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called "perfect" and "imperfect" induction. 1 Perfect 

induction was described as a complete enumeration of all 

items in the class under investigation. Imperfect induc­

tion was considered to be the process whereby a general 

conclusion about an entire class or a determinate portion 

of the class is inferred from an examination of~, but 

not all, of the items in the class. The statement by 

Ewbank and Auer is representative of the distinction drawn 

in all the works: 

When we examine all particula·r instances and are 
therefore dealing with a universal phenomenon, 
we have perfect induction. But when we examine 
only §!_ few, -~' or most of the particular 
instances, we have imperfect induction. The 
conclusion in perfect induction contains only 
that which is set forth in the premises; in 
imperfect induction the conclusion contains more 
than is covered in the premises. 2 

1
This distinction seems to have originated with 

Aristotle who discussed in the Prior Analytics a type of 
induction which proceeds through an enumeration of all the 
cases and which may be reduced to syllogistic form. In the 
Posterior Analytics, he dealt with induction in a slightly 
different manner. In this connection, he referred to 
induction as an intuitive process by which an examination 
of particulars leads to the postulation of principles which 
they exemplify. 

2 
Henry Lee Ewbank and J. Jeffery Auer, Discussion 

and Debate (2d ed.; New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
Inc., 1951), p. 147. 



All the authors were in agreement that perfect 

induction involves no inferential process and, thus, is 
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not to be considered as argument proper. Imperfect induc­

tion was invariably assumed to be the legitimate form of 

inductive argument. O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, quoting 

Creighton, offered a typical discussion of the nature of 

imperfect induction, or simply induction: 

In induction ... we begin with particular 
phenomena, and try to discover from them the 
law or principle which unites them. Certain 
facts are observed to happen together, and the 
problem is to find the ground or explanation 
of this connection. Inductive inference is 
thus a process of reading the general law out 
of the particular facts.3 

The inductive argument is never certain, only 

4 
probable, since it generates a conclusion which extends 

3
James Milton O'Neill, Craven Laycock, and Robert 

Leighton Scales, Argumentation and Debate (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1917), p. 117, quoting J.E. Creighton, 
Introductory Logic (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1907), pp. 329-33. 

4The concept of probability which the writers in 
speech appear to refer to is what is commonly called the 
"rational belief" theory of probability. This concept was 
called by the logician John Venn the 11 conceptualistic 11 

theory. Augustus de Morgan, one of the early symbolic 
logicians and originator of the modern logic of relations, 
seems to have given this theory its most comprehensive 
treatment. Morris R. Cohen and Ernest Nagel in An Intro­
duction to Logic and Scientific Method (New York: Harcourt, 
Brace, and Company, 1934), pp. 165-66, quoted de Morgan's 
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beyond the empirical data. Ewbank and Auer noted this: 

11 Induction ... assembles evidence which is the basis 

for formulating an hypothesis which asserts only a 

probability. 115 

B. Argument from Generalization 

1. Definition 

Regarded as 11 the typical expression of induction, 116 

argument from generalization or example was discussed in 

7 
thirteen works. Substantial agreement was found among 

Formal Logic in which he noted that probability means 11 the 
state of mind with respect to an assertion, a coming event 
or any other matter on which absolute truth does not 
exist. 11 Stephen F. Barker in The Elements of Logic 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1965), pp. 215-16, 
offered the following explanation of this conception of 
probability: 11When we speak of the degree of probability 
of a conclusion, we are referring to the degree to which 
it is reasonable to believe the conclusion .... Proba­
bility when understood as rational credibility is a rela­
tive matter, in this respect; the degree to which it is 
reasonable to believe something depends upon how much we 
know. The very same conjecture takes on different degrees 
of probability relative to different amounts of evidence . 
. . . Probabilities are always relative to evidence ... 
to all the information we possess. 11 

5 Ewbank and Auer, op. cit., p. 148. 

6A. Craig Baird, Argumentation, Discussion, and 
Debate (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1950), p. 417. 

7The authors treating generalization were Baird, 
Courtney and Capp, Crocker, Ehninger, Ehninger and 
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the authors concerning the concept. Foster's definition 

is representative: 

[In arguing from generalization] we ... con­
sider known individual objects or instances of 
a class as fair specimens of that class with 
reference to the point at issue, and from these 
known objects or instances ... draw a conclu­
sion respecting the whole class.8 

It should be noted that certain authors, while in 

basic agreement with this definition, suggested that argu­

ment from generalization does not require that the 

inference refer to the entire class of the phenomena under 

investigation; the inference may refer to a portion of the 

class provided that it encompasses more than the initial 

data. This position was taken by Ehninger. He noted: 

When a number of . items are used as a 
sample for inferring a conclusion concerning 
the class as a whole or a majority of the 
members of the class--that is, when reasoning 
proceeds from some to more--we have argument 
from generalization.9 

Brockreide, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, Freeley, Hastings, 
McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, 
and Winans and Utterback. 

8
william Trufant Foster, Argumentation and Debating 

(rev. ed.; Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1917), p. 184. 

9
nouglas Ehninger, 11 The Logic of Argument, 11 Argu­

mentation and Debate, ed. James H. McBath (rev. ed.; 
New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1963), p. 
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Kruger concurred when he suggested that "generalizations 

are possible about some determinate part of a class as 

well as about the whole class." 10 

2. Subclassifications 

Although no really systematic treatment of types 

of argument from generalization was observed, five works 

did contain some discussion of subcategories. Examination 

of those works failed to reveal a consensus although there 

was more agreement than disagreement on systems of sub­

classification. Three subcategories were apparent: 

(1) descriptive and causal generalizations; (2) generali-

zations from specific instances, from statistics, and from 

circumstantial detail; and (3) perfect and imperfect 

generalizations. 

a. Descriptive and Causal 
Generalizations 

Three works divided argument from generalization 

into descriptive and causal generalizations. Typical of 

184. Essentially the same definition appeared in Ehninger 
and Brockreide's text. 

10 Arthur N. Kruger, Modern Debate (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1960), p. 154. 



this classification was the statement by Winans and 

Utterback: 

Two types of statements may be supported by 
generalization; those affirming that all the 
individuals in a class of things possess such 
and such a characteristic; ... and those 
affirming a causal relationship between 
phenomena. 11 

O'Neill and McBurney and Kruger outlined essen­

tially the same subclassifications. 

b. Generalizations from Specific 
Instances, Statistics, and 
Circumstantial Detail 

One author, Baird, considered argument from 
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generalization to include: (1) generalizations from spe-

cific instances; (2) generalizations from statistics; and 

(3) argument from circumstantial detail.
12 

Little attempt 

was made by the author to clarify or to distinguish among 

the three categories of argument. The first two types 

appear to represent generalizations from events and sta­

tistical items within a single class, while argument from 

11 
James A. Winans and William E. Utterback, 

Argumentation (New York: The Century Company, 1930), 
p. 109. 

12
Baird, op. cit., pp. 117-26. 
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circumstantial detail involves generalization from items 

in unlike classes. 

c. Perfect and Imperfect 
Generalizations 

Crocker discussed two categories of argument from 

generalization: (1) perfect generalizations, or those 

arguments which survey all the items in a class; and 

(2) imperfect generalizations, or those which consider 

some, but not all of the items in a class, and make a "leap 

13 from the known to the unknown . 11 
• 

3. Tests and Evaluations 

Ten works outlined methods for evaluating argument 

f 1 . . 14 rom genera ization. Although the different testing 

procedures varied considerably in terminology, four preva­

lent tests were apparent: 

1. Have a sufficient number of instances been 
cited? 

2. Are the instances cited representative of 

13
Lionel Crocker, Argumentation and Debate 

(New York: American Book Company, 1944), pp. 108-09. 

14 • Eh. d Baird, Courtney and Capp, Ehninger, ninger an 
Brockreide, Foster, Freeley, Kruger, McBurney, O'Neill, and 
Mills, O'Neill and McBurney, and Winans and Utterback were 
the authors who discussed tests for argument from generali­
zation. 



the class under investigation? 
3. Are there negative instances? 
4. Are the instances cited related to the 

conclusion by either a causal, class, or 
sign relationship?l5 

a. Suffici.ency 
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The first universally accepted test was concerned 

with whether the number of instances cited was adequate 

for valid generalization. All of the authors agreed on 

the impossibility of determining the exact number of 

instances necessary for a sound generalization, although 

several offered some guidelines for evaluating the numbers 

of instances needed. Ehninger and Brockreide outlined 

three relevant considerations: 

Whether the sample is large enough ... depends 
on three considerations .... the homogeneity 
of the sampled class, the arguer's knowledge of 
underlying causes, and the care with which the 
evidence-sample was observed and reported. 16 

Winans and Utterback offered two suggestions: 

... Enough [instances] should be included to 
insure that, if negative instances exist, some 

15The first three tests were found in all ten 
works. The fourth appeared in all works except those by 
Ehninger and Brockreide, Freeley, Kruger, and Winans and 
Utterback. 

16 1 . k • d D • • Doug as Ehninger and Wayne Broe rei e, ecision 
by Debate (New York: Dodd, Mead, and Company, 1963), 
p. 178. 
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of them will be brought to light. The number 
necessary also depends on how sure the investi-
gator is that the instances are typicai.17 

McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills emphasized the nature 

of the subject matter of a given argument in determining 

the number of instances needed for a sound generalization. 

They noted: 

To apply this test, ... it is necessary to 
know the exact nature of the question at issue. 
In questions which concern the working out of 
natural laws, as in chemistry, physics, biology, 
etc., a very small number of specimens are 
needed to determine the rule .... One very 
carefully performed experiment may well settle 
the question for all time. This is generaliza­
tion from a single instance. It is as we get 
further and further from this type of question, 
and nearer to questions involving personal 
taste, ability, prejudice, opinion, belief, 
etc., that we must increasingly enlarge the 
proportion of observed instances. 18 

b. Representativeness 

The second prevalent test for argument from 

generalization was: Are the instances cited representative 

of the class under investigation? 

Kruger explained this point of evaluation: 

17winans and Utterback, op. cit., p. 108. 

18 James H. McBurney, James M. O'Neill, and Glen E. 
Mills, Argumentation and Debate (rev. ed.~ New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1951), pp. 104-05. 



To allow for differences [in phenomena in the 
social sciences with which debate deals] and 
still arrive at a useful generalization about 
a very heterogeneous class, such as human 
beings, one must get a cross section or a "fair 
sampling" of the class, i.e. one must choose 
typical or representative instances and seek 
them out in as wide a variety of circumstances 
as possible. The greater the cross section and 
variety of circumstances, the greater the con­
fidence one can have in the generalization. 19 

c. Negative Instances 
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The final test for generalization upon which all 

the authors agreed concerned the existence of negative 

instances in the sample. The writers did not agree, how­

ever, on the role of negative instances and the responsi­

bility of the practitioner in dealing with them. 

When instances are either contrary or contradictory 

to the generalization inferred from the total sample they 

must be accounted for as exceptional or non-critical cases 

and thus excluded, with justification, from the inferred 

generalization. This point of view was expressed in four 

works and is exemplified by the statement by O'Neill and 

McBurney: 

Negative instances must be accounted for .... 
The persuader must either be in a position to 

19 
Kruger, op. cit., pp. 155-56. 



show that there are no instances of the 
phenomenon in which the relationship does 
not occur, that the negative instances are 
exceptional cases, or that they are not 
significant for some other reason.20 
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Two authors, Kruger and Baird, held that unaccounted 

negative instances serve a valuable function in any argument 

from generalization. Kruger suggested that negative 

instances are useful for indicating the degree to which a 

generalized conclusion should be qualified, and for obtain­

ing specificity in argument. He stated: 

Exceptions are often useful in indicating the 
direction in which truth lies, or in suggesting 
how the generalization may be modified to make 
it compatible with the exceptions, i.e. excep­
tions may lead to useful qualifications. [For 
example] instead of "all mothers are unselfish," 
the generalization could be revised to "almost 
all mothers are unselfish" or "all mothers tend 
to be unselfish." Also a careful examination of 
exceptions can lead to a more specific generali­
zation than the original. The mother who is 
selfish, for example, may be found to be neurotic 
or unbalanced, which fact would enable the original 
generalization to be qualified as "emotionally 
stable mothers tend to be unselfish. 1121 

Baird contended that not only are negative instances 

valuable but that an absence of negative examples produces 

20James Milton O'Neill and James Howard McBurney, 
The Working Principles of Argument (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1932), p. 127. 

21 Kruger, op. cit., pp. 157-58. 
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a weakened argument. Apparently, to him, negative 

instances are virtually inevitable, and a generalization 

which fails to reveal negative examples is the result of 

a limited sample or superficial research. His explanation 

follows: 

An obvious weakness of the simple enumeration 
method of induction is its undue stressing of 
the positive cases to the exclusion of con­
tradictory examples. Any generalization that 
results from 11 uncontradicted experience" relies 
too fully on limited knowledge of the field . 
. . . The inductive leap is more fully estab­
lished if, in addition to an enumeration of the 
cases in which the generalizations hold, full 
account is taken of the failure to find cases 
in which it does not hold .... The addition 
of negative cases strengthens the enumerative 
method of induction. 22 

d. Existence of Causal, Sign, 
or Class Relations 

Six works considered the question: Are the 

instances cited related to the conclusion by either a 

cause, sign, or class relationship? Ehninger, supported 

by McBurney, O'Neill and Mills, took the position that the 

instances in sound generalizations must be related to the 

inferred conclusion either by causes or signs: 

22
Baird, op. cit., pp. 121-22. 



The instances used as premises must be germane 
to the claim [conclusion]. This is another way 
of saying that the data must provide valid signs 
or causes of the claim that is inferred from 
them. . . . 23 
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Courtney and Capp, Foster, and Baird maintained 

that the instances cited and the generalization must 

exhibit a causal relation. Courtney and Capp noted that 

"the ultimate test of any conclusion depends upon whether 

it meets the universal law of causation--nothing happens 

24 without cause. 11 

A slightly different position was taken by O'Neill 

and McBurney: 

The final rule governing generalization may be 
stated as follows: The relationship of causation 
or classification about which a generalization is 
being made must be proved to exist in each par­
ticular instance of the phenomenon which is used 
as a basis for the generalization. It is not 
sufficient simply to assert that a certain cause­
effect or substance-attribute relationship exists 
in the various cases under observation. The rela­
tionship must be proved to exist in each case if 
a valid generalization is to be drawn. 25 

23 h • ·t 186 E ninger, op. ci ., p. . 

24 Luther W. Courtney and Glenn R. Capp, Practical 
Debating (New York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1949), 
p. 144. 

25
0 1 Neill and McBurney, op. cit., p. 128. 
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C. Argument from Causal Relation 

1. Definition 

The authors of all fourteen works containing dis­

cussion of argument from causal relation agreed on the 

26 
definition of the concept. A typical description was 

presented by Ehninger: 

... An argument from causal relation is a 
ratio essendi, a reason that accounts for a 
thing's existing or being so .... It answers 
the question "Why?" Argument from causal rela­
tion assumes that phenomena occur in an invari­
able sequence. When one phenomenon is present, 
another will necessarily appear; when one is 
absent, the other cannot appear ... _27 

Courtney and Capp offered a more detailed explanation of 

the underlying nature of causal relation: 

All reasoning from causal relation is based on 
the belief that there is a cause for every 
effect. This method states that every effect 
must be produced by some cause and that every 
cause will produce its effect. The acts of 
nature are uniform and consistent; the same 
cause will produce the same effect, and the 
same effect will result from the same cause if 

26
The authors discussing argument from causal 

relation were Babcock and Powell, Courtney and Capp, 
Crocker, Ehninger, Ehninger and Brockreide, Ewbank and 
Auer, Foster, Freeley, Graham, Hastings, O'Neill, Laycock, 
and Scales, O'Neill and McBurney, Pence, and Winans and 
Utterback. 

27
Ehninger, op. cit., p. 175. 



natural law is not interfered with by extraneous 
factors. 28 

2. Subclassifications 
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Although argument from causal relation was defined 

in fourteen works, only nine treated the types of causal 

arguments. Seven of those nine offered systematic dis-

. f b . 29 cussions o su categories. Four different types of 

causal arguments were observed: (1) cause to effect; 

(2) effect to cause; (3) effect to effect; and (4) ana-

logical argument. 

a. Arguments from Cause to Effect 
and Effect to Cause 

Arguments from cause to effect and effect to cause 

were listed in all systematic discussions of subcategories. 

A representative definition of argument from cause to 

28 • 14 h Courtney and Capp, op. cit., p. 9. Te 
assumption of uniformity and regularity in nature as the 
underlying basis of causal relation as well as all induc­
tion appears to have originated with the English philoso­
pher, John Stuart Mill, in A System of Logic (New York: 
Hafner Publishing Company, 1950), pp. 170-207. 

29 Babcock and Powell, Courtney and Capp, Ehninger 
and Brockreide, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, and Hastings 
presented detailed treatments of types of causal arguments. 
Graham and O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales offered more 
limited discussions. 
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effect was presented by O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales: 

... It consists in showing that a certain 
known fact or combination of facts is of 
such a nature as to bring to pass the exist­
ence of another fact, whose existence is in 
dispute. An argument from cause to effect 
is often called an a priori argument.30 

Emphasizing the inductive leap involved in argument 

from cause to effect, Foster outlined essentially the same 

definition: 

To attempt to show that a happening is 
probable, for the reason that there are 
known antecedent circumstances sufficient 
to bring about that happening·, is to argue 
from cause to effect .... In every case 
we argue from the known events of one time 
to the unknown events of a subsequent time. 31 

Often called a posteriori or reasoning "from what 

comes after," argument from effect to cause was defined 

in a typical fashion by Courtney and Capp: 

In argument from effect to cause, one 
observes a known effect and tries to deter-
mine the cause. . The argument is from 
what comes after to what is evidence of 
what has gone before. 32 

30
0 1 Neill, Laycock, and Scales, op. cit., p. 140. 

31 
Foster, op. cit., p. 176. 

32 
Courtney and Capp, op. cit., p. 162. 
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b. Argument from Effect to Effect 

Foster, Babcock, and Powell, and Ewbank and Auer 

treated effect to effect as a genre of causal argument. 

All of those writers seemed to understand argument from 

effect to effect as it was described by Ewbank and Auer: 

This variety of causal reasoning is developed 
by joining an effect-to-cause argument with a 
cause-to-effect one in order to demonstrate an 
alleged relationship between two effects of the 
same cause. The argument leads to a conclusion 
that one specified action or circumstance is 
related to another by virtue of their both 
having the same cause. Thus: Eis the result 
of C, C is also the cause of E'. Therefore E 
and E' are related effects of the same cause, 
c.33 

c. Analogy as Causal Argument 

One author, Gladys Murphy Graham, considered 

analogy to be causal argument cast into an analogical 

framework which adds persuasive value to the argument. 

She noted: 

For actual proof it [analogy] must depend upon 
a causal substructure .... When a factor of 
resemblance in two or more instances is found 
to be the cause of a second factor appearing in 
one instance, the existence of that effect factor 
in the other instance can be reasonably inferred. 
The proof basis of analogy, then, is established 

33 Ewbank and Auer, op. cit., p. 159. 



cause. At [this] point, logic students 
invariably ask: "then why the superstructure? 
What reason is there for using analogy at all?" 
For strict logic, none, after the hypothesis 
stage; for argumentation, an outstanding one-­
to unite for presentation purposes proof-value 
and persuasion-value that the combination may 
call forth the maximum in belief. Elaborate 
causal analysis, inclined to dullness in 
presentation, needs the focusing concreteness 
of the specific instance, needs the backing of 
association of ideas at its most active in 
carrying over, on the basis of resemblance, 
from one striking case to another; analogy, 
with its vividness and natural persuasion basis, 
needs the firm foundation of causal analysis to 
give it value as proof.34 

3. Tests and Evaluations 

Detailed discussions of methods of evaluating 

1 t f d . . h k 35 causa argumen s were oun in eig t wor s. Although 
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terminology varied considerably, four prevalent tests were 

apparent: 

1. Is the cause sufficient to produce the 
effect? 

2. Are there other factors operating which 
tend to preclude the asserted causal rela­
tionship? 

34Gladys Murphy Graham, "Analogy--A Study in Proof 
and Persuasion Values, 11 The Quarterly Journal of Speech, 
XIV (November, 1928), 541. 

35The authors discussing tests for causal relation 
were Babcock and Powell, Courtney and Capp, Ehninger, 
Ehninger and Brockreide, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, Freeley, 
and Hastings. 



3. How probable is it that the asserted causal 
relation actually obtains? 

4. May the effect be produced by causes other 
than those cited? 

a. Sufficiency of Cause 
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The first widely discussed test for argument from 

causal relation seeks to determine whether adequate 

strength inheres in a certain cause to render it capable 

of producing its alleged effect. The test is designed to 

reveal, as Foster put it, whether "that which is associated 

causally with the effect .. ~ is· insufficient [or suffi-

36 
cient] to produce the effect." 

b. Existence of Counter Factors 

A second prevalent test was: Are there other 

factors operating which tend to preclude the asserted 

causal relation? Related sub-tests discussed in certain 

works were: (1) Are there counteracting causes? (2) Are 

there intervening causes? Courtney and Capp commented on 

the general test: 

If it can be shown that there are other forces 
sufficient to prevent the given cause from 

36 Foster, op. cit., p. 194. 



producing the alleged effect, the argument 
from cause to effect will be weakened or 
destroyed.37 

Counteracting and intervening causes were discussed by 

Ehninger and Brockreide: 

Even if the warrant [inference] is accepted or 
adequately supported, its force upon the main 
proof line may be removed or weakened by reser­
vations. In the cause-effect proof, reserva­
tions take the form of other causal forces that 
intervene or counteract the cause asserted in 
the warrant. A cause may be thought of as an 
active force sending off a series of waves or 
impulses directed toward some effect. An 
intervening cause sends off forces of its own 
that cut across the forces of· the original 
cause, thus nullifying its energy .... 
Whereas an intervening cause checks the force 
of the original cause by cutting across its 
path, a counteracting cause impedes progress by 
sending off impulses that travel in the opposite 
direction. 38 

c. Probability of the Causal 
Connection 
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Although the terminology used in discussing this 

evaluative method was highly divergent, the third prevalent 

test, in essence, was: How probable is it that the 

asserted causal relation actually obtains? This test 

seeks to determine whether the causal relation in question 

37 Courtney and Capp, op. cit., pp. 153-54. 

38 h • dB k 'd 't p 128 E ninger an roe rei e, op. ci ., . . 
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is verifiable, and, if so, what degree of probability may 

be attached to it. 

Freeley outlined a succinct statement of this test 

when he noted that "unless and until a causal link can be 

established between an alleged cause and an alleged effect, 

one cannot hope to develop causal reasoning. 1139 Foster 

commented on the determination of the degree of probable 

truth in causal argument: 

The strength of the argument depends first on the 
degree of certainty with which the cause is estab­
lished. If only a possible cause is found, the 
argument is weak. Even when a probable cause is 
found, the argument is still inconclusive. 40 

Four specific sub-tests were offered by some 

authors to aid in implementing this rather general method 

of evaluation: (1) Is the asserted causal relation sup-

ported by other methods of reasoning? (2) Is the causal 

generalization of the warrant probable on the basis of its 

component relations? (3) Do examples confirm or disconfirm 

the warrant? (4) Does the situation in the data contain 

the causal factors asserted in the warrant? 

39Austin J. Freeley, Argumentation and Debate 
(2d ed.; Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Com­
pany, 1966), p. 120. 

40 Foster, op. cit., p. 172. 
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d. Existence of Multiple Causes 

The fourth evaluative method considers whether the 

effect in question may be produced by causes other than 

the one named in the argument. Courtney and Capp described 

this test: 

The soundness of the argument ... depends 
largely upon the strength of the probability 
that no other cause or causes than these 
alleged could produce the known effect.41 

D. Argument from Sign 

1. Definition 

Eight works contained discussions of argument from 

. 42 h sign. T ere was no consensus among the authors on the 

definition; four different descriptions of sign argument 

were observed: (1) sign as argument employing a unique 

inferential relationship; (2) sign as argument employing 

causal reasoning; (3) sign as argument utilizing inference 

by generalization; and (4) sign as argument using reasoning 

by analogy, generalization or cause. 

41 
Courtney and Capp, op. cit., pp. 152-53. 

42Authors discussing sign argument were Babcock 
and Powell, Ehninger, Ehninger and Brockreide, Ewbank and 
Auer, Foster, Freeley, O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, and 
Pence. 



a. Sign as a Unique Form 
of Argument 

53 

Three works considered argument from sign to be a 

unique form of argument. Ehninger, supported by Babcock 

and Powell,.outlined a typical definition: 

When the debater uses a symptom or outward 
mark to prove the existence of a state or con­
dition that itself cannot be observed, he is 
said to be arguing from sign. Since in such 
instances his purpose is to supply knowledge 
or information, an argument from sign is a 
ratio cognoscendi--a way of knowing. As a 
ratio cognoscendi, an argument from sign 
answers the question "What?" not the question 
"Why?" ... Our concern [is] limited to estab-
lishing the existence of a given fact or con­
dition. 43 

In discussing the distinction between cause and sign, 

Ehninger and Brockreide emphasized the view that argument 

from sign constitutes a separate form: 

The point to remember is that effect and sign 
are products of two different reasoning 
processes that are based on quite different 
kinds of warrants [inferences]. Even though a 
cause may be lurking somewhere in the background 
of a proof by sign, the cause is not really 
essential to the functioning of the proof, since 
the sign relationship itself may warrant the 
claim. 44 

43Ehninger, op. cit., pp. 172-73. 

44Ehninger and Brockreide, op. cit., p. 132. 
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b. Sign as Causal Argument 

The second conception of argument from sign, con­

tained in three works, consisted of the view that sig·n 

argument is no more than argument from causal relation. 

Foster noted that sign argument "appears to be an argument 

45 from one effect to another effect of the same cause." 

Pence, quoting Whately, described argument from sign as 

"argument from an effect to a condition [cause] . 1146 

O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales offered a more detailed 

explanation: 

The argument from sign is, in general, what the 
name implies. It rests upon the assumption that 
the facts dealt with will always or usually 
accompany each other, and that consequently, the 
presence of one will be a sign of the presence 
of the other. As in the argument from antecedent 
probability, most arguments from sign depend for 
their validity upon a causal connection; but we 
shall also find that there is a class of argu­
ments from sign in which this causal connection 

45 
Foster, op. cit., p. 183. 

46orville L. Pence, "The Concept and Function of 
Logical Proof In the Rhetorical System of Richard Whately," 
Speech Monographs,XX (March, 1953), 27. It should be noted 
that Whately also considered testimony to be argument from 
sign. His reasoning was that since testimony is a direct 
consequence of an event which is being testified to, it is, 
therefore a sign of its having occurred. 



is not fully expressed, ... although it 
undoubtedly exists. 4 7 

c. Sign as Generalization or 
Causal Argument 

55 

A third definition suggested that sign argument 

may take either the form of argument from generalization 

or argument from causal relation. Ewbank and Auer noted: 

[One type of sign argument may be described] ... 
in terms of effect-to-cause or effect-to-effect 
relationships .... A more common form of the 
argument from sign, however, rests upon a simple 
association of two events or circumstances rather 
than upon a causal relation between them. We may 
say "the team that's ahead on the 1st [sic] of 
August will win the pennant," or believe that "as 
Maine goes, so goes the nation." In each of these 
examples the argument from sign is really based 
upon a generalization: because sometimes the 
pennant winner has been apparent as early as 
August 1st [sic] we generalize that whenever a 
team holds first place on that date 11 it's a sign" 
that it will still be ahead in October. The argu­
ment from sign may therefore be tested as an 
example or a generalization. 48 

d. Sign as Analogy, Generalization, 
or Causal Argument 

The final definition of argument from sign was 

discussed by Freeley. He suggested that sign argument may 

47
0 1 Neill, Laycock, and Scales, op. cit., pp. 146, 

153. 

48 Ewbank and Auer, op. cit., pp. 160-61. 
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involve reasoning by analogy, example, or cause, specifi­

cally effect to effect reasoning: 

The process of reasoning by sign consists of 
inferring relationships or correlations between 
two variables. One argues that two variables 
are so .related that the presence or absence of 
one may be taken as an indication of the pres­
ence of the other .... Reasoning by sign 
involves reasoning by analogy, by example, or 
from effect to effect as the advocate seeks to 
show that his proposition is valid. 49 

2. Subclassifications 

Only three works discussed methods of classifying 

argument from sign; four systems of subclassification 

50 
resulted. These were: (1) fallible-infallible; 

(2) attribute to substance-substance to attribute; 

(3) reciprocal-nonreciprocal; and (4) effect to cause, 

effect to effect, and argument from the association of 

phenomena in the past. 

Ehninger classified sign arguments according to 

their degree of reliability as fallible or infallible: 

Signs vary greatly in reliability. Some invari­
ably accompany the condition of which they are a 

49 
Freeley, op. cit., p. 123. 

50 Authors classifying argument from sign were 
Ehninger, Freeley and O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales. 



symptom and may, therefore, be taken as a certain 
indication of the existence of that condition. 
Such signs we call infallible .... Others 
usually, but not always, accompany the condition 
and, consequently, are only more or less probable 
indications of its existence. Signs of this sort 
are said to be fallible. . 51 

57 

Freeley outlined two ways of classifying arguments 

from sign. Basing one classification system on the 

terminal point at which argument from sign may start, he 

noted that" ... the advocate may reason either from the 

attribute to the substance or from the substance to the 

attribute. 1152 An examination of the possible relationships 

between the symptom and condition signified resulted in his 

second classification system: 

If one variable may be taken as a sign of 
another, the relationship between the vari­
ables is reciprocal. The relationship between 
the variables is nonreciprocal when one vari­
able may be taken as a sign of the other, but. 
the second variable is not a reliable sign of 
the first. 53 --

Considering sign basically as casual argument, 

O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales presented the final system 

of classification: 

51
Ehninger, op. cit., pp. 173-74. 

52 Freeley, op. cit., p. 123. 

53
rbid. 



There are three kinds of arguments from sign. 
1. Arguments from effect to cause. 2. Argu­
ments from one effect to another effect of the 
same cause. 3. Arguments from the association 
of phenomena in the past.54 

58 

Argument from effect to cause they described as argument 

11 from a known, admitted fact ... back to an unknown, 

disputed fact. 1155 In discussing effect to effect argument, 

they noted: 

The second class of the arguments from sign 
involves a process of inference which is a 
combination of the argument from cause to 
effect and the argument from effect to cause. 
The argument from effect to effect is simply 
an inference from a known effect of some 
cause to the existence of an unknown effect 
of the same cause.56 

In a lengthy statement concerning the nature of argument 

from association of phenomena in the past, the authors 

stated: 

The third class of arguments from sign is com­
posed of arguments based upon the past associa­
tion of facts or phenomena. Two phenomena have 
been observed to happen together so many times 
in the past as to seem to justify the belief 
that they will accompany one another in the 

540 1 Neill, Laycock, and Scales, op. cit., p. 146. 

55
Ibid. 

S 6rbid. , p. 149. 



future. So when one of the facts or phenomena is 
observed to be present in any particular case, it 
is inferred that the other also is present. In 
such arguments the causal relation is not readily 
understood or explained, although it undoubtedly 
exists. This kind of argument is very closely 
related to the argument by generalization. In 
any given case a slight change in expression may 
shift the argument from one type to the other. 
In so far as it is possible to draw a strict 
dividing· line between arguments from the associa­
tion of phenomena in the past and arg·uments by 
generalization, we classify according to whether 
the underlying causal connections are expressed 
or not. When the causal relations are not under­
stood, or are understood and taken for granted 
but not expressed, no general rule formulated, 
the argument is strictly speaking an argument from 
the association of phenomena in the past .... 
The argument from association might be called 
simply an implied generalization. 5 7 

59 

Apparently argument from association of phenomena in the 

past is an implied generalization which is, in turn, 

basically argument from causal relation. 

3. Tests and Evaluations 

Methods of evaluating arguments from sign were out-

• d • f k 58 
line in our wor s. Five general tests appropriate for 

evaluating sign as a unique form of argument were observed: 

57
Ibid., p. 153. 

58Authors considering tests for sign argument were 
Ehninger, Ehninger and Brockreide, Freeley, and O'Neill, 
Laycock, and Scales. 



1. Does the sign bear a necessary relation to 
the condition? 

2. Is there a corroboration of signs? 
3. Is the validity of the sign relationship 

altered by the time and special set of cir­
cumstances affecting the question under 
consideration? 

4. Is .the alleged substance relevant to the 
attribute described? 

5. Is there a counter factor that disrupts the 
relationship? 

a. Necessary Relation to 
Conclusion 

The first general test for argument from sign 

60 

concerned whether a necessary relation exists between the 

sign and the condition signified. Ehninger, supported by 

Freeley,
59 

discussed this test: 

That which is alleged to be a sign of a par­
ticular state or condition must bear a necessary 
relation to that state or condition. To inter­
pret mounting juvenile delinquency as a sign 
that the American people are reading fewer books, 
... may ... lead to a faulty conclusion since 
the relationship asserted to exist between these 
phenomena are not necessary and inevitable. 
Alternative interpretations of the data would 
yield equally probable claims .... 60 

59
It should be noted that while Freeley did not 

consider sign as a unique form of argument, the tests he 
offered were entirely applicable to that interpretation. 

60 h • • 174 E ninger , op. cit. , p. . 
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b. Corroboration of Signs 

The second general test was: Is there a corrobo­

ration of signs? Freeley explained that "sign reasoning 

is strengthened by demonstrating that more than one sign 

relationship can be presented in support of the con­

clusion. 1161 

c. Influence of Time and 
Circumstances 

A third evaluative method was concerned with the 

possibility that the probative force of a previously valid 

sign may be altered by changing times and circumstances 

pertinent to the subject matter of the argument. Ehninger, 

in his article, and Ehninger and Brockreide, in their text, 

offered a clear description of this test: 

That which at one time or under one set of cir­
cumstances may be a valid sign of a state or 
condition is not necessarily a valid sign of 
that state or condition at another time or 
under altered circumstances. In 1910, when 
automobiles were few and costly, car ownership 
may have provided a reliable sign of wealth. 
Today automobiles are numerous and, considered 
in relation to the income of the average indi­
vidual, much less of a luxury. Therefore, the 

61
Freeley, op. cit., p. 124. Ehninger in his 

article and Ehninger and Brockreide, in their text, con­
curred with this explanation. 



ownership of an automobile is no longer a 
reliable sign that a man is wealthy.62 

d. Relevancy and Existence 
of Counter Factors 

Freeley outlined the last two general tests for 

sign argument. He noted, first, that "it is necessary 

62 

to determine whether there really is a sign relationship 

between the substance and the attribute under consid­

eration.
1163 

Second, he was concerned with the possi­

bility that counter factors might disrupt the sign 

relationship: 

It is necessary to determine that no counter 
factor or factors disrupt the relationship. 
An increase in the number of cultural attaches 
one country assigns to another may, under some 
conditions, be a sign that the nation so 
increasing its embassy plans to invade the 
other. But in 1965 the United States greatly 
increased its cultural activities in Russia. 
No one took this as a sign that the United 
States planned to invade Russia; too many 
counter factors disrupted that sign relation­
ship. 64 

62
Ehninger, op. cit., p. 174. 

63 
Freeley, op. cit., p. 124. 

64
Ibid. 



E. Argument from Analogy 

1. Definition 

63 

Three slightly different descriptions of argument 

from analogy were revealed in the eleven works which con-

t • d a f • • • t • 65 
aine e ini ions. First, argument from analogy was 

defined by several authors as a comparison of instances or 

individual objects for purposes of inference. Second, a 

significant number of works discussed analogical argument 

as a comparison of relationships for inferential purposes. 

The third definition described argument from analogy as 

involving a comparison of instances and/or relationships 

for the purpose of drawing conclusions. 

a. Analogy as a Comparison 
of Objects 

Six works defined analogy as argument involving a 

comparison of individual objects.
66 

McBurney, O'Neill, 

65The authors defining sign argument were Babcock 
and Powell, Courtney and Capp, Ehninger, Ehninger and 
Brockreide, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, Freeley, Hastings, 
McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, 
and O'Neill and McBurney. 

66 h . 1 • f Te authors treating ana ogy as a comparison o 
objects were Babcock and Powell, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, 
Freeley, McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, and O'Neill and 
McBurney. 



and Mills offered a representative description: 

In argument from analogy, the g·round of infer­
ence is the resemblance between two objects or 
kinds of objects in a certain number of points, 
and the inference is that they resemble one 
another in some other point, known to belong 
to the one, but not known to belong to the 
other. 67 

b. Analogy as a Comparison 
of Relationships 

64 

Analogy was defined as a comparison of relations 

68 
in four works. A typical description was outlined by 

Hastings: 

In this process ... the abstract relationships 
of two events are compared, and conclusions drawn 
about the first situation are asserted to apply 
to the second situation, even though the situa­
tions are not factually similar .... The 
characteristics which are compared are not facts 
... but abstract patterns, and conclusions 
about one pattern are extended to the other 
pattern. 69 

67 McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, op. cit., p. 106. 

68 h d' • 1 • f Aut ors iscussing ana ogy as a comparison o 
relations were Courtney and Capp, Ehninger, Ehninger and 
Brockreide, and Hastings. 

69Glen E. Mills, Reason In Controversy (Boston: 
Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1964), p. 146. 



c. Analogy as a Comparison 
of Objects and Relations 

65 

O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales were the only authors 

who suggested that comparisons of both objects and rela­

tions for purposes of inference may properly be called 

analogical argument. They quoted Minto in defining analogy 

as a comparison of objects: 

... In the argument from analogy, the ground 
of inference is the resemblances between two 
individual objects or kinds of objects in a 
certain number of points, and the inference is 
that they resemble one another in some other 
point, known to belong to the one, but not 
known to belong to the other. 70 

Discussing analogy as a comparison of relations, they 

quoted Whately: 

... Analogy being a "resemblance of ratios, 11 

that should strictly be called an Argument from 
Analogy, in which the two things ... are not, 
necessarily, themselves alike, but stand in 
similar relations to some other things; or in 
other words, that the common genus which they 
both fall under, consists in a relation. 71 

2. Subclassifications 

Systems of subclassification were discussed in 

70
0 1 Neill, Laycock, and Scales, op. cit., 

pp. 164-65. 

71 rbid., pp. 162-63. 
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• h f 72 eig to the works examined. A substantial majority of 

the authors divided analogical argument into literal and 

figurative types. Further, certain works discussed a 

fortiori argument as a special type of argument from 

analogy. 

a. Literal and Figurative Types 

The literal-figurative subclassification was 

presented in five works. McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills out­

lined a representative distinction between the two: 

There are two kinds of analogies--literal and 
figurative. The analogy is literal when the 
cases, objects, or things compared are in the 
same general class .... The analogy is 
figurative when the cases, objects, or things 
compared are in different classes.73 

b. Argument A Fortiori 

O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, Foster, and Babcock 

72The authors classifying argument from analogy 
were Babcock and Powell, Courtney and Capp, Ewbank and 
Auer, Foster, Freeley, McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, 
O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, and O'Neill and McBurney. 

73
McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, op. cit., p. 107. 

Other authors discussing these two types were Courtney and 
Capp, Ewbank and Auer, Freeley, and O'Neill and McBurney. 
It should be noted that only Courtney and Capp and Ewbank 
and Auer considered both literal and figurative analogies 
to possess probative value. The other three works con­
sidered the figurative analogy to have no value as logical 
proof. 
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and Powell discussed a fortiori as argument from analogy. 

Babcock and Powell described this type of argument: 

The so-called argument a fortiori is nothing 
but a particular form of analogy in which a 
proposition that is accepted as true in one 
instance is shown to be even more true or 
necessarily desirable in another instance. 74 

3. Tests and Evaluations 

Ten separate tests for analogy were contained in 

th k h • h d' d h d f 1 • 75 e seven wor s w ic iscusse met o so eva uation. 

Substantial agreement among the authors was observed with 

respect to only two tests: 

1. Are the points of similarity essential or 
critical to the comparison? 

2. Are the points of difference non-critical? 

a. Critical Similarities 

The first prevalent test for analogical argument 

was: Are the points of similarity essential or critical 

to the comparison? O'Neill, Laycock and Scales explained: 

74 Robert Weston Babcock and John Henderson Powell, 
How To Debate (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott Company, 
1923), p. 160. 

75 The authors discussing tests were Courtney and 
Capp, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, Freeley, McBurney, O'Neill, 
and Mills, O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, and O'Neill and 
McBurney. 



In regard to resemblances, we must bear in 
mind that in order to give grounds for argu­
ment ... , it is important not that the 
resemblances are many, but they they are such 
as bear directly upon the argument.76 

b. Critical Differences 

68 

The second widely discussed test which is, in 

essence, the converse of the first, asks whether the points 

of difference are non-critical. Operating on the assump­

tion that critical differences seriously weaken or destroy 

analogical argument, O'Neill and McBurney's statement is 

representative: 

Any differences or apparent differences between 
the cases being compared must be shown to be non­
existent, non-essential, or disposed of in some 
other manner.77 

F. Argument from Parallel Case 

1. Definition 

Viewed generally, argument from parallel case is 

no more than a comparison of similarities between objects 

or instances for purposes of inference. As was noted in 

the preceding section, a majority of the works surveyed 

76
0 1 Neill, Laycock, and Scales, op. cit., 

pp. 167-68. 

77 0 1 Neill and McBurney, op. cit., p. 130. 



labeled this as argument from analogy. Three works, 

however, treated this particular type of argument as a 

form separate from analogy, which they described as a 

• f 1 t. h. 78 comparison o re a ions ips. 

69 

Ehninger offered a typical definition of argument 

from parallel case: 

Formally defined, parallel case is that kind 
of argument in which we attempt to prove that 
because two phenomena are alike in all rele­
vant observable respects, they will also be 
alike in one or more additional respects known 
to belong to the first, but not yet belonging, 
or known to belong to the second .... 79 

Contrasting parallel case with analogy he noted that 

"argument from analogy employs a resemblance of relation­

ships rather than a direct literal resemblance. 1180 

78
Ehninger, Ehninger and Brockreide, and Hastings 

treated this type of argument as a separate form. It 
should be noted that Hastings labeled this type as 11 argu­
ment from comparison" rather than "parallel case. 11 How­
ever, he defined it essentially the same way that Ehninger 
and Ehninger and Brockreide did, and treated it apart from 
analogy. It is interesting to note that the authors who 
treated parallel case as a separate form of argument made 
no effort to demonstrate that the inferential process 
involved in parallel case is uniquely different from that 
employed in argument from analogy as they described it. 

79Eh • 't 187 ninger, op. ci ., p. . 

80
Ibid., p. 189. 
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Further, he observed that analogy, "instead of being direct 

and explicit [like parallel case], is indirect or 

. 1 · ,,81 imp iea. 

2. Subclassifications 

Ehninger and Brockreide were the only authors who 

discussed types of argument from parallel case. They 

suggested two systems of classification: (1) real or 

invented parallel cases~ and (2) single or a collection 

of parallel cases. 

A real parallel case 82 is "an actual one, 11 and an 

invented case is "hypothetical. 1183 A single parallel case 

• 1 II • 1 • 1184 h • 1 11 t. f invo ves a singe comparison, w i ea co ec ion o 

parallel cases brings together "a body of autonomous 

85 
parallels." 

3. Tests and Evaluations 

Five different tests for argument from parallel 

81
Ibid., p. 190. 

82
Ehninger and Brockreide, op. cit., p. 141. 

83
rbid. 

84
rbid., p. 142. 

85 rbid. 



case were contained in the three works: 

1. Are the points of similarity critical to 
the conclusion sought? 

2. Do the essential points of similarity 
outweigh the essential points of difference? 

3. Does another parallel case bear a stronger 
similarity to the case in question? 

4. Has the instance used as a premise been 
exhaustively examined? 

5. Is the conclusion drawn about the instance 
used as a premise valid? 

a. Critical Similarities 
and Differences 

71 

Ehninger referred to the first test when he noted 

that "the argument must focus on those particular points 

of similarity which are crucial to the conclusion 

h 
.. 86 soug t. . . . Discussing the second test Ehninger and 

Brockreide, supported by Hastings, emphasized the need for 

a preponderance of essential points of similarity: "If in 

spite of some essential similarities, some essential dis­

similarity can be found, the force of the warrant upon the 

87 
claim would be reduced or negated." 

b. Existence of a Stronger 
Parallel Case 

A third test, discussed by Ehninger and Brockreide, 

86
Ibid., pp. 187-88. 

87Ehninger and Brockreide, op. cit., p. 140. 
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posed the question: Does another parallel case bear a 

stronger similarity to the case in question? They noted: 

If another parallel case bears a stronger 
similarity to the case in question, the claim 
is accepted only with reservation. [For 
example] if a third state, which has had a 
different experience with licensing policies, 
bears an even stronger resemblance to State B, 
an arguer may be forced to set aside the 
warrant based on a similarity to State A. 88 

c. Exhaustive Examination 
of Instance 

Ehninger outlined the fourth test for parallel 

case. He suggested that the instance used as a premise 

should be exhaustively examined: 

In order to have probative value ... the 
instance used as a premise must be exhaustively 
examined. Because this instance alone fur­
nishes the data upon which the conclusion is 
based, anything less than an exhaustive exami­
nation--an examination which reveals all of the 
instance's facets and explores all its poten­
tialities and limitations--cannot be trusted as 
a foundation for inference. 89 

d. Validity of the Initial 
Conclusion 

The final test, discussed by Hastings, was: Is 

88
Ibid. 

89Ehninger, op. cit., pp. 187-88. 
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the conclusion drawn about the instance used as a premise 

valid? He presented a sample argument to illustrate this 

test: 

Consider this argument against an international 
economic organization. 

We find, as we look at the League of Nations, 
that you do not have to kill an organization 
directly to make it ineffective. Just amend it 
to death as was done to the League. In the same 
way this international economic agency will be 
rendered incapable of action. 

The assertion that the League was killed by 
amendment is not justifiable, since there were 
many more important factors. The conclusion 
about Situation A [the League] must be valid, 
else it cannot be applied to Situation B [the 
international economic organization] . 9 0 

G. Conclusion 

This chapter was concerned with an examination of 

the nature of inductive argument. Particular attention 

was given to the definitions, the subclassifications, and 

the prevalent methods of evaluating five categories of 

inductive arguments found in the literature. Five forms 

of induction were considered: (1) argument from generali-

zation; (2) argument from causal relation; (3) argument 

from sign; (4) argument from analogy; and (5) argument 

from parallel case. 

90Mills, op. cit., pp. 137-38. 
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There was substantial agreement that inductive 

argument proceeds from an examination of specific instances 

to a conclusion extending beyond the initial data. The 

probable nature of any inductive argument was universally 

emphasized. 

An examination of argument from generalization 

revealed general agreement that argument from generaliza­

tion involves inference from fair samples to a conclusion 

about an entire class or a determinate portion of the 

class. Although no really systema·tic treatment of types 

of argument from generalization was observed in the 

literature, three subclassification systems were discern-

ible: (1) descriptive and causal generalizations7 

(2) generalizations from specific instances, from statis­

tics, and from circumstantial detail; and (3) perfect and 

imperfect generalization. More agreement than disagreement 

was found with respect to methods of evaluating arguments 

from generalization. Four prevalent tests were discussed: 

(1) Have a sufficient number of instances been cited? 

(2) Are the instances cited representative of the class 

under investigation? (3) Are there negative instances? 

(4) Are the instances cited related to the conclusion by 
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either a causal, class, or sign relationship? 

There was substantial agreement that causal rela­

tion is an argument in which one phenomenon accounts for 

the existence of another; it answers the question "why?" 

Four subclassifications were observed: (1) cause to 

effect; (2) effect to cause; (3) effect to effect; and 

(4) analogical argument. Four prevalent tests for eval-

uating causal argument were: (1) Is the cause sufficient 

to produce the effect? (2) Are there other factors 

operating which tend to preclude the asserted causal rela­

tion? (3) How probable is it that the asserted causal 

relation actually obtains? (4) May the effect be produced 

by causes other than those cited? 

There was no consensus among the authors on a 

definition of argument from sign. Four different descrip-

tions were apparent: (1) sign as argument employing a 

unique inferential relationship; (2) sign as argument 

employing causal reasoning; (3) sign as argument utilizing 

inference by generalization; and (4) sign as argument 

using reasoning by analogy, generalization, or cause. 

Those interpreting sign as a separate form of argument 

described it as the use of a symptom or outward mark to 
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prove the existence of some non-observable condition. Four 

subclassification systems were observed: (1) fallible-

infallible; (2) attribute to substance-substance to 

attribute; (3) reciprocal-nonreciprocal; and (4) effect to 

cause, effect to effect, and argument from the association 

of phenomena in the past. The works examined contained 

five general tests appropriate for evaluating sign as a 

unique form of argument: (1) Does the sign bear a neces-

sary relation to the condition? (2) Is there a corrobora­

tion of signs? (3) Is the validity of the sign relation­

ship altered by the time and special set of circumstances 

affecting the question under consideration? (4) Is the 

alleged substance relevant to the attribute described? 

(5) Is there a counter factor that disrupts the relation­

ship? 

Three slightly different definitions of analogy 

were revealed in the works examined: (1) Analogy is a 

comparison of instances or individual objects for purposes 

of inference; (2) Analogy is a comparison of relationships 

for inferential purposes; and (3) Analogy is a comparison 

of instances and/or relationships for the purpose of 

inferring conclusions. Although there were no detailed 
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discussions of types of analogical arguments, a majority 

of the authors divided analogy into literal and figurative 

types. Further, several authors discussed argument 

a fortiori as a special type of argument from analogy. 

Substantial agreement among the authors was observed with 

respect to only two tests: (1) Are the points of simi-

larity essential or critical to the comparison? (2) Are 

the points of difference non-critical? 

Argument from parallel case, called argument from 

analogy by most authors, was defined as a comparison of 

similarities between objects for purposes of inference. 

Although there was little discussion of types, two systems 

of subclassification were outlined: (1) real or invented 

parallel cases; and (2) single or a collection of parallel 

cases. Five tests for evaluating argument from parallel 

case were: (1) Are the points of similarity critical to 

the conclusion soug·ht? (2) Do the essential points of 

similarity outweigh the essential points of difference? 

(3) Does another parallel case bear a stronger similarity 

to the case in question? (4) Has the instance used as a 

premise been exhaustively examined? (5) Is the conclusion 

drawn about the instance used as a premise valid? 



CHAPTER IV 

THE NATURE OF ARGUMENT: DEDUCTION 

Deductive argument traditionally has been treated 

far more systematically in works of philosophy than has 

inductive argument. Perhaps this accounts for the fact 

that despite the rather technical nature of much deduc­

tive theory, writers in speech generally have included 

comprehensive discussions of deduction in their works, 

often with little systematic adaptation of logical theory 

to rhetorical demands. 

This chapter is devoted to an analysis of the 

nature of deductive argument as treated by writers in 

argumentation and debate. Detailed consideration is 

first given to the definitions, subclassifications, and 

methods of evaluating the traditional syllogism and the 

enthymeme. Next, four special types of deductive argument 

are examined: (1) the epicheireme; (2) the relational 

syllogism; (3) the sorites; and (4) the dilemma. 

78 
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A. General Nature of Deductive Argument 

There was universal agreement among the writers on 

the nature of deductive argument. The statement by O'Neill, 

Laycock, and Scales is a typical definition: 

Deduction ... begin[s] with certain facts or 
principles which are already known, or are 
assumed to be true, and proceed[s] to show that 
some result necessarily follows from them .... 
It proceeds ... from premises to conclusion . 
. . . In deductive reasoning the particular case 
is always brought under some general law or 
principle, which is already known or assumed as 
true. 1 

There was further agreement that the deductive 

argument generates a necessary or certain conclusion in 

contrast with the probable nature of an inductive conclu­

sion. The rationale for this judgment was explained by 

Ewbank and Auer: 

Deduction attempts proof [certainty], whereas 
induction seeks probabilities. Deduction 
attempts proof in the sense that if the prem­
ises of an argument are accepted as valid and 
if their relationships to each other are sound 
they prove the conclusion. Induction, however, 
assembles evidence which is the basis for 
formulating an hypothesis which asserts only a 
probability. The difference lies in the fact 

1
James Milton O'Neill, Craven Laycock, and Robert 

Leighton Scales, Argumentation and Debate (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1917), p. 117, quoting J. E. Creighton, 
Introductory Logic (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1908), pp. 329-33. 



that in the case of deductive argument one 
begins with a general law which allegedly 
governs all particular instances, whereas 
inductive argument begins with particular 
cases and suggests the probability of a 
general law.2 
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Fin.ally, all authors emphasized the complementary 

relationship between the processes of induction and deduc­

tion. Foster noted: 

the 

A universal law or statement reached by induc­
tive methods may ... become the ground for 
deductive reasoning. In argumentation these 
two processes are everywhere intimately asso­
ciated. They are combined in everyday use, for 
induction and deduction are complementary fac­
tors in one reasoning process. They go hand in 
hand, the one verifying the conclusions reached 
by the other. 3 

B. The Traditional Syllogism 

1. The Nature of the Traditional 
Syllogism 

There was agreement among the authors concerning 

nature of the traditional syllogism. 
4 

Ewbank and 

2 
Henry Lee Ewbank and J. Jeffery Auer, Discussion 

and Debate (2d ed.; New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
Inc., 1951), p. 148. 

3
william Trufant Foster, Argumentation and Debating 

(rev. ed.; Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1917), 
p. 137. 

4
Fourteen works contained discussions of the syllo­

gism. The authors included Babcock and Powell, Baird, 



Auer's explanation is representative: 

The syllogistic pattern is an argument in 
which three propositions, each stated in subject­
predicate form, are related in such a way that 
one of them (the conclusion) follows from the 
other two (the premises). The major premise 
usually states a broad and general rule, a 
generalization applicable to particular cases, 
while the minor premise brings the particular 
case being investigated into the scope of the 
general rule. The conclusion contains the infer­
ence to be made from the premises .... 

Another characteristic of any syllogism is 
the presence of the three terms, each one con­
stituting a separate class. The major and minor 
terms appear in the conclusion, and one of them 
appears in each of the premises either as sub­
ject or predicate. The middie term does not 
appear in the conclusion since it serves only as 
a link between the major and minor terms, usually 
placing the minor term within the class of the 
major term.5 
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A substantial number of authors gave considerable 

attention to the basic nature of syllogistic inference, 

specifically noting that the establishment of logical 

validity, not material truth, is the only function of the 

syllogism. The statement by Kruger is typical: 

Courtney and Capp, Crocker, Ehninger, Ewbank and Auer, 
Foster, Freeley, Kruger, McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, 
Nichols, O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, O'Neill and 
McBurney, and Winans and Utterback. 

5 Ewbank and Auer, op. cit., p. 139. 
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The syllogistic form ... in no way provides 
any tests for determining whether or not the 
major is true, or probably true. However, the 
rules of the syllogism ... do provide tests 
for determining whether or not the relationships 
among its three propositions are valid. Thus, 
when we speak of validity, we have in mind the 
nature .of relationships between propositions 
rather than the truth of such propositions. 
Reasoning is said to be valid when the conclu­
sion is forced by the premises.6 

The syllogism's indifference to subject matter and its 

attendant concern with certain truth led several authors 

to seriously question its usefulness as a method of argu­

mentation. The statement by Baird exemplified this 

position: 

The syllogism, as a pure demonstration of 
logical formula, is of doubtful value to stu­
dents of discussion. Formal logic apparently 
assumes that premises are "either true or 
false." The syllogistic methodology puts down 
conditions under which the conclusion inevitably 
follows. The assumption is that of "absolute 
truth and certainty." Argument, on the con­
trary, concerns itself with the probability of 
a given proposition. 7 

6 
Arthur N. Kruger, Modern Debate (New York: 

McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1960), p. 208. It should be 
noted that in one work, McBurney, O'Neill and Mills' text, 
material truth was an important part of the syllogism. 
They suggested that the syllogism always begins with 
materially true premises. 

7A. Craig Baird, Argumentation, Discussion, and 
Debate {New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1950), p. 158. 
Nichols and O'Neill, Laycock and Scales held essentially 
the same view. 
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Certain other authors, taking a contrary position, asserted 

that the syllogism is uniquely valuable as an instrument 

for analyzing argument because of its exclusive concern 

with the validity of relationships. Freeley presented 

this point of view: 

... Syllogistic reasoning is valuable to the 
advocate primarily because it enables him to 
make a piercing and precise analysis of a line 
of reasoning, and to test its formal validity.B 

2. Subclassifications 

Most of the works in which the nature of the 

traditional syllogism was treated contained systematic dis­

cussions of subcategories. With the exception of Kruger, 

all authors outlined three types of syllogism: (1) the 

categorical syllogism; (2) the hypothetical syllogism; and 

(3) the disjunctive syllogism. Kruger discussed the 

categorical syllogism, what he termed an alternative 

syllogism, and a kind of disjunctive syllogism which 

differed in meaning from the disjunctive type described 

in the other works. 

8
Austin J. Freeley, Argumentation and Debate 

(2d ed.; Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Com­
pany, 1966), p. 129. Other authors taking this position 
were Babcock and Powell and Ewbank and Auer. 
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a. The Categorical Syllogism 

1) Definition 

Fourteen works contained discussions of the 

categorical syllogism.
9 

Consensus was found among the 

authors on the definition, although some variation in 

opinion concerning the type of relationship expressed in 

the major premise was noted. A representative definition 

was presented by McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills: 

The categorical syllog·ism is the form in which 
categorical deductions are stated. It is 
characterized by the fact that its major 
premise is always a categorical or unqualified 
statement of either a relationship of causation 
or resemblance which admits of no conditions or 
exceptions. 10 

Regarding the relationship expressed in the major 

premise, Courtney and Capp took a slightly different posi­

tion. They suggested that 11 it concerns the classifying of 

9
The authors discussing the categorical syllogism 

were Babcock and Powell, Baird, Courtney and Capp, Crocker, 
Ehninger, Ewbank ana Auer, Foster, Freeley, Kruger, 
McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, Nichols, O'Neill, Laycock, 
ana Scales, O'Neill and McBurney, and Winans and 
Utterback. 

10 James H. McBurney, James M. O'Neill, and Glen E. 
Mills, Argumentation and Debate (rev. ed.~ New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1951), p. 113. 
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things.
1111 

Baird considered the possible relationships in 

a major premise to be definition, classification, or 

l .f. d . 12 unqua i ie assertion. 

2) Tests and Evaluations 

All fourteen works in which the nature of the 

categorical syllogism was treated included rules for that 

type of argument. Of the fourteen rules which appeared in 

the works, five were consistently listed: 

1. Every syllogism must contain three and only 
three terms. 

2. The middle term must be distributed in at 
least one of the premises. 

3. No term may be distributed in the conclusion 
which is not distributed in one of the 
premises. 

4. If both premises are negative no conclusion 
can be inferred. 

5. If one premise is negative the conclusion 
must be negative. 1 3 

a) Three Terms.--The rationale behind the require­

ment that a categorical syllogism contain only three terms 

11 
Luther W. Courtney and Glenn R. Capp, Practical 

Debating (New York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1949), 
p. 119. 

12B. d air, op. cit., pp. 156-57. 

13The first three and the fifth tests listed were 
discussed in thirteen works; only Baird failed to discuss 
them. The fourth test was found in twelve works. It was 
not discussed by Baird and Kruger. 
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was made clear in Ehninger's statement on the nature of a 

syllogism: 

A syllogism ... may conveniently be thought 
of as a means for establishing the relation 
that two terms bear to each other by deter­
mining _the relation that each bears to a common 
or so-called middle term. 14 

If more than three terms appear in the syllogism, 

the underlying basis of syllogistic inference is disrupted. 

b) Distribution of Terms.--The second rule stated 

that the middle term must be distributed in at least one 

of the premises. Often used synonymously with the term 

"universal," the concept of distribution was described by 

Kruger: 

A term is said to be distributed if the pattern 
of the statement indicates that the term refers 
to all the members of the class indicated by it; 
undistributed, if the pattern does not indicate 
that the term refers to all. 15 

This rule is clarified by the example presented by 

Nichols: 

Some college men belong to Delta Sigma Rho; 
John Smith is a college man; therefore, John 

14 
Douglas Ehninger, "The Logic of Argument, 11 

Argumentation and Debate, ed. James H. McBath (rev. ed.; 
New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1963), 
p. 179. 

15 
Kruger, op. cit., p. 209. 
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Smith belongs to Delta Sigma Rho. Here the 
middle term "college men" is distributed in 
neither of the premises. We cannot certainly 
conclude, then, that John Smith belongs to 
the fraternity; he may or may not. 16 

The third rule was that no term may be distributed 

in the conclusion which is not distributed in one of the 

premises. Courtney and Capp gave the rationale for this 

rule: 

This rule is based upon the principle that a 
term in the conclusion cannot have a more all­
inclusive meaning than it has in the premise. 
The rule applies to the major and minor terms 
only since the middle term should never appear 
in the conclusion. 1 7 

c) Negative Premises.--The fourth rule, that no 

conclusion can be inferred from two negative premises, was 

explained by Ehninger when he noted that "two negative 

premises state a relationship, not of inclusion, but of 

mutual exclusion .. 

The final prevalent rule was: If one premise is 

negative, the conclusion must be negative. Again, Ehninger 

16
Alan Nichols, Discussion and Debate (New York: 

Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1941), pp. 329-31. 

17 
Courtney and Capp, op. cit., pp. 121-22. 

18 h • • t 181 E ninger, op. ci ., p. . 



clarified this point of evaluation: 

A negative major premise will result in a 
negative conclusion, since its predicate (the 
so-called major term) automatically become_s_ 
the predicate of the conclusion .... A nega­
tive minor premise results in a negative con­
clusion-because its subject (the so-called 
minor term), which automatically becomes the 
subject of the conclusion is, by statement, 
excluded from the class of phenomena concerning 
which the major premise makes an assertion.19 

b. The Hypothetical Syllogism 

1) Definition 

Twelve works contained definitions of the hypo-
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th • 1 11 • 20 
etica sy ogism. The statement by Freeley is typical 

of the definition found in each of those works: 

The hypothetical syllogism is a syllogism in 
which the major premise deals with uncertain 
or hypothetical events that may or may not 
exist or happen. The conditional event is 
usually indicated by if, assuming, supposing, 
or similar concepts whether expressly stated 
or clearly implied .... The major premise of 
the conditional syllogism contains an antecedent 
statement, which expresses the conditional or 
hypothetical event under consideration, and a 

19
rbid., pp. 181-82. 

20
The authors defining the hypothetical syllogism 

were Babcock and Powell, Baird, Courtney and Capp, Crocker, 
Ehninger, Ewbank and Auer, Freeley, Kruger, McBurney, 
O'Neill, and Mills, Nichols, 0 1 Neill and McBurney, and 
Winans and Utterback. 



consequent statement, which expresses the 
event that, it is maintained, necessarily 
follows the antecedent.21 

2) Tests and Evaluations 

89 

Methods of evaluating the hypothetical syllogism 

were outlined, but infrequently discussed, in eleven 

22 
works. Only two prevalent rules were observed: 

1. If the minor premise affirms the consequent, 
no valid conclusion may be drawn. 

2. If the minor premise denies the antecedent 
no valid conclusion may be drawn. 23 

In essence, then, in a valid hypothetical syllogism, 

the minor premise may only deny the consequent or affirm 

the antecedent. 

21 
Freeley, op. cit., p. 133. 

22 Of the twelve works discussing the hypothetical 
syllogism, only Baird's text contained no methods of 
evaluation. 

23Kruger, op. cit., pp. 217-20, was the only author 
who did not propose these rules as methods of evaluation. 
In fact, he took issue with them by suggesting that in the 
strict logical sense affirming the antecedent and denying 
the consequent are valid. He asserted that properly viewed 
"the relationship between the antecedent and consequent is 
one-to-one, i.e. one cannot appear without the other." 
Viewed this way, he suggested, 11 It makes no difference 
whether the minor affirms or denies the consequent." He 
concluded that "these fallacies guard against semantic, 
rather than logical, pitfalls." 
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c. The Disjunctive Syllogism 

1) Definition 

All twelve works in which the hypothetical syllo­

gism was treated conta£ned definitions of the disjunctive 

type as well. Courtney and Capp's description exemplifies 

the treatment by the other authors: 

A third form of syllogism is the alternative or 
disjunctive. In this form the words "either 
... or 11 occur and present alternative possi-
bilities. The major premise states the alterna­
tive possibilities; the minor premise either 
affirms or negates one of the alternatives~ the 
conclusion negates the alternative not affirmed 
or affirms the alternative not negated in the 
minor premise .... 24 

2) Tests and Evaluations 

In the twelve works in which the disjunctive 

syllogism was discussed, methods of evaluating the dis­

junctive syllogism were outlined. Two prevalent rules 

were apparent: 

1. The major premise of the disjunctive syllogism 
must include all the possible alternatives. 

24
courtney and Capp, op. cit., p. 128. It should 

be noted that all the authors except Kruger labeled this 
type 11 disjunctive 11 or 11 alternative, 11 as did Courtney and 
Capp. Kruger called this the "alternative-disjunctive" and 
discussed another similar, though logically distinct, 
syllogism under the label "disjunctive." 



2. The alternatives enumerated in the major 
premise must be mutually exclusive. 
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Ehninger presented an example to explain the first 

rule: 

The proposition "Michigan will either win or 
lose next week's football game against North­
western" would not provide a suitable premise, 
since a third ~ossibility--that of a tie score-­
is overlooked. 5 

The second widely discussed rule was clarified by 

Babcock and Powell. Referring to the second rule they 

noted that no valid conclusion may be drawn from the 

disjunctive syllogism unless "the truth of one [alternative] 

26 operate[s] to exclude the truth of the other .... 11 

d. Kruger's Special Types 

Kruger described two types of syllogistic struc-

tures not discussed in any other work surveyed: (1) the 

"alternative" syllogism~ and (2) the "disjunctive" syllo-

gism. 

25
Ehninger, op. cit., p. 184. 

26Robert Weston Babcock and John Henderson Powell, 
How To Debate (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott Company, 
1923) / P• 143. 
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1) The "Alternative" Syllogism 

This type of syllogism was defined as one in which 

the alternatives in the major premise are not necessarily 

mutually exclusive: 

The alternative syllogism, like the other 
types, is distinguished by its major premise. 
This premise offers two alternatives, or a 
choice between two propositions, at least one 
of which is presumably true, though both may 
be true. In a valid alternative syllogism the 
minor denies one alternative, and the conclu­
sion affirms the other. In an invalid alterna­
tive syllogism the minor affirms one alterna­
tive; since the other alternative may also be 
true, no conclusion is possible. 27 

2) The "Disjunctive" Syllogism 

Kruger's explanation of this type of syllogism 

follows: 

In a disjunctive syllogism the major offers 
two disjuncts ... , at least one of which is 
presumably false, though both may be false. 
In a valid disjunctive syllogism the minor 
affirms one disjunct and the conclusion denies 
the other. In an invalid disjunctive syllogism 
the minor denies one disjunct; since the other 
disjunct may also be false, no conclusion is 
possible. 28 

27 
Kruger, op. cit., p. 220. 

28
Ibid. 



93 

C. The Enthymeme 

1. The Nature of the Enthymeme 

Although some historians point out that the term 

"enthymeme" was used in the works of Isocrates, all agree 

that the first technical use of the term is found in 

Aristotle's Rhetoric.
29 

Despite his extensive treatment 

of the concept, Aristotle's discussion of the enthymeme 

has been a source of confusion for rhetorical scholars. 

Bitzer commented on the difficulty involved in interpreting 

the Aristotelian concept of the ehthymeme: 

Aristotle has said that enthymemes are "the 
substance of rhetorical persuasion." In view 
of the importance he has given the enthymeme, 
we might reasonably expect to find it care­
fully defined. However, although there are 
many hints as to its nature, the reader of 
Aristotle's Rhetoric will find no unambiguous 
statement defining the enthymeme. The problem 
is perplexing to one of the ablest of Aristo­
telian scholars, W. D. Ross, who writes, "The 
enthymeme is discussed in many passages in the 
Rhetoric, and it is impossible to extract from 
them a completely consistent theory of its 
nature. 1130 

29Daniel J. Goulding, "Aristotle's Concept of the 
Enthymeme, 11 Journal of the American Forensic Association, 
II (September, 1965), 104. 

30
Lloyd F. Bitzer, "Aristotle's Enthymeme 

Revisited," The Quarterly Journal of Speech, XVL (December, 
19 59) , 399. 
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Since all eighteen works in which the enthymeme 

was discussed contained attempts to interpret Aristotle's 

meaning of the term, it is not surprising that seven dif-

f t t • f. 't b • 31 eren concep ions o 1. s asic nature resulted. Defined 

according to the characteristic(s) presumably distinguish­

ing the enthymeme from the _dialectical and demonstrative 

syllogisms, the definitions were: (1) The enthymeme is a 

syllogism with a suppressed premise; (2) The enthymeme is 

a syllogism built on probable premises which admits of a 

formally deficient structure; (3) The enthymeme is a 

syllogism built on probable premises which admits of a 

formally deficient structure and which is used to convey 

psychological as well as logical proof; (4) The enthymeme 

is a syllogism the premises of which may be certain or 

probable; the structure of which may be formally invalid; 

and the function of which is to convey psychological as 

31
Twelve textbooks contained discussions of the 

enthymeme. The authors were Babcock and Powell, Baird, 
Courtney and Capp, Crocker, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, 
Freeley, Kruger, McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, O'Neill, 
Laycock, and Scales, O'Neill and McBurney, and Winans and 
Utterback. The authors of the six journal articles dis­
cussing the enthymeme were Bitzer, Fisher, Goulding, 
McBurney, Mudd, and Wiley. The articles contained far more 
systematic treatments of the concept than did the texts. 
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well as logical proof; (5) The enthymeme is a syllogism 

built on certain or probable premises; its structure may 

be invalid; its function is rhetorical persuasion; and its 

construction is carried out through the joint efforts of 

speaker and audience; (6) The enthymeme is a logically 

valid syllogism which is based on universal probabilities 

rather than universal certainties; and (7) The enthymeme 

is a personal judgment cast into the structure of argument; 

it is based on probability rather than certainty; and its 

function is rhetorical persuasion·. 

a. Truncated Syllogism 

None of the nine textbooks in which the enthymeme 

was defined as an abbreviated syllogism offered extended 

32 
discussions of the concept. The statement by O'Neill 

and McBurney is typical: 

[The enthymeme] may be defined as a deductive 
form which is identical to the syllogism except 
for the fact that one of the premises or the 
conclusion is missing.33 

32
The authors defining the enthymeme as a truncated 

syllogism were Babcock and Powell, Baird, Courtney and 
Capp, Crocker, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, O'Neill, Laycock, 
and Scales, O'Neill and McBurney, and Winans and Utterback. 

33
James Milton O'Neill and James Howard McBurney, 

The Working Principles of Argument (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1932), pp. 146-47. 
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b. Syllogism Based on Probabilities 

An enthymeme was defined as a syllogism based on 

probabilities rather than certainty in three works. 

Although their definitions differed slightly, the 

authors of those three works suggested that the essential 

characteristic of the enthymeme is its probable rather than 

certain nature. McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills defined the 

enthymeme as a syllogism built on materially probable 

premises which may, in addition, be formally deficient. 

They suggest that if structurally deficient, the argument 

then would take on a second dimension of probability since 

its conclusion would not necessarily follow. They 

explained: 

The enthymeme is almost universally defined 
today by rhetoricians and logicians alike as 
an elided or truncated syllogism; i.e., as a 
syllogism with one of its premises or the con­
clusion omitted. Such an omission (usually 
the major premise) is characteristic of rhe­
torical discourse, as we have seen, but it is 
not the essential difference between the syllo­
gism and the enthymeme as originally conceived 
and as it should be conceived today. The real 
difference is in the certainty of the matter 
and the form. The logical syllogism is built 
on premises which are "materially" true; it is 
tested by the rules of formal validity; the 
middle term must be distributed in at least one 
of the premises; and the conclusion either fol­
lows certainly from the premises or it does not 
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follow at all. The rhetorical syllogism or the 
enthymeme is built on "probable" premises; it 
admits middle terms which are only "partially 
distributed," and it limits its conclusion to 
probabilities.34 

Freeley and Kruger likewise described the enthymeme 

as a syllogism based on probabilities. These authors 

apparently assume that the probable nature of the argument 

results more from formal deficiency than from the material 

probability of the premise. Freeley noted: 

The enthymeme is a modified form of syllogism 
that deals with probability rather than cer­
tainty. The enthymeme ... may or may not 
omit one of the premises. This definition of 
the enthymeme is of very real importance to the 
advocate, who is often concerned with proba­
bility rather than certainty. [For example] 
many negative debaters use this objection to 
the cost of an affirmative plan: 
MAJOR PREMISE: All plans which will cause 

inflation should be rejected. 
MINOR PREMISE: This plan may cause inflation. 
CONCLUSION: Therefore, this plan should be 

rejected. 
Syllogistically, this argument proves absolutely 
nothing. It has a formal validity of zero. The 
syllogism is a logical instrument for dealing 
with certainty; it is concerned with all of the 
factors in a certain classification and with 
matters which necessarily follow from certain 
premises. However, many problems which the advo­
cate must consider are not subject to certainty 
or absolute proof. 35 

34 McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, op. cit., 
pp. 119-20. 

35 Freeley, op. cit., pp. 135-36. 



c. Probable Syllogism Conveying 
Psychological Proof 
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In two articles the enthymeme was discussed as a 

syllogism based on probabilities which is useful for con­

veying psychological as well as logical proof. 36 Taking 

direct issue with the "truncated syllogism" concept of the 

enthymeme, McBurney attempted to trace the origin of this 

"misinterpretation" of Aristotle. He attributed the 

"misinterpretation" to an inaccurate translation of certain 

passages of the Organon into Latin by Boethius, the chief 

transmitter of Aristotelian logic to the Middle Ages: 

Both the translations of Aristotle's Organon 
by Boethius and his own original writings 
carried forward the [Roman and Medieval] con­
ception of the enthymeme as an elided syllo-
gism. Boethius translates the controversial 
passage concerning the enthymeme in the Prior 
Analytics II, 27, "Enthymema ergo est syllogismus 
imperfectus ex elcotibus et signis, 11 and states 
in his De Differentus Tipicis: "The enthymeme is 
an imperfect syllogism, that is, a form of speech 
in which a hurried conclusion is arrived at 
before all the propositions have been estab­
lished ..... " Sir William Hamilton and others 
point out that o.Y~A,s (imperfectus) as found 
in this and other similar versions of the 
Analytics "is a manifest interpolation made to 

36
The authors discussing this interpretation of the 

enthymeme were Fisher and McBurney. McBurney's treatment 
was more extensive than the treatment by Fisher. 



accommodate the Aristotelic to the common 
doctrine of the enthymeme.11 With the authority 
of Aristotle thus apparently given to the con­
ception of the enthymeme as an elided syllo­
gism by his chief interpreter for the middle 
ages [sic], it is not surprising that this 
doctrine persisted.37 
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In a rather lengthy statement, McBurney offered his inter­

pretation of Aristotle's enthymeme: 

An enthymeme, then, may be defined as a syllo­
gism drawn from probable cause, signs (certain 
and fallible) and examples. As a syllogism 
drawn from these materials, it is important to 
add here, the enthymeme starts from probable 
premises {probable in the material sense) and 
lacks formal validity in certain of the types 
explained .... Is the enthymeme the control­
ling unit of expression in ... persuasion, or 
is it a purely "logical" instrument of proof? 
A careful analysis of Aristotle's system will 
reveal the superficiality of attempting to 
separate the enthymeme from ... "non-logical" 
methods of persuasion. I submit that in 
Aristotle's rhetorical system the enthymeme is 
the element or unit of all persuasive discourse. 
The admission of "emotionally loaded" terms and 
propositions is in fact one of the important 
characteristics of the enthymeme; the premises 
which compose an enthymeme are usually nothing 
more than the beliefs of the audience which are 
used as causes and signs to secure the acceptance 
of other propositions .... There appears to be 
no place in Aristotle's writings where he defines 
the enthymeme as an elided syllogism, nor is 
there any satisfactory evidence that he so under­
stood it. In his discussion of maxims and in 

37 James H. McBurney, "The Place of the Enthymeme in 
Rhetorical Theory," Speech Monographs, III (1936), 72. 



many other places, Aristotle recognizes the enthy­
meme with one or more of its propositions sup­
pressed; as a matter of fact, I think we can 
safely interpret Aristotle to mean that the enthy­
meme usually lacks one or more of the propositions 
of a complete syllogism. On the other hand, it 
seems equally clear that there is no justification 
in interpreting him to mean that this is a neces­
sary characteristic of the enthymeme. A syllogism 
drawn from probable causes and signs is an enthy­
meme without regard to the omission of a proposi­
tion. 38 

d. Syllogism Conveying 
Psychological Proof 
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Regarding the suppression of premises in an enthy-

meme, not as a necessary characteristic but as one of 

several available means of adapting it to a popular audi­

ence, one author, Goulding, contended that the one distin-

guishing characteristic of the enthymeme is its ability to 

convey emotional and ethical as well as logical proof. 

In addition to noting that the enthymeme may or 

may not be formally deficient, Goulding suggested that a 

reliance on probable premises is not a necessary charac-

teristic of the enthymeme: 

38
Ibid., pp. 58-67. It should be noted that this 

statement is internally inconsistent. While McBurney 
states that the enthymeme is drawn from premises which are 
materially probable, he notes that "certain" signs may 
serve as premises. 



Through the Rhetoric, Aristotle emphasizes the 
probable and contingent nature of material 
commonly utilized in the formation of enthy­
memes. He does not, however, limit enthymemes 
to the sphere of the probable and contingent. 
At 1357a 30-32 Aristotle states, "It is evident, 
therefore, that the propositions forming the 
basis of enthymemes, though some of them may be 
'necessary,' will most of them be only usually 
true." And at 1356b 14-17 he states, "When it 
is shown that, certain propositions being true, 
a further and quite distinct proposition must 
also be true in consequence, whether invariably 
or usually, this is called syllogism in dialectic, 
enthymeme in rhetoric." At 1396a 2-4 he observes, 
"We should also base our arguments upon proba-
bilities as well as certainties." ... Aristotle 
conceived of the enthymeme as a rhetorical syllo­
gism drawn primarily from probabilities in the 
sphere of human affairs. This does not mean that 
enthymemes may not, in some cases, be drawn from 
certain and necessary matter, but that usually 
they are not. 39 

Finally Goulding discussed the enthymeme as a 

conveyer of non-logical as well as logical proof: 

The nature of proof conveyed by enthymemes 
is inconsistently set forth in Aristotle's 
Rhetoric. In the first section of the Rhetoric, 
he associates the enthymeme closely with proof 
by reasoning. Later, however, he appears to 
suggest that enthymemes may convey ethical and 
pathetic proof as well. 

Aristotle's repeated insistence that premises 
used in constructing enthymemes should be 
selected according to the attitudes, beliefs, and 
dispositions of the audience, tends to support a 
view of the enthymeme as an instrument that 

39Goulding, loc. cit., pp. 105-06. 
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conveys something more than proof by reasoning. 
At 1355a, 30 Aristotle states, "We must use as 
our modes of persuasions and argument, notions 
possessed by everybody." At 1402a 33-34 he 
states, "The materials of syllogisms are the 
ordinary opinions of men." ... Grimaldi 
... states that the enthymeme is. "the con-
tainer, .that which incorporates, or embodies 
the pesteis [proofs]: ethos, pathos, pragma, 
imposing form on them so that they may be 
used most effectively in rhetorical demonstra­
tion. . . . 

[Notwithstanding the inconsistencies in the 
Rhetoric], Aristotle apparently considered the 
enthymeme an instrument for expressing proof by 
reasoning, but at the same time one which could 
convey emotional and ethical proof as weli. 40 

e. Syllogism Jointly Constructed 
by Speaker and Audience 
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Bitzer, who outlined a fifth definition, agreed 

with Goulding that the premises of an enthymeme may either 

be probable or certain. Likewise he noted that formal 

deficiency is not a unique characteristic since sixty of 

the sixty-four possible first-figure syllogisms proper 

1 . i·d 41 which are used in ordinary discourse are formal y 1nva 1 . 

Bitzer contended that the essential attributes distin­

guishing the enthymeme from the demonstrative and the 

dialectical syllogism are to be found: (1) in the 

40rbid. , p. 107. 

41 't 1 't 403 Bl zer, oc. Cl ., p. . 
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difference in the functions or purposes of demonstration, 

dialectic, and rhetoric; and (2) in the manner in which 

the premises for the respective arguments are constructed. 

In explaining the first distinction he noted simply that 

the purpose of the demonstrative syllogism is scientific 

demonstration; the dialectical syllogism is designed to 

achieve criticism; and the enthymeme is used in order to 

achieve rhetorical persuasion. This functional distinction 

becomes important in the delineation of the second dis­

tinction. Bitzer discussed in detail the differing manner 

in which the three types of syllogisms are constructed. 

He first distinguished between the construction of 

dialectical and rhetorical syllogisms and demonstrative 

syllogisms: 

The first and most important distinction ... 
is that the demonstrator lays down his premises, 
whereas the dialectician asks for his premises. 
Second, the main requirement for demonstrative 
syllogizing is that a premise be "true and 
obtained through the first principles of its 
science." On the other hand, the main require­
ment for dialectical syllogizing is that a 
premise be apparent and generally admitted. 

We should note here that, although the 
premises of dialectic and rhetoric need not be 
true and need not be obtained through the prin­
ciples of some science, it is quite possible 
that some of them are of this character .... 
If we use the term, "incomplete syllogism" in a 



special sense, however, I believe it expresses 
very nearly what Aristotle means by the enthy­
meme .... Let us understand the term in this 
sense: To say that the enthymeme is an "incom­
plete syllogism"--that is, a syllogism having 
one or more suppressed premises--means that 
the speaker does not lay down his premises but 

• lets his audience supply them out of its stock 
of opinion and knowledge. This does not mean 
that premises are never verbalized .... 
Whether or not premises are verbalized is of no 
logical importance. What is of great rhetorical 
importance, however, is that the premises of 
enthymemes be supplied by the audience .... 
The same thought may be expressed in a different 
way. An orator or a dialectician can plan a 
rhetorical or dialectical argument while sitting 
at the desk in his study, but he cannot really 
complete it by himself, because some of the 
materials from which he builds arguments are 
absent. The missing materials of the dialectical 
arguments are the premises which the respondent 
supplies when he chooses between contradictories. 
The relationship of practitioner of rhetoric to 
audience and of practitioner of dialectic to 
respondent is precisely the same. In either 
case, the successful building of arguments depends 
on cooperative interaction between the practi­
tioner and his hearers. 42 
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Having established the common attributes of the 

dialectical syllogism and the enthymeme, Bitzer distin­

guished between them: 

But we must note an important difference 
between the forms of interaction which occur 
in rhetoric and in dialectic--a difference which 

42
rbi' d. , 405 07 pp. - . 



further clarifies the distinction between the 
dialectical syllogism and the enthymeme. In 
dialectic, the interaction between speaker and 
respondent takes the form of question and 
answer, and the respondent vocally contributes 
premises for the construction of dialectical 
syllogisms. The aim of dialectic is criticism-­
often the aim is criticism of the respondent's 
own position; since arguments are formed from 
premises supplied by the respondent, dialectical 
arguments have the virtue of being self­
critical. . . . 

The interaction between speaker and audience 
must have a different form in rhetoric, however, 
because continuous discourse by the speaker does 
not allow him to obtain premises from his audi­
ence through question and answer. The speaker 
uses a form of interaction which has its 
11 counterpart 11 in dialectic, but instead of using 
question and answer to achieve interaction, he 
uses the enthymeme, which accomplishes for rhe­
toric what the method of question and answer 
accomplishes for dialectic. The speaker draws 
the premises for these proofs from propositions 
which members of his audience would supply if 
he were to proceed by question and answer, and 
the syllogisms produced in this way by speaker 
and audience are enthymemes. 

The point to be emphasized, then, is that 
enthymemes occur only when speaker and audience 
jointly produce them. Because they are jointly 
produced, enthymemes intimately unite speaker 
and audience and provide the strongest possible 
proofs. The aim of rhetorical discourse is 
persuasion; since rhetorical arguments, or 
enthymemes, are formed out of premises supplied 
by the audience, they have the virtue of being 
self-persuasive. Owing to the skill of the 
speaker, the audience itself helps construct 
the proofs by which it is persuaded. 43 

43
Ibi' d., 7 pp. 40 -08. 
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Based on the above rationale, Bitzer offered the 

following definition of an enthymeme: 

I offer the following as a tentative and 
exploratory definition. The enthymeme is a 
syllogism based on probabilities, signs, and 
example.s, whose function is rhetorical per­
suasion. Its successful construction is 
accomplished through the joint efforts of 
speaker and audience, and this is its essential 
character. 44 

f. Syllogism Based on Universal 
Probabilities 

One author, Mudd, defined the enthymeme as a 

logically valid syllogism based on universal premises which 

are materially probable. He began his discussion by draw­

ing distinctions between formal universality and material 

certainty and between formal particularity and material 

probability which he contended are confused by many writers 

in argumentation and debate: 

In our attempt to avoid premises that claim 
more than we can support, we hedge our judgment 
about with qualifications. Instead of using 
such universal terms as "all men," we use par­
ticulars such as "many men." In this way, the 
notion of the absolute proposition, that is, a 
judgment involving necessary, certain, or 
apodeictic knowledge, has been confused with 
the universal statement. Admittedly, a 

44
Ibid. 



statement qualified by "many" or "most" is no 
longer a universal, but it is not one whit 
less absolute, for such a qualification can 
make a statement absolutely true. Thus, on 
the alter of material truth we sacrifice the 
probable universal in favor of the particular 
absolute. The conclusions we call "probable" 
are themselves absolute and not probable at 
all. 45 
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Having made these distinctions, he offered his 

interpretation of Aristotle's enthymeme which he distin­

guished from the demonstrative but not the dialectical 

syllogism: 

Aristotle divided knowledge into the areas of 
the certain and the uncertain. But for dealing 
with those areas where knowledge is unsure, 
there is no logical system distinct from that 
used for considering areas where knowledge is 
necessary or certain. In other words, the 
syllogism is the form for deductive reasoning 
regardless of the degree of certainty of the 
matter. In the Aristotelian system, the 
apodeictic syllogism is used to demonstrate the 
necessary truths of certain knowledge; the 
rhetorical syllogism is used to demonstrate the 
dialectical truth of opinions in the areas of 
uncertain knowledge such as ethics and politics. 
Both are syllogisms, and to be valid each must 
meet precisely the same set of criteria .... 
Recognizing the necessity for universals [no 
syllogism is valid unless it contains universal 
terms and propositions] and at the same time 
seeing that they were not absolute, he retained 

45 • 1 Charles S. Mudd, "The Enthymeme and Logica 
Validity," The Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLV (December, 
1959), 412. 



logical integrity by defining the concept of 
probability. For him, the enthymeme was a 
logically valid syllog·istic form based on 
universal premises that were only ~robable 
rather than being absolutely true. 6 

g. Syllogism as Structured 
Personal Judgment 

108 

One author, Wiley, considered an enthymeme to be a 

rhetorical device consisting basically of personal judgment 

cast into the structure of argument. He noted: 

An enthymeme ... is one man's judgment of the 
propriety of events in some conflict involving 
people; being contingent, it is not demonstra­
tion, and being controversial, it is framed in 
argument. 47 

Emphasizing the probability of the subject matter with 

which it deals and its function as rhetorical persuasion, 

he stated: 

It [the enthymeme] suggests to us a mechanism 
of argument flexible enough to meet the exigen­
cies of persuasion: the contingencies of the 
moment, the probabilities generic to contro­
versy, and the complexities of the speaker­
listener-thesis situation. 48 

46
Ibid., pp. 413-14. 

47 Earl W. Wiley, "The Enthymeme: Idiom of Per­
suasion, 11 The Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLII (February, 
1956), 19. 

48 
Ibid. , p. 24. 
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2. Subclassifications 

With only minimal discussion of the various types, 

methods of classifying enthymemes were presented in five 

49 
works. Three subclassifications resulted: (1) first, 

second, and third order enthymemes; (2) categorical, 

hypothetical, and disjunctive enthymemes; and (3) causal, 

sign, example, and analogical enthymemes. 

a. First, Second, and Third 
Order Enthymemes 

Assuming the enthymeme to be a truncated syllogism, 

Courtney and Capp described the first classification 

system: 

There are three types of the enthymemes which 
differ according to the part omitted from the 
complete syllogistic form. These types are 
termed enthymemes of the first, second, and 
third orders. The enthymeme of the first order 
has the major premise omitted .... The enthy­
meme of the second order has the minor premise 
omitted. The enthymeme of the third order has 
the conclusion omitted.so 

49
The authors classifying enthymemes were Baird, 

Courtney and Capp, Freeley, McBurney, 0 1 Neill, and Mills, 
and O'Neill and McBurney. 

50
courtney and Capp, op. cit., pp. 130-31. Other 

authors who presented the same classification were Baird, 
McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, and 0 1 Neill and McBurney. 



b. Categorical, Hypothetical, 
and Disjunctive Enthymemes 
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McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, supported by the 

works of Freeley and O'Neill and McBurney, discussed this 

subclassification: 

Enthymemes, like syllogisms, may be classified 
as categorical, disjunctive, and hypothetical. 
These labels derive from the character of the 
major premise (expressed or implied). Since 
the major premise may be categorical, disjunc­
tive, or hypothetical generalizations, the 
argument applying such generalization to par­
ticular cases may with some propriety be 
similarly labeled.51 

c. Causal, Sign, Example, and 
Analogical Enthymemes 

Only one work contained this classification of 

enthymemes. McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills noted: 

Enthymemes may be classified on the basis 
of the relation which the minor premise bears 
to the conclusion. So classified, there are 
four types of enthymemes or four kinds of 
argument--cause, sign, example, and analogy. 
This we believe to be the most useful classi­
fication. . .. . 

The careful reader of this book will ask 
at this point: Can you properly list example 
and analogy as types of enthymemes since example 
and analogy are inductive arguments and the 
enthymeme is a deductive instrument? ... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
The answer is 11 yes, 11 but not in such a 

51 McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills, op. cit., p. 120. 



way as to add anything to the force of the 
argument. The assumed major premise in all 
inductive enthymemes is this: 11 If the examples 
cited are acceptable, the conclusion follows, 11 

or "If examples 1, 2, 3, 4, etc. are reliable 
and representative, the relationship they 
exhibit may be generalized." Since such a 
major premise patently adds nothing to the 
argument, these inductive arguments are rarely 
thrown into syllogistic form. 52 

3. Tests and Evaluations 
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No detailed discussions of methods of evaluating 

the enthymeme were found in the four works which referred 

53 
to testing procedures. All suggested, as did Freeley, 

that "the same tests which would be used to determine the 

formal validity of a syllogism may be used to determine 

54 the formal validity of an enthymeme. 11 

D. Special Types of Deductive Argument 

1. The Epicheireme 

The epicheireme, a variation of the classical 

syllogism, is not an integral part of modern argumentative 

52
Ibid., pp. 120-22. 

53 • d t t f th th Authors who mentione es s or e en ymeme 
were Baird, Crocker, Freeley, and O'Neill and McBurney. 

54 
Freeley, op. cit., p. 136. 
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theory as revealed in the textbooks examined in this study. 

One author, writing for a professional journal, discussed 

the traditional five-part epicheireme. While noting that 

some evidence indicates that Aristotle's chief pupil, 

Theophrastus, may have originated the classical epicheireme, 

Meador attributed its origin to Cicero: 

Cicero ... appears to have been the first 
theorist to define and develop fully the formal 
five-part epicheireme which is regarded as 
traditional by scholars. Preferring the 
epicheireme as a tool of rhetorical argument, 
he defined it as a five-part argument of syllo­
gistic reasoning ... --the major premise, 
proof, minor premise, proof, and conclusion. 
[In his De Inventione] Cicero explains these 
parts in the following analysis: 

Major Premise: Sets forth the principle 
from which springs the whole force and meaning 
of the syllogism. 

Proof: By which the brief statement of the 
major premise is supported by reasons and made 
plainer and more plausible. 

Minor Premise: In which is premised the 
point which on the basis of the major premise 
is pertinent to proving the case. 

Proof: By which what has been premised is 
established by reasons. 

Conclusion: In which there is stated briefly 
what is proved by the whole deduction. 55 

2. The Relational Syllogism 

O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales discussed a type of 

55 • d J "M' • 0 Prentice A. Mea or, r., inucian, _g 
Epicheiremes: An Introduction and A Translation," Speech 
Monographs, XXXI (March, 1964), 56. 
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syllogism which is capable of logical validity despite the 

fact that it commits the four term fallacy of traditional 

1 . 56 ogic. Quoting the logician Bode, they explained the 

nature of the relational syllogism: 

Certain inferences that deal with quantitative 
relations give valid conclusions, in spite of 
the fact that they seem to violate the rules 
of the syllogism. The following are examples: 

I 
A is greater than B; 
Bis greater than C; 
. •. A is greater than C. 

II 
A is north of B; 
Bis north of C; 
. •. A is north of C. 

In form these arguments are exactly the same as: 
A is the landlord of B; 
Bis the landlord of C; 
. •. A is the landlord of C. 

Yet this latter conclusion does not follow from 
the premises. All of these syllogisms, it will 
be noticed, have four terms. What requires 
explanation, therefore, is the fact that, in 
spite of this apparent irregularity, it is 
possible to draw valid conclusions when the 
subject-matter concerns relations of quantity. 

The explanation of this fact is, in brief, 
that the valid conclusions are possible because 
they rest upon a true major premise which does 
not appear in the argument. If A is north of B, 
and Bis north of C, we can infer the relation 
of A and C, because we are familiar with the 

56
It should be noted that a second author, Nichols, 

discussed the relational syllogism. His description is not 
considered here since he did not classify it as deductive 
argument. 



nature of the space relations. To state the 
law or the generalization which underlies the 
inference is a matter of some difficulty. 
According to some writers the inference, in 
correct syllog·istic form, would read about like 
this: 

Whatever is north of that which is north 
of another is north of that other; 
A is something that is north of that 
which is north of C; 
. •. A is north of C . 
. This relationship is peculiar to the realm 

of quantity, and so the recognition of this 
relationship enables us to make inferences in 
this realm which have no precise parallel in 
other fields.57 

3. The So:tites 
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Variously called a chain of reasoning, a chain of 

syllogisms, or a chain of enthymemes, the sorites was dis-

d . . h k 58 cusse in eig t wor s. The statement by Baird is 

typical: 

[The sorites is] made up of a series of abbre­
viated syllogisms.or elliptical arguments. The 
conclusion of one syllogism becomes a premise 
for the next one, so that the result is a chain 
of reasoning. 59 

57
0 1 Neill, Laycock, and Scales, op. cit., 

pp. 134-35. 

58
The authors discussing the sorites were Babcock 

and Powell, Baird, Crocker, Ewbank and Auer, Foster, 
Freeley, O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, and Winans and 
Utterback. 

59
Baird, op. cit., pp. 153-54. 
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O'Neill, Laycock, and Scales, quoting Bode, 

described the inferential relationship involved in the 

sorites when they noted that 11 the two terms of the con­

clusion are united through the mediation of more than one 

. . . ..60 intervening or connecting term. 

4. The Dilemma 

The dilemma, an argument uniquely suited to argu­

mentation and debate, was discussed in four works. 61 

Babcock and Powell noted that the dilemma "consists in so 

welding together a hypothetical and disjunctive syllogism 

that alternatives are propounded, one of which must be 

accepted and found disagreeable. 

by Kruger is more specific: 

.. 62 The statement 

In the dilemma form of argument, the major con­
sists of two hypothetical premises ("If P, then 
R 11 and if 11 Q then S. 11

); the minor consists of 
an alternative-disjunct ("Either P or Q11

); and 
the conclusion consists of the other alternative 
disjunct ("Therefore, either R or S."). 63 

60
0 1 Neill, Laycock, and Scales, op. cit., p. 133. 

61A h d' • th d'l B b k d ut ors iscussing e i emma were a coc an 
Powell, Ewbank and Auer, Kruger, and Winans and Utterback. 

62 
Babcock and Powell, op. cit., p. 144. 

63 
Kruger, op. cit., p. 225. 
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E. Conclusion 

This chapter was concerned with an examination of 

the nature of deductive argument. Particular attention 

was given to the definitions, subclassifications, and 

prevalent methods of evaluating the traditional syllogism 

and the enthymeme. Further, four special types of deduc­

tive argument were considered: (1) the epicheireme; 

(2) the relational syllogism; (3) the sorites; and (4) the 

dilemma. 

The authors were in agreement that deductive argu­

ment proceeds from a known or assumed general truth to a 

conclusion about some particular contained within the 

initial generalization. The structural certainty of the 

deductive argument was emphasized. 

An examination of the traditional syllogism 

revealed agreement among the authors that the syllogism 

consists of three propositions so related as to logically 

warrant the inference of the last proposition from the 

first two. The syllogism's exclusive concern with formal 

validity, and its consequent indifference toward subject 

matter, was stressed in most of the works. The authors were 

substantially agreed on three subcategories of syllogistic 



argument: 
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(1) the categorical syllogism; (2) the hypo-

thetical syllogism; and (3) the disjunctive syllogism. 

The categorical syllogism was universally defined 

as one in which the major premise represents an unqualified 

proposition. Five prevalent rules for determining validity 

were discussed: (1) The categorical syllogism must contain 

three and only three terms; (2) The middle term must be 

distributed in at least one of the premises; (3) A term 

must not be distributed in the conclusion unless it is dis­

tributed in one of the premises; (4) A valid conclusion 

cannot be inferred from two negative premises; and (5) If 

one premise is negative, the conclusion must be negative. 

There was agreement among the authors that the 

hypothetical syllogism is one in which the major premise 

states what will happen (the consequent) provided certain 

prescribed conditions are fulfilled (the antecedent). Two 

prevalent rules for validity were: (1) If the minor 

premise affirms the consequent, no valid conclusion may be 

inferred; and (2) If the minor premise denies the ante­

cedent, no valid conclusion may be inferred. 

There was substantial agreement that the disjunc­

tive syllogism utilizes a major premise which sets forth 
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alternative possibilities (disjuncts). Two prevalent rules 

were observed: (1) The major premise of the disjunctive 

syllogism must include all possible alternatives; and 

(2) The alternatives presented in the major premise must 

be mutually exclusive. 

There was no consensus among the authors on the 

definition of an enthymeme. Seven different descriptions 

were apparent: (1) The enthymeme is a syllogism with a 

suppressed premise; (2) The enthymeme is a syllogism, 

admitting of formal deficiency, which is based on proba­

bility rather than certainty; (3) The enthymeme is a 

probable syllogism, allowing formal invalidity, which is 

useful for conveying psychological as well as logical 

appeals; (4) The enthymeme is a syllogism the premises of 

which may be certain or probable, the structure of which 

may be formally invalid and the function of which is to 

convey psychological as well as logical proof; (5) The 

enthymeme is a syllogism which achieves its function of 

rhetorical persuasion through the joint efforts of speaker 

and audience; (6) The enthymeme is a logically valid syllo­

gism based on universal probabilities rather than universal 

absolutes; and (7) The enthymeme is a personal judgment 
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cast into the structure of argument. Three subclassifica-

tions of the enthyrneme were observed: (1) first, second, 

and third order enthyrnemes; (2) categorical, hypothetical, 

and disjunctive enthyrnemes; and (3) causal, sign, example, 

and analogical enthyrnemes. Methods of evaluating enthy-

memes received little attention in the literature. The 

authors who referred to testing procedures suggested that 

the rules for validity applicable to the syllogism proper 

should be used to test the enthyrneme. 

There was consensus on the nature of the four 

special types of deductive argument considered. The 

epicheireme was described as a syllogistic form in which 

explicit proof is offered to support the major and minor 

premises. The relational argument was defined as a valid 

four term syllogism dealing with quantitative relations 

rather than the traditional subject-predicate classifica­

tions. The sorites was discussed as a series of abbre­

viated or eliptical syllogisms. Finally the dilemma was 

defined as a syllogistic form with a major premise con­

sisting of two hypothetical propositions and a disjunctive 

minor premise. 



CHAPTER V 

THE NATURE OF ARGUMENT: 

NON-TRADITIONAL FORMS 

Several types of arguments which do not fall into 

the classical dichotomy of induction and deduction were 

discussed in various works. Although not common to the 

literature, no analysis would be complete without the 

inclusion of these forms. Two broad categories of such 

arguments were observed. The first, employing both 

inductive and deductive processes, included: (1) argument 

from analogy; (2) argument from causal relation; and 

(3) argument from hypothesis. The second category con­

sisted of arguments which employ modes of inference not 

found either in formal logic or in the philosophy of 

science: (1) argument from explanation or implication; 

(2) argument from authority or testimony; (3) argument 

from motivation; and (4) argument from statistics. 

The tests for these non-traditional types are not 

reported since there was no basis for determining prevalent 

120 
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tests. In several instances, certain arguments were dis-

cussed by only one author. 

A. Argument Employing Both Inductive 
and Deductive Inference 

1. Argument from Analogy 

Argument from analogy was described as a form 

employing both inductive and deductive inferences in three 

1 
works. Defining analogy as a comparison of objects or 

relations, Baird suggested: 

Although argument from resemblance concentrates 
upon specific relationships [or instances] and 
its conclusion is a specific one, it nevertheless 
assumes a general proposition which makes possible 
the reasoning. The arguer who resorts to analogy 
really places his concrete items for comparison 
in a general field or order system. He then 
assumes that all objects in that field have cer­
tain characteristics in common. Thus the 
development of his argument, if fully examined, 

1
Authors considering analogy as an inductive­

deductive type were Baird, Kruger, and Winans and 
Utterback. It should be noted that one other author, 
Nichols, treated analogy similarly. Defining analogy as 
comparison for relevant similarities, he considered analogy 
to be the only kind of argument. As such, his concept of 
analogy variously involved what is traditionally called 
inductive and/or deductive inference. Thus, Nichols' 
analogical argument, while similar, is not the same kind 
of argument from analogy considered in this section. 



would involve first, induction (specific to the 
general), and second, deduction (general to the 
specific) . 2 
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Baird outlined two methods of classifying analogical 

arguments: (1) figurative or literal: and (2) analogies of 

1 • h' 3 re ations or tings. Depending on whether the points com-

pared exhibit a causal relationship, Kruger classified 

analogical arguments as causal or descriptive. 4 Further 

he considered reductio ad absurdum, generally treated 

exclusively as a technique of refutation, as a type of 

analogical argument: 

Often ... analogies are used ... to demon­
strate the weakness, and by implication to urge 
the rejection, of a given principle. The use 
of analogy for this purpose is called "reductio 
ad absurdum. 11 More specifically, the reductio 
argument consists of discrediting another argu­
ment by showing the falseness, or absurdity, of 
its underlying premise. The absurdity is shown 
by applying the premise, or principle, to a 

2
A. Craig Baird, Argumentation, Discussion, and 

Debate (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1950), p. 130. 
Kruger seems to have considered both a comparison of rela­
tions and a comparison of objects to be legitimate 
analogical argument. Winans and Utterback defined it only 
as a comparison of objects. 

3
rbid., p. 131. 

4 
Arthur N. Kruger, Modern Debate (New York: 

McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1960), p. 181. 



situation analogous to that dealt with in the 
argument being discredited. 5 

2. Argument from Causal Relation 
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Only one author, Baird, considered causal argument 

to involve both inductive and deductive inferences. He 

noted: 

What relation to generalization or induction 
has inference from causation? The process of 
causation is partly inductive because the phe­
nomena examined, like those of analogy, are 
regarded as instances or details or segments of 
a given area or field. In every case of causal 
reasoning a generalization is· implied. If, for 
example, the conclusion is drawn from a hot, dry 
summer that the region may become a dust bowl 
and that the crops may wither, the conclusion is 
based upon an implied generalization, namely, 
that whenever rain fails in Iowa, Nebraska, 
Oklahoma, or related regions, during June or 
July the corn and other crops shrivel, and the 
warm wind blows up a dust storm. 

This generalization becomes a major premise 
of a syllogism, the conclusion of which is made 
up of a specific statement, the consequent or 

6 effect. . 

The types outlined by Baird were: (1) cause to 

effect; (2) effect to cause; and (3) effect to effect. 

3. Argument from Hypothesis 

Argument from hypothesis, sometimes called argument 

S Ibid. , p. 18 7 . 

6 • d ·t Bair , op. ci ., p. 140. 
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from circumstantial evidence to an hypothesis, was dis­

cussed in two works. This kind of argument basically 

involves the inductive formulation of an hypothesis which 

describes or accounts for the existence of certain items 

of data which usually fall into unlike classes. The 

hypothesis then may be verified or confirmed by deductively 

relating the items in the evidence to the hypothesized 

principle. Although Hastings did not specifically label 

argument from hypothesis as an inductive-deductive type, 

his description of the argument clearly reveals that both 

types of inference are involved: 

The data may be two or three facts or more, and 
the conclusion is an event or pattern which 
would explain or account for those facts. If 
the conclusion is a formulation of a pattern or 
descriptive hypothesis ... then the data are 
related to it because they correspond to the 
pattern; without the condition of the pattern 
they would not occur .... The causal hypothesis 
... postulates an event which produces the 
data .... The warrant in argument from cir­
cumstantial evidence asserts that the data can 
be accounted for by the conclusion and so the 
conclusion is probably true. 7 

Kruger outlined essentially the same definition; 

7 Glen E. Mills, Reason In Controversy (Boston: 
Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1964), p. 144. 
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like Hastings, he suggested that hypothesis could follow 

a descriptive or causal pattern. 8 

B. Argument Employing Unestablished 
Modes of Inference 

1. Argument from Explanation 

Gladys Murphy Graham, in a 1925 article, outlined 

what she called "a new type of argument." Drawing exten-

sively from the logician Bernard Bosanquet, she explained 

argument from explanation or implication: 

Its plan is simply to portray· a situation which 
gradually, of itself, without compulsion or 
contention on the part of the speaker, through 
the compelling power of a developing situation 
makes evident to the mind of the hearer the 
necessity of one certain solution. The method 
is not in the orthodox and generally accepted 
sense argumentative; rather it is that of 
exposition with a goodly dash or narration and 
description. Technically it does not argue; it 
merely sets forth--yet slowly, definitely as it 
proceeds, the lines of descriptive development 

8
rt should be noted that Kruger, op. cit., p. 150, 

stated that "hypothesis is actually deductive reasoning" 
but "because of the emphasis in this type of reasoning is 
on empirical data and truth, as it is in inductive 
reasoning ... hypothesis is studied as a form of induc­
tive reasoning." Regardless the label he decided to use, 
his discussion of hypothesis dictated the 11 inductive­
deductive 11 label applied in this paper. Perhaps the con­
fusion concerning the classification of argument from 
hypothesis can be traced to the substantial disagreement 
which characterizes works in philosophy on the subject. 



begin to converge and it becomes compellingly 
evident to each thinking mind that such a set 
of conditions implies, necessitates, one thing, 
the conclusion toward which an approach has 
been, from the beginning, being made. It is 
argument in a very true sense, its aim is to 
convince and persuade, yet it is argument of 
which exposition, narration and description 
are handmaidens . 

. . . It must be noted that the foundation 
principle of the method under discussion is the 
conception of a true whole as a system, a con­
struction in which things not only are but 
belong together, in which, given certain parts, 
others can be read off from them. Just as, 
when all the parts of a puzzle save one have 
been fitted together, the exact shape and size 
of the remaining part are predetermined ... so 
situations form systems, wholes in which the 
parts have the characteristic of pointing beyond 
themselves, of implying a new factor.9 
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O'Neill and McBurney, describing the inferential 

relationship involved in explanation, suggested it is 

essentially different from that employed in induction and 

deduction: 

That the methods of Confirmation and those of 
Explanation are quite different is readily 
apparent. The question now to be considered is 
whether the difference between these two forms 
of argument is one of method only. Are there 
any differences in the nature of the inferences 
involved? The inferences employed in Confirma­
tion are frequently referred to as linear 

9 
Gladys Murphy Graham, 11The Natural Procedure in 

Argument, 11 The Quarterly Journal of Speech Education, XI 
(November, 1925), 321, 327. 



inference. This linear conception of inference, 
which is that of the syllogism and generaliza­
tion from recurrent particulars, we wish now to 
distinguish from a theory of inference known as 
implication. Implication has been defined [by 
Bosanquet] as "the connection between terms or 
sets of terms in virtue of a common nature which 
binds them into parts within a continuous system 
such that you can tell from one or more parts of 
it what the other parts of it, or some of them, 
are and how they are behaving." This, we feel, 
is the essence of the inferences in Explanation. 
It consists of a juxtaposition of the original 
data connected with the proposition, and out of 
the necessities which impose themselves when 
these data are thus arranged and exhibited to 
the audience arises a datum--a premise which par­
takes of the nature of conclusion and is so 
accepted by the hearers. Bosanquet, who speaks 
of this as "the natural procedure in argument" 
states, "I believe that the natural method of 
opening the case descriptively, and placing the 
reader or hearer within the system which is the 
development of our subject, not merely follows 
an instinct of common sense, but is a well 
grounded logical procedure and ultimately 
fundamentai. 10 

2. Argument from Authority 
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Discussed in three works, argument from authority 

was defined by Hastings as a way "of supporting a con­

clusion ... by quoting a person, hopefully an authority, 

10
James Milton O'Neill and James Howard McBurney, 

The Working Principles of Argument (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1932), pp. 164-65. One other work, 
McBurney, O'Neill, and Mills' text, discussed argument from 
explanation. 
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who says that the conclusion is true. 1111 Ehninger and 

Brockreide noted that "the purpose of an authoritative 

proof is to verify the credibility of the source. 

The third author, Baird, outlined essentially the same 

interpretation of argument from authority. All pointed 

out that the conclusion of an authoritative argument 

.. 12 

simply reiterates the statement appearing in the evidence 

as qualified by the degree of credibility attributed to 

the source. 

3. Argument from Motivation 

Argument from motivation was described in three 

13 
works. Ehninger and Brockreide explained the function 

of this type of argument: 

Writers in the field of speech have long 
persisted in distinguishing between the so-called 
"logical mode" of proof, which emphasizes evi­
dence and argument, and the so-called "emotional 
mode, 11 which emphasizes the motives, values, and 

11Mi"lls, ·t 138 op. Cl . , p. . 

12
Douglas Ehninger and Wayne Brockreide, Decision 

by Debate (New York: Dodd, Mead, and Company, 1963), 
p. 158. 

13
The authors discussing argument from motivation 

were Ehninger and Brockreide, Nichols, and O'Neill and 
McBurney. 



emotions of the listener. Such writers have 
generally excluded the emotional mode from 
their treatment of argumentation and have dis­
cussed it only as a part of the study of 
persuasion. 

What we are calling motivational proof, 
however, is not only appropriately considered 
as a part of the instrument of proof employed 
in argumentation, but a necessary part. The 
warrant [inference] of a motivational proof 
states that a certain set of emotions, values, 
or motives can direct the behaviour of the 
persons to which the proof is addressed .... 

The question is not whether the "emotional 
mode" of proof is best included or excluded, 
but whether substantive, authoritative, and 
motivational proofs are all to be employed 
critically or uncritically. The use of snap 
judgment or blind appeals to prejudice, desire, 
or emotion should have no place in debate. 14 

O'Neill and McBurney outlined a method for the 

arguer to follow in using motivational argument: 

We may point out now that [argument from] 
motivation involves two great problems for the 
persuader: (1) He must awaken and intensify 
desire: and (2) He must associate this desire 
with the proposition he is arguing. 15 

4. Argument from Statistics 
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Ehninger and Brockreide defined what they called 

statistical proof as "a ... procedure [for] validating 

14 h • • • 162 E ninger and Brockreide, op. cit., p. . 

15
0 1 Neill and McBurney, op. cit., p. 198. 
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the method of interpreting ... statistical information. 1116 

Further clarifying the nature of argument from statistics, 

they noted: 

The student must distinguish between statistical 
proof and other substantive proofs that utilize 
statistical evidence. The purpose of a statis­
tical proof is to verify statistical data so 
they may be employed as evidence in substantive 
proofs. 17 

Three types of statistical arguments and the tests 

appropriate for evaluating each were discussed: (1) count-

ing and measuring; (2) comparison; and (3) central tenden-

cies. 

Counting and measuring they defined as "counting 

the units of some 'population' or measuring its magni-

18 tude. 11 The authors discussed two types of statistical 

comparison: (1) simple comparison; and (2) percentages. 

The simple comparison was described as an argument 

involving "the claim that Xis the same as, more than, or 

less than Y. 1119 Concerning percentages, they noted: 

16 h • k • d • t 148 E ninger and Broe rei e, op. ci ., p. . 

17
Ibid. 

18
Ibid., p. 149. 

19 
Ibid. , p. 151. 



Percentages are a particular kind of comparison, 
a quantified one. Instead of utilizing such 
expressions as "larger than" or "smaller than," 
a percentage states the quantitative magnitude 
of one of them in relation to another ... _20 
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The final type of statistical argument discussed was con­

cerned with verifying a determination of central tendency. 

Although the authors did not define central tendency, they 

did discuss three methods for measuring it: mean, median, 

and mode: 

The mean is a figure obtained by dividing the 
sum of a series of items by the number of items. 
The median is a figure so chosen that half of 
the items in a series are on one side of it and 
half are on the other. The mode is that item 
that occurs in a series most often .... 21 

C. Conclusion 

This chapter was concerned with an examination of 

certain non-traditional types of argument found in several 

of the works examined. Particular attention was given to 

the nature of: (1) arguments employing both inductive and 

deductive inference, specifically, analogy, causal rela­

tion, and hypothesis; and (2) arguments employing unestab­

lished modes of inference, notably, explanation, authority, 

20
rbid., p. 152. 

21
Ibid., p. 153. 
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motivation, and statistics. 

The inductive-deductive analogy involves an 

examination of a specific instance followed by an inductive 

generalization that the conditions obtaining in the spe­

cific are applicable to all instances in the general field 

of inquiry, and finally a deductive inference that analo­

gous conditions apply to a second specific lying within 

the field. No unique subclassifications for this type of 

analogical argument were observed. 

Argument from causal relation was defined as the 

examination of a specific cause followed by an inductive 

generalization that whenever the specific cause appears, 

a given effect will always follow. This generalization 

then is used as a major premise from which to deductively 

infer that a specific effect results from the cause 

originally examined. No unique types were noted. 

Argument from hypothesis involves the inductive 

formulation of an hypothesis which accounts for or explains 

the existence of certain items of evidence which usually 

fall into unlike classes. The hypothesis may then be con­

firmed by deductively relating it to the items in the 

evidence. Two types were discussed: (1) causal hypothesis; 
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and (2) descriptive hypothesis. 

Argument from explanation involves the arrangement 

of explanatory propositions into a descriptive system which 

implies but one conclusion. 

The several authors discussing argument from 

authority agreed that it is the process of proving a con­

clusion by reference to an authoritative source. The pur­

pose of the argument was assumed to be the verification of 

the source's qualifications. 

Argument from motivation consists of using motives, 

emotions, and values as evidence from which to draw con­

clusions. 

Argument from statistics was discussed as a 

procedure for verifying statistical data. Three types of 

statistical arguments were discussed: (1) counting and 

measuring; (2) comparison; and (3) central tendencies. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND INFERENCES 

This study involved an analysis of the treatment 

of argument by selected authors in the field of speech, 

specifically in the area of argumentation and debate. The 

purposes were to examine in detail definitions of argument 

and the treatment of the nature of argument~ and to compare 

and contrast the definitions and development of the nature 

of argument to determine whether prevalent concepts exist. 

From the research reported in this study, certain conclu­

sions and inferences may be drawn. 

In Chapter II the basic concept of argument was 

examined. Several observations evolved from this examina­

tion. First, the basic philosophy of certain authors 

regarding the concept of argument was difficult to delin­

eate since more than one description of the concept 

appeared in their works. Second, no theoretical agreement 

on the fundamental concept of argument was found in those 

works which contained clear-cut discussions of the concept. 

134 
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Three prevalent concepts of argument were observed. 

Several works described argument as a logical structure 

consisting of evidence, inference, and conclusion. 

Argument was defined in a significant number of works 

as a dynamic process of reasoning or inference. In 

several works, argument was regarded as a form of per­

suasion, closely akin to, if not synonymous with, argu­

mentation. 

The nature of inductive argument was discussed 

in Chapter III. Arguments from generalization, causal 

relation, sign, analogy, and parallel case were examined. 

In Chapter IV the nature of deductive argument was 

explored. The categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive 

forms of the traditional syllogism, along with the enthy­

meme, were discussed in detail. In addition, several 

special types of deductive argument were considered. 

From the research and subsequent analysis of these 

traditional forms of argument, several conclusions may be 

drawn. 

First, it was observed that the authors generally 

agreed on the basic nature of both inductive and deductive 

argument. Differences in opinion, however, became apparent 
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in the discussions of the various types of each form of 

argument. 

More disagreement than agreement was found con­

cerning the definitions of inductive types. The authors 

generally were agreed on the definitions of argument from 

generalization and argument from causal relation. There 

was no consensus, however, among the authors concerning 

argument from sign and argument from analogy. 

Considerable agreement was found in the discussions 

of deduction. Virtually unanimous agreement on the defini­

tions of the categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive 

syllogistic forms was found, making these types the most 

consistently treated concepts encountered by the writer in 

this study. The enthymeme, however, was easily the most 

controversial concept observed in the literature, being 

defined in seven different ways in the works surveyed. 

Interestingly, five of the seven definitions were found in 

professional journals, most of which were published since 

the middle of the 1950's. A possible reason for the 

interesting juxtaposition of theoretical consistency and 

inconsistency on such closely related concepts as the 

syllogism and the enthymeme can be found in Aristotle's 
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original treatment of the two concepts. All of the 

research done by the writer seems to indicate that, while 

Aristotle gave the syllogism a systematic and consistent 

analysis in his works, his treatment of the enthymeme was 

at best fragmentary and confusing. This fact could explain 

the marked inconsistency with which the enthymeme is 

treated in works in speech. 

Another observation relevant to the treatment of 

both induction and deduction by writers in speech concerns 

the ambiguous and confusing use of the terms "probability" 

and 11 certainty." It frequently was difficult to determine 

whether the term "probable" referred to material proba­

bility, i.e. contingent subject matter, or to formal 

probability, i.e. structural deficiency, or to both. Con­

versely, the term "certain 11 usually could be interpreted 

as referring to true or assumed subject matter, or to 

necessary logical relationships, or to both. The two terms 

were used freely and defined rarely. If defined at all, 

the definition was usually too vague to be of much value 

in enlightening the reader. This confusing terminology 

was particularly evident in discussions of the enthymeme. 

One final observation about inductive and deductive 
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argument concerns the epicheireme, a variation of the 

traditional syllogism which provides for explicit proof of 

both the major and minor premises. This type of argument 

was not discussed in any of the textbook literature and 

was described in only one article appearing in a profes­

sional journal. Thus, the concept is clearly not an 

integral part of modern argumentative theory. Notwith­

standing this fact, the epicheireme seems, in this writer's 

view, to offer the practitioner of argumentation and debate 

a potentially more useful instrument of argumentation than 

does the traditional syllogism, which was almost univer­

sally discussed in the literature. Because it allows for 

explicit proof rather than the assumption of the truth of 

its premises, the epicheireme appears to be far better 

suited to the kind of argumentation encountered in debate 

than is the syllogism. 

This study revealed several non-traditional types 

of argument. Chapter V includes an analysis of analogy, 

cause, and hypothesis as arguments employing both inductive 

and deductive modes of inference. In addition, certain 

works included arguments involving inferential relation­

ships not found either in formal or inductive logic. 
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These, too, were considered in Chapter V. Included in this 

category were arguments from explanation, authority, 

motivation, and statistics. It should be noted that, while 

effort was made to describe and to justify argument from 

explanation as a type involving an inferential relationship 

different from that employed in the traditional forms of 

argument, little effort was made to describe the nature of 

the inferential relationships involved in arguments from 

authority, motivation, or statistics. Furthermore, no 

attempt was made to prove that these latter forms were 

arguments proper (conceived broadly here as a process 

involving logical inference), as opposed to useful struc­

tures for critical verification and evaluation. 

The above conclusions evolved from a consideration 

of certain specific aspects of the nature and treatment of 

argument. Certain inferences, more general in nature, 

emerge from this study and from the preliminary research 

which was done in preparation for the study. 

The material on the definition and nature of 

argument found in the works examined was almost completely 

descriptive rather than analytical or justificatory. That 

the material presented in textbooks should be largely 
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descriptive is an elementary observation. However, one 

would expect to find many of the concepts described in the 

textbooks philosophically examined and, if necessary, 

theoretically justified in the professional journals. An 

exhaustive examination of the three major publications of 

the Speech Association of America and the two journals 

which have been published by The American Forensic Asso­

ciation, spanning the period 1915-1966, revealed only 

eleven articles dealing with the nature of argument. More­

over, two of those articles were descriptive rather than 

analytical. 

A related but different problem concerning 

theoretical justification was found in the several texts 

which contained discussions of types of argument for which 

there is no precedent either in formal logic or in the 

philosophy of science. With only one or two exceptions, 

no effort was made by the author, either in the preface, 

the text, or the footnotes, to justify those as legitimate 

forms. 

It, thus, seems apparent that there is a rather 

significant absence of theoretical foundation for the 

materials on argument which are presented in the literatureft 
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Perhaps this indicates a need for more attention to 

scholarly theorizing and less to the writing and publica­

tion of descriptive manuals, of which there now exists a 

generous supply. 

Further, it should be noted that writers in 

argumentation and debate generally appear to be far more 

influenced by other writers in speech than by logical 

theorists. An examination of the footnotes and collateral 

reading lists in the texts included in this study revealed 

nearly four times as many references to works in speech as 

to works in philosophy. Moreover, nearly one-half of the 

citations in philosophy referred to three authors-­

Aristotle, Mill, and Toulmin. 

The final general observation which has been 

implicit throughout this chapter is that, generally speak­

ing, no consistent body of argumentative theory was found 

in the works providing the basis of this study. While more 

agreement than disagreement was found concerning many con­

cepts, substantial disparity of opinion was apparent. 

The research reported in this thesis clearly 

indicates the need for further investigation of the concept 

and nature of argument. Particularly apparent is the need 
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for studies which attempt to provide a sounder theoretical 

framework for the concept and nature of argument. Such 

studies might profitably examine specific concepts or 

theories of argument, giving intensive consideration to 

the basic nature of major concepts and attempting to 

postulate logical and rhetorical justifications for the 

unestablished or disputed concepts. 

Another study which logically could be projected 

from the immediate one is a comparative analysis of the 

treatment of the nature of argument by works in speech and 

in philosophy. This could lead to more definitive conclu­

sions concerning the extent to which the rhetorician has 

borrowed theory from the logician, the degree to which he 

has adapted certain theories to the needs of the public 

speaker, and the manner in which such adaptation has taken 

place. 

An analysis of the underlying reasons for agreement 

or disagreement among the writers on the major concepts 

discussed in this report would add significantly to the 

literature. A study of such controversial concepts as the 

enthymeme and argument from sign would be particularly 

valuable. 
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Another study might examine the usefulness of the 

epicheireme as an instrument of argumentation. Perhaps a 

comparative analysis of the epicheireme and the syllogism 

would help to determine whether the epicheireme should 

remain a novelty of later antiquity or be included in 

modern argumentative theory. 

The totality of research reported in this thesis 

suggests that experimental study of the use of argument 

would be valuable. Experimentation designed to compare 

the functions of argument when used as a rhetorical, rather 

than a purely logical, device could well result in the 

development of theories of argument unique to the field 

of speech. 

The research reported in this thesis provides, at 

best, a descriptive base from which other studies may be 

projected. Perhaps the primary value of the study is that 

it clearly exposes the great need for further research in 

the area of argumentative theory. It seems reasonable to 

assume that only after matters of theoretical agreement 

and disagreement among the authors are analyzed in detail, 

and experimental and philosophical studies are conducted 



144 

on the nature of argument as a rhetorical device, can a 

truly consistent body of argumentative theory be con­

structed in the field of speech. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Books 

Angell, Richard B. Reasoning and Logic. New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1964. 

Aristotle. The Organon. Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1938. 

Babcock, Robert Weston, and Powell, John Henderson. How 
To Debate. Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott Com­
pany, 1923. 

Baird, A. Craig. Argumentation, Discussion, and Debate. 
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1950. 

Barker, Stephen F. The Elements of Logic. New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1965. 

Beardsley, Monroe C. Practical Logic. New York: 
Prentice-Hall, 1950. 

Black, Max. Critical Thinking. 2d ea. New York: 
Prentice-Hall, 1952. 

Bochenski, I. M. Ancient Formal Logic. Amsterdam: North­
Holland Publishing Company, 1951. 

A History of Formal Logic. Translated and 
edited by Ivo Thomas. Notre Dame: University of 
Notre Dame Press, 1961. 

Bode, Boyd Henry. An Outline of Logic. New York: 
H. Holt and Company, 1910. 

Bogoslovsky, Boris Basil. The Technique of Controversy. 
New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1928. 

145 



Bosanquet, Bernard. Logic. 2d ed. London: Oxford 
University Press, 1931. 

146 

Braden, Waldo W., and Brandenburg, Earnest. Oral Decision­
Making. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1955. 

Bradley, Francis Herbert. 
2d _ed. revised. 
1922. 

The Principles of Logic. 
London: Oxford University Press, 

Brembeck, Winston Lamont, and Howell, William Smiley. 
Persuasion. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1952. 

Capp, Glenn R., and Capp, Thelma Robuck. Principles of 
Argumentation and Debate. Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965. 

Chapman, Frank Miller, and Henle, Paul. The Fundamentals 
of Logic. New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
1933. 

Cohen, Morris R., and Nagel, Ernest. 
Logic and Scientific Method. 
Brace and Company, 1934. 

An Introduction to 
New York: Harcourt, 

Copi, Irving M. Introduction to Logic. New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1953. 

Courtney, Luther W., and Capp, Glenn R. Practical 
Debating. Chicago: J.B. Lippincott Company, 
1949. 

Creighton, James Edwin. An Introductory Logic. 5th ed. 
revised. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1932. 

Crocker, Lionel. Argumentation and Debate. New York: 
American Book Company, 1944~ 

Eaton, Ralph Monroe. General Logic. New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1931. 



147 

Ehninger, Douglas, and Brockreide, Wayne. Decision by 
Debate. New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1963. 

Ewbank, Henry Lee, and Auer, J. Jeffery. Discussion and 
Debate. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 
1941 . 

. Discussion and Debate. 2d ed. New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1951. 

Freeley, Austin J. Argumentation and Debate. 
San Francisco: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1961. 

Argumentation and Debate. 2d ed. Belmont, 
California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 
1966. 

Foster, William Trufant. 
2d ed. revised. 
1917. 

Argumentation and Debating. 
Boston: ·Houghton Mifflin Company, 

Frye, Albert Myrton, and Levi, Albert William. Rational 
Belief. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 
1941. 

Huber, Robert B. Influencing Through Argument. New York: 
David McKay Company, Inc., 1963. 

Jevons, W. s. Elementary Lessons in Logic. Revised 
edition. London: The Macmillan Company, 1903. 

Johnson, W. E. Loqic. 3 vols. New York: Dover Publica­
tions, Inc., 1964. 

Joseph, H. W. B. An Introduction to Logic. 2d ed. 
revised. Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1916. 

Kneale, William, and Kneale, Marthao The Development of 
Logic. Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1964. 

Kruger, Arthur N. Modern Debate. New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, Inc., 1960. 



148 

Little, Winston W., Wilson, W. Harold, and Moore, W. Edgar. 
Applied Logic. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 
1955. 

Lotze, Hermann. Logic. 3 vols. 2d ed. translated and 
edited by Bernard Bosanquet. Oxford: The 
Clarendon Press, 1888. 

McBath, James H. (ed.) Argumentation and Debate. Revised 
edition. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
Inc., 1963. 

McBurney, James H., O'Neill, James M., and Mills, Glen E. 
Argumentation and Debate. Revised edition. 
New York: The Macmillan Company, 1951. 

McBurney, James H., and Mills, Glen E. Argumentation and 
Debate. 2d ed. New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1964. 

Mill, John Stuart. A System of Logic. Edited by Ernest 
Nagel. New York: Hafner Publishing Company, 1950. 

Mills, Glen E. Reason in Controversy. Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon, Inc., 1964. 

Minnick, Wayne C. The Art of Persuasion. Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1957. 

Minto, William. Logic: Inductive and Deductive. 
New York: Scribner, 1905. 

Nichols, Alan. Discussion and Debate. New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1941. 

Oliver, Robert T. The Psychology of Persuasive Speech. 
New York: Longmans, Green and Company, 1957. 

O'Neill, James Milton, and McBurney, James Howard. The 
Working Principles of Argument. New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1932. 



149 

O'Neill, James Milton, Laycock, Craven, and Scales, Robert 
Leighton. Argumentation and Debate. New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1917. 

Parker, Francis H., and Veatch, Henry B. Logic As A Human 
Instrument. New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 
1959. 

Peirce, Charles S. Essays In the Philosophy of Science. 
Edited by Vincent Tomas. Indianapolis: The 
Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1957. 

Potter, Davia (ea.). Argumentation and Debate. New York: 
The Dryden Press, 1954. 

Robinson, Daniel S. The Principles of Reasoning. 3d ea. 
New York: D. Appleton-Century Company, 1947. 

Ruby, Lionel. Logic/ An Introduction. Chicago: 
J.B. Lippincott Company, 1950. 

Stebbing, L. Susan. A Modern Introduction to Logic. 
New York: Humanities Press, 1933. 

Toulmin, Stephen Edelston. The Uses of Argument. 
Cambridge: The University Press, 1958. 

Whately, Richard. Elements of Rhetoric. Edited by Douglas 
Ehninger. Carbondale: Southern Illinois Univer­
sity Press, 1963. 

Winans, James A., and Utterback, William E. Argumentation. 
New York: The Century Company, 1930. 

Articles and Periodicals 

Bitzer, Lloyd F. "Aristotle's Enthymeme Revisited, 11 The 
Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLV (December, 1959), 
399-408. 



150 

Brockreide, Wayne, and Ehninger, Douglas. "Toulmin On 
Argument: An Interpretation and Application, ... 
The Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLVI (February, 
1960), 44-58. 

Fisher, Walter R. "Uses of the Enthymeme, 11 The Speech 
Teacher, XIII {September, 1964), 197-203. 

Goulding, Daniel J. "Aristotle's Concept of the 
Enthymeme, 11 Journal of the American Forensic 
Association, II {September, 1965), 104-08. 

Graham, Gladys Murphy. "Analogy--A Study in Proof and 
Persuasion Values," The Quarterly Journal of 
Speech, XIV (November, 1928), 534-42. 

"The Natural Procedure in Argument," The 
Quarterly Journal of Speech Education, XI 
(November, 1925), 219-37. 

McBurney, James H. "The Place of the Enthymeme in 
Rhetorical Theory," Speech Monographs, III (1936), 
49-74. 

Meador, Prentice A., Jr. "Minucian, On Epicheiremes: An 
Introduction and A Translation," Speech Monographs, 
XXXI (March, 1964), 54-63. 

Mudd, Charles s. "The Enthymeme and Logical Validity," 
The Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLV (December, 
1959), 409-14. 

Pence, Orville L. "The Concept and Function of Logical 
Proof In the Rhetorical System of Richard Whately," 
Speech Monographs, XX (March, 1953), 23-38. 

Wiley, Earl W. "The Enthymeme: Idiom of Persuasion," The 
Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLII (February, 
1956) / 19-24. 


	20240816110702_00001.pdf
	20240816132641_00001
	20240816134608_00001
	20240816140138_00001



