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Argumentation is essentially a form of dialogue, an activity that involves 

interaction between various participants. When we argue we always ad�
GUHVV�DQ�DXGLHQFH��+RZHYHU��WKLV�VLPSOH�REVHUYDWLRQ�KDV�EHHQ�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�
XQGHU�DSSUHFLDWHG� LQ� DUJXPHQWDWLRQ� WKHRU\�� HVSHFLDOO\� E\� WKRVH�ZRUNLQJ�
in the Gricean tradition. Such authors systematically focus on the speaker, 

her intentions, the reasoning behind her utterances etc. This tendency may 

result in the false impression that argumentation is a form of reasoning, or 

DW�OHDVW�VXVSLFLRXVO\�VLPLODU�WR�LW��LJQRULQJ�VLJQL¿FDQW�GL̆HUHQFHV��7KH�UROH�
of the audience in argumentative interchanges has been usually treated as 

minimal, and unjustly so, argues Tindale. The achievement of The Philoso-
phy of Argument and Audience Reception is to compensate for this unbal�
anced perspective by a detailed overview of the literature. Tindale revisits 

D�FRQVLGHUDEOH�QXPEHU�RI�DXWKRUV�DQG�SRVLWLRQV��DQG�¿QGV�VXEVWDQWLYH�LQ�
sights into the role of the audience in the process of argumentation. 

In what follows, I summarize the main points of each chapter, adding a 

few comments and suggestions. Chapter 1 illustrates some of the ideas that 

are important in the project by appealing to three argumentative speeches, 

all by former US President Barack Obama: the 2007 speech in which he 

DQQRXQFHV�KLV�FDQGLGDF\��KLV������VSHHFK�DV�SUHVLGHQW�HOHFW��DQG�KLV������
eulogy of Senator Edward Kennedy. The discussion of these speeches turns 
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our attention to the theoretical questions to be discussed in the rest of the 

book, and the main ways in which these issues are approached. Chapter 2 

announces the main thesis of the book: that audiences are important be�
cause argumentation has a social nature, not only in the sense that it in�
volves social interaction, but also in that we are arguers in virtue of, and 

only after, we have learned to act as audiences. As Tindale puts it, “the 

DXGLHQFH�LV�WKH�PRVW�IXQGDPHQWDO�DUJXPHQWDWLYH�H[SHULHQFH�´��S������7KDW�
is why, he believes, “Theories of argumentation must not only have an ap�
preciation for the importance of audience and a role for the concept, they 

PXVW�EH�GHYHORSHG�DURXQG� LW�´� �S������,QVLJKWV� IURP�WKH�ZRUNV�RI�5REHUW�
Brandom, Mikhail Bakhtin, Stephen Toulmin and Aristotle are brought to 

the fore in order to develop the above suggestions. 

The second part of chapter 2 introduces three key concepts that relate 

WR�D�UDQJH�RI�GL̇FXOW�LVVXHV�LQ�DUJXPHQWDWLRQ�WKHRU\�WKDW�WKH�DXGLHQFH�FHQ�
tred approach proposed in the book promises to illuminate. One is that of 

identity, in a variety of senses of the term. This includes issues related to the 

³SHUVRQDO�LGHQWLW\´�RI�WKH�DXGLHQFH��³FRPSRVLWH�DXGLHQFHV´��L�H��DXGLHQFHV�
that are composed of various groups of people, with various backgrounds, 

EXW�DOVR�TXHVWLRQV�FRQFHUQLQJ�WKH�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�DXGLHQFHV��7KH�ODWWHU�LV�
not a trivial matter in the case of, for instance, historical arguments, such as 

+XPH¶V�DUJXPHQW�DJDLQVW�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�*RG�LQ�KLV�Dialogues on Natural 
Religion. Relating in an appropriate way to arguments that were intended 

IRU�SHRSOH� OLYLQJ� LQ�D�YHU\�GL̆HUHQW�FXOWXUDO�DQG�SKLORVRSKLFDO� FRQWH[W� LV�
not always easy for contemporary readers. The second key concept is that 

of persuasion, and the third concept is that of evaluation of an argument. 

&KDSWHU���IRFXVHV�RQ�$ULVWRWOH¶V�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�DXGLHQFH��7LQGDOH�DUJXHV�
that Aristotle has a dynamic conception of audience, which is conceived as 

an active participant in the processes of persuasion (p. 56). Moreover, the 

audience is seen as rich and diverse in its background knowledge, values 

and interests, all these aspects factoring into the choice of the best means 

to address it. In arriving at this conclusion, the author analyses several con�
cepts in Aristotle’s work on the basis of the previous exegetical literature. 

One central concept in Aristotle’s work on rhetoric, according to Tindale, is 

that of dunamis��ZKLFK�LV�GH¿QHG�DV�WKH�SRZHU�RU�SRWHQWLDOLW\�WKDW�D�WKLQJ�
has to produce a change from a source within itself (p. 41). There is, for 

instance, a dunamis of virtue in the audience, which argumentation might 
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activate, if correctly employed. Aristotle, he notes, places great emphasis 

on the idea that the means of persuasion must be chosen carefully. Rheto�
ric, as a discipline, is for Aristotle the study of the capacity to see the avail�
DEOH�PHDQV�RI�SHUVXDVLRQ�ZKHQ�DGGUHVVLQJ�D�SDUWLFXODU�DXGLHQFH��SS������
����� ,PSOLFLWO\�� LW�KDV� D�SUDFWLFDO�GLPHQVLRQ�� WKDW�RI�KHOSLQJ�XV�SHUIHFW� D�
particular form of insight. Rhetoric is also the study of the means by which 

the speaker should prepare the ground upon which persuasion can build 

�S�������VXFK�DV�FDSWXULQJ�WKH�DWWHQWLRQ�RI�WKH�DXGLHQFH�DQG�PDNLQJ�LW�UH�
ceptive to one’s arguments. If the audience does not feel that the subject is 

relevant to their concerns and values, and means something to them per�
sonally, they might listen inattentively or fail to open their mind to what 

the speaker has to say. In relation to this point, Aristotle uses what Tin�
GDOH�TXDOL¿HV�DV�³D�VWDUWOLQJ��LI�DZNZDUG��PHWDSKRU´��WKDW�RI�WKH�QHFHVVLW\�
WR�³PDNH�URRP�LQ�WKH�KHDUHU¶V�PLQG�IRU�WKH�VSHHFK�RQH�LV�JRLQJ�WR�JLYH´��S��
55). The spatial metaphor is meant to indicate that one must prepare one’s 

audience carefully. 

The concept of audience takes central stage in the work of Perelman 

DQG�2OEUHFKWV�7\WHFD��$SDUW�IURP�WKH�UHDO�DXGLHQFH�WKH�DUJXHU�DGGUHVVHV��
DQG�ZKLFK�WKH�DXWKRUV�GH¿QH�LQ�LQWHQWLRQDO�YRFDEXODU\��DV�WKRVH�ZKRP�WKH�
VSHDNHU�ZDQWV� WR� LQÀXHQFH�E\�DUJXLQJ��S������ WKH\� LQWURGXFH� WKH� IDPRXV�
³XQLYHUVDO� DXGLHQFH´�� D� FRQFHSW� WKDW� KDV� UDLVHG�PDQ\� TXHVWLRQV� DQG� UH�
ceived several interpretations. On one interpretation, it is seen as an atem�
poral, abstract, ideal audience that the speaker has in mind when building 

her arguments and whom she intends to convince. This is a misinterpreta�
WLRQ��7LQGDOH�DUJXHV��DV�3HUHOPDQ�DQG�2OEUHFKWV�7\WHFD�UHMHFW�LW��LQVLVWLQJ�
that the universal audience is rooted in a culture and a time. According to 

them, each culture has its own conception of the universal audience (p. 62). 

But then in what sense is the universal audience universal? Tindale pre�
fers to see it as “a standard of reasonableness that is alive in all particular 

DXGLHQFHV´��S�������:KDW�FKDUDFWHUL]HV�WKH�UHDVRQDEOH�LV�SUHFLVHO\�WKDW�LW�LV�
XQLYHUVDO��HYHQ�LI�LW�WDNHV�PDQ\�VKDSHV�DQG�DSSOLHV�LQ�YDULRXV�ZD\V�WR�GL̆HU�
ent contexts. The universal audience is present in all audiences in the sense 

that reasonable argumentation can be recognized by all audiences, and, as 

3HUHOPDQ� DQG�2OEUHFKWV�7\WHFD� VD\�� ³FDQ� LQVSLUH� HYHU\RQH� LQ� DQDORJRXV�
FLUFXPVWDQFHV´��TXRWHG�LQ�7LQGDOH�S�������

$UJXPHQWDWLRQ�WKHRU\�RFFXSLHV�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�SRVLWLRQ�LQ�-�UJHQ�+DEHU�
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PDV¶�ZRUN�� RQ�ZKLFK� FKDSWHU� �� IRFXVHV�� ,W� SOD\V� D� VLJQL¿FDQW� UROH� LQ� WKH�
ethical view the German philosopher is most tightly associated with, dis�
course ethics. This is an ethical approach of Kantian inspiration, as it in�
YROYHV�D�IRUP�RI�XQLYHUVDOL]DWLRQ��+RZHYHU��ZKDW�LV�PHDQW�WR�EH�XQLYHUVDO�
L]HG�LQ�WKLV�FDVH�LV�QRW�D�SDUWLFXODU�PD[LP�RI�DFWLRQ��EXW�WKH�QRQ�FRHUFLYH�
DFFHSWDQFH�RI�D�QRUP��DIWHU�FDUIXO�DUJXPHQWDWLRQ��E\�DOO�WKRVH�D̆HFWHG�E\�
LWV�FRQVHTXHQFHV��S�������7KXV��IRU�+DEHUPDV��HWKLFV��SROLWLFDO�SKLORVRSK\�
and argumentation are tightly related. 

As an integral part of this approach, audiences play an active and sig�
QL¿FDQW�UROH��7KH\�DUH�QRW�SDVVLYH�UHFLSLHQWV�RI�DUJXPHQWV��EXW�DFWLYH�PHP�
bers of the process of decision, whose assent to public norms is required for 

the latter to be legitimate, and needs to be reached in a way that avoids bias 

DQG�VHOI�LQWHUHVW��S�������7KDW�LV�ZK\��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�+DEHUPDV��LQ�DUJXLQJ�
speakers must aim at winning the assent of a universal audience (p. 97), 

D�FRQFHSW� WKDW�UHVHPEOHV� WKH�RQH�GHYHORSHG� LQ�3HUHOPDQ¶V�DQG�2OEUHFWV�
7\WHFD¶V�ZRUN��$V�LQ�WKH�FDVH�RI�WKH�ODWWHU��IRU�+DEHUPDV�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�DX�
dience is not a real audience, in the same sense in which “the ideal speech 

VLWXDWLRQ´�LV�QRW�D�UHDO�FRQWH[W�LQ�ZKLFK�GLDORJXH�WDNHV�SODFH��,QVWHDG��ERWK�
of them have to do with the idealizing presuppositions of all real argumen�
WDWLRQV��$PRQJ�VXFK�LGHDO�SUHVXSSRVLWLRQV�LV�WKH�RQH�WKDW�QR�SDUW�D̆HFWHG�
by what is at issue should be left without a voice, or that consensus should 

EH�UHDFKHG�LQ�D�QRQ�FRHUFLYH�PDQQHU�DQG�RQO\�LQ�YLHZ�RI�WKH�IRUFH�RI�WKH�
EHVW�DUJXPHQWV�DGGXFHG��+DEHUPDV�SODFHV�PXFK�WKHRUHWLFDO�ZHLJKW�RQ�WKH�
concept of the force of the better argument, but Tindale (p. 92) comments 

WKDW� WKH� FRQFHSW� LV� LQ� QHHG� RI� FODUL¿FDWLRQ��+RZHYHU�� 7LQGDOH� QRWHV� WKDW�
+DEHUPDV�FOHDUO\�GRHV�QRW�KDYH�LQ�PLQG�D�QDUURZ�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�WKH�JRRG�
ness of arguments that reduces to logical validity (see, for instance, the dis�
FXVVLRQ�RI�+DEHUPDV¶�QRWLRQ�RI�D� ³YDOLGLW\�FODLP´��SS�����̆��� ,Q� WKH�¿UVW�
part of Moral Consciusness and Communicative Action �������+DEHUPDV�
comments favourably on Stephen Toulmin’s approach, and discusses in an 

appreciative tone the school of informal logic that was then beginning to 

take momentum at the University of Windsor, Canada. 

&KDSWHU���IRFXVHV�RQ�WKH�UHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�GL̆HUHQW�DFFRXQWV�RI�PHDQ�
LQJ�DQG�WKH�DUJXPHQWDWLRQ�WKHRU\��7LQGDOH�¿UVW�GLVFXVVHV�+��3��*ULFH¶V�WKH�
ory of meaning and his account of communication. While both the Coop�
HUDWLYH�3ULQFLSOH�DQG�WKH�PD[LPV��SURSRVHG�LQ�KLV�µ/RJLF�DQG�&RQYHUVDWLRQ¶�
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(1975), invite the speaker to consider carefully the way her contribution to 

a conversation might be received by the audience, these norms all concern 

the speaker and not the audience. Tindal notes that there is, however, an 

H[FHSWLRQ�� ,Q� µ3UHVXSSRVLWLRQ� DQG� &RQYHUVDWLRQDO� ,PSOLFDWXUH¶�� DQ� HVVD\�
IURP�������*ULFH�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�D�IXUWKHU�PD[LP�EH�DGGHG�WR�WKH�FODVVLFDO�
four. This maxim reads as follows: “Frame whatever you say in the form 

PRVW�VXLWDEOH�IRU�DQ\�UHSO\�WKDW�ZRXOG�EH�UHJDUGHG�DV�DSSURSULDWH�´�7KLV�
proposal is worth mentioning, Tindale believes, because “it constitutes an 

H[SOLFLW�PRYHPHQW�WRZDUGV�WKH�DXGLHQFH´��S��������7KH�VSHDNHU�LV�UHTXLUHG�
not only to have the audience in mind, but also to anticipate the contribu�
tion of the audience to the conversation. Implicitly, Tindale comments, the 

audience is not conceived of as a passive receiver of messages, but as one 

that is actively engaged in the interchange. 

,Q�WKH�DFFRXQW�RI�QRQ�QDWXUDO�VSHDNHU�PHDQLQJ�WKDW�*ULFH�GHYHORSV�LQ�
KLV�DUWLFOH�µ0HDQLQJ¶��������DQG�VXEVHTXHQW�ZULWLQJV�WKH�QRWLRQ�RI�DQ�DXGL�
ence is central. The audience features explicitly in the analysis of meaning 

�DV�TXRWHG�DW�S��������µ8�PHDQW�VRPHWKLQJ�E\�XWWHULQJ�[¶�LV�WUXH�L̆��IRU�VRPH�
audience A, U uttered x intending: (1) A to produce a particular response 

U������$�WR�WKLQN��UHFRJQL]H��WKDW�8�LQWHQGV����������$�WR�IXO¿O�����RQ�WKH�ED�
VLV�RI�KLV�IXO¿OOPHQW�RI������$V�7LQGDOH�QRWHV��RQH�RI�WKH�PRVW�VHYHUH�SURE�
OHPV�WKDW�WKH�DQDO\VLV�VHHPV�WR�IDFH��DQG�ZKLFK�*ULFH�GLVFXVVHV�LQ�µ8WWHUHU¶V�
Meaning and Intentions’ (1969), is that speaker meaning does not seem 

to require the presence of an audience. In the article mentioned, Grice ac�
knowledges this problem and discusses several such cases, which include 

silent thinking, thinking out loud, writing a note to oneself, or rehearing a 

discourse. While in some such cases one could save the Gricean analysis by 

arguing that the audience is the speaker herself, in other cases this is not a 

plausible option (e.g., that of addressing an imaginary audience). 

Tindale’s claim that Grice’s analysis is an implicit recognition of the role 

RI�WKH�DXGLHQFH�LQ�FUHDWLQJ�PHDQLQJ�LQYLWHV�D�FRXSOH�RI�FRPPHQWV��7KH�¿UVW�
one is that, although the claim seems correct, the analysis goes too far in 

this direction, at least according to Grice’s critics. The requirement that 

there be an audience whenever a speaker means something with an ut�
terance is too strong, for it creates the problems we have just seen. So, it 

is not clear this is really a virtue of the analysis. The second comment is 

WKDW��DW�WLPHV��7LQGDOH�VHHPV�WR�H[DJJHUDWH�WKH�VLJQL¿FDQFH�*ULFH�JLYHV�WR�
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the role the audience plays in the formation of speaker meaning. Tindale 

writes that “Grice shows why he (and we) cannot take away the recogni�
WLRQ�RI� LQWHQWLRQ´��S��������DQG�WKDW��RQ�KLV�DFFRXQW��³,�FDQQRW�EH�VDLG�WR�
KDYH�PHDQW�VRPHWKLQJ�ZLWKRXW�P\�LQWHQGHG�H̆HFW�EHLQJ�UHFRJQL]HG�´��S��
�����7KLV�LV�QRW�UHDOO\�VR��2Q�*ULFH¶V�DFFRXQW�WKH�VSHDNHU�FDQ�QRQ�QDWXUDOO\�
mean something with her utterance even if the audience completely fails to 

recognize her intentions. Let us see why. The Gricean analysis requires that 

the utterer have the intentions����������DQG�����TXRWHG�DERYH��7KH�VSHDNHU�
must intend (2) that her intention (1) to produce a reaction in the audience 

be recognized by the latter, and intend�����WKDW�����EH�DFKLHYHG�RQ�WKH�EDVLV�
RI������+RZHYHU��WKLV�GRHV�QRW�HQWDLO�WKDW�DQ\�RI�WKHVH�LQWHQWLRQV�EH�IXO¿OOHG��
only that the speaker must have them. 

Let me insist some more on this point, and consider more carefully con�
GLWLRQ������7KLV�UHTXLUHV�WKDW�WKH�XWWHUHU�8�intend that the audience A pro�
duce a particular response r to the utterance on the basis of A’s recognition 
that U intends A to produce that response. It might seem that this condi�
tion presupposes that the basis obtain, i.e. that A recognizes U’s intention 

����LQ�WKH�¿UVW�SODFH��%XW�WKLV�LV�QRW�WKH�FDVH��6XSSRVH�D�VHQWHQFH�\ presup�
poses that /��LW�GRHV�QRW�IROORZ�WKDW�µ8�LQWHQGV�WKDW�\’ also presupposes that 

/��$V�.DUWWXQHQ� �������S�� �����QRWHV�� VHQWHQFHV� H[SUHVVLQJ�QRQ�GR[DVWLF�
propositional attitudes such as intending presuppose only that U believes 
that /��µ,�HDW�WKH�VDQGZLFK�LQ�P\�EDJ�¶�SUHVXSSRVHV�WKDW�there is a sandwich 
in my bag��EXW�µ,�LQWHQG�WR�HDW�WKH�VDQGZLFK�LQ�P\�EDJ¶�GRHV�QRW��,�PLJKW�LQ�
tend the latter even if it turns out I forgot my sandwich at home. The same 

DSSOLHV�WR�FRQGLWLRQ�����RI�WKH�*ULFHDQ�DQDO\VLV��LW�LV�QRW�D�SUHVXSSRVLWLRQ�RI�
FRQGLWLRQ�����WKDW�A recognizes U’s intention (1). So, intention recognition 

is not an essential part of the analysis at all. 

The second part of chapter 6 focuses on Brandom’s inferentialist theory 

of meaning, and the role it assigns to assertion as a fundamental kind of 

move in the language game of giving and asking for reasons. The role of 

WKH�DXGLHQFH�LV�PXFK�PRUH�VLJQL¿FDQW�RQ�%UDQGRP¶V�DSSURDFK��GXH�WR�WKH�
fact that it has at its core the concept of interpretation, which is always 

construed from the perspective of the audience, of those engaged in the 

shared practice of interpretation (p. 125). In relation to this last point, I 

would suggest that Tindale’s project could be further developed by looking 

DW�WKH�ZRUN�RI�0LFKDHO�+DXJK��0DULQD�6ELVj��$QWRQHOOD�&DUDVVD�DQG�0DUFR�
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Colombetti, among others, on how joint meaning is created in the process 

of communicative interaction, both with respect to the illocutionary force 

of speech acts, as well as with respect to classical pragmatic phenomena 

such as implicature or presupposition. This perspective, known as “inter�
DFWLRQLVW�SUDJPDWLFV´��DV�RSSRVHG�WR�WKH�PRUH�VWDQGDUG�*ULFHDQ�LQWHQWLRQ�
alist pragmatics, starts from the intuition that meaning is negotiated by 

speaker and hearer in the process of communication. Thus, interactionist 

pragmatics overcomes the classical distinction between speaker and audi�
ence, and takes all participants in communication to play an active role in 

the creation of meaning. It is, therefore, a line of investigation that might 

suit very well Tindale’s perspective. 

Chapter 7 discusses testimony. First, it observes that testimony is also 

used in science, contrary to the received wisdom, which says that science 

relies exclusively on proof and corroboration of hypotheses with the data. 

In fact, scientists rely on the work of other scientists, which they take as a 

starting point for further investigation. The discussion then turns to the ap�
peal to expert knowledge on behalf of people who do not have competence 

LQ�D�SDUWLFXODU�¿HOG��7LQGDOH� UDLVHV� WKH�TXHVWLRQ�³ZKHWKHU�ZH�DUH�DEOH� WR�
GR�DQ\WKLQJ�EXW�UHO\�RQ�RWKHUV��ZKHWKHU�WKH\�DUH�H[SHUWV�RU�RWKHUZLVH�´��S��
129) The alternative, I would add, seems to be a radical form of scepticism 

which suspends judgement on anything that the subject might not deem 

³VHOI�HYLGHQW´��%XW�VXFK�DQ�HSLVWHPLF�SRVLWLRQ�LV�XQVXVWDLQDEOH��DQG�VHHPV�
to be more of a philosophical construct than one that a real epistemic sub�
ject might have ever subscribed to. The subsequent discussion analyses dif�
IHUHQW�YLHZV�RI�WHVWLPRQ\��UHGXFWLRQLVW�DQG�QRQ�UHGXFWLRQLVW��ZLWK�D�VSHFLDO�
emphasis on Jennifer Lackey’s Statement View of Testimony, which Tin�
GDOH�¿QGV�DSSHDOLQJ�DV�LW�SODFHV�WKH�DXGLHQFH�DW�LWV�FHQWUH��

,Q�FKDSWHU���7LQGDOH�WXUQV�WR�WKH�UROH�HPRWLRQV�SOD\�LQ�DUJXPHQWDWLRQ��
both with respect to interpretation of arguments and with respect to per�
suasion. The chapter looks at how this issue is treated in Aristotle’s works, 

as well as in that of modern cognitive scientists such as Daniel Kahneman, 

Paul Thagard, and Antonio Damasio. These authors emphasize the inter�
play between emotions and cognition, in contrast to the Cartesian tradition 

�S�������ZKLFK�VHHV�UHDVRQ�DV�DQ� LQGHSHQGHQW�PHFKDQLVP��XQD̆HFWHG�E\�
other forms of cognition. Chapter 9 focuses on the social nature of the self, 

connecting to the criticism of the Cartesian tradition in the previous chap�
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ter, which conceives of reason as disembodied, isolated from the other as�
pects of the self as well as from society. Tindale insists on the social nature 

of personhood and of the criteria of personal identity, in opposition to es�
sentialist views that identify the criterion with an internal mechanism of 

VROLSVLVWLF�UHDVRQLQJ��³:KHQ�,�HQJDJH�LQ�VHOI�UHÀHFWLRQ´��7LQGDOH�ZULWHV��³,�
do not discover an isolated Cartesian ego. Rather, I discover myself among 

others and form important parts of my identity through that interaction 

ZLWK�RWKHUV�´��S�������7KLV�LGHD�LV�UHLQIRUFHG��SS�����������E\�DSSHDO�WR�YDUL�
ous views of the social situatedness of personhood (as in Amartya Sen’s 

ZRUN��RU�LQ�6H\OD�%HQKDELE¶V�FULWLFLVP�RI�-RKQ�5DZOV¶V�³RULJLQDO�SRVLWLRQ´���
and of conceptions of the extended mind, which connects the biological 

system to external resources (proposed by Andy Clark and David Chalm�
ers). 

Chapters 6 to 9 form a remarkable fragment of the book that might be 

read as a whole: they provide an extended argument for the conclusion that 

social phenomena penetrate and conform the individual, with respect to 

speaker meaning, testimony, emotions and, respectively, personal identity. 

&KDSWHU���� ORRNV�DW� WKH�DUJXHU�DXGLHQFH�UHODWLRQ�IURP�WKH�SHUVSHFWLYH�RI�
rhetoric, and in particular, that of how to make the reasons present to the 

audience’s mind. Tindale discusses various techniques, such as creating vi�
VXDO�YLYLGQHVV�DQG�XVLQJ�PHWDSKRUV��S��������RU�%DUDFN�2EDPD¶V�DSSHDO�WR�
WKH�¿JXUH�RI�/LQFROQ�LQ�KLV������VSHHFK��WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�ZKLFK�LV�WR�DVVRFL�
DWH�KLPVHOI�ZLWK�WKH�PXFK�UHVSHFWHG�KLVWRULFDO�OHDGHU�LQ�RUGHU�WR�LQYLWH�WKH�
DXGLHQFH�WR�QRWLFH�WKH�VLPLODULWLHV��S��������7KH�VHFRQG�SDUW�RI�WKH�FKDSWHU�
considers the way in which the environments that arguers and audiences 

share shape and frame the meanings they communicate. Tindale rejects the 

Gricean view of communication that takes it to consist, when successful, 

of a transfer of content from speaker to audience; instead, he sides with 

Brandom, for whom there might be various correct interpretation of an ut�
terance, which vary depending on the previous commitments of audiences. 

This line of thought continues in the next chapter, which is devoted to how 

audiences receive meaning, how they contribute to its modulation and how 

arguers might anticipate the response they produce in the audience. 

The last chapter brings together the main insights taken from the au�
thors discussed so far and applies them to an intricate problem already 

mentioned above, that of the historical audience. This is an audience that 
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the arguer cannot have in mind, and from which she can receive no feed�
back. The cognitive environments on which the present arguments might 

ODQG�LQ�WKH�IXWXUH�DUH�GL̇FXOW�WR�DQWLFLSDWH��+RZHYHU��VRPH�RI�WKH�LGHDV�DQG�
concepts already introduced seem to be helpful here, as they apply to any 

audience, present or future: the relation between emotion and cognition, 

WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�DXGLHQFH��DQG�QRWLRQV�OLNH�³WUXWK´�DQG�³ELDV´�
�S��������R̆HU�D�IRRWLQJ�IRU�DUJXPHQWDWLRQ�WKDW�RQH�PLJKW�H[SHFW�WR�FRQQHFW�
present arguers to future audiences. 

2YHUDOO��WKH�ERRN�LV�D�YDOXDEOH�UHVRXUFH��¿UVW�RI�DOO��DV�DQ�RYHUYLHZ�RI�WKH�
role the concept of audience plays in a variety of theories of argumentation 

and cognition. This alone makes the book an achievement, for such a proj�
ect has not been pursued before. But the book is more than an overview, 

for its aim is also to make the case for the claim that argumentation, both 

with respect to interpretation and persuasion, has a social dimension. As I 

already mentioned, the nucleus of the argument is to be found in chapters 

��WR����,�¿QG�WKH�SURMHFW�VXFFHVVIXO�LQ�WKLV�VHQVH�WRR��7KH�UHDGHU�ZKR��ZKHQ�
opening the book, shares the widespread belief that the audience is merely 

D�SDVVLYH�UHFHSWRU�RI�DUJXPHQW�ZLOO�GH¿QLWHO\�FRPH�WR�D�GL̆HUHQW�RSLQLRQ�
when she reaches the end. 

,W�LV�WUXH��KRZHYHU��WKDW�WKH�ERRN�KDV�FHUWDLQ�GH¿FLHQFLHV��2QH�RI�WKHP�
LV� WKDW�QRW�DOO� WKH�SLHFHV�¿W� WRJHWKHU�HTXDOO\�ZHOO�� VRPH�RI� WKH� LVVXHV�DG�
dressed, such as certain fragments of the chapter on emotions, connect 

only indirectly to the main theme of the book. The same can be said of the 

discussion of the concept of presence in chapter 10: while these topics do 

relate to that of the audience, as virtually any topic in argumentation does, 

they are not about the audience. Moreover, the book does not always un�
fold and develop in a way that the reader could easily follow. The sensation, 

at times, is that one is taken through a line of thought without knowing 

where one is being led to or what exactly is the question under discussion. 

+RZHYHU��GHVSLWH�WKHVH�OLPLWDWLRQV��WKH�ERRN�LV�KLJKO\�UHFRPPHQGDEOH��
If I had to pick one idea that I have gained from reading it, it is that there 

are innumerable factors that the arguer must consider when addressing an 

audience, and innumerable choices that she must carefully make so as to 

communicate better, and ultimately to be more successful in persuading a 

particular audience. I have in mind the discussion of presence (see chapter 

�����EXW�DOVR�WKH�LGHD��LQ�FKDSWHU����WKDW�DUJXPHQWDWLRQ�WKDW�LQYLWHV�WKH�DX�
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dience to contribute not only missing premisses but also a point of view, a 

SHUVSHFWLYH��DQ�LQVLJKW��LV�SRWHQWLDOO\�PRUH�SHUVXDVLYH��DQG�GH¿QLWHO\�PRUH�
respectful with the audience. 
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