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Abstract: This article explores the role and significance of inductive reasoning in the
professional activity of legal practitioners. The application of inductive inference in law-making
and in addressing legal gaps is examined through methods such as analysis, synthesis,
comparison, and document analysis. The study provides a comprehensive overview of the role of
the inductive method in reasoning, examining its types—including complete and incomplete
induction, general (enumerative) induction, scientific induction—and their respective
methodologies within a complex approach. The article also highlights the importance of
identifying causal relationships in developing professional legal competencies.
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Introduction.

Reasoning—particularly the ability to draw conclusions—is a fundamental aspect of human
cognition. In everyday life as well as in science, individuals constantly engage in the process of
inference.

In legal practice, reasoning as a form of thought assumes special importance. For legal
professionals, the ability to derive new knowledge from established facts and evidence is crucial.
It facilitates the analysis of legal norms and their practical application in specific contexts. The
rational use of reasoning during decision-making processes plays a vital role in ensuring the
adoption of fair judgments and the protection of citizens' rights and freedoms. [1]

From this standpoint, the necessity of a scientific analysis of the concept and mechanisms of
reasoning becomes evident.

Reasoning is a form of thinking in which one or more judgments serve as the basis for deriving a
new judgment. This process is carried out through logical deliberation. The structure of
reasoning consists of propositions (judgments), which serve as premises. The new knowledge
derived from these premises constitutes the conclusion. Between the premises and the
conclusion, a specific logical relationship is established. [2]

Methodology.

The propositions that serve as the source of reasoning are referred to as premises. The new
proposition derived from these premises is regarded as the conclusion.

When classifying types of reasoning, the number of premises is taken into account first. If the
conclusion is derived from a single premise, the process is known as immediate inference. [3]

Based on the direction of thought, reasoning is typically divided into three categories:
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Deductive reasoning,
Inductive reasoning, and
Analogical reasoning.

The term induction is derived from the Latin word inductio, meaning “leading in” or “guiding.”
[4]

Inductive reasoning belongs to the category of mediate inference, as it derives new knowledge
indirectly.

Inductive reasoning is a logical operation in which attributes identified in individual objects are
generalized to all objects belonging to the same class. Its main feature lies in formulating
hypotheses based on the sequential study of phenomena and relying on observed facts.

In inductive reasoning, thought moves from the particular to the general. This type of reasoning
is closely associated with observation and experiment. Through the progression from individual
to particular and finally to general judgments, the logical patterns of inference are revealed.

Another essential characteristic of induction is that its conclusions are often probabilistic rather
than certain. Such probabilistic conclusions play an important role in legal practice, where
absolute certainty is rarely attainable, yet reasoned judgment must still be rendered. [5]

Logic distinguishes between two primary forms of inductive inference:
Complete induction,
Incomplete induction.

Complete induction refers to a type of reasoning in which a conclusion is drawn by examining
every member of a particular class of objects or phenomena. That is, conclusions are reached by
analyzing all elements of a set to determine a shared characteristic. For this kind of inference to
be valid, the objects or events under study must exhibit common or similar features. [6]

In complete induction, the conclusion is usually expressed through a universal proposition
asserting the presence (or absence) of a certain property across all members of a defined class.
Importantly, complete induction leads to definitive, non-probabilistic conclusions.

Example structure of complete induction:

S1 possesses property P;

Sa possesses property P;

S, possesses property P.

S1, S2, ..., S, together constitute class K.

Conclusion: All members of class K possess property P.
Results and Discussion.

Incomplete Induction and Its Logical-Scientific Foundations

Incomplete induction is a type of reasoning in which conclusions are drawn about all members of
a given class based on the examination of only some of its representatives. In such cases, the
knowledge obtained from a limited number of objects is extended to the entire group, and the
conclusion necessarily remains probabilistic.

By its nature, incomplete induction is often considered more flexible and broadly applicable than
complete induction. [7] It allows for conclusions to be drawn about a class or group of objects
and phenomena based on several known facts. However, deriving conclusions about unexamined
or unknown elements based on limited data is a complex logical process. Still, it often leads to
conclusions that are closer to the truth.
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In incomplete induction, only a subset of members of a defined group or class is examined, but
conclusions are generalized to include the entire group. For this reason, incomplete induction is
sometimes referred to as ampliative induction, since the conclusion typically contains more
information than is explicitly present in the premises.

The structure of incomplete induction can be formalized as follows:
Premises:

S:1 possesses property P;

Sz possesses property P;

S, possesses property P;

Si, S2, ..., Sy € class K.

Conclusion:

Probably, all members of class K possess property P.

According to the method of justification of the conclusion, incomplete induction is divided into
two main types:

Enumerative induction
Scientific induction
Enumerative Induction

Enumerative induction is primarily conducted through observation. It refers to a method in
which a specific feature is repeatedly observed in several members of a group (objects, events,
phenomena), and a conclusion is drawn that this feature is likely shared by all members of the

group. [8]
A key feature of enumerative induction is the assumption that there are no exceptions to the
observed pattern. However, enumerative induction does not always uncover the inner nature or

causal relationships of events and phenomena. For such purposes, scientific induction is more
appropriate.

Scientific Induction

Scientific induction is a form of reasoning in which conclusions are based on the causal
relationships between phenomena. All scientific disciplines aim to identify the causes of the
emergence, development, transformation, or cessation of events and phenomena. To understand
a phenomenon means to understand its origin and development — that is, its causes.

Causality (from the Latin causa — cause) is a necessary connection between two events or
phenomena, where, under certain conditions, one (the cause) gives rise to the other (the effect).
The concepts of cause and effect are interrelated: the occurrence of one event is dependent upon
the existence of another.

Causality represents an internal relationship between phenomena whereby, each time a given
cause is present, it is necessarily followed by its effect. The main characteristics of causality
include:

Universality of connection — nothing in existence arises without a cause;
Temporal sequence — the cause precedes the effect;

Necessity — the relationship is not arbitrary but essential;

Univocal correlation — a specific cause produces a specific effect.

In the context of legal reasoning, the universality of causation suggests that no legal situation or
dispute arises in complete isolation; rather, each legal conflict is directly or indirectly influenced
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by other phenomena. Thus, legal analysis must consider the complex interrelations between
multiple causes and effects. [9]

Temporal consistency in causation requires that legal gaps be examined from the standpoint of
what causes preceded the observed legal consequence. Similarly, in legislative drafting, the
relative positioning of time and the timely identification of emerging issues must be treated as a
priority.

The necessity of causation implies that an effect occurs only when the corresponding cause
exists. If the cause is absent, the effect cannot materialize. Therefore, in establishing causality, it
Is essential to eliminate those factors which precede the effect but do not bring it about.

Finally, the univocality of causation refers to the fact that a specific cause leads to a specific
effect. A change in the cause necessarily leads to a change in the effect. This property of
causality guides researchers to isolate only those phenomena that vary together, discarding
irrelevant variables.

Conclusion.

The scientific significance of inductive conclusions was first substantiated by Francis Bacon,
whose foundational ideas were later systematically developed by John Stuart Mill. Modern logic
recognizes several distinct methods of scientific induction, which are especially relevant in fields
that require the identification of causal relationships, including legal reasoning. [10]

1. Method of Agreement

This method holds that if two or more events share a common factor and produce the same
outcome, then the shared factor is likely the cause of the observed effect. The method is often
associated with systematic observation and is used to identify consistent patterns across separate
cases.

Formal structure:

When phenomena A, B, and C occur, event a follows.
When phenomena A, D, and E occur, event a also follows.
— Therefore, A is probably the cause of event a.

2. Method of Difference

This method assumes that if an event occurs in one case but does not occur in another, and all
other conditions are the same except for one differing factor, then that difference is the probable
cause of the event.

Formal structure:

In the presence of phenomena A, B, C, and D, event k occurs.
In the presence of A, B, and C only, event k does not occur.
— Therefore, D is probably the cause of event k.

3. Method of Concomitant Variation

This method is based on the observation that if a change in one phenomenon consistently
corresponds with a change in another, the first is likely the cause of the second. This approach is
especially useful when complete elimination of variables is not possible.

Formal structure:
Changes in A, B, and C correlate directly with changes in a.
— Therefore, A (or A in combination with B and C) is likely the cause of a.
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4. Method of Residues

According to this method, if a part of the effect can be explained by known causes, then the
remaining part of the effect must be attributed to an unknown cause, which can be logically
inferred.

Formal structure:

The joint occurrence of A and B produces effects a and b.

If B is known to produce b,

— Then A is likely responsible for a.

Conclusion: The Practical Importance of Inductive Reasoning in Legal Professions

Based on the above methods and logical structures, it can be concluded that inductive reasoning
plays a critical role in the professional activities of legal practitioners. In particular:

In legislative drafting, both complete and incomplete induction can be applied to develop and
refine legal bills, by generalizing from specific legal cases, practices, or social realities.

In addressing legal gaps, methods of causal analysis—such as the methods of agreement,
difference, concomitant variation, residue, and statistical generalization—can be employed to
systematically identify underlying causes and propose effective normative responses.

Thus, mastering inductive reasoning techniques is essential for legal professionals engaged in
law-making, legal interpretation, and judicial decision-making. These logical tools allow for
sound generalizations, better policy design, and more accurate resolution of legal uncertainties
based on empirical and reasoned analysis.
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