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Phase 2: Adding Inductive 
Reasoning to Deductive 
Research

As we noted above, inductive research begins 
with specific data, which are then used to develop 
(induce) a general explanation (a theory) to 
account for the data. Another way to think of this 
process is represented in Exhibit 2.6. In deduc-
tive research, reasoning from specific premises 
results in a conclusion that a theory is supported, 
but in inductive research, the identification of 
similar empirical patterns results in a generaliza-
tion about some social process.

As we noted, inductive reasoning often enters 
into deductive research when we find unexpected 
patterns, called anomalous or serendipitous 
findings, in the data we have collected for testing 
a hypothesis.

The domestic violence research took an 
inductive turn when Sherman and the other 
researchers began trying to make sense of the 
differing patterns in the data collected in the 
different cities. Could systematic differences in 
the samples or in the implementation of arrest 
policies explain the differing outcomes? Or was 
the problem an inadequacy in the theoretical 
basis of their research? Was deterrence theory 
really the best way to explain the patterns in the 
data they were collecting?

Pate and Hamilton (1992) found that indi-
viduals who were married and employed were 
deterred from repeat offenses by arrest, but indi-
viduals who were unmarried and unemployed 
were actually more likely to commit repeat 
offenses if they were arrested. What could explain 
this empirical pattern? The researchers turned to control theory, which predicts that having a “stake in conformity” 
(resulting from inclusion in social networks at work or in the community) decreases a person’s likelihood of commit-
ting crimes (Toby, 1957). The implication is that people who are employed and married are more likely to be deterred 
by the threat of arrest than are those without such stakes in conformity. And this is indeed what the data revealed.

Now the researchers had traversed the research circle almost three times, a process perhaps better described as a 
spiral (see Exhibit 2.7). The first two times, the researchers had traversed the research circle in a deductive, hypothesis-
testing way. They started with theory and then deduced and tested hypotheses. The third time, they were more inductive: 
They started with empirical generalizations from the data they had already obtained and then turned to a new theory to 
account for the unexpected patterns in the data. At this point, they believed that deterrence theory made correct predic-
tions, given certain conditions, and that another theory, control theory, might specify what these conditions were.

Exhibit 2.5
The Research Circle: Minneapolis 
Domestic Violence Experiment

Hypothesis
More arrests,

less recidivism

Theory
Deterrence theory

Data
Measures for 330

domestic assault cases

Empirical
Generalizations

Action
Arrest
Separation

13%
26%

Recidivism

Exhibit 2.6 Deductive and Inductive Reasoning

Deductive

Premise 1:	 All unemployed spouse abusers recidivate.
Premise 2:	 Joe is an unemployed spouse abuser.
Conclusion:	 Joe will recidivate.

Inductive

Evidence 1:	 Joe, an unemployed spouse abuser, recidivated.
Evidence 2:	 Harold, an unemployed spouse abuser, recidivated.
Evidence 3:	 George, an employed spouse abuser, didn’t recidivate.
Conclusion:	 All unemployed spouse abusers recidivate.


