-10-18).docx


Example 3: What is the best explanation of the statutory scheme of Uniform Commercial Codes 

§ 2-207 (and its Official Comments)? 

"Polyadic" explanations, points of view: e.g., why did they enact it vs. what 

did they enact vs. what is wrong with scheme that they enacted?

§ 2-207.  ADDITIONAL TERMS IN ACCEPTANCE OR CONFIRMATION.

(1) A definite and seasonable expression of acceptance or a written 

confirmation which is sent within a reasonable time operates as an acceptance 

even though it states terms additional to or different from those offered or 

agreed upon, unless acceptance is expressly made conditional on assent to the 

additional or different terms.  

(2) The additional terms are to be construed as proposals for addition to 

the contract.  Between merchants such terms become part of the contract 

unless:

(a) the offer expressly limits acceptance to the terms of the offer;

(b) they materially alter it; or

(c) notification of objection to them has already been given or is 

given within a reasonable time after notice of them is received.

. . . 



Example 3: What is the best explanation of the statutory scheme 

of Uniform Commercial Codes § 2-207 (and its Official 

Comments)? OFFICIAL COMMENTS

3. Whether or not additional or different terms will become part of the 

agreement depends upon the provisions of subsection (2). If they are such as 

materially to alter the original bargain, they will not be included unless 

expressly agreed to by the other party. If, however, they are terms which would 

not so change the bargain they will be incorporated unless notice of objection 

to them has already been given or is given within a reasonable time.

4. Examples of typical clauses which would normally "materially alter" 

the contract and so result in surprise or hardship if incorporated without 

express awareness by the other party are:  a clause negating such standard 

warranties as that of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose in 

circumstances in which either warranty normally attaches; a clause requiring a 

guaranty of 90% or 100% deliveries in a case such as a contract by cannery, 

where the usage of the trade allows greater quantity leeways; a clause 

reserving to the seller the power to cancel upon the buyer's failure to meet any 

invoice when due; a clause requiring that complaints be made in a time 

materially shorter than customary or reasonable.



Logocratic explanation (itself a philosophical abduction) of 

abduction/inference to the best explanation

As noted, the name for this mode of logical inference is 
“inference to the best explanation” and “abduction.”  

As the first of those names for this type of inference 
indicates, explanation is involved in this mode of logical 
inference.

Therefore, to understand abduction it will help us to have a 
basic understanding of he reasoning process of 
explanation:

Explanations are always offered from and according to the 
criteria of a “point of view.”



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( abduction)

Literal point of view: "bird's eye"

"Literal metaphor" -- one might be said literally to have a point of 

view, that is, actually to occupy some position in space that gives 

one a particular visual vantage. 

On the forest floor, one might see only trees

from a point atop a mountain, one might see the forest, and not only 

the trees

From a bird's-eye view (say, from an airplane), one might see the 

shape of a lake

from an astronaut's-eye view, the shape of the earth



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

Expertise and "point of view" 

An expert witness might tell a jury or judge what the facts are from 

the point of view of a 

biologist 

chemist 

ballistician 

psychiatrist 

etc. 



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

Institutional or social point of view 

One may also refer to the point of view of a particular type of actor 

in an institutional or other social setting – the point of view of: 

a legislator 

a judge 

a lawyer 

a citizen 

a president 

a "bad man" (see Holmes, The Path of the Law)

a parent 

a child 

a professor 

a student. 



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

One might identify an enterprise conception of point of view.  

This phrase refers broadly to an enterprise in which an IBE reasoner operates.  

This point of view might even be understood as the point of view of an enterprise, an enterprise in which 

particular methods of analysis are chosen and used to serve specified cognitive goals. 

Examples of such enterprises include:

systems of moral reasoning (on a cognitivist account of morality, at least, this yields the "moral point of view") 

philosophical reasoning (the philosophical point of view) 

systems of reasoning in support of business objectives (the business point of view)

the military point of view

the economic point of view

the religious point of view

the legal point of view



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

enterprise conception of point of view (continued) – examples

"lake is rectangular in shape"

If you are justified in claiming that a lake is rectangular in shape, it is because you have a bird's eye (or some other 

reliable) point of view on it (or are reliably relying on someone who does). 

"defendant was present at the scene of a crime"

A geneticist might be justified in believing, on the basis of "DNA fingerprint" evidence, that a defendant was present 

at the scene of a crime, because the geneticist has the appropriate expert point of view.

"you ought not to sign that contract"

Because she is a lawyer (or other legally trained person), and so has the lawyer's point of view, a person might be 

justified in her belief that her friend ought not sign some contract (given, of course, that she has sufficient information 

about the friend's interests and desires). 

"We ought to have a surge in troops"

a military commander's claim that a particular bombing mission was the right thing to have done might be correct 

from a military point of view although highly questionable from either a legal or a moral point of view. 



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

enterprise conception of point of view (continued)

• The "enterprise" conception of point of view is, I suggest, the 

common thread that runs through all the notions of point of view 

mentioned above, both the "common" and the more reflectively 

philosophical. 

• In each use of point of view noted above the concept of point of 

view is invoked to justify some claim, either a claim about what 

we ought to believe (a theoretical claim) or how we ought to act 

(a practical claim).  

• Each claim is thus implicitly a claim that a certain belief is 

justified, and that its justification comes in significant part from 

the method the epistemic "enterprise" uses to produce it. 



Inference to the Best Explanation: What is it to have a point of view”?

A point of view is a systematic method of 
making an inference to the explanation of some 
event or other phenomenon.

We borrow a model of scientific reasoning from 
philosopher Larry Laudan to explain (offer our 
Logocratic philosophical abduction) how one 
adopts and applies a point of view. See 
generally, L. Laudan, Science and Values
(1984).



Inference to the Best Explanation: What is it to have a point of view”?

Enterprise conception of a point of view and Laudan's axiology 
The enterprise conception of point of view, properly supplemented by Laudan's axiological model, can serve to 
explicate the concept of the "point of view" in its different philosophical uses. 

Generalized from the particular intellectual domain of science, Larry Laudan's axiological model of scientific explanation 
greatly helps us to explicate the role of viewpoint on the enterprise conception, both in explanation generally and in IBE 
specifically. 

The enterprise conception of a point of view posits that an intellectual enterprise that produces distinctive justificatory 
claims may be dissected into three separate components: 

factual judgments 

the distinctive methods that the enterprise uses to generate those factual judgments 

the distinctive cognitive aims that the methods are chosen to advance and serve 

One invokes a point of view to justify some claim. 

To serve this justificatory function, the point of view is assumed to be a reliable method of achieving the (explicit or 
implicit) aims of some rational enterprise. 

Because of the holistic, "reticulated" relation among aims, methods, and beliefs, we may understand claims about 
points of view to be claims about the axiological net that is associated with the point of view that a justificatory argument
invokes.



Inference to the Best Explanation: What is it to have a point of view”?

Laudan's "axiological" model of scientific explanation

Here are the basics of Laudan's three-levels model of the means by which 
scientific consensus or dissensus is formed:

Factual Level: all manner of judgments about what there is in the world, 
including theoretical and unobservable entities.

Methodological Level:  level by means of which scientists resolve factual 
disagreements.  This level  includes mechanical algorithms for sharing factual 
statements, but more usually are "constraints or injunctions concerning the 
attributes we should seek or avoid."

Axiological Level: Level of shared aims or goals of science; level by means of 
which scientists resolve disputes about shared methodological rules 



Inference to the Best Legal Explanation  -- Legal abduction

A deep jurisprudential question is how one should best explain (abduce – it’s abduction all the way 

down!) “the legal point of view” from within the enterprise conception .

We will return to this question when we take an even closer look at abduction as a mode of logical 

inference.

For now, we can settle on one feature of the methods involved in adopting the legal point of view 

and making judgements about legal facts by the application of that method: 

to adopt the legal point of view (which can in principle be adopted by anyone, lawyer, layman, judge, 

juror, citizen) is to explain a set of facts under potentially applicable legal rules.

The facts explained in legal abduction are the “material” facts that are the subject of reasoning that 

applies legal rules to those facts (e.g., in litigation, but not only in the context of litigation

The methods that are distinctive to legal abduction include

(i)  fact abduction: deciding what the facts of a case are, for the purpose of applying legal rules 

– sometimes this is done with the aid of expert testimony, but it is generally the process of 

litigation under the aegis of both “substantive” and “adjective” law

(ii) legal rule abduction: this determines what rule of law will be applied to the case by the 

judge or the judge plus jury; it involves interpretive abduction; examples in Dale Horning, 

Wright v. Newman and Monge

(iii) applying potentially applicable rules to what are determined to be the facts of the 

case (under process (i)) THIS STEP INVOLVES THE USE OF DEDUCTION



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

Logocratic version of structure of abduction

The conclusion of an abductive inference is an explanatory hypothesis, sometimes referred to as an explanans, an 
"explaining thing" (plural, explanantia).  The premises consist of:

(i) a proposition that describes some event or phenomenon that the abductive reasoner believes stands in need of 
explanation (this proposition is called an explanandum, a "thing to be explained," plural explananda);

(ii) one or more propositions to the effect that, if some specific explanatory hypothesis were in fact true or otherwise 
warranted, then the explanandum would be sufficiently plausibly explained for the reasoner's purposes; this we will refer 
to as the "sufficient explanation conditional." 

As suggested by this phrase, this premise appears in the form of a logical conditional, If  →  (read "If  were 
true that would plausibly explain ) in which the antecedent () is some specific explanatory hypothesis (the 
explanans) that the reasoner has "discovered" in the course of the IBE from some point of view, and the 
consequent () is the explanandum that is asserted in the first premise of the IBE.  

Note that there can be several such explanantia (i), each of which can be represented as a separate premise in 
the IBE.  In fact, at this stage of IBE inference, reasoners tend to pass the i through a "plausibility filter" – that is, 
each i tends to provide a plausible explanation of the explanandum – sufficiently plausible to warrant the effort of 
confirming or disconfirming the i The criteria of plausibility will vary greatly according to the point of view from 
which the explanation is offered (logical, legal, interpretative, religious, etc.).  However, passing the considered i
through a plausibility filter is not a formal or invariant requirement at this step of IBE.



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

(iii) a proposition asserting that, for some explanans n among all the i for which 
the sufficient explanation conditional is true, no other i explains  as well as n.  

We shall refer to this as the  "uniqueness condition." 

This condition is met (and thus the assertion of the proposition in this step is 
putatively warranted) when the reasoner has confirmed n and either disconfirmed 
each other i or determined that n is a better explanation that other still potentially 
plausible competitors.  

A reasoner will assert a "best explanation conditional" just when she determines 
that the uniqueness condition has been met by a candidate for n. The best 
explanation conditional may be represented as,  'If n → ', read as, "n
explains  and for all i , if i explains  then i is identical to n".  

Note that in some argumentative settings abduction can be inconclusive, pending 
more data or more theory. In the special domain of "inference to the best legal 
explanation," however, burdens of persuasion and burdens of production virtually 
always yield a selection of a single n.



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

(iii) a proposition asserting that, for some explanans n among all the i for which the 
sufficient explanation conditional is true, no other i explains  as well as n.  

We shall refer to this as the  "uniqueness condition." This condition is met (and thus the 
assertion of the proposition in this step is putatively warranted) when the reasoner has 
confirmed n and either disconfirmed each other i or determined that n is a better 
explanation that other still potentially plausible competitors.  

A reasoner will assert a "best explanation conditional" just when she determines that the 
uniqueness condition has been met by a candidate for n. 

The best explanation conditional may be represented as,  'If n → ', read as, "n
explains  and for all i , if i explains  then i is identical to n".  

Note that in some argumentative settings abduction can be inconclusive, pending more 
data or more theory. In the special domain of "inference to the best legal explanation," 
however, burdens of persuasion and burdens of production virtually always yield a 
selection of a single n.



The structure of  Inference to the Best Explanation ( “abduction”)

Logocratic version of structure of abduction (continued)

Glossary

'' stands for an explanandum

'1 . . . n'  stands for (plausible) explanatory hypotheses (one or more explanantia)

'If i → ' stands for a "sufficient explanation conditional" 

"If n were true, that would (plausibly) explain " 

'If n → ' stands for a "best explanation conditional" 

"n explains  better than any i where i ≠ n"  

Schema

1 

2 For each candidate i , 'i → ' is true.

3 For candidate n, 'n → ' is true.

therefore

h n


