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CHAPTER II 
PHRONESIS EXEMPLIFIED:
STEPHEN E. TOULMIN'S EPISTEMICS 

Charles W. Allen

	I have found it necessary to rely on a cluster of thinkers in developing what I think to be an adequate recovery of phronesis for our time.  One of the most exemplary of these thinkers is Stephen E. Toulmin, whose work provides the focus of the present chapter.  Toulmin represents what is referred to in some circles as post-Popperian philosophy of science, an approach which, admittedly, certain other philosophers of science would not even deign to call philosophy.  Nevertheless, non-philosophical eavesdroppers and philosophers from other traditions have found his work at least as illuminating for assessing their own projects as anything his professedly stricter counterparts can offer,      Theologians who have drawn upon Toulmin's work include Langdon Gilkey, Van A. Harvey, David H. Kelsey, Schubert M. Ogden, Wolfhart Pannenberg, and David Tracy.  Continental philosophers (e.g., Jürgen Habermas and Rüdiger Bubner) also show interest in Toulmin's work.  and since I can claim to be little more than an eavesdropper myself I'll defer settling that internal dispute for the time being.  I have also found it necessary to draw upon other exemplary thinkers (e. g., Anthony Giddens, Hilary Putnam, and Paul Ricoeur) in order to explore certain possibilities and demands suggested by Toulmin's approach.  But for now I shall make use of their respective insights, where appropriate, only to provide further supplementation for thinking through the essentially interdisciplinary enterprise which Toulmin labels "epistemics,"      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 7.  and it is primarily from the standpoint of that enterprise that I find turns to these or other thinkers pertinent.  
	Epistemics should not be confused with epistemology.  Epistemology has almost always been understood as an attempt to put philosophy on the sure path of a science, an attempt to make philosophy into what Toulmin would call a compact discipline.  For Toulmin, however, epistemics is essentially non-disciplinable.  Indeed, as the interpretation offered in this chapter will show, epistemics can be understood as a particularly promising form of what I would call conscientious rhetoric.  
	As I define the term, rhetoric refers to argumentation and other forms of communication which aim to be persuasive under  actual conditions of assessment (as opposed to conditions of assessment, however "ideal," which could not be actualized).      Cf. ibid., p. 11.  This definition is in keeping with Aristotle's: "Rhetoric may be defined as the faculty of observing in any given case the available means of persuasion." Rhetoric, I.2. Italics added.  It can also be taken to include Aristotle's understanding of dialectic and more recent theories of conversation as exploration of possibility.  For the latter, see David Tracy, Plurality and Ambiguity (New York: Harper and Row, 1987), pp. 18-27.  Dialectic and conversation emphasize the more symmetrical qualities of collaborative inquiry while rhetoric emphasizes the more asymmetrical qualities of the same.  By identifying epistemics as a kind of rhetoric I do wind up emphasizing asymmetrical aspects, but not, I hope, to the exclusion of symmetrical ones.  I do hold that no one seriously converses without aiming to be persuasive on some positions already honestly taken (and in some respects acting accordingly even as we explore other possibilities), but, as we shall see, I also hold that no one aims to be persuasive about positions already honestly taken without seriously exploring other possibilities.  From this exploration a retrospective, abstracted symmetry may emerge--common subject matter, equal opportunity of expression, and so on, but these remain abstractions which are available only in their ongoing, asymmetrical appropriation by contingent individuals (unless, perhaps, the possibility of one, all-other-inclusive and necessarily existing individual is allowed, but this is a possibility whose appeal is too contestable to play a prominent role in most present conversations).  Each contingent agent in her interaction with other contingent agents would thus seem to be more a rhetorical being than a conversational one, even though the one necessarily implies the other.   Because assessment is by definition something contingent agents do, actual conditions of assessment can only be conditions in which contingent agents happen to find themselves.  Those conditions will vary according to the nature of the subject matter, the presumptions and experience of those doing the assessing, the wider natural and social context, and so on.  Thus what may count as a good line of inquiry under some conditions may be a poor one under others.  If theoretical physicists have never actually proceeded according to the rigorous standards of Rudolph Carnap's inductive logic, that does not automatically mean that they have any catching up to do.  It may instead mean that Carnap's standards are inappropriate for theoretical physics.      For Toulmin's discussion of this very issue, see Human Understanding, p. 62.   Any argument or communication undertaken by a contingent agent in order to persuade another is, by this definition, at least partly rhetorical, even if it follows the strictest requirements of any of a number of schools of logic or epistemology.
	As we shall see, Toulmin's epistemics aims to be rhetorical at least in this sense.  Philosophers' almost exclusive preoccupation with ahistorical, quasi-mathematical ideals of assessment, Toulmin believes, "has been destructive of both historical understanding and rational criticism."      Ibid., p. vii.  See also pp. 59ff.   Their resulting dismissal of questions about actual conditions of assessment (under such labels as "historicism," "psychologism," and "the genetic fallacy") has, as we all know, given rhetoric a sinister reputation.  Since the time of Plato, 
	rhetoricians were despised for the . . .  sin of substituting the psychological arts of persuasion for the mathematical techniques of proof . . . The honest [rhetoricians], who attempted to use and to teach sound arguments were damned as mercilessly as the rabble rousing ones, who were only interested in dominating their hearers.      Stephen E. Toulmin, "Logic and the Criticism of Arguments," The University of Chicago, Chicago, Ill., p. 8.  (Typewritten.)
In opposition to this dismissal, Toulmin insists that not all rhetoric is "mere" rhetoric and that many of the concerns dismissed with that label are the proper concerns of philosophy itself.      Ibid., p. 11.   In keeping with Toulmin's insistence, then, I shall make a further distinction between conscientious rhetoric and "mere" rhetoric.
	Conscientious rhetoric may be defined as rhetoric which, besides aiming to be persuasive under actual conditions, also aims to actualize what are taken to be ideal conditions of assessment, to the extent and in the manner possible for the contingent agents involved.      By referring here to ideal conditions of assessment I have in mind not only Toulmin and Habermas, as we shall see, but also Hilary Putnam's "informal elucidation" of the very notion of truth: "Truth cannot simply be rational acceptability for one fundamental reason; truth is supposed to be a property of a statement that cannot be lost . . . Truth is an idealization of rational acceptability.  We speak as if there were such things as epistemically ideal conditions, and we call a statement 'true' if it would be justified under such conditions."  Reason, Truth and History, p. 55.  Jürgen Habermas's "discourse," with some qualification, might serve as another example of conscientious rhetoric: "Discourse can be understood as that form of communication that is removed from contexts of experience and action and whose structure assures us: that the bracketed validity claims of assertions, recommendations, or warnings are the exclusive object of discussion, that participants, themes and contributions are not restricted except with reference to the goal of testing the validity claims in question; that no force except that of the better argument is exercised; and that, as a result, all motives except that of the cooperative search for truth are excluded."  Habermas, Legitimation Crisis,  pp. 107-108.  Note the similarity between many of Habermas's ideals and those mentioned by Toulmin in Human Understanding, pp. 43-44.)  Where Habermas and the conscientious rhetorician might differ most sharply, however, is over whether or not assessment under ideal conditions should even aim to be removed from contexts of experience and action.  Habermas acknowledges that such an ideal situation is "counterfactual," but, depending on what he means by removal from contexts of experience and action, he may have outlined a situation which is not only counterfactual but, at least where contingent agents are involved, "counter-ontological": it not only fails to obtain here and now, but it never could obtain for such agents under any possible conditions.  I do not mean to press this difference very far, however, since Habermas's ideals are clearly more relevant to actual conditions than, say, those of Rudolph Carnap, and, while they are open to the implications I have drawn from them, that does not mean that other, more sympathetic construals are ruled out.  Indeed the latter are mandatory.    "Mere" rhetoric, on the other hand, is rhetoric which neglects or refuses this further aim of conscientious rhetoric.  The conscientious rhetorician is by definition an activist at least in the sense of seeking--by her own lights--to improve conditions of collaborative inquiry even as she herself engages in such inquiry, just as Toulmin's "honest" rhetoricians sought "to use and to teach sound arguments."  Improvement is sought, furthermore, not according to ideals which could never be actualized for contingent agents, but only according to those ideals and their relevant approximations which, however remote, might at least on some occasion be attained.  There are ideals which rhetoricians can to some extent already observe, such as honesty, access to what is deemed to be relevant evidence, and so on.  The attainability of the ideals pursued is what keeps conscientious rhetoric within the horizon of rhetoric.  This does not require ruling out the possible relevance in some way or other of some unattainable ideals, but these will have to be construed and critically assessed in light of those ideals which are attainable.      An example of such an unattainable ideal is what Hilary Putnam calls "a God's Eye point of view" (Putnam, Reason, Truth and History, p. 49).  While at times he seems to rule out the relevance of this ideal altogether, at other times he seems to insist on retaining it (as well as the Kantian notion of the Ding an sich) as a Grenz-Begriff or "limit-concept" (cf. pp. 61-62, 216).  This latter alternative seems admissable for a conscientious rhetorician.  Furthermore, such a rhetorician must take into account that there may be some who do in fact regard this ideal as attainable.  Whether they can consistently do this is another question.  Still others, among whom I must count myself, would hold that, though a God's Eye point of view is as such not humanly attainable, a mortal's eye point of view of a God's Eye point of view is humanly attainable, however fallible and highly contestable it may remain.  Toulmin himself seems to welcome the introduction of such an ideal in The Return to Cosmology: Postmodern Science and the Theology of Nature (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983).   The conscientious rhetorician is a moral and political agent, committed to resisting and changing the social, economic, political, and even natural      This is indeed one way to read Toulmin's account of the rise of "modern" natural science.  See Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, pp. 217-274.   forces which thwart sound reasoning.  And because she is attentive to pursuing that commitment to the extent and in the manner possible for the contingent agents involved (of whom she is one), fully mindful of the risks such action entails, she is also clearly identifiable as a phronetic agent, according to the understanding of phronesis outlined in the previous chapter.  Conscientious rhetoric is thus phronesis operative in human communication.      "Rhetoric is the counterpart in the realm of speech to what phronesis is in the realm of praxis."  Ronald Beiner, Political Judgment, p. 88.  I do hope that Beiner recognizes that the realm of speech is a realm of praxis.   
	In the following sections I hope to show in more detail how Toulmin's epistemics functions as a conscientious rhetoric, and how he understands rationality in general to be phronetic in as inclusive and dominant a sense as I have claimed in Chapter I.  While the resulting interpretation aims to be a faithful one, it also seeks to think further along the lines Toulmin has sketched.      This means that some themes will be given more emphasis than Toulmin himself might have chosen to give them, and that in some cases I shall formulate certain moves in ways he probably would not, but I do not mean in any of those instances to distort the project that Toulmin recommends.   
Epistemics
	The problem of rationality amidst the full spectrum of human variability has been Stephen Toulmin's major preoccupation ever since he turned from physics to philosophy in the 1940's.      Toulmin, "Logic and the Criticism of Arguments,"    p. 1.   To date, his most comprehensive treatment of that problem is the first volume of Human Understanding.      This is the first part of a three-part investigation.  While the other two parts are still in the process of being published, one may presume that much of what will be found there is already foreshadowed both in this first part and in intervening publications, manuscripts, and lectures.  Although I shall call attention to later themes which do not appear in that work, I do not find in them anything which would require a fundamental shift in the earlier project.  It is in that first volume that Toulmin outlines the unapologetically circular project of epistemics.
	The general problem of human understanding is . . . to draw an epistemic self‑portrait which is both well-founded and trustworthy; which is effective because its theoretical basis is realistic, and which is realistic because its practical applications are effective.  So considered, our practical standards of rational judgment are one face of the coin whose other face is philosophical . . . [And] any excessive separation between the theory of knowledge and the practice of knowers should prompt us to ask, "Are scientists becoming unreflective?  Or are philosophers losing their sense of relevance?"      Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 3-4. 
In spite of playing its own critical role, epistemics remains vulnerable to criticism from any of the enterprises on which it reflects.  Its self-portrait must furthermore involve an historical account of how rational enterprises develop and change, giving due consideration to both the reasons by which a conceptual development is justified and the causes by which such a development is explained.      Ibid., p. 142.  The portrait will of course be heavily influenced by what we already think has proved rational and thus will always be open to challenge from voices we have wittingly or unwittingly marginalized.  Toulmin's point is that there is no better way to have our sense of what has proved rational challenged than by undertaking such an account (ibid., pp. 259-260). 
	This historical account does not simply equate rationality with what people happen to have done.  Toulmin does however insist that, even if we cannot equate rationality with our contingent practices, we cannot divorce it from them either.
	The question, "How are reasoned thought and action possible at all?" embodies in part the historical and psychological question, "How do they come to be possible for adults today, in the particular forms that they are?"  [But] this is not to say that a "genealogy" of [rational enterprises], by itself, provides a sufficient "justification" of the activities concerned.  Rather, it is to say that any contemporary justification of those activities must make sense and carry conviction, in the light of our historical and psychological understanding about the ways in which people come--and have come--to produce rationally defensible [judgments].      Stephen E. Toulmin, Knowing and Acting (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, Inc., 1975), p. 247.  Last two italics added.  
	We shall examine more closely the arguments Toulmin gives for why this introduction of historical and psychological questions is necessary, but for the moment I wish to call attention to the easily overlooked fact that for Toulmin epistemics can still be said to involve a type of transcendental move: "How are reasoned thought and action possible at all?"  This is easily overlooked for a number of reasons.  Toulmin makes no secret of his suspicions about the Kantian tendencies of contemporary philosophers, particularly those he takes to be defending the necessity of our own everyday conceptual framework (e.g., P. F. Strawson and Noam Chomsky).      Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 412-477.   He also questions the related division between a priori and a posteriori.      "We are at a level on which the very attempt to distinguish sharply between the a priori and the a posteriori is itself a source of mere confusion.  If our definitions of 'science' and 'law' were purely a priori, we might perhaps be unable to avoid absolutism; if they were purely a posteriori, we might be unavoidably thrust back into relativism.  But we need no longer accept either of these alternatives . . . There is, in fact, no longer anything left for our conclusions to be 'prior' or 'posterior' to" (ibid. p. 499).  One has to be careful here in order to understand what is being rejected.  Toulmin does not say that the distinction cannot be made but only that it cannot be made sharply.  Attempts to construe the distinction more elastically would be more in keeping with Toulmin's own adaptation of "transcendental."  An example of such an attempt, I believe, is Mikel Dufrenne's, The Notion of the A Priori (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1966).  Hilary Putnam's defense of certain a priori truths also seems convergent with Toulmin's qualifications: "There are some a priori truths, truths certified by the theory of rationality itself; but they have the character of maxims--general principles that are not, or at leaast may not be, exceptionless, and they involve [rather vague] 'generic', or somewhat pretheoretical, notions rather than the (supposedly) perfectly precise notions of an ideal theory in the exact sciences."  (Putnam, Realism and Reason, p. 132.)  My own claims in Chapter I about the status of comprehensive features of rationality are similar to Putnam's, although I also leave room for variations which would not be distinguishable enough to be identified as exceptions.   He is even impatient with Habermas's universal pragmatics, despite the latter's pronounced indebtedness to Toulmin's own argument model.      Stephen E. Toulmin, "Explanation and Interpretation," course lecture, The University of Chicago, Chicago, Ill., January 17, 1984.   So many of his readers might expect him to be critical of any transcendental move whatsoever and thus be unprepared for his advocating anything remotely resembling one.  His objections in those instances, however, do not rule out making transcendental moves per se but are directed against assuming that in making such a move we render ourselves invulnerable to what an account of the "full spectrum of human variability"      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 47.  might reveal.  
	Still, it would be misleading to pretend that the term "transcendental" would figure prominently in a Toulminian glossary.  He has on occasion used the term to introduce a crucial move, calling it "the 'critical' or 'transcendental' approach,"      Toulmin, Knowing and Acting, p. 206.  but his use of "shudder" quotation marks suggests that he finds both terms a bit pretentious.  Even on those occasions he tends to use the former term ("critical") more than the latter ("transcendental").  So "transcendental" seems not to be a term whose survival he would defend tooth and nail, but it is still noteworthy that he has on occasion resorted to the term in an appropriately qualified sense, and even more noteworthy that he has singled out the particular move it names (regardless of the label) for further emphasis.  While the move may not involve everything suggested by the term in most of its past usage, Toulmin seems in effect to suggest that it lays claim to being transcendental reflection's "legitimate heir."      See Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 241-242. 
	For Toulmin making a transcendental move means switching one's focus from the actual historical and cultural conditions of rational arguments in different fields of experience      "Experience" here does not mean some inner, uninterpreted mental event but simply what people go through in living (i.e., acting) as they do.  This is something like the German distinction between Erlebnis and Erfahrung.  See ibid., p. 176.  to the general preconditions without which there could be no such argument.      Toulmin, Knowing and Acting, p. 239.   This, he says, is simply taking his move from the propositional to the pragmatic one step further.
	Just as we can recognize the "significance" of our propositional systems only by putting them into the broader human activities whose purposes they serve, so also we can recognize how such activities come to be so natural/well-adapted/even "necessary" only by putting them into a yet broader context.  That defines the central task of our . . . "critical" approach to philosophy.  It places all our rational enterprises--ethical and aesthetic, as much as practical and scientific--into the widest possible framework and looks for the source of their "rationality" wherever it may be found.      Ibid., p. 252. 
Far from being our most formal or abstract move, the transcendental or critical move according to Toulmin is the most radically contextualizing move of all--placing our enterprises into a context than which no broader can be conceived (so to speak).  It is not, therefore, an attempt to break out of the circle of our epistemic self-portrait.  As Toulmin is quick to point out, it provides no final guarantee      Ibid., p. 229.  and is constantly in danger of becoming so "vague, sweeping and unspecific" as to be of no consequence at all to the enterprises it attempts to place.      Ibid., p. 253.   Still, as long as it is viewed as simply widening the circle of our self-interpretation, it can "yield a broader and more consistent picture of human life in the world"      Ibid., p. 242.  and play the Socratic role of "enabling us to 'bring to birth' unrecognized consequences for our modes of life that are already implicit" in what we claim to know.      Ibid., p. 307. 
	If transcendental reflection is to be regarded as the most radically contextualizing move of all, it would of course seem impossible to avoid assigning our picture of human life in the world a prescriptive as well as descriptive force.  Hence Toulmin's further stipulation:
	The self-understanding at which human beings aim is not just a matter of "knowing how our minds work"; in point of fact it always includes the further, complementary element of "knowing our own minds," that is, of recognizing the general principles upon which any overall, intentional plan of life is to be founded.  "What then are we to make of ourselves?"  The answer to that question depends on two things:  (1) what factual understanding we can achieve about human life and human nature, both general and individual, and (2) what we see, in the light of that diagnosis, as the proper direction of practical "self-creation."      Ibid., p. 296.  Although the latter part of this passage seems to imply that our "factual understanding" is something arrived at prior to "self-creation," it does not deny that a factual self-understanding may also in some respects be a form of self-creation, though by no means the only form.  Indeed, that is undoubtedly the first thing a "factual" understanding should show us:  "The essential thing about our status as human beings is that we make ourselves up as we go along" (ibid., p. 288).
Because our self-understanding must include both what we have become and what we are to become, it turns out that, "often enough, the element of decision plays a larger part in self-knowledge than the element of self-observation and discovery."      Ibid., p. 285. 
	This makes explicit what was already implied in describing the transcendental move as the most radically contextualizing move of all, namely, that on this reading it is none other than phronesis writ large.  That should come as no surprise if we are to regard epistemics as a form of conscientious rhetoric (which was in turn identified as "phronesis operative in communication").  Furthermore, as I mentioned briefly in the first chapter, Toulmin in effect regards any instance of sound reasoning as an exercise of phronesis.      See Chapter I, p. 13.  Rationality is a matter of doing what there is to be done as such demands are gradually and continually being discerned within relevant forums of assessment.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 485.   Even within the most rigorous sort of scientific discipline the crucial procedures which make it genuinely rational and save it from freezing into scholasticism are "those involved in its own self-transformation,"      Ibid., p. 165.  which turn out to be the very same procedures involved in a discipline's legitimate perpetuation.      Even preserving former procedures requires adapting them repeatedly, and both adaptation and abandonment are types of change‑-but they are very different types.  Toulminn seems to allow for this in the body of the work and at one point even reverses the usual emphasis: "In the continual process of renewal and self-transformation by which the content of a science develops, what is important . . . is not any individual man's readiness to change his mind.  Rather, the significant thing is his ability to keep his mind open about questions which have not yet been adequately answered, and do find ways of adapting the general framework of ideas to accommodate new results and discoveries" (ibid., p.292).  Despite some of Toulmin's other formulations, which seem to me to misrepresent his own understanding of rationality (pp. vi, vii-viii), one of his final formulations, already cited, captures what makes either perpetuation or innovation rational, namely, whether either is in a given instance "what there is to be done" (p. 485).  
	Sound reasoning for Toulmin primarily involves the activity of reasoners within some relevant forum of assessment, and any free-standing arguments which might be abstracted from such activity play only a secondary role.      Ibid., p. 157.   It is also more a substantive than a formal matter.  Formal procedures are rational only when substantive considerations call for them.  Both the activity of reasoners and substantive considerations lie beyond the scope of formal logic, and assigning primacy to both sharply distinguishes Toulmin's project from that of most other recent philosophers of science, as he himself insists.
	In recent years, several attempts have been made to extend the notion of rationality beyond the scope of formal logic, and to find some way of reapplying it in situations involving conceptual changes.  (One might refer, for example, to the writings of Karl Popper, Thomas Kuhn, and Imre Lakatos.)  At first sight, our present analysis might even appear to be a step in the same general direction.  But, in a more fundamental respect, our own argument has been moving in precisely the opposite direction . . . Our own analysis . . . has inverted the whole relationship between formal logic and rational enquiry.  What has to be demonstrated is not that the rational procedures of scientific enquiry have, after all, a kind of "logic" of their own: rather it is, how the formal structures and relations of propositional logic are put to work in the service of rational enterprises at all.      Ibid., p. 479.  Italics added. 
In the previous chapter I contended that phronesis could be regarded as the most inclusive label for sound reasoning itself, all other "types" of reasoning (so called) being amplifications of one or another of its constitutive moments.      Chapter I, p. 36.  Already we can see that this is a claim that Toulmin at least in effect supports.  One of the functions of transcendental method is in fact to restore amplifications of sound reasoning's "constitutive moments" to their proper, subservient role.
	After having digressed in order to point out and emphasize both transcendental and phronetic themes in Toulmin's project of epistemics, we may now turn to follow in more detail how that project is conceived and why Toulmin claims it is needed.  Epistemics aims to place questions concerning the rational appraisal of human understanding in an historical background, against which recent attempts to confine such questions to a single, self-contained discipline (i.e., epistemology) appear somewhat idiosyncratic.  Conceived in such narrow terms, epistemology overlooks how, for much of Western philosophy, accounts of knowing and accounts of the known were correlative.  This type of reciprocal influence was as true of Descartes as it was of Plato, of Locke as it was of Aristotle.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 4-6.   Their questions and arguments, judged by present standards, "may appear to overlap half a dozen academic disciplines while belonging exclusively to none."      Ibid., p. 6.   Present accounts of critical inquiry must likewise "ignore contemporary attempts to divide off the various epistemic disciplines by academic frontiers with professional checkpoints."      Ibid.   Epistemics draws upon the procedures and the results from a number of currently separate enterprises without itself being "in" or "of" any one of those enterprises.  The reasons why epistemics must lead such a nomadic existence do not arise simply out of deference to a great tradition, however.  Its nomadic existence is intrinsic to any attempt to say what makes some instances of reasoning good and others bad.
	By its very nature, the problem of human understanding--the problem of recognizing intellectual authority--cannot be encompassed within any single technique or discipline.  For the very boundaries between different academic disciplines are themselves a consequence of the current divisions of intellectual authority, and the justice of those divisions is itself one of the chief questions to be faced afresh.      Ibid., p. 7. 
Because it questions the very basis of our current divisions of intellectual authority, charges that epistemics falls into psychologism, sociologism, historicism, and so on, become question-begging by assuming, without ever being able to justify, the very divisions being challenged.
	Epistemics thus attends to its issues in light of investigations of actual instances of reasoning.  Toulmin sometimes calls such investigations empirical.  As with the word "experience," however, Toulmin means nothing more by "empirical" than any construal of our actual conditions, whether present or past.  He thus uses "empirical" in a decidedly non-empiricist way.  
	Epistemics rejects the unrealizable pretensions of absolutism, but, unlike relativism, insists that the ideal of an impartial rational standpoint still survives.  The term "impartial" may at first glance suggest the image of a detached spectator who remains uninvolved in controversy, although Toulmin's later critique of the image of the detached spectator would seem to disallow those connotations.      See Toulmin, "The Construal of Reality."  But an impartial forum is described more in terms of a just society, one which "did not discriminate, in principle, between the parties to any issue" and whose procedures are those "whose even-handedness they could all alike acknowledge."      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 43.   It seems further to mean, not ignoring singular differences among persons and cultures in favor of principles which would somehow apply to all (as it might be taken to mean), but attending as much to the different ways in which such principles would be found to be applicable.  This seems to be what Toulmin means by even-handedness or what he elsewhere calls equitability.      See, for example, Toulmin, "Equity and Principles."   An impartial forum, a "court" of rationality, might thus better be designated as an appropriately inclusive forum of equitable assessment.
	Of course one must be careful to specify what is meant by calling a relevant forum of assessment appropriately inclusive.  Toulmin himself sometimes seems to overstate what he ordinarily means by inclusiveness, as when he slides from including only the parties to a given issue to including all people, always and everywhere.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 43.  See also,     p. 500: "There is one basis, and one alone, on which our judgements of 'rationality' and conceptual 'merit' can truly be impartial.  This is one that takes into account the experience which [people] have accumulated when dealing with the relevant aspects of human life--explanatory or judicial, medical or technological--in all cultures and historical periods."  Toulmin is referring here more to the kind of forum appropriate to those whose primary "vocation" is epistemics and less to the kind appropriate to those for whom epistemics remains largely an "avocation."  And even so the forum is limited to the accumulated experience relevant to the issue in question.   Yet practically in the same breath he insists that "'rational comparability' may strictly be possible, only in so far as, and to the extent that, the collective enterprises of different milieus are in fact directed at sufficiently similar problems."      Ibid., p. 498.   These two considerations can be reconciled by saying that a forum is appropriately inclusive in the sense that it aims to be open to the assessment of all to whom a given enterprise's development makes a difference, to the extent and in the manner appropriate to the difference that development makes to each.  
	This type of inclusiveness does not mean, if I read Toulmin correctly, that an enterprise is less rational if those already persuaded that a given development is "what there is to be done" proceed accordingly, at least in some respects, before the others to whom it makes a difference have all the say they may wish to have.  No one can keep from somehow proceeding according to what one has found sufficiently persuasive, and that will make a partly irrevocable difference to others who have not yet had their say.  (Indeed, to refrain altogether, in every sense, from proceeding according to what one claims to have found sufficiently persuasive is performatively self-refuting.)  But this in no way excuses the already persuaded from sympathetically taking the not-yet persuaded into account.  For in proceeding accordingly the already persuaded can maximize the possibilities for listening and responding conscientiously to anyone to whom their activity has made or will make a difference.  And any enterprise which did not proceed so as to include maximizing those possibilities would be less rational than one which did so proceed.
	An impartial standpoint of rationality is, of course, counterfactual--an ideal which we may never reach, but in the pursuit of which we may risk relevant approximations, because the ideal situation itself is one in which contingent agents would still be agents.  But it is no less counterfactual for making that allowance.  In this respect, at least, Toulmin seems close to Habermas's ideal speech situation.  As I have already mentioned, however, there are significant differences between Toulmin and Habermas.  For one thing Toulmin does not make a sharp distinction between discourse and action in the way Habermas does.  He does not regard having to act as a hindrance to determining what we are to make of ourselves.  This will come as welcome news if we agree (as I have suggested we should) that action cannot be suspended even for the purposes of critical assessment.  
	Habermas has registered his own misgivings about Toulmin's project.  He fears that, without further analysis, Toulmin's ideal of an impartial forum "delivers up the logic of argumentation . . . to preexisting notions of rationality."      Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action,     p. 34.   He appears unaware, however, of Toulmin's making room for transcendental moves elsewhere.  This is not to say that he would find Toulmin's conception of such a move satisfactory.  A Toulminian transcendental move yields only mild and indirect support to notions of rationality with which we are already acquainted by providing a broader and more consistent picture of human life in the world, while Habermas would prefer to derive rationality solely from human communication without getting entangled in the sort of broader picture Toulmin has in mind.  Furthermore, even though a transcendental move, or its legitimate heir, is occasionally recommended, Toulmin seems in effect to say that our very concern with rationality results mainly from the intellectual authority past exemplars of that project still have for us.
	[We] recognize that we live within traditions that claim to have authority and that there's a great deal in our whole intellectual as well as spiritual life which can make sense at all only if we accept the fact that we live within those traditions.  Therefore the question is: How are such authoritative traditions überhaupt möglich?  How are these authoritative traditions possible in the first place, given that our intellectual as well as our spiritual lives are unintelligible unless we suppose that they go on within these traditions?      Toulmin, "Explanation and Interpretation," January 17, 1984.
We must begin, for example, by acknowledging that much in Socrates' vocation still makes a claim on us.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 43-44.   We are genuinely persuaded, it seems, that distinctions can and ought to be made, however relative and contestable, between a claim's genuine persuasiveness (or "intellectual authority") and other considerations which can block our assessments of genuine persuasiveness.  It does seem plausible to assume that if we were not already genuinely persuaded of this we probably would not be persuaded by any further argumentative moves, transcendental or otherwise.      This is also the upshot of Ricoeur's response to Habermas.  See Paul Ricoeur, Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, ed. and trans. John B. Thompson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), p. 99.
	It may of course be possible to read Habermas in more Toulminian terms, as Richard Bernstein seems to do,      "The reading of Habermas that I want to bring out and endorse is . . . [one] that sees his project as really one of interpretative or hermeneutical dialectics which seeks to command our assent 'by the overall plausibility of the interpretation that [it gives]'."  Richard Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism, p. 195.   so I'll not press their differences any further at this point (especially since my own reading of Toulmin is by no means the only legitimate one).  Like Bernstein (and Bernstein's Habermas) Toulmin appears to regard the attainment of "dialogical communities" as "a telos deeply rooted in our human project."      Ibid., p. 231.   At least throughout the history of Western thought, and perhaps elsewhere, people concerned with questions of rationality have implicitly or explicitly presumed the desirability of appropriately inclusive forums of equitable assessment.  By so understanding the history behind our present concern for rationality, then, Toulmin claims that we can take ourselves seriously as historically bounded agents and still pursue that concern as diligently as before, contrary to the assumptions of absolutist and relativist alike.  In fact, the assumptions behind both absolutism and relativism have more in common than might be thought, as we shall see in the next section.
Absolutism and Relativism: Their Common Assumption
	An ongoing concern for rationality, Toulmin claims, is as legitimate in our day as it was in Socrates' time.  But if conceived too narrowly that same concern can become self-defeating.  This, according to Toulmin, is precisely what has happened a number of times, starting, in fact, with Socrates' own intellectual milieu. 
	The need for an impartial forum and procedures was understood as calling for a single, unchanging, and uniquely authoritative system of ideas and beliefs.  The prime exemplar of such a universal and authoritative system was found in the new, abstract networks of logic and geometry.  In this way, "objectivity," in the sense of impartiality, became equated with the "objectivity" of timeless truths; the rational merits of an intellectual position were identified with its logical coherence; and the philosopher's measure of a man's rationality became his ability to recognize, without further argument, the validity of the axioms, formal entailments, and logical necessities on which the claims of the authoritative system depended.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 44. 
In short, "rationality" became equated with "logicality."  But as Toulmin observes, this equation was never compulsory and it actually "made an eventual clash with history and anthropology inevitable."      Ibid. 
 	This equation forms the common assumption behind two extreme reactions in our century to the legitimate question of "reconciling claims of rational impartiality with the diversity of [people's] actual modes of thought."      Ibid., p. 52.  One reaction, absolutism, denies the relevance of conceptual diversity, while the other, relativism, bows to it.  
	The . . . absolutist reaction repeats, in twentieth century terms, the same move toward abstract formalism modelled on mathematics by which Plato short-circuited the Socratic problem, and Descarttes evaded the scepticism of Montaigne.  The absolutist treats the actual diversity of men's concepts and beliefs as a superficial matter, behind which the philosopher must find fixed and enduring principles of rationality, reflecting the pure, idealized forms of concepts.  By contrast, the relativist takes the historico-cultural variety of concepts  too seriously.  Instead of ignoring the diversity of conceptual systems, [the relativist] yields entirely to it, abandons the attempt to judge impartially between different cultures or epochs, and treats the notion of "rationality" as having no more than a local, temporary application.      Ibid., p. 60. 
The relativist, we might say, views any concern with rationality in a more than local sense as a move toward absolutism, while the absolutist assumes that any attempt to rethink our concern with rationality in accordance with the relativity of all human thinking will inevitably lead to relativism.
	Perhaps the most influential figure behind the impasse in this century is Gottlob Frege, who stands behind not only the Anglophone philosophers' preoccupations with propositional calculus and conceptual analysis but also the work of Husserl and later Continental phenomenologists.  For Frege there could be no history of concepts as such.  "What is known as the history of concepts is really a history either of our knowledge of concepts or of the meanings of words."      Gottlob Frege, The Foundations of Arithmetic, trans. J. L. Austin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1950), p. vii.  Quoted in Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 56.   This division between concepts and our grasp of them was necessary, he thought, because without standards that remained fixed for all time we could not have knowledge of anything.      See Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 55.   Frege's work became a model for Bertrand Russell's and Alfred North Whitehead's Principia Mathematica and eventually led to the Unity of Science movement, which took the logical symbolism thus far developed and aimed to extend it not only to the remaining areas of mathematics but to concepts of natural science and practical life.      Ibid., p. 58. 
	Toulmin grants that Frege's exclusive concern with logical systems may have some justification in pure mathematics, where questions of historical relevance are actually set aside, and he grants that "even the simplest human languages allow for some elementary logical and arithmetic operations."      Ibid., pp. 56, 60.   But Toulmin finds Frege's successors overlooking a crucial distinction between the sheer possibility‑-itself hardly self-evident‑-of analyzing any set of concepts in logical symbolism and the practical applicability of the resulting system, which is much more debatable.  Frege's successors have focused solely on the former issue, and Toulmin finds their results inadequate for dealing with the latter, especially insofar as questions of conceptual change are involved.      Ibid., pp. 59-63.   He presses his point home finally in what might be construed as a transcendental refutation.
	Universal authority may be claimed for an abstract, timeless system of "rational standards," only if it has first been shown on what foundation that universal and unqualified authority rests; but no formal schema can, by itself, prove its own applicability.  Until the problem of authority is dealt with, our capacity to construct alternative logical systems is limited only by our formal ingenuity.  Given these alternatives, we must then face the additional question, "Why are we to accept this formal analysis, rather than that?"--a question which is, evidently enough, concerned less with the internal consistency of the rival systems than with their power to throw light on the merits of substantive arguments.      Ibid., p. 63. 
Toulmin, in other words, accuses Frege's successors of mistaking the trappings of intellectual authority for its substance.  Repeatedly, they have "chosen between rival systems of standards on the basis, not of their external relevance, but of considerations as formal and abstract as the systems themselves: above all, for their conformity to the 'perspicuous symbolisms' developed by Frege and Russell for the purposes of mathematical logic."      Ibid. 
	In a similar vein, Hilary Putnam has offered explicitly transcendental arguments against producing "philosophies which leave no room for a rational activity of philosophy,"      Putnam, Reason, Truth and History, p. 113.  and because of the parallels with Toulmin's argument it may prove helpful to follow one of Putnam's.  In an essay on vagueness and alternative logic Putnam discusses the standard move of saying that statements in ordinary language are not true or false except in relation to a translation scheme which maps ordinary language onto an ideal language.      Putnam, Realism and Reason, p. 275.   This move, however, fails to address the problem of the status of the translation itself, insofar as its advocates assume (and most do) that the translation is a reasonable one.  The problem, in other words, is this: "if the translation is 'reasonable', is this notion 'reasonable' itself a notion in the ideal language or only a notion in ordinary language?"      Ibid.   If the former, then the relation between the ideal and ordinary language is still unspecified, which was not the aim in calling it reasonable.  If the latter, "then we have answered the challenge, 'In what sense can a sentence which employs vague notions be true?' with an answer which uses a vague notion."      Ibid.   Putnam thus eventually concludes that "ordinary language, or at least language containing terms that are not 'perfectly precise', is the only language we are ever going to have: philosophy cannot forever confine itself to theories of the logical structure of make-believe languages."      Ibid., p. 284.   Like Toulmin, then, Putnam attempts to show us how idealized accounts of rationality which ignore questions of relevance to actual practice are finally self-defeating.
	As we have already seen, Toulmin maintains that the equation of rationality with logicality lies behind the relativist's response as well.  Concerning the particular forms that response has assumed in our own century, no philosopher seems to have had the influence that Frege had on its opposite counterpart.  While either response on Toulmin's reading is a perennial temptation, it appears that the attractions of relativism have been more generally obvious the past few decades than in previous times.      See Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 47-52, 66.   Confronted as we now are on every hand with reliable accounts (and first-hand acquaintance) of conceptual diversity, the relativist response cannot fail to offer at least initial plausibility.
	How, indeed, can any rational standard carry weight at all, outside its original context?  The only safe position (the relativist declares) is to concede final authority within any milieu to the particular intellectual standards current in it, while denying those standards any relevance or authority outside their original contexts.      Ibid., p. 67. 
	Toulmin's critique of relativism does not content itself with the more familiar and somewhat empty arguments to the effect that relativism is self-refuting.  He finds it more helpful to dwell on the unnecessary assumption which relativists and absolutists alike tend to make.  "Both the absolutist and the relativist positions turn out to rest on the common erroneous assumption, that 'rationality' must be an attribute of some particular logical or conceptual 'system'; they differ only in locating our rational standpoint, in the one case, in an idealized, abstract system, and in the other case in some actual but arbitrarily chosen system."      Ibid., p. 133.   When discussing relativism Toulmin more often refers to the tendency to equate rationality with logicality under the pejorative label of "the cult of systematicity."  This is apparently because relativists can follow (say) R. G. Collingwood in claiming to have rejected formalized, axiomatic systems of propositions in favor of presuppositional systems of concepts.      Ibid., pp. 68-69, 80-81.   But this substitution still in effect equates rationality with logicality, for within Collingwood's presuppositional system the "internal relations are, in their own way, as tightly 'logical' as the deductive connections of an axiomatic system."      Ibid., p. 81.   As a result, Toulmin claims, Collingwood and other relativists wind up thinking of the conceptual systems of different historical epochs as self-contained and self-sufficient.      Ibid., p. 78. 
	The relativist then concludes that, strictly speaking, one can speak of rationality within the context of a given conceptual system, but in moving from one conceptual system to another (whether historically, geographically, or simply conceptually) one cannot speak of rationality in the proper sense of the term.  We then have a choice of accounting for such moves either in terms of causes or in terms of reasoning which is inferior when compared to reasoning within the system.  The problem with opting for the causal account, Toulmin claims, is that it leaves no place for thought in making the transition.      Ibid., p. 77.   Yet we surely do not stop thinking on those occasions.  On the other hand, those who opt instead for an account in terms of second-class reasons always have difficulty explaining how such extra-systemic factors really aren't causes after all.  This is what Collingwood finally tried to do by allowing that conceptual change might come about through a process of unconscious thought, to which Toulmin responds:
	What then--we are left asking--is the exact nature of this "unconscious thought," and how is it supposed to operate on us? . . . How far is the "thought" that goes on at this absolute level analogous to the rational argument taking place at less elevated levels in a presuppositional system, and how far does it operate rather as some kind of causal agency? . . . We ask these questions in vain.      Ibid., p. 78. 
For similar reasons, Toulmin rejects Thomas S. Kuhn's division between normal and revolutionary science.  Like Collingwood, Kuhn at first sounded as if he could speak of rationality only in the context of normal science, revolutionary science being accounted for only in causal terms.  When Kuhn later clarified his position, he insisted that reasoning did take place in revolutionary situations also, but the effect was to make this kind of reasoning look less reasonable than the reasoning of normal science.  Much of the problem lay, as far as Toulmin is concerned, in choosing the misleading terminology of "normal" and "revolutionary."  "Normal," for Toulmin, was too stable and too laudatory a term to account for most instances of continuity within a discipline, while "revolutionary" was too volatile and too pejorative to account for most instances of conceptual change, as Kuhn's own later blurring of the distinction suggests.      See ibid., pp. 96-130. 
From Systems to Populations
	What is wrong with both Collingwood and Kuhn, it seems, is not only that both at some points equated rationality with logicality (or systematicity), but that even in making room for extra-logical, extra-systemic reasons they still accorded primacy to logical or quasi-logical systems.  Toulmin, however, repudiates either move and inverts the whole relationship between logicality and rationality, as we saw earlier.  "We must begin, therefore, by recognizing that rationality is an attribute, not of logical or conceptual systems as such, but of the human activities or enterprises of which particular sets of concepts are the temporary cross-sections: specifically, of the procedures by which the concepts, judgements, and formal systems currently accepted in those enterprises are criticized and changed."      Ibid., p. 133.    What is needed, in order to bring this inversion about, is a different set of exemplary enterprises.  Instead of taking our cues from the mathematics and theoretical physics of the early Greeks,      See ibid., p. vii.   we would do better to look to the examples of jurisprudence and ecology.
	Both these models have indeed become pervasive for Toulmin's entire project of epistemics.  The jurisprudential model was prominent in one of his early works, The Uses of Argument,      Stephen E. Toulmin, The Uses of Argument (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1958), pp. 1-10.   and what Toulmin has come to refer to variously as the Darwinian or ecological or populational model was introduced soon afterward in Foresight and Understanding.      Stephen E. Toulmin, Foresight and Understanding (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1961), pp. 109-115.    In Human Understanding the ecological model is by far the most prominent, but at each crucial turn in the argument Toulmin brings in the jurisprudential one.  I suggest that both models need to be taken together and allowed to illumine each other if we are to avoid oversimplifications in understanding Toulmin's project.  
	Toulmin begins his response to the impasse between absolutism and relativism with the example of jurisprudence.  While philosophers have been vexing each other over the theoretical problem of making rational comparisons between the concepts and standards of different localities, lawyers, judges, and professors of jurisprudence have in practice been making such comparisons fruitfully all along in the legal procedures of common-law jurisdictions.  And they have done so, on Toulmin's reading, with few illusions about the relativity of the norms and decisions being compared.
	[To be sure,] ancient rulings and decisions from remote jurisdictions are always scrutinized with particular care, before being accepted as bearing on a case to be decided here and now.  Yet the existence of jurisdictional boundaries never by itself eliminates from consideration judicial precedents from older cases or other countries.  A decent respect for judicial relativity (that is to say) never plunges the courts into mere judicial relativism.  On the contrary, the judicial experience of all mankind is kept available as a reserve, on which the courts can call--with due attention to historical and cultural differences--in arriving at a just resolution of current cases.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 88.  
Precisely because we cannot indefinitely defer arriving at just resolutions of current issues, we cannot afford to overlook any recognizably similar precedent.  In such cases, if comparisons seem possible and relevant at all, they have to be attempted, and in attempting them we must not "mistake genuine difficulties for outright impossibilities, or authentic problems for irresolvable paradoxes."      Ibid., pp. 88-89.  
	The force of this point can easily be missed.  The point is that when we are faced with certain demands in the present and at the same time are aware of other instances of people responding to similar demands, we cannot avoid taking their responses as precedent-setting for our own response.  This means that we cannot avoid the dual process of evaluating our possible response in terms of their actual ones and their actual responses in terms of our possible ones.  Nor can we avoid an actual response ourselves, in light of that comparison.  All of this is involved, however superficially, simply in our recognizing these other instances as similar to our own.  For these or at least similar reasons Toulmin chides anthropologists who aim to give purely descriptive accounts of reasoning in other cultures and who dismiss all evaluations as irrelevant or unprofessional.  "Indeed," he contends, "unless the anthropologist is occasionally prepared to stand back and evaluate the customs of a tribe in his own terms, he can hardly hope to understand the full significance of those customs even for the tribe itself."      Ibid., p. 93.    Even if we are not practicing law, we cannot avoid treating other instances of reasoning as precedents calling for evaluation.
	The close connection between the jurisprudential and ecological models becomes apparent when Toulmin goes on to describe Oliver Wendell Holmes's analysis of the foundations of comparative legal reasoning as expounding a kind of "legal ecology."      Ibid., p. 94.    This allows Toulmin to make a transition directly from the one model to the other.
	As in Holmes's jurisprudence, our analysis of conceptual development will concentrate on the "ecological" relationships between [people's] collective concepts and the changing situations in which those concepts have been put to work; for this purpose, we shall be characterizing the general processes by which conceptual populations develop historically, in the same kind of way that common-law historians have characterized the historical development of legal concepts.      Ibid., p. 95.  
An ecological model of the type Toulmin recommends should not be confused with other attempts to "naturalize" reason.      See Hilary Putnam's persuasive arguments against such attempts in Realism and Reason, pp. 229-247.    Toulmin, we have seen, refuses to reduce reasons to causes.  But he also refuses to divorce reason from all possible interpretations of nature.  Indeed, he maintains, our own misgivings about relating the two too closely are partly due to certain assumptions about the natural order (and about the natural sciences) which are no longer the commonplaces they once were.  In the seventeenth century nature was construed mechanistically: the order of nature was believed to be fixed and stable, and matter was thought to be essentially inert.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 13-14.  Toulmin also mentions a third assumption in connection with the two mentioned, but this turns out to be a version of the equation of rationality with logicality.  See also Toulmin and June Goodfield, The Architecture of Matter (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962); idem, The Discovery of Time (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965).    Under these assumptions, Toulmin claims, "modern" philosophers had little choice but to divorce epistemology from natural philosophy, giving rise to the picture of "Man the Rational Knower facing Nature the Unchanging Object of Knowledge."      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 23.    But since the seventeenth century these assumptions have gradually been replaced by others which, without warranting any simple reductionism, no longer require us to state distinctions between thought and other natural processes in overly dramatic terms.      Ibid., pp. 20ff.  
	In any case, the only feature intellectual ecology shares with its biological counterpart is an endeavor to understand a population's continuities and changes according to a dual process of variation and selection in response to whatever demands are at hand.      Ibid., p. 337.    Despite Toulmin's colorful allusions to the verdict of historical experience that may suggest otherwise,      Ibid., pp. 501-503.   he in no way presumes an "Upward March of History" working itself out in conceptual or any other kind of evolution.      Ibid., pp. 319-340.    Nor is he inviting us to conclude, from the simple fact that a certain intellectual strategy happened to survive a selective process, that it was legitimately entitled to survive or, if we think it was, that it is now so entitled.      Ibid., pp. 253-260.    Advocates or critics who draw such conclusions from an ecological model have simply failed to understand what an ecological model is.  Properly speaking, Toulmin insists, "evolution" is simply "a general term, covering all historical processes in which a compact but changing 'population' is represented by successive sets of elements related by descent."      Ibid., p. 101.    The fact that Darwin employed populational models first in order to analyze problems about organic species in no way prevents its use elsewhere.
	The notion of a "historical entity," comprising successive sets of constituent elements which maintain a recognizable unity and continuity despite their changing content, can be discussed in abstraction from any specific application to (say) evolutionary zoology or the history of science.  The populational approach accordingly provides an entirely general mode of historical explanation; and one that is a healthy antidote both to excessively systematic and ahistorical analyses of developing systems, and also to excessively sweeping "evolutionist" doctrines.      Ibid., p. 337.  
	There is, however, a crucial distinction which has to be observed in generalizing the populational approach to cover all historical entities, and which shows why it is dangerous simply to generalize everything found in the example of organic evolution.  This is a distinction between what Toulmin calls "coupled" and "decoupled" processes of variation and selection.
	The twin sub-processes of variation and selection can be related in either of two quite different ways.  They may take place quite independently, so that the factors responsible for the selective perpetuation of variants are entirely unrelated to those responsible for the original generation of those same variants.  Or, alternatively, they may involve related sets of factors, so that the novel variants entering the relevant pool are already pre-selected for characteristics bearing directly on the requirements for selective perpetuation.  To mark this difference, we may say that in the latter case variation and selection are "coupled," in the former case "decoupled."      Ibid., pp. 337-338.  
Genetic mutations, for example, are decoupled from the selective processes at work in their ecological niches, while conceptual developments are coupled ("pre-selected") with whatever further selective processes they encounter.  A conceptual development is from the outset a reflective selection of one among several possible intellectual trajectories in light of inherited trajectories and present demands, and it differs from further selective processes mainly by virtue of having not yet been satisfactorily assessed by the forums whose intellectual purposes it aims to promote.      By "satisfactorily assessed" I mean simply "assessed to the satisfaction of the forums' membership."  In this connection see Toulmin's discussion of "rational bets," ibid., pp. 236-246, 502-503.    Its further assessment does, of course, include acknowledgement of its having been proposed as the best way to meet present demands, which provides those who still prefer to engage in further reflection with something more definite to reflect on than they would have if no proposals had yet been made.  But this is just carrying on with the same process of selecting one among several possible trajectories in light of inherited trajectories and present demands, the main difference being that one of those inherited trajectories is now the one under consideration, presuming that its advocates are already putting it to work to explore its fruitfulness (and this, incidentally, also partly reshapes how the present demands are construed).  The distinction between innovation and selection, when the "sub-processes" are coupled, is thus not very sharp, but is mainly a matter of earlier and succeeding selective developments in which more and more members of the relevant forums are able to participate.
	Matters of earlier and succeeding selective developments are of course precisely what were earlier described	 as precedents under the legal model for epistemics, so again we can see the close affinities both models have with each other.  But the populational model does bring out certain features which might not be as clearly emphasized if we took the legal model by itself.  The populational model accounts for continuities as well as changes in rational enterprises in terms of the coupled sub-processes of innovation and selection which take place in suitable "forums of competition," where they are required to meet the correlative demands of novel situations and neighboring, currently well established concepts (and enterprises) with which they must "coexist."      Ibid., pp. 139-140.    When we view a "compact," scientific discipline's intellectual development in these terms we are able to distinguish, on the one hand, between the more fragile and superficial theoretical concepts and principles (which can change discontinuously) and the more fluid and deeper-lying intellectual goals (which develop more gradually), while making a related distinction, on the other hand, between the stricter and systematic context of specific theories and the more relaxed and dynamically related populations of concepts which together make up the intellectual content of the entire subject.      Ibid., p. 134.    If we confined ourselves to the superficial level of such a discipline we would of course still be tempted to oscillate between absolutism and relativism, but when we begin from the more fluid and relaxed substratum, as Toulmin insists we must do, we are no longer mystified by either continuities or changes, since we find both coexisting in the same process of conceptual development.  
	Toward the end of the last century, we saw, Frege had insisted that "if everything were in continual flux, and nothing maintained itself fixed for all time, there would no longer be any possibility of getting to know about the world, and everything would be plunged into confusion."      Quoted, ibid., p. 55.    From the standpoint of Toulmin's populational model, however, this dilemma appears unreal.  "In intellectual history as in natural history, the old philosophical ideal of 'permanent entities', which preserve an essential identity through a continuing sequence of 'accidental' historical changes, can now be superseded by a more life-like, and less mysterious notion: viz., that of 'historical entities' which, though possessing no absolutely unchanging characteristics, preserve enough unity and continuity to remain distinct and recognizable from one epoch to another."      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 141.    With this move the alternatives Frege assumed between absolute identity (or "fixity") and wholly amorphous flux are reinterpreted as somewhat fictitious abstractions (like frictionless planes) from the more elastic and reconcilable notions of continuity and variation.
	Taking conceptual populations, instead of systems, as the proper starting point for epistemics still requires that we distinguish between, while refusing to separate, a rational enterprise's intellectual (or "disciplinary") and institutional (or "professional") aspects.      Ibid., p. 309.  Toulmin more often refers to these complementary aspects as disciplinary and professional aspects, respectively.  I have chosen the alternate pair of terms, which are used less frequently, because Toulmin clearly allows that there are intellectual aspects which are non-disciplinable.  
	Regarded as an historically developing human activity, any well-structured rational enterprise has two faces.  We can think of it as a discipline, comprising a communal tradition of procedures and techniques for dealing with theoretical or practical problems; or we can think of it as a profession, comprising the organized set of institutions, roles, and [people] whose business it is to apply or improve those procedures and techniques.  And these two faces represent alternative views of the same historical changes, as seen from different directions.      Ibid., p. 142.  
It cannot be stressed too frequently that, even where the distinction can be drawn most sharply, as in most natural sciences and other compact disciplines, the two sets of considerations do not fall into two separate realms but lie along a continuous spectrum, with the intellectual predominant at one extreme and the institutional predominant at the other.      Ibid., p. 306.    Still, it must be stressed just as frequently that we are never warranted in confusing the two no matter how controversial the distinction becomes, as it indeed does become outside the compact disciplines or when a compact discipline itself undergoes transformation in its intellectual ideals.      Ibid., pp. 231-241, 307.  
  	At such points of controversy, in other words, when accused of letting institutional interests interfere with our claims to be genuinely persuaded, we cannot assume that the challenge is irrelevant.  But neither can we assume that the charge is accurate simply because the issue is controversial.  What we must do is either account as best we can for why we remain convinced that we are not confusing the two or else stop expecting our colleagues--or ourselves, for that matter--to take our claims seriously.  Our being persuaded that we are not confusing intellectual and institutional interests is, of course, no guarantee that we will actually be taken seriously, or that even we may not later think ourselves mistaken, but for either of these outcomes there simply are no further guarantees.  All one can do is maintain honesty and develop awareness among supporters and critics alike about what possibilities there are for being able or unable to make the distinction.
	Toulmin's persistence in making this distinction between intellectual and institutional aspects of reasoning on even the most volatile issues plays a crucial role in accounting for what was legitimate in some of the concerns of Frege and his Platonist descendants.  And because Toulmin's commitment to the distinction has not always been noticed, he has been criticized for being a pragmatic sort of social Darwinist:
	    For Toulmin, questions about the truth and falsity, confirmation, corroboration, falsification, etc., of propositions should be replaced by questions about the "adequacy," "the practical effects," the "power," the "survival value" of "concepts," that is, of skills.  All this is pragmatism, pure and simple . . . For Toulmin  . . . might is right; selective survival is the criterion of progress . . . In his view all change--within the scientific community--is progress, and the speed of actual progress is its necessary speed.      Imre Lakatos, Mathematics, Science and Epistemology, ed. John Worrall and Gregory Currie (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978), pp. 236-237.  
This criticism comes from another post-Popperian philosopher of science, Imre Lakatos, in a review which was not published until after his death in 1974.  A pragmatist, on Lakatos's understanding, is someone who denies the existence of a Popperian "third world" (not to be confused with the Third World of international politics and economics).      Ibid.    Anyone, he contends, who denies this world's existence is bound to wind up claiming that might makes right.  As Lakatos understands Popper's terminology, the third world is "the world of articulated knowledge which is independent of knowing subjects," or alternately, "the world of objective knowledge."      Lakatos, The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes, ed. John Worrall and Gregory Currie (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978), p. 92.  The first world is equated with the material world, while the second world is the world of consciousness.    It is true that Toulmin would probably have difficulty making sense of "knowledge which is independent of knowing subjects."  If there were such "knowledge," how would knowing subjects ever know about it?  Nevertheless he remains as concerned as Lakatos to prevent the world of objective knowledge, or what he calls the sphere of rational criticism, from being equated with a sphere or world in which might makes right.  Toulmin's point is that we cannot do this by making the sphere of rational criticism entirely independent of what knowing subjects do.  Instead we can distinguish between knowing subjects' interests in intellectual authority and their other interests, some of which can interfere with their intellectual interests.  
	In a response to Lakatos's criticism, Toulmin grants that we can call this sphere a third world, if we wish, but denies that it can be found outside the more inclusive world of knowing subjects and their dynamic interaction with the natural world.      Toulmin, "History, Praxis and the 'Third World'," Essays in Honor of Imre Lakatos, ed. R. S. Cohen, et al. (Dordecht-Holland: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1976),      pp. 655-675.    He suspects that Lakatos was unable to take him seriously on this issue for the further reason that "anyone who enlarged the 'intellectual content' of a science to embrace praxis as well as propositions--and so enlarge the sphere of 'rational criticism' to embrace something more than the analysis of propositional relationships--was guilty in Imre's eyes of some vicious kind of psychologism or sociologism."      Ibid., p. 667.    This, he counters, is just a mathematician's misunderstanding, another version of Frege's equation of rationality with logicality which has to be abandoned for the sake of rational criticism itself.
	In giving the claims of rational criticism the respect and attention they deserve, therefore, we must not restrict their scope and application to matters of propositional logic, but admit into the "third world" all those elements that can be critically judged against rational standards.  If the result is to transform the "third world" from being a formal world of Being, comprising only propositions and propositional relations, into a substantial World of Becoming, comprising both linguistic/symbolic and non-linguistic/practical elements, so be it!      Ibid.  
As it turns out, Toulmin claims, Lakatos eventually came to acknowledge the need for enlarging the sphere of rational criticism in a way similar to what Toulmin advocates.      Ibid., pp. 672-675.    For the time being, in any case, the point to remember is that to make the "third world" a sphere within or aspect of the human world is not to make interests in recognizing intellectual authority indistinguishable in principle from other, sometimes competitive interests, and that to regard it in dynamic rather than static terms is not to turn it into a wholly amorphous flux.
The Variety of Rational Enterprises
	Several terms have appeared occasionally in the preceding discussion whose meaning and relation to one another have not yet been discussed--terms such as "rational enterprise," "discipline," "compact discipline" (and its inferior relatives: "diffuse" and "would-be" disciplines), and "non-disciplinable" rational enterprises.  "Rational enterprise" is the most inclusive term Toulmin uses to refer to any enterprise which aims to actualize conditions of assessment appropriate to its subject matter and to whatever forums of equitable assessment are currently available.  He then introduces a fundamental distinction between disciplinable and non-disciplinable rational enterprises and further subdivides the disciplinary enterprises into compact, diffuse, and would-be disciplines.  The reasons for the fundamental distinction are thoroughly practical: "The boundary between disciplinable and non-disciplinable activities runs where it does because, in the course of their practical experience, [people] have discovered that it is both functionally possible and humanly desirable to isolate certain classes of issues, and make them the concern of specialized bodies of enquiries; while with issues of other kinds this turns out to be either impossible, or undesirable, or both at once."      Ibid., p. 404.    What defines a discipline, in other words, "is the recognition of a sufficiently agreed goal or ideal, in terms of which common outstanding problems can be identified."      Ibid., p. 364.    The recognized ideal, so long as it is recognized, provides the members of its corresponding forums with a set of relatively unambiguous standards for assessing further developments without getting entangled in endless disputes.  All disciplinable enterprises aim to attain as compact a status as possible and thus can be further subdivided according to whether and to what extent they have attained that status both in the eyes of their own forums and in the eyes of members of adjacent forums representing other rational enterprises.
	A rational enterprise whose conceptual repertory is exposed at every stage to critical reappraisal and modification by qualified judges, in the light of clearly recognized and agreed collective ideals, develops--we say--in a "compact" manner, while one that conforms only loosely to those requirements develops "diffusely."  As for those subjects which might in principle become fields for disciplinary cultivation, but in which effective disciplinary development has as yet scarcely begun, we shall speak of these as "would-be disciplines."      Ibid., p. 379.  
Although this subdivision appears at first to be a three-fold one, Toulmin seems in practice to use "diffuse" and "would-be disciplines" interchangeably.  Examples of compact disciplines, at least for the time being, include principally the physical and biological sciences, although there can be other compact disciplines whose goals are not explanatory (e. g., some technologies and judicial systems).  The behavioral sciences, on the other hand, more closely exemplify the problems of diffuse or would-be disciplines.
	The current debate about the explanation of human behaviour lacks focus and definition.  There is no consensus even about those analytical and pre-scientific issues on which the construction of a "disciplined" science of human behaviour depends: e. g., about what kinds of thing are puzzling about human behaviour at all, what tests a fruitful new psychological concept must pass, or what a comprehensive theory of human behaviour should seek to achieve.      Ibid., pp. 383-384.  
Toulmin suggests that it may turn out that human behaviour does not lend itself to comprehensive explanation in a compact manner, although certain aspects may eventually yield divergent compact goals, just as natural scientists finally had to surrender the goal of a comprehensive explanation of change in favor of explanations of different kinds of change in terms of different explanatory ideals.      Ibid., pp. 386-388.    
	Much of Human Understanding is devoted to the development of disciplinary enterprises, particularly the compact disciplines exemplified by the natural sciences.  An understandable conclusion to draw from this (especially after reading Toulmin's assessment of "diffuse" and "would-be" disciplines) is that an enterprise's rationality depends directly on how closely it approximates the compactness at which disciplinary enterprises aim.  On that interpretation he would then be open to the charge of replacing the equation of rationality with logicality with a more pernicious equation of rationality with compactness.  This is precisely what he has been charged with by one of his more sympathetic critics, Charles Arthur Willard.  Willard likens Toulmin's ordering of the variety of rational enterprises to a pyramid, with the most compact disciplines at the top, the diffuse and would-be disciplines somewhat lower down, and the non-disciplinable enterprises at the very base of the pyramid.  He then uses this metaphor to bring out the fundamental difference between his own approach and Toulmin's.  "Toulmin may be said to start at the top, working downward to explain knowledge, while I advocate starting at the base with the ordinary fields, working upward toward the compact discipline."      Willard, Argumentation and the Social Grounds of Knowledge, p. 154.  
	This reading does have some initial plausibility, but its plausibility evaporates, I think, in light of several specific disclaimers and examples in Toulmin's account.  While these could have been more heavily stressed than they actually were, the fact that they are present at all finally disallows interpretations such as Willard's.  One of the most noteworthy considerations disallowing such interpretations is that Toulmin places not only ethics but philosophy itself among the non-disciplinable enterprises.      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 508.    Clearly this is where epistemics belongs as well, for like ethics it comprises one of the pursuits of philosophy, and, as we saw earlier, Toulmin insists that its task of recognizing the basis of intellectual authority cannot be assigned to any established discipline but must lead a perennially nomadic existence.      Ibid., pp. 6-7.    Surely the enterprise of critiquing all other claims to intellectual authority could not itself be considered an inferior example of reasoning!
	Toulmin has furthermore explicitly stated that compactness does not of itself render an enterprise superior to those which are not compact.  "To say that any particular enterprise is "disciplined" . . . is not to congratulate it, but is merely to understand its particular rational structure and aim."      Ibid., p. 393.    The prominence of compact disciplines in Human Understanding is due more to the ease with which they lend themselves to populational analysis.  Having fairly clearly defined goals and corresponding forums which can be readily identified, their history, in both intellectual and institutional aspects, is easier to trace.  But their intellectual authority does not stem principally from their compactness.  More fundamentally, it stems from a wider recognition and appreciation of the legitimacy of their goals.  Prior to the question, "Is this development in accordance with our disciplinary ideals?" is the question which could be raised by anyone for whom the discipline's practitioners claim relevance: "Do we (still), in the course of our practical experience, find it functionally possible and humanly desirable to isolate this discipline's class of issues for specialized inquiry?"  In other words, this is a question of viewing the discipline's attainments and ideals against the background of more fundamental and necessarily      I mean "necessarily" only in the rhetorical sense I have given it in the understanding of transcendental reflection I have been defending.   broader human purposes which it is intended to serve,      See ibid., p. 240.   and it requires a willingness to converse with anyone whose own enterprises aim to serve similar purposes, whether in a disciplinable or non-disciplinable manner.  In that respect the prior question can itself be said to pull attention in a relatively non-disciplinable direction, in which case Toulmin can be said to explain knowledge not by moving from the top to the bottom of the pyramid, nor vice versa, but by moving in both directions, with the more decisive role assigned to considerations arising, so to speak, from below.
	Now of course the fact that relatively non-disciplinable questions are epistemically prior to questions which occur when a discipline's legitimacy is presumed does not mean that the prior question must constantly be raised.  Part of the purpose for allowing disciplines to arise is to permit their practitioners to defer those prior questions, to presume that they have been satisfactorily answered for whomever they wish to influence, in order, for the time being, to pursue their discipline's goals without endless distraction.  This is to grant these practitioners a serious hearing, though never final say, whenever broader questions arise which at least partly lend themselves to disciplinary construals.  Nevertheless, no matter how successful a discipline becomes in approximating its own goals, there will always be relatively non-disciplinable questions which could be asked about the legitimacy and pertinence of the goals themselves.  And while the practitioners of a given discipline cannot afford, intellectually speaking, to direct the same degree of attention to prior questions as they do to their own, they cannot afford to ignore them altogether, or so I infer.  To use a visual metaphor, they must at least grant those prior questions a place within the same field of vision as that of their own intellectual ideals, even if most of the time attention will focus on the ideals themselves and relegate prior questions to the somewhat fuzzier background.
A Pervasive Duality
	As I have said, in Human Understanding Toulmin did not spell out his position on these questions in detail or with an emphasis comparable to that placed on the development of compact disciplines.  But I believe the way I have spelled it out represents the position he nevertheless fairly directly implies by what he does say specifically in that work.  His position on disciplinability is thus much the same as his position on formalization.  In either case broader, more substantive questions of relevance to the demands of the relatively singular issue at hand are more crucial than narrower and more formal questions of how to follow a given line of thinking or course of action to its pre-established conclusion.  And determining the degree and manner of influence these broader and narrower types of thoughtful activity should have on each other at a given place and time is itself, necessarily, one of the broader questions, not one of the narrower type. 
	This interpretation is, in any case, certainly in keeping with later developments in Toulmin's work, in which, with an explicitly Aristotelian twist, he has developed the distinction between broader and narrower trajectories in thoughtful activity into a linked duality      On the distinction between duality and dualism see Giddens, The Constitution of Society, pp. xx-xxi.   which in numerous ways pervades disciplinable and non-disciplinable enterprises alike.  (A duality, as I use the term, is not the same as a dualism.  It refers to two aspects which are inseparable but which are still in some kind of productive tension with each other.)  For example, he has lately begun to argue that today's natural sciences (compact disciplines) involve the same hermeneutical issues as the human sciences (diffuse/would-be disciplines) and the humanities (non-disciplinable enterprises).  Each involves "a mix, or blend, of explanation and interpretation," and the differences among them are mainly differences of balance or emphasis "reflecting the different occasions that arts and sciences provide for the public discussion of professional and critical issues."      Toulmin, "The Construal of Reality," pp. 105, 109.      While the humanities obviously admit of many alternative interpretive standpoints, this does not of itself place them in a different realm altogether from the natural sciences, for there, too, alternative interpretive standpoints are possible, and in neither instance does this warrant the conclusion that, therefore, anything goes.      Ibid., pp. 102-104.    In either case determining how many interpretive standpoints are currently legitimate to adopt involves asking, collaboratively, to what extent the subject matter under consideration "has turned out to lend itself to interpretations of one kind rather than another."      Ibid., p. 100.    Thus, Toulmin concludes, the essential point is twofold.
	    a) that all critical analysis and explanation, whether in the sciences or the humanities, begin only at a point where some interpretive (theoretical, conceptual) standpoint has already been adopted--so that the question, whether any specific analysis or explanation is well founded, takes for granted the prior question, whether the particular standpoint from which it is offered is in general an acceptable one; 
	    b) that our need to choose an interpretive standpoint at the outset of any specific piece of . . . investigation or criticism does not condemn the results to the second-class status of mere subjective opinions but leaves open all sorts of questions about the objective considerations that are available as rational support for those opin-ions.      Ibid., p. 110.  
	Thus throughout the entire spectrum leading from non-disciplinable enterprises to compact disciplines we can at any point make a relative distinction between two types of question in collaborative inquiry with respect to the demands of the subject at hand.  We can ask an "analytical" question: 
	1) whether the inquiry is proceeding correctly according to already established, more or less compactly formulated standards of explanation or analysis.
Or we can ask a "topical" question: 
	2) whether and how the standards we are invoking are appropriate to the demands of the subject at hand, and, if so, whether and how proceeding according to other standards is also desirable.      See Toulmin, "Logic and the Criticism of Arguments," p. 16.  Note that topical questions include both "whether" and "how" questions.  
The distinction can be designated in a number of other ways--as, for example, a distinction between explanation and understanding or as one between formal and substantive (or functional) considerations.  Most often, however, Toulmin refers to the distinction in the terms just used to introduce them, "analytical" and "topical," which are taken from titles of Aristotle's logical works.  This is because Aristotle "thought of logic as embracing not merely the formal arguments that he discussed in the Prior and Posterior Analytics but also the substantive and functional arguments that were his concern in the Topics and the Ethics."      Ibid., p. 109.    (It should not go unnoticed that while "analytics" is a term appearing in the titles of both works which Toulmin describes as analytical, "topics" appears in only one title of the works which he considers topical, among which he also includes the Rhetoric and the Poetics.)      About the Rhetoric Toulmin is quite explicit.  He is not so explicit about the Poetics, but since his article often refers to the practice of literary criticism it is safe to assume that the Poetics is entitled to a place among the other topical enterprises.  
	For my own purposes this return to Aristotle "by the back door"      Toulmin, "Explanation and Interpretation," January 17, 1984.   represents the most noteworthy development in his more recent work.  It does not indicate a radical change in stance on his part but a growing recognition of the place of Toulmin's project in Western intellectual history, and it has presented new opportunities for conversation with other intellectual traditions.  Especially welcome in this respect has been his interest in bringing Continental and Anglophone philosophy into a closer working relationship, which has resulted in further explorations, beyond the article just cited, of the Aristotelian roots of Continental hermeneutics.  
	On that subject Toulmin construes Gadamer's and others' recoveries of Aristotle in terms of his own.  He maintains, for example, that much of Gadamer's interpretation theory can be found in Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics (a point which Gadamer would readily acknowledge, as we saw in the previous chapter).      Toulmin, "Explanation and Interpretation," January 24, 1984.    It is also in that work that Toulmin finds the crucial starting point from which the whole topical and rhetorical tradition arises.  This is the well known passage in Book I, Chapter 3, which claims that we should aim to be no more and no less precise in our judgments than the subject matter under consideration allows.  Toulmin remarks, "This is already . . . the beginning of an account of rhetoric, the beginning of an account of the substantive kinds of ways in which opinions can be substantiated by making one of a number of rhetorical moves which seek to bring to bear considerations (topoi) of one of the various different sorts which can be used in a given context to provide the relevant weighty support of the kind needed."      Ibid.  
	Toulmin applauds these Aristotelian moves in Gadamer, but still finds him deficient, at least in Gadamer's earlier work, on the status of the natural sciences (and presumably the status of other compact disciplines).  On this subject Toulmin finds more convergence with Paul Ricoeur, to whom he attributes (as a result of conversations with David Tracy) the point that, once we begin to construe Gadamer's position in terms of the distinction between topical and analytical considerations, we can regard appeals to exact theories as one type of topos among others within the conversational or argumentative situation.
	If we equate interpretation as conversation with concrete, substantive argumentation, that is to say, the sphere of phronesis, the effect of this equation is not to bracket off the natural sciences . . . [Instead] we can recognize the natural sciences as fields of inquiry which provide some scope for arguments which have the character of episteme.  This is to recognize them not as equated with episteme [i. e., knowledge which purports to be unaffected by historical and cultural relativity], but as fields of inquiry which provide some scope for formal and exact arguments . . . Appeals to theory are [therefore] not appeals outside or above the argumentative situation or occasion, rather they are yet another appeal that can be made within the specific argumentative occasion.  That is to say, in order to do a job for us as phronesis even an argument which is formally an instance of episteme has to be presented with an eye to its relevance and appropriateness to the specific, concrete, argumentative situation in which it is produced and for whose purposes and in the interests of which [it was formulated] . . . A fortiori, appeals to critical theory, too, have to be judged with a view to the specific force they have with regard to the specific points at issue in that particular situation, which is to say, appeals to critical theory too are one more element in critical praxis.      Ibid.  Although Toulmin says here that compact disciplines such as the natural sciences provide some scope for the exact arguments developed within rigid systems, this surely does not mean that non-disciplinable enterprises provide no scope at all for such arguments.  Instead he seems to be claiming that the relevance of such arguments will be more direct to the concerns of a compact discipline than they will be to the concerns of a non-disciplinable enterprise.  
These, Toulmin claims, are the implications one has to draw if appeals to theory are regarded as one type of topos among others.  Obviously they are implications I find congenial, supporting as they do the claims I have made about the status of phronesis and of rhetoric.
	I have described this relative distinction between analytical and topical questions more loosely as a distinction between narrower and broader trajectories in thoughtful activity.  The question, "Am I following these procedures correctly?," is always a narrower one than the question, "Are these the correct procedures?," when both questions are asked in response to roughly the same cluster of issues or "subject matter."  This is not simply equivalent to a distinction between rigid systems and more fluid populations, or between disciplinable and non-disciplinable enterprises.  Instead the terms "narrower" and "broader" are intended to capture the pattern common to all of these distinctions as they are found in varying combinations in this or that rational enterprise.  A disciplinary enterprise is narrower than a non-disciplinable one, but within either one we can expect to find other instances of broader and narrower styles of thoughtful activity, and they will not necessarily line up along a common "axis."  
	This is how Toulmin seems to use the terms "analytical" and "topical," and I intend the substitution of "narrower" and "broader" to convey the same distinction in more metaphorical terminology.  The metaphor is apt, I believe, not only to illumine distinctions among the intellectual aspects of rational enterprises, but also to shed light on their corresponding institutional aspects.  Not only do we have broader and narrower concepts, ideals, procedures, subject matters, and the like interacting in a variety of ways, but along with these intellectual aspects we can expect to find broader and narrower--more and less inclusive--forums for the equitable assessment of these intellectual aspects.  And these too can interact in a variety of ways.  There would seem, furthermore, to be some correlation between intellectual and institutional versions of this distinction.  A compact discipline, for example, will always involve a narrower forum of assessment than a non-disciplinable enterprise, mainly because the moves within a compact discipline cannot be assessed until a number of specialized techniques are mastered, and not many people will be interested enough or be able to afford to take the time to learn these techniques.  But these techniques and goals were adopted in response to broader questions (i. e., "Are these the right techniques and goals to use here?"), which can be legitimately debated by anyone who has some familiarity with the subject at hand, even though she may not have mastered those particular techniques and goals which are now claimed to be relevant to that subject.  The legitimacy of that narrower or less inclusive forum therefore depends on how these broader or more inclusive forums assess the relevance of its techniques and goals for the broader questions they share.  From the standpoint of the members of the narrower forum it would be unrealistic to expect everyone in the broader forum to be convinced to the same degree.  But failure to be convincing to certain individuals and groups will always need accounting for in a way that seems genuinely persuasive at least to the members of that narrower forum if they are to continue honestly to think themselves rational.  And if that account borrows explanatory procedures from still other forums this will open the original, narrower forum to questions from yet another angle.
	In order, therefore, to have a variety of rational enterprises which includes compact disciplines there must be constant interaction not only between broader and narrower intellectual aspects but also between broader and narrower forums of equitable assessment.  This at the very least suggests that certain transformations may be in order for the institutions we now have, and this is indeed a conclusion Toulmin himself draws from his distinction between the analytics and the topics.
	Any revival of "substantive logic," "rhetoric," "practical reasoning" or "theory of argumentation" (call it what you will) requires both philosophers, and those whose work the philosophers reflect on--lawyers and physicians, scientists and critics--to modify their present claims to full disciplinary autonomy.  The substantive analysis of practical argumentation is worthwhile only if it is collaborative.      Toulmin, "Logic and the Criticism of Arguments,"   p. 21.  
If we pursue epistemics far enough, it seems, we find ourselves returning repeatedly to a vision of public life which we can and ought to aim for, however mindful we also have to be of the risks inherent in aiming for it and of the sharp disagreements we can expect on how best to aim for it here and now.  Such a vision is hardly precise enough to be called a criterion or a principle, but it still serves, albeit contestably, to critique our rational enterprises as they now stand.

Cosmology: A Critique of Disciplinary Abstraction
	Toulmin's vision of public life already seems to be a strong undercurrent in his conception of epistemics, but it also surfaces repeatedly in, of all places, his most recent discussions on cosmology and the theology of nature.  This new interest on his part arguably constitutes the most visible shift in his thinking over the past few decades, which is chronicled and documented in a collection of essays and reviews entitled The Return to Cosmology.  There we also find a critique of what Toulmin calls disciplinary abstraction and its corresponding "bureaucratic rationalization" which supports the interpretation of epistemics I have given and carries it further.  I shall turn to that discussion, therefore, both to follow some of the consequences of the pursuit of epistemics and to introduce further issues which arise when theologians are able to enter the ensuing conversation with their own distinctive concerns.
	Cosmology, like philosophy, ethics, epistemics and other "integrative"      Toulmin, Human Understanding, p. 411.   enterprises, is necessarily a non-disciplinable enterprise.  As with epistemics, any other such enterprise must lead a nomadic existence, aiming to be influenced by and to influence all the rational enterprises with which interaction is possible at a given time.  Within the context of such a maximally inclusive enterprise the procedures and results of even the most compact disciplines can be said to take on the character of "quasi-disciplinary" aspects of that enterprise,      Ibid. p. 406.   but the enterprise itself will remain non-disciplinable precisely because it has to be maximally inclusive.  Indeed, at least in that respect we could call these the least disciplinable of all enterprises, for by aiming to influence and be influenced by all other rational enterprises they are least able to pursue precisely defined goals without constant interruption.  As I pointed out earlier, practitioners of a given discipline cannot afford, intellectually speaking, to direct the same degree of attention to the broader and epistemically prior questions as they do to their own, but it is precisely the task of the practitioner of, say, epistemics to oscillate constantly between narrower and broader questions, attempting to discern how questions of both types might influence each other most fruitfully.  Nevertheless, while in that respect they may truly be said to be the least disciplinable enterprises of all, they are for the same reason enterprises having more quasi-disciplinary aspects than any other type of non-disciplinable enterprise.
	Toulmin does not say specifically whether or not we can reduce all these maximally inclusive, integrative enterprises to One Maximally Inclusive, Integrative Enterprise.  It is surely legitimate at some point to pursue the argument that there could by definition be only one maximally inclusive enterprise.  Nevertheless, there have been a variety of intellectual traditions which have claimed or might claim to be maximally inclusive, and it would be premature to expect this argument to do anything except provoke further arguments which would be even more controversial.  While this too would surely be a legitimate result from which we could undoubtedly learn something, we must not overlook the fact that we can also learn a great deal already by taking seriously the claims of a number of enterprises to be maximally inclusive.  Furthermore, we must remember that the notion of a maximally inclusive enterprise is necessarily an enterprise in which few concepts--even those borrowed from compact disciplines--continue to function in a fixed, disciplined manner, including the concept of a maximally inclusive enterprise--a concept which itself originates from the maximally inclusive enterprise of epistemics.  Trinitarian that I am, I would myself entertain most seriously the suggestion that the only unity at which we realistically should aim in referring to a maximally inclusive rational enterprise would be a tensively unified plurality, but this is not the place to enter into further discussions about tensiveness.  For now the point is simply to note that in Toulmin's writings cosmology, ethics, epistemics, and even theology are all on more or less the same footing insofar as each aims to be maximally inclusive.  Each attempts to respond appropriately to whatever human interests are taken to be most pervasive, including our presumed interest in being rational; and whatever distinctiveness may be claimed for one of these enterprises will not entitle its practitioners to rule out in advance the questions of any other enterprise aiming likewise to be maximally inclusive.  In particular, there is no room here for invoking what other philosophers of science have called "demarcation criteria," which would allow one completely to ignore enterprises assumed by some to be suspect in favor of attending solely to enterprises assumed to be legitimate.      On the subject of demarcation criteria, see Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 253-260.  As Toulmin points out, the insistence that an enterprise under suspicion cannot be wholly ignored does not automatically require that it be given the same attention as is given to enterprises whose legitimacy is widely recognized (ibid., pp. 259-260).  
	We can learn something about the problems recurrent in trying to speak of maximally inclusive rational enterprises by taking note of a problem inherent in one of them, namely, cosmology itself.  Although Toulmin now defends cosmology as a legitimate undertaking, he still cautions that certain conceptual oddities attend the very idea of such a pursuit.
	The whole expanse of Space, for instance, is not just one more volume, which simply happens to be larger than all other volumes.  Nor is the totality of Time just one more historical period, longer than all other periods of time, but otherwise comme les autres.  So we cannot just extrapolate our familiar ideas about smaller regions of space and shorter periods of time, and apply them directly to Space and Time "as wholes."  Nor, for that matter, can we use our everyday discoveries about each and every limited, particular kind of thing as a secure foundation for conclusions about "the All" or "the Whole."      Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, pp. 1-2.  
Similarly, a maximally inclusive rational enterprise is not just one more enterprise, more inclusive than all others but otherwise comme les autres.  As with Cosmology, therefore, it is no wonder that such enterprises' ambitions have been open to charges of hubris.
	Hubris was practically all Toulmin himself could find in the attempts of most cosmologists until the late 1970s.  As he recounts, after having himself indulged, in the early 1940s, in cosmological speculations on the consequences of the concept of "entropy increase" for ethics, he was awakened from his dogmatic slumbers by eighteen months of study with Ludwig Wittgenstein, so that by the end of that decade he was "in full reaction against the intellectual simplicities" of his earlier ambitions.      Ibid., p. 13.    His reaction eventually culminated in a lengthy essay on "scientific mythology," originally published in 1957, in which he gently chided popularizers of natural science and their readers for attempting, figuratively speaking, to take isolated pieces from various jigsaw puzzles and to reassemble them into a comprehensive mythology or world view.  Not only did this require forcing the pieces together to the point of distorting them, but it also failed to note that, once forcing is allowed, the question whether the pieces actually do fit together in one way rather than another can no longer be answered as it could be when the pieces were fitted into their own original puzzles.      Ibid., p. 32.    Thus he cautioned: "When we begin to look to the scientist for a tidy, a simple, and especially an all-purpose picture of the world; when we treat his tentative and carefully-qualified conclusions as universal certainties; or when we inflate some discovery having a definite, bounded scope into the Mainspring of the Universe, and try to read in the scientist's palm the solutions of difficult problems in other fields--ethics, aesthetics, politics or philosophy; then we are asking of him things he is in no position to give, and converting his conceptions into myths."      Ibid., p. 82.    Part of the achievement of modern science was in coming to see that (say) astronomical questions and questions about the ultimate importance of our mundane affairs could be disentangled "from the undifferentiated skein in which they first present themselves to us," the problem now being that "things which once were fused can be again confused."      Ibid.  
	While Toulmin's attitude toward cosmology has shifted, I do not detect anything in that shift which permits us to ignore the cautions of that earlier essay.  Transposing concepts from narrower contexts to broader ones still involves stretching them to a point where rules which originally governed how to fit them together no longer directly apply, as Toulmin still recognizes by insisting that Space cannot be thought of as just one more volume which happens to be bigger than others.  We cannot ignore such problems as these when making any moves to reintegrate what was once disentangled.  But the point here is to avoid confusion, and what Toulmin now finds legitimate are modest attempts at reintegration which remain mindful of precisely those risks.  This is one reason why he does not offer a specific cosmology of his own, but concentrates instead on establishing the preconditions which would help prevent our sliding from an informed reintegration into a forgetful confusion.  
	Once again, therefore, we find him offering his own distinctive version of a transcendental move.
	    If we are to establish the full "preconditions" for a rational cosmology . . . we have first to face one final "transcendental" question:
		In what respects, and on what conditions, can anything be said about the natural world in its entirety which is not dependent on our ability to subdivide natural phenomena into separate aspects, along disciplinary lines, and discover truths about those aspects one at a time?
	Is "the Universe as a Whole," so considered, a legitimate topic of rational investigation and speculation, or even a legitimate subject of human language at all?  Or have we deprived ourselves of that possibility in the act of setting up, for analytical purposes, the very subdivisions of nature which define the individual disciplines of science?  Are there, after all, things to be discovered about the entire universe, or about the place of humanity within that entirety, whose very generality allows them to transcend the fragmented insights of electromagnetic theory, cell biology, neurophysiology, and the rest?  Or does the stern injunction admit of no appeal?--"What Science hath put asunder let no mere Theologian seek to join together again!"      Ibid., pp. 7-8.  
As always, these questions involve not just intellectual but also institutional aspects of the necessary preconditions and their respective developments.  Indeed, what makes these questions legitimate to ask at all is "a broader shift in our intellectual and cultural attitudes which began in the mid-1960s and has not yet exhausted itself: a shift from a single-minded preoccupation with intellectual purity and abstract theory to a more complex concern for human relevance and concrete historicity."      Ibid., p. 12.    By the late 1970s, as the influence of positivist philosophy of science began to wane, the intellectual atmosphere became more relaxed and Toulmin found himself ready to return to the cosmological writings of scientists and other thinkers in a more sanguine and constructive spirit.  Even so, he still believed that the first task they called for was a reassessment of the original intellectual division of labor which for so long had obscured them.
	Maybe, after all, the strict regimen of disciplinary science had won authority only on certain conditions, and at something of a price.  If so, then maybe there was still a real chance of working outward from the natural sciences, and into the larger cosmological realm.  But the first step was to clarify the conditions and limitations on the intellectual authority of the traditional scientific disciplines.      Ibid. pp. 15-16.  
This, of course, involved taking historical questions in precisely the way they are said to be relevant in Human Understanding.  The recent cultural shift therefore provoked a new transcendental question which calls for sketching out a new epistemic self-portrait: not one which replaces Toulmin's earlier accounts of the variety of rational enterprises but one which draws certain consequences from such accounts which perhaps initially were not so clearly foreseen.  As a result of some initial attempts at such a sketch, Toulmin now believes that the following preliminary conclusions are warranted: "We can see that the arguments that for so long prevented any legitimate union of 'natural science' with 'natural religion' were arguments whose validity was at best conditional and temporary, and we can recognize what fruits such a renewed union promises on a variety of different levels from pure theory to practical politics."      Ibid., p. 17.    This is all Toulmin has set out to do up to now, leaving to others the tasks and hazards which will inevitably attend further cosmological proposals.
	Traditional Western cosmologies were held together under the Greek conception of cosmos, which rested on "the conviction that the entire system of the world forms a single, integrated system united by universal principles, that all things in the world consequently share in a common 'good order'."      Ibid., p. 224.    Cosmology thus acted as a focus for human thinking on a wide variety of topics, both theoretical and practical.  As a result, eventually,
	a highly complex system of "correspondences" grew up, linking celestial and terrestrial things of many different kinds.  Each metal from base lead to noble gold, each part of the human frame from anus to brain, each family of plants or animals (and so on, and so on) operated under the high patronage of corresponding celestial beings.      Ibid., p. 225.  
Implausible as these ideas now seem, the crucial differences between traditional cosmology and what has come to be called modern science had more to do with changes in ways of thinking than changes in content.  In order therefore to understand the significance of this shift, Toulmin counsels, "we would do better, in fact, to pay close attention (1) to the procedures characteristic of the methodology of modern science, (2) to the psychological attitudes associated with this methodology, and (3) to the changes in the social organization of scientific work, especially since the year 1800."      Ibid., p. 227.  
	The new philosophers of the seventeenth century found the all-encompassing questions of the traditional cosmologies too unwieldy to make any progress on, and so began dealing instead "with questions small enough, and phenomena isolable enough, to be selected out and dealt with separately, in abstraction from the rest of the universe."      Ibid., p. 228.    This, as we have already seen, is precisely the type of initial step any enterprise must take in order to become a compact discipline, and Toulmin now refers to the procedure as "disciplinary abstraction."      Ibid., p. 229.    By itself this change in methodology might not have proved inimical to cosmologists, although it certainly ran counter to their more "holistic" interests, but the change was also accompanied by psychological and institutional changes.
	Indeed, instead of at first proving inimical to cosmological speculation the new methodology simply encouraged attempts to read new cosmologies directly from the results of the new sciences.  Thinkers as prestigious as Isaac Newton, Robert Boyle, and John Ray set out to "read God's Mind in the Works of Nature," basing their new cosmology not on the idea of cosmic order but on that of divine design.  But however well intended such ventures may have been, they actually made matters worse, as scientific investigation "brought to light natural causes and origins for one after another of those features of nature that the seventeenth century enthusiasts had identified as specific marks of divine choice and supernatural wisdom."      Ibid., p. 232.    Their efforts thus served further to discredit the very idea of an integrative enterprise such as cosmology.
	Just as noteworthy as these failures, however, were the institutional changes that took place in the early 1800s.
	As matters turned out, the productivity of scientific intellectuals, quite as much as the productivity of manufacturing industry, proved to be subject to Adam Smith's generalizations about the efficacy of "the division of labor."  As a result, over the past hundred and fifty years--precisely, the period when relations between science and natural theology reached breaking point--there was what Max Weber would call a "bureaucratic rationalization" of the ways in which the tasks of science are structured and its work organized.      Ibid., p. 230.  
As a result, a professionalized code of "my station and its duties" eventually took over in each of the rapidly multiplying and increasingly narrow disciplines, so that "the principles and concepts in terms of which the intellectual concerns of the different scientific disciplines were framed came to be conceived of in ways that positively excluded     . . . transdisciplinary issues."      Ibid., p. 233.  
	All the questions that arose within particular scientific disciplines had corresponding groups of people whose professional task it was to deal with them.  By contrast, the integration of scientific results into an overall, transdisciplinary cosmology . . . [was] nobody's disciplinary concern; and, in an age marked by bureaucratic rationalization within all spheres of human activity, this soon came to mean that they were nobody's professional task, either.      Ibid.  
This meant that even basic topical questions about the legitimacy of a discipline's intellectual aims and corresponding concepts could no longer be asked.
	Those few who were tempted to ask critical questions about the credentials of those concepts soon discovered that physicists professionally concerned with mechanics had nothing to say to them: "Could we do without inertia?  What kind of question is that?" . . . For anyone intellectually committed to a particular scientific discipline, the answers to such questions "went without saying."  They represented, at most, the "constitutive tautologies" of that entire disciplinary activity, or scientific "form of life"--questions that could apparently be pressed only from intellectual confusion.      Ibid., p. 235.  
So the mutual influence between the novel methodologies of disciplinary abstraction and their later "bureaucratic rationalization" eventually proved inimical not only to cosmology but also to any critical reflection along the lines of epistemics.  (There were, of course, attempts at critical reflection along the lines of epistemology, but because this was largely an attempt to ask broader, transdisciplinary questions in the manner of a compact discipline, the effort was bound to prove self-defeating.)
	A third development, both influencing and influenced by disciplinary abstraction and the later bureaucratic rationalization, was "a certain personal abstraction within the minds of working scientists."      Ibid., p. 231.    This is the attitude of the detached spectator--one who observes without affecting or being affected by what is observed.  Toulmin refers to this initially as an unnecessary (and unhelpful) psychological attitude, but he also treats it as a legitimate and even immensely fruitful intellectual goal for certain types of inquiry.  The attitude is apparently inimical only when it is taken to be the proper attitude to cultivate for all rational inquiry.  
	The ideal of the spectator did not originate, of course, in the seventeenth century but dates back to the classical Greek notion of theoria.  The theoros was originally an official delegate sent from a city-state to consult the Oracle, but soon the word came to designate delegates representing the city-state at a variety of gatherings, particularly the Games, where they did not play but only observed.  Eventually it was used to refer to any spectator at the Games, official or otherwise, and then came to be used--as in Aristotle--in connection with the intellectual detachment typical of the philosopher.  "So, from very early on, philosophy--qua 'theory'--became essentially the reflective thought of a spectator; though, in view of the high origins and affiliation of the term, the philosopher was thought of as a 'spectator' with a touch of class or official status--even with a touch of holiness about him."      Ibid., p. 239.  
	Obviously, this idea by itself did not inhibit cosmology before the seventeenth century.  It took on this further role only after the rise of a new, if tacit, cosmological outlook in which nature was no longer viewed as "the animated, active cosmos of the medieval natural philosophers" but as "the inert, deanimated material world of the new mathematical philosophy."      Stephen E. Toulmin, "Nature and Nature's God," The Journal of Religious Ethics 13 (1985):42.    This was an Epicurean view of nature, but since the teachings of Epicurus were held in low esteem, "mathematically-minded advocates of the new physical sciences turned rather to the Platonists."      Ibid., p. 43.    The result, epitomized in Descartes, was therefore not simply a crude materialism but "a series of dichotomies, which ended not just by dividing Mind from Matter, rational thought from causal process, but by separating the realm of 'values' from that of 'facts' and setting Humanity over against Nature."      Ibid., p. 42.    Now the theoros was not only a spectator but one who observed the happenings of the world of nature from a standpoint wholly outside that world, and because those happenings took place in a realm separate from that of values one could not regard concern about those happenings--or about the consequences of investigating those happenings--as having any relevance for how inquiry should proceed.  This assumption of Wertfreiheit was particularly foreign to the classical conception of the theoros, but once it emerged the process of bureaucratic rationalization could not be far behind.
	As with any set of dichotomies, one side of the split gets taken more seriously and thus gains more of a claim to "reality" than the other.  This was the case with topics the new natural philosophers considered worthy of any serious attention, rationally speaking.  One could take seriously only those topics which might credibly be investigated in the way one investigates (presumably) "insensate" physical objects.  By comparison, any topic which could not (so far) be credibly investigated in that way could not be taken as seriously, if it could be taken seriously at all.  The whole line of thinking here follows the usual pattern, once dichotomizing is allowed.
	As we saw in the preceding section, however, one way to circumvent such a pattern is to replace the dichotomy in question with a pervasive, linked duality, and this is precisely how Toulmin begins the critical phase of his account of disciplinary abstraction.  (I take it to be fairly evident that what we have here, from another angle, is the same sort of linked duality between broadening and narrowing trajectories outlined in the previous section.)  His first move can be construed as another rhetorically vulnerable transcendental claim to the effect that we can distinguish between two ways of approaching any topic or subject matter, and while one way will in some instances play a more decisive role than the other, this is no reason to conclude that its counterpart is wholly irrelevant.  Where the subject matter in question is only minimally affected by or responsive to our investigation we can indeed investigate it mainly with the attitude of an observer, but the more we find ourselves influencing what we set out to investigate, the more we must take on the attitude of a participant.  Nevertheless, it will always turn out that we are to some extent participants in whatever we observe, just as we are to some extent observers of whatever we participate in.  Correspondingly, the variety of subject matters calling for investigation fall along a continuous spectrum with those which are minimally responsive to being studied at one end and those which are maximally responsive at the other.  "In between, there are all kinds of more or less complex and subtle processes and organisms, and these are, correspondingly, more or less [responsive] to being studied."      Toulmin, "The Construal of Reality," p. 97.  
	This is not a full-scale repudiation of the seventeenth century attitude, but it does amount to a critique of some of that attitude's unnecessary exaggerations.  We are indeed beneficiaries of that attitude (even with its exaggerated disciplinary abstraction and bureaucratic rationalization) in a number of ways.  Doubtless more of the world around and in us turned out to lend itself to understanding from a detached standpoint than we Westerners had ever dreamed possible before such enterprises were pursued with single-minded devotion.  But what is just as important to recognize is that this variety of increasingly divergent, single-minded pursuits itself eventually provided some of the best-founded reasons for qualifying its earlier exaggerations.  As Toulmin puts it, "one of the most important points in favor of the Newtonian methodology is the fact that, now at last, we understand at what points, and for what reasons, its intellectual goals and ideals cease to be realizable."      Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, p. 240.  
	It does remain true, however, that "the methodology of Cartesian objectivity eventually became, in Francis Bacon's terminology, an Idol: that is to say, a way of thinking and arguing whose very power tempted people to press it beyond its own proper limits, and so to deceive themselves."      Ibid., p. 248.    But Toulmin suggests that this is no cause for surprise or shame, for, while from outside the natural sciences the scope of their resulting theories may appear quite narrow, from inside those disciplines "the things achieved within that limited scope appeared spectacular out of proportion to the results of any previous system of natural philosophy."      Ibid.    Indeed, while I am not as confident as Toulmin that many natural scientists have heard the news he proclaims as commonplace among them--much less understood its implications for taking other enterprises seriously--it seems that, given those temptations and the fragmentation which resulted from yielding to them, the very fact that many have gone on to acknowledge and explore the limits of their disciplines from within can only be taken as a further point in favor of the risks they took (though that still does not justify uncritical gratitude for everything that resulted from those risks).
	Already in the nineteenth century there were grounds for recognizing that the spectator approach could not be universalized.  This became particularly apparent not only within the incipient human sciences but even for physiologists such as Claude Bernard.      Toulmin, "Nature and Nature's God," p. 44.    At the time, however, this did little to counter "the narrowly deterministic interpretations of the classical scientific world picture which were widespread during those years."      Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, p. 249.    But in this century the increasing number of fronts on which similar limits have been recognized now makes them impossible to ignore.  As a result, Toulmin claims, even within the strictest natural sciences it is increasingly recognized that "in quantum mechanics as much as in psychiatry, in ecology as much as in anthropology, the scientific observer is now--willy-nilly--also a participant."      Toulmin, "The Construal of Reality," p. 97.  
	Even with due respect for Toulmin's avoidance of the terminology of scientific revolutions, it would seem that the consequences he infers from this growing recognition are nothing short of revolutionary for at least some people's understandings of both the status of the natural sciences and the corresponding criteria of objectivity.      Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, p. 252.  
	The scientific enterprise can no longer be single-mindedly directed at the pursuit of pure knowledge, as it was so fruitfully for so long, between 1650 and the mid-1900s.  Nowadays, scientists have always to consider themselves as agents, not merely observers, and ask about the moral significance of the actions that comprise even the very doing of science.  In this respect, scientists today are having to rejoin the rest of humanity: their own professional work involves them once again in the moral and religious quandaries that arise for us all, in our attempts to reconcile action and reflection.      Ibid., p. 256.  
Such changes are so striking that we may no longer wish to refer to sciences in the present as "modern," at least not in the sense that we speak of the rise of modern science in the seventeenth century.  Toulmin therefore suggests that we call them "postmodern" sciences, and that phrase might be adequate for the time being if it were not so often associated with neoconservatism.      See, for example, Jean-Francois Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, trans. Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984).    But it would be a mistake, I think, to associate Toulmin's proposal with movements of that sort, since on social and political issues he tends to ally himself more with the views of Richard Bernstein and other advocates of dialogical communities who believe that the Enlightenment, however exaggerated some of its claims may have been, has taught us lessons we cannot afford to forget.  Rather than get sidetracked over what should be called premodern, modern, or postmodern, we might prefer simply to refer to the contrasted approaches respectively as detached sciences and participatory sciences.
	For my own purposes, of course, what is most noteworthy here is Toulmin's recognition that participatory scientists, along with the rest of us, are inescapably involved in quandaries which can arguably be called religious.  There is little point, I think, in dwelling here in any detail on what makes a question religious as opposed to something else.  At the very least the quandaries Toulmin outlines merge with questions some religions have asked or believed answered, particularly monotheistic religions.  Indeed, we have to keep in mind that the questions any maximally inclusive, integrative enterprise pursues are also fair game for any other enterprise aiming at maximal inclusiveness; so whether we think certain quandaries are moral or religious depends on whether we think the quandaries are fit topics for maximally inclusive enterprises and whether we think there are or can be maximally inclusive enterprises which are moral or religious.  On these points Toulmin is surely correct: the quandaries he mentions are such that only maximally inclusive enterprises could provide the needed perspective to pursue them, and some enterprises which have pursued them in that way have been and still are religious.
	In any case, Toulmin believes that the time is now ripe for collaborative discussion on what we must, for now, think of and do with ourselves, one another, and the contingent "overall scheme of things" in which we now find ourselves.      Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, p. 272.    To that end he welcomes not only the voices of Carl Sagan and company but also the voices of theologians such as James Gustafson.      Ibid., pp. 15, 269-270.  Also see Toulmin, "Nature and Nature's God," for a lengthier and highly appreciative of Gustafson's work.  He applauds Gustafson there for sticking to substantive questions about the proper relationship between human agents and God, instead of diverting us "into the seductive byways of current theological debate, such as 'method', 'interpretation', and the 'transcendental' nature of religious ideas" (p. 37).    And he welcomes each voice as much for having something distinctive of its own to say (together with distinctive ways of supporting what it says) as for demonstrating responsiveness to what others are also saying.  There are certainly thorny issues surrounding such collaboration which Toulmin does not pretend to settle--such as what to make of appeals to special revelation.  His division between liberal and fundamentalist theologians in that regard hardly does justice to the diversity of actual theological standpoints on that issue and is in any case little more than a parenthetical remark.  But he does not believe these unsettled questions, serious though they may be, amount to a strong objection to starting conversations here and now among thinkers who at least listen to one another.  Indeed, he claims, "Scientists, theologians, and philosophers will have to sit down together and follow their joint discussion where it leads," before they can hope to progress in mutual understanding on any of these more difficult issues.      Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, p. 274.  
	I do applaud this call for theologians not to leave cosmology to the Carl Sagans and John Wheelers of the world,      Toulmin, "Nature and Nature's God," p. 49: "The John Wheelers of the world have carried on one side of a potentially fruitful conversation without critical response from those who should have been most ready to listen to them and sift through their ideas and speculative innovations."   and I appreciate Toulmin's gently chiding theologians for too much preoccupation with "method," even though that is precisely the preoccupation of this dissertation.  Nevertheless, as I have pointed out, Toulmin himself has little to say in the way of a specific cosmology but instead focuses on the variety intellectual and institutional conditions under which thinkers concerned each in their own ways with all-encompassing issues could once again begin to grant one another a serious hearing.  As Toulmin suggests repeatedly, a return to cosmology in our time will involve much more than leisured musings on the starry heavens above.  Conditions may be ripe here and there for scientists, philosophers, and theologians to begin talking to each other directly about substantive issues, not just methodological ones, but conditions are not ripe enough in enough places for such discussions to have any lasting impact.  In order for that to happen further institutional changes will be required which would allow and encourage forums which aim as far as possible to be just as inclusive of questioners as they must be of the questions asked.  We cannot hope, in other words, critically to transform disciplinary abstraction unless we are also engaged in critically transforming the more cumbersome process of bureaucratic rationalization.      Toulmin clearly believes, as Weber did not, that we can counter the effects of bureaucratic rationalization without simply aggravating them further. Toulmin, The Return to Cosmology, p. 235.  
	Cosmology in our day will thus have to be a more politically engaged enterprise than it was before the seventeenth century.  Part of even "doing" cosmology involves setting out to thwart the tendencies toward fragmentation which still exist in our culture, and to encourage the tendencies toward inclusive, collaborative participation which, fortunately, still exist in our culture also.  This, so far as I can detect, is as prominent a theme in Toulmin's project as ever, and his turn to cosmology, far from being a side issue, winds up returning us to the vision of public life which remains at the very center of his notion of rationality.      It is hardly surprising, therefore, to find Robert Bellah and his colleagues drawing upon The Return to Cosmology in their chapter on transforming American culture in Bellah, et al., Habits of the Heart, pp. 275-296.  
Conclusion
	By now it should be evident why I have selected Toulmin's project of epistemics as a particularly helpful exemplar of a recovery of phronesis for our time.  If, as I presume, the interpretation I have offered of that project is a legitimate one, it becomes fairly obvious that epistemics exemplifies each of the points I enumerated, retrospectively, on the recovery of phronesis in the conclusion of Chapter I.  It is also fairly obvious that the practitioner of epistemics can be described without distortion as a conscientious rhetorician.  Indeed, epistemics scrutinizes the moves of other enterprises according to the very same standards of conscientious rhetoric.  Every rational enterprise, we saw, has its own distinctive ideals which can to some extent and in some way be actualized.  This is as true of non-disciplinable enterprises as it is of compact disciplines, the difference being largely a matter of just how contestable the various claims turn out to be on the extent to which and the manner in which the respective ideals are being actualized.  Claims such as these aim to be persuasive not only to relevant forums which, one hopes, might eventually come to be but also to relevant forums which are presently available.  As we saw Toulmin insisting, even appeals to critical theory "have to be judged with a view to the specific force they have with regard to the specific points at issue in [a] particular situation, which is to say, appeals to critical theory . . . are one more element in critical praxis."      Toulmin, "Explanation and Interpretation," January 24, 1984.  
	Before turning to the second, more overtly theological part of the dissertation it will be helpful to recall the earlier theses on the recovery of phronesis in order to see briefly how Toulmin's project does in fact reflect them in a way which further supports their credibility:
	1. Phronesis is the historically bounded, communally nurtured capacity to construe what is reasonable and right in relatively singular contexts, where general, formal and systematic expertise is, when conceived only as such, insufficient, even where necessary.  Alternately put, it is the capacity to make good sense of variations as variations.
	2. In conversation with the recent variety of practical turns, phronesis can arguably be said to mediate, tensively, critically, and unpredictably, between more-to-most abstract and more-to-most concrete demands of sound reasoning. 
		2.1. Phronesis' mediation is tensive in the sense that its successful outcome in a given situation may turn out to be neither entirely consistent nor entirely inconsistent in any specifiable way with the more abstract and pervasive considerations which necessarily guide it.
		2.2. Phronesis' mediation is critical in the sense that the phronetic agent proceeds in the manner of a conscientious rhetorician‑-which means, among other things, that she requires her actions to be supported by reasons which she can continue to regard as genuinely persuasive not only to herself but to any other phronetic agent in a position to assess those reasons.
		2.3. Concrete demands of sound reasoning may here be understood as ever-varying and relatively singular demands occurring within reasoning's situated praxis, whose relative singularity includes considerations which exhibit at least some degree and manner of continuity with other concrete instances of purportedly sound reasoning.
		2.4. While such continuities are singled-out by abstracting from concrete instances of purportedly sound reasoning, the process of abstraction is itself a situated praxis and thus always subject to its own relatively singular practical demands.
	3. While abstract and concrete demands are distinguishable (though inseparable) and necessary aspects of sound reasoning, the concrete demands nevertheless govern, even as they are guided by the re-worked abstract demands they include.
	4. Phronesis' tensive mediation can then be regarded as the most concrete, and the most inclusive, of all such demands, and one can then regard phronesis as the most inclusive label for reasonableness itself, all other "types" of reasoning (so-called) being amplifications of one or another of its constitutive moments.
	5. By thus understanding phronesis we may legitimately hope to give transcendental reflection's "craving for generality" a rhetorically permissible, relevant and sometimes decisive role to play in sound reasoning, without reinforcing foundationalist pretensions and obsessions.
		5.1. Transcendental reflection can then be understood as an historically implicated comparison of claims explicitly made (including its own prior claims) with whatever more or less contestable sense can be assigned to the performative situation accompanying those claims, attempting to determine whether and in what way they can be understood to be anywhere from performatively self-warranting to performatively self-refuting.
	6. Because phronesis' mediation is always bounded by unacknowledged conditions and by unintended and partly irrevocable consequences, and because it can be distorted by self-deception, phronesis must be nurtured in an ongoing rhetorical process of mutual accountability within appropriately inclusive forums of equitable assessment (which nevertheless remain enmeshed in relations of domination). 
		6.1. A forum of equitable assessment is appropriately inclusive insofar as it attempts to be open to the assessment of all to whom its corresponding enterprise's ongoing development makes a difference, to the extent and in the manner appropriate to the difference that development makes to each.
	7. While all versions of phronesis are nurtured and decisively shaped by some historically situated community (or polis), precisely for that reason much remains in common‑-if only tensively so‑-between any one community's cultivation of phronesis and any other's.  
	8. In keeping with phronesis' own demands this commonality not only allows but requires more inclusive public forums‑-however fragile and transitory‑-in which lless inclusive (but still public) forums may inform and challenge not only one another but also the more inclusive ones, which in turn may inform and challenge them.
	9. Since this kind of ongoing and thoroughly rhetorical exchange between more and less inclusive forums is as decisive an indication as any other of an enterprise's critical worth and thus its right to insist on others' critical scrutiny (regardless of whether we label it religious, secular, theoretical, technical or practical), those committed to sound reasoning as such are thereby committed to supporting any social or other conditions which encourage such interaction and resisting and changing those which thwart it.
Enough has been said already, I believe, to show that for Toulmin reasoning adequately is always primarily a matter of phronesis, in something like the sense in which I have defined the term.  We have also seen how on occasion Toulmin is able to make profitable use of transcendental moves.  He does not, I admit, focus explicitly on performative self-reference as the distinctive mark of a transcendental move, but some of his own characterizations of the transcendental approach's role--attempting to yield a broader and more consistent picture of human life in the world or enabling us to bring to birth unrecognized consequences for our modes of life that are already implicit in what we claim to know--can be taken to imply something like performative self-reference.
	That a suitably chastened transcendental move can still play a crucial role in epistemics can be seen, I believe, in Toulmin's pervasively relevant distinction between broadening and narrowing trajectories in thoughtful activity and the critique of disciplinary abstraction made possible by that distinction.  The pervasiveness of this linked duality gives it a transcendental status, albeit a flexible one, which is further supported by the implicitly transcendental arguments Toulmin uses to critique Fregeans' exclusive preoccupation with formal systems.  The productive tension by which these two trajectories are held together is of course the subject of the second and fourth theses, and keeping the tension productive seems for Toulmin to be one of the most concrete demands of the critical praxis he claims is most decisive for sound reasoning in any situation.
	Toulmin's constant attention to forums of equitable assessment, which must correspond to our distinctions between one field of inquiry and another in a variety of ways, is directly supportive of the claims made in the last four theses.  Indeed, I am particularly indebted to the way in which Toulmin holds intellectual and institutional considerations to have relevance for each other while insisting at the same time on the necessity of making the distinction "all the way down."  This opens epistemics to further illumination from social theory, especially those approaches to social theory which in effect claim no more and no less intellectual authority than is appropriate for what may itself turn out to be a non-disciplinable, maximally inclusive and integrative enterprise.      There are not many social theorists who think of social theory along these lines, but some do.  Indeed, my own turns to thinkers such as Anthony Giddens and his student John B. Thompson were specifically, if only partly, motivated by the readiness with which they could be construed along "Toulminian" lines.  
	Finally (recalling the central thesis of the dissertation), Toulmin's return to cosmology and the resulting critique of disciplinary abstraction "presents new possibilities and demands for a close linkage among the principle concerns of fundamental, confessional and political theology."  In particular, it provides direct support for the first two prospective theses introduced in Chapter I.
	1. Theology, claiming as it does to say something worth hearing about the most pervasive reality of all, can be identified as a maximally inclusive, integrative rational enterprise, which must accordingly oscillate continually between some of the broadest and some of the narrowest trajectories in thoughtful activity, in which attempts to distinguish between intellectual and institutional considerations (always at most a relative distinction in any enterprise) will continue to be as contestable as they are necessary.
	2. Fundamental theology, as a form of epistemics or conscientious rhetoric, is also political in the sense that it must continually strive to actualize institutional conditions which maximize possibilities for respectful and suspicious interaction among members of more and less inclusive forums of equitable assessment (which correspond variously to broadening and narrowing intellectual trajectories).
Of course, Toulmin's readiness to listen to the distinctive voice of rhetorically informed theologians is still bound to arouse suspicions in professedly religious and professedly secular thinkers alike.  I do not presume to have anything further to say which can allay the latter's suspicions, being myself a suspect thinker in their eyes.  But there remain theologians who would most likely look askance either at my attempt to give a rhetorical or political interpretation to fundamental theology or at my attempt to pursue fundamental theology's constitutive questions on any terms, rhetorical or otherwise.  On this subject there is still a great deal which remains to be said, or so I'll claim, and it is to that more explicitly theological discussion that the second part of the dissertation will be devoted.


