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If, pace deflationism, truth is a genuine property at all, then the choices I 
are between viewing it as conferred on a proposition - or whatever one 
takes the primary bearers of truth-value to be - by the relations it bears 
to things which are not (in the typical case) themselves propositions, and 
viewing it as conferred on a proposition by the relations it sustains to other 
propositions. Any view of the latter kind may be regarded as a coherence 
theory, though particular proposals may naturally vary considerably in their 
conception of"coherence" - in the inter-propositional relations which they 
take to count. 

Such conceptions of truth are nowadays widely regarded as belonging 
with the various Idealisms which flourished in t9th Century German and 
British philosophy, and as having perished with their progenitors - indeed, 
as open to decisive refutation by the simple counter-arguments standardly 
trotted out in metaphysics textbooks. To be sure, there are some who 
have suggested otherwise. Paul Horwich, for instance, has alleged that the 
writings of Michael Dummett and Hilary Putnam in effect "resurrect" the 
coherence theory of truth ~ - a claim with which I shall be concerned below. 
Ralph Walker also takes this view. Indeed, a leading thesis of  his book is 
that coherentism, so far from being merely a knockabout by-product of 
fanciful forms of Idealism, is actually the natural outcome of perennially 
powerful forms of philosophical pressure, of currents of thought which 
continue to draw the attention and respect of contemporary philosophers. 
So far, moreover, from succumbing to the standard textbook arguments, it 
has the resources straightforwardly to see them off. 

Walker is, however, no proponent of coherentism. On the contrary, 
all such views do admit, he argues, of a decisive refutation - a line of 
argument I shall call the Master Objection, applications of which, with 
local variations, liberally pepper his book. And if this is so, then it follows, 
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of course, that there must  be error either in the ideas which pressure towards 
coherentism or in the view that coherentism is ultimately an apt response 
to those ideas. 

In Walker's diagnosis, the most interesting of these sources of pressure 
are three. First, coherentism is naturally seen as offering an escape from 
Cartesian scepticism. If truth is conferred not by relations between our 
thought and a potentially inscrutable reality, but is constituted within our 
thoughts, then there may seem no scope for scepticism of the malin genie 
type - so scope for doubt that the world as it really is might altogether 
belie our conception of it. Second, Walker agrees with Horwich that certain 
modem forms of verificationism do indeed involve a commitment to some 
form of coherentism, as d o e s -  th i rd-  the anthropocentrism about concepts, 
similarities and rules prefigured in Kant but firmly associated in the modem 
philosophical mind with the later Wittgenstein. 

These contentions give Walker's book a dialectical structure of poten- 
tial importance. Not that there is not plenty of interest in his study that 
is detachable from them. The early chapters, for example, provide a rich 
historical conspectus and analysis of coherentist reactions to Cartesian 
epistemology, from Spinoza through Kant to Fichte and Hegel. Teachers 
of undergraduate courses on these thinkers will have ample cause to be 
grateful for Walker's discussions. In addition, an illuminating critical anal- 
ysis, standing independently of the main dialectic, is given of coherence 
theories of knowledge, whose separability from coherentism about truth 
Walker rightly emphasises. But it is the connections with anti-realism, 
and with the later Wittgenstein, that promise the greatest interest. Walk- 
er regards coherentism, plausibly enough, as ultimately a futile response 
to Cartesian scepticism, since doubts of the malin genie sort ought to be 
allowed to get a grip with respect to our apprehension of the conceptual 
relationships among our thoughts, if they are allowed to get a grip at all. 
But the lines of argument leading to coherentism from anti-realism, and 
from the ideas of the later Wittgenstein, he regards as well taken. If that 
is right, and if the relevant forms of the Master Objection are cogent, then 
Walker's book in effect demonstrates that truth cannot lucidly be thought 
of as an epistemically constrained property, after the fashion of Dummett  
and Putnam, and that the entire thrust of Wittgenstein's ideas on rules, at 
least as Walker interprets it, is mistaken. There remains only the option - 
apart from the deflationist conception which Walker passes over in silence 3 
- of conceiving of the truth of a proposition as constituted in "some kind 
of correspondence with a reality independent of what may be believed 
about it" (p. 3): a radically non-epistemic conception of truth consisting 
in fit with facts that "obtain in their own right and independently of us, 
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of our classifications, and of our agreements" (p. 144). Indeed this highly 
realist characterisation of the correspondence theory is Walker's preferred 
account from the start. 

This is philosophical high-rolling, and the focus of what follows will 
be on whether Walker really succeeds in bagging the pot. Both the Master 
Objection itself, and the coherentist impetus putatively internal to semanti- 
cal anti-realism (internal realism) and to Walker's Wittgenstein's thinking 
about rules, will bear a more detailed consideration than he gives them. In 
the next section - I shall distinguish three versions of the Master Objec- 
tion, one epistemological, the other two constitutive. In Section 3 I shall 
argue that Walker ought to have seen that a proper accommodation with the 
Master Objection must itself generate the resources whereby Dummett and 
Putnam can avoid coherentism - so that Walker's own arguments show, 
in effect, that an epistemically constrained conception of truth need not 
be coherentist. Sections 4 and 5 will respectively argue that the version of 
the Master Objection which Walker brings against his Wittgenstein suc- 
ceeds only in the presence of an unsupported and implausible assumption, 
and that his treatment provides no explanation why a structurally similar 
objection does not succeed against the correspondence theory which Walk- 
er favours. Finally Section 6 will contend that the version of the Master 
Objection which does tell against the form of coherentism which Walk- 
er erects in response to the "textbook" objections, is inapplicable to his 
Wittgenstein. 

. 

The Master Objection 4 is purportedly fatal to the prospects of any pure 
version of the coherence theory of truth and many impure versions. (Pure 
versions hold that all truth consists in coherence; impure versions that 
some does.) It emerges from one of the textbook objections: the "Bishop 
Stubbs" objection, first lodged by Russell, 5 that 

. . .  coherence as the definition of truth fails because there is no proof that there can be only 
one coherent system. 6 

Why exactly is that consideration an objection? Because if coherence is 
so understood that virtually any (non- self-contradictory) proposition can 
indeed participate in some sufficiently large, coherent system of proposi- 
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tions, then the coherence theory cannot distinguish true propositions from 
false ones. More specifically, it cannot explain why a principle like 

If P is true, not-P is not true, 

should hold. And so basic a principle is absolutely constitutive of our 
understanding of truth, and should be a direct consequence of any correct 
account of  the concept. 

One foreseeable coherentist response to this, surprisingly not considered 
by Walker, would be that there is indeed no guarantee that global, mutually 
incompatible but internally coherent systems of propositions do not exist, 
and that truth should accordingly be conceived as relative to a system. No 
absolute truth or falsity therefore exists; there is no general distinction to 
be drawn between true and false beliefs, without reference to what else is 
believed; and principles like the above hold only within, rather than across 
systems. I shall say no more now about this relativistic response, except to 
remark that, for a reason to emerge much later, it doesn't actually matter 
that Walker omits to respond to it. 7 

The Master Objection engages a different form of response whereby, 
rather than go relativist, the coherence theorist privileges some particular 
set of beliefs, B, defining truth as coherence within a system in which each 
member of B is an element. (Here "belief" means: something we actually 
believe, or would believe under conditions the theorist will specify.) Walker 
seems to take it as clear that privileging will dispose of the Bishop Stubbs 
objection as stated. But actually whether it will - whether it will ensure 
that the uniqueness of truth is a consequence of the account of truth - will 
obviously depend on how "coherence" is further characterised. For some 
possible readings of "coherence" - mere consistency, for example - it 
may still be that the coherence of the B-based system can survive the 
addition of either P or of not-P individually. 8 

In addition, it isn't, contrary to Walker's suggestion, immediately clear 
why the privileging response demands invocation of belief: presumably it 
suffices, in order to respond to the immediate objection in this kind of way, 
to specify a self-coherent base class of propositions coherence with which 
is to be the mark of truth. It is not a priori evident why this base class has 
to be defined by reference to what we do or would believe. 9 

In any case, the key to the Master Objection is the thought that the 
coherence theorist who makes the privileging manoeuvre cannot account 
for the status of the beliefs which make up the privileged base. Here is a 
typical passage: 
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coherent system is. For it is essential that the coherent system be a system of beliefs, and 
not just a system of propositions in the abstract. There is no difficulty in generating plenty 
of rival alternative systems of propositions,., (p. 210) 

Likewise: 

The difficulty is that [Hegel] cannot possibly hold that something's being a belief is not 
independent of its being,., believed to be such, because the regress to which this would 
give rise wouM be vicious ,.. if P's being a belief depends upon its being believed to be 
a belief, and that upon its being believed to be believed to be a befief, there is nothing to 
constitute any proposition a belief to start with, [We cannot unproblematically know] that 
certain things are believed if to know that P is a belief is to know that "P is a belief" coheres 
with the rational system,., [and] ... to know that it coheres with the rational system is to 
know that it coheres with certain propositions which are not only rational but believed. (pp. 
99-100) 

It seems quite clear that Walker is on to something. But what exactly does 
the objection come to? I think there is actually more than one objection 
which may naturally be read into his formulations, and that Walker does 
not clearly separate them. 

(a) The Epistemological Objection 
This is perhaps the most  salient line o f  thought in the second quoted 

passage. Generalised to apply not just  to the invocation of  bel ief  which 
Walker envisages but to all forms o f  the privileging response, it is rough- 
ly as follows: a proposit ion's  having a certain property (truth) cannot be 
operationally defined in terms of  its bearing a relation R (coherence) to 
some specified class of  propositions B if  its doing so depends on which 
propositions are members  of  B and if  that can only be decided by deter- 
mining whether or not propositions stating that other propositions are/are 
not members  of  B themselves bear R to B. Even if  coherence is as clearly 
characterised as you like, still, you cannot tell whether P is true if  telling 
demands you know what is in B and if, in order to know of  any pm'ticular 
proposit ion Q whether  or not it is in B, you have first to determine whether 
"Q is a member  of  B"  coheres with B. If  such a definition is to be useable, 
then plainly the membership of  B has to be determinable independently. 

This line o f  thought is cogent. 1° And a corollary worth observing is 

that someone who takes all truth to consist in coherence cannot regard 
coherence as the sole criterion of  truth. To repeat: i f  the only way of  telling 
whether  a proposit ion is true is to determine its coherence with some base 
class of  propositions, then you need first to know what 's  in that class, i.e. 
which propositions about the membership of  that class are true; but in order 
to know that, you must - if coherence is the sole test of  truth - determine 
their coherence with B; which you cannot do unless you already know 
what is in B. n At least then, the epistemological objection discloses that 
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the pure coherence theorist owes an account of  how truth can be recognised 
other than by testing for coherence. Moreover she will need to show, of 
course, that the needed supplementary criterion, which will not involve 
directly testing for coherence, is nevertheless a detector of  coherence - 
since that is what truth, putatively, is. One would not expect providing 
such a criterion to be the work of a weekend. 

However Walker manifestly does not intend a merely epistemological 
objection. An explanatorily circular definition may still correctly, even 
if uselessly, characterise its defmiendum. Walker's intention is to show, 
more, that truth cannot everywhere consist in coherence - not merely that 
there is an operational circularity in such a characterization but that it 
is demonstrably incorrect, that the fact of my believing P - P's being a 
member of B - cannot be constituted by the participation of the proposition 
that I believe P in a coherent system founded upon B. More generally, the 
facts which determine the base class invoked by the privileging response 
cannot be constituted by the participation of the propositions which record 
them in a coherent system founded upon that very base class. 

It might seem, before we go any further, that whatever argument might 
be produced for this constitutive claim, the;coherence theorist could take 
it in stride, since her theory offers an account of the truth of propositions, 
not of the obtaining offacts/states of affairs. Its concern is with the truth of 
the proposition that I believe P, not with the circumstance of my believing 
E and it might therefore allow that (the fact of) P's being a member of B 
cannot consist in the participation of the proposition that P is a member 
of B in a coherent system founded upon B while continuing to adhere to 
the coherence account of the truth of the proposition that P is a member of 
B. 

But this would seem a hopeless tack, for at least two reasons. First, once 
a robust distinction is drawn between the obtaining of the fact and the truth 
of the proposition, it seems there can be no obstacle to an account of the 
truth-conditions of the proposition which identifies their satisfaction with 
the obtaining of the fact - so that a coherence theorist who took this line 
would effectively presuppose all the materials necessary for a competing, 
correspondence conception of  truth: viz. one whereby truth is conferred 
by the obtaining of facts, and the obtaining of facts is not constituted by 
coherence among propositions. 

Second, the prospects for so robust a distinction in any case look very 
unlikely. Worlds in which the proposition that I believe that P is true are, 
necessarily, all and only the worlds in which I believe that P -  how then can 
the first circumstance be constituted by relations among propositions while 
the second requires a quite different kind of analysis? Walker nowhere 
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explicitly argues for the assumption he needs at this point. But I think he 
is entitled to take it that a coherence account of truth must perforce be, eo 
ipso, a coherence account of the obtaining of states of affairs, and hence 
that my believing P - P's being a member of B - must be conceived, on a 
pure coherence account, in terms of the coherence, within an appropriate 
system, of the proposition that I do. 

(b) The Constitutive Objection -first version 
Well and good. What is wrong, then, with the contention that P's being a 
member of the base, B, is constituted by the coherence of the proposition 
that P is a member of B with the members of B? Why cannot the truth of 
claims about membership in the base itself be constituted by the coherence 
with the base, or lack of coherence with the base, of those very same 
claims? 

The countervailing thought is that the existence of a determinate fact of 
the matter, whether decidable or not, about whether a proposition coheres 
with some set of propositions requires that membership in that set be deter- 
mined independently - independently, that is, of the answers to questions 
about propositions' coherence with that same set. According to the coher- 
ence theory, however, the question, whether the proposition that P is a 
member of B coheres with B, is identical to the question whether P is a 
member of B; and the membership of B cannot accordingly be conceived 
as determined independently of questions of coherence with that very set. 
So, according to the countervailing thought, the subclass of questions about 
coherence with B which effectively concern the membership of B, are all 
alike indeterminate. And in that case there is no determinate B; so no such 
thing as determinate coherence with it; so no such thing as truth. 

Is this reasoning compelling? Readers of Walker who share my expe- 
rience will find it strangely difficult to be sure. But one thing is clear: the 
point, if good at all, would seem to have nothing especially to do with 
coherence, or truth, in particular but to be structural: it applies, if at all, 
then to any characterisation - any putative account of a concept - which 
postulates a certain kind of interdependence. What, more precisely, is in 
question is whether any non-vacuous characterisation of a concept can be 
given just by determining that the values of a specified function on its 
instances are to bear some further specified relation to those very instances 
- the range of items supposedly characterised. 
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To help fix the rather abstract issue, consider a putative definition of a 
set: 

(D) x E T iff R(F(x),  T) 

- the members of T are all and only the things which when taken as the 
arguments of  a specified function, F,  yield a value which bears a specified 
relation R to T itself. In the instance of  (D) which preoccupies us, T is 
B, R is coherence, x an arbitrary proposition, and F(x) is the proposition 
that x E B. And the objection is that, no matter how well-defined R and F 
may be in a particular instance, the naked impredicativity of (D) will have 
the effect not merely that we cannot tell which set T is but that there is no 
particular set which T is - that (D) introduces no sufficiently determinate 
condition to constitute any fact of the matter. 

Let R be, for instance, ' . . .  has exactly as many members as some 
member o f . . . '  and let F be the identity function. In that case the gist of  
(D) is that all and only sets with exactly as many members as a member 
of T are members of T. Is there, accordingly, so far any fact of the matter 
whether, for instance, {A) is a member of T? 

It is tempting to think that there can't be, on grounds somewhat as 
follows. {A) qualifies just in case T contains at least one singleton - 
either {A) itself or something else. But no matter what other singleton we 
consider, no more definite an answer would seem to have been provided 
for: it will qualify just in case T contains at least one singleton - that is 
all that can be said. So no determination has been provided for the case 
of {A), nor therefore for the case of any other singleton. Since the same 
will hold for all n-membered sets, no matter what value is given to n, we 
should conclude that (D), under this interpretation, does not define a set at 
all. 

But closer inspection shows that this attempt to bring home the putative 
indeterminacy of  (D) misfires. Indeed, instances of (D), can exert a surpris- 
ing degree of constraint on the candidates to be T. Suppose, for reductio, 
that T contains some non-empty set a; then it contains every set of like 
cardinality to a. But every set is, on standard set-existence assumptions, a 
member of some set of like cardinality to a, no matter what a ' s  cardinality 
may be. So the union of the members of  T must be the universal set. In 
any set-theory, therefore, in which, as is standard, there is no universal set 
but every set has a union, T cannot contain any non-empty a; in particular 
it cannot contain {A). Rather it must itself be either A or {A). And if - 
as is natural - we so understand 'x has exactly as many members as some 
member of y'  that it can be true only if y is non-empty, then this reasoning 
establishes, on standard set-theoretic assumptions, that T is {A). 
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So much, then, for any thought we might have had that no instance of 
the structure of (D) can pick out a determinate set. Where does that leave 
the objection? Needing, I would suggest, some sort of distinction between 
a condition which merely uniquely characterises a set, or property, and a 
strict definition of it. What we have just noted is that an instance of(D) may 
indeed express a condition which is true of just one set. But its doing so is a 
situation whose intelligibility depends upon the availability of some other, 
more basic characterisation of the set so described - for instance, "the set 
whose sole member is the empty set" in the actual example. In The Varieties 
of Reference Gareth Evans introduced the idea of the "fundanaental ground 
of difference" of an object 12 - the condition which strictly defines it, which 
individuates it from all objects of the same kind in a fashion appropriate to 
objects of that kind. It would seem that this, or something close to it, is the 
notion needed to make good the basic intuition which drives the present 
version of the constitutive objection. The thought should be that while (the 
extension of) a property may satisfy an instance of (D), no property can 
have an extension whose fundamental ground of difference is given by a 
condition of that structure. A theorist who so characterises a property that 
the last word, as it were, on the individuation of its instances is such a 
condition, has accordingly either mischaracterised it or betrayed that there 
is no determinate property to be concerned with in the first place. 

If this is where the objection eventually goes, then clearly it is going 
to take further work on Evans's idea to clinch it. But the basic thought is 
apt to remain impressive. The claim is not that it cannot be true that the 
members of some basic set of beliefs, B, are all and only the propositions 
P for which the proposition, that P is a member of B, coheres with that 
very set. The claim is rather that this cannot be the fundamental ground 
of difference of B. Yet for the pure coherence theorist who follows the 
privileging strategy, 

P is a member of B iff Coheres(the proposition that P is a 
member of B, B) 

is the last word on whether or not P is in the base (is a belief, or whatever) - 
there is nothing else for the fact that P E B to consist in except the coherence 
of the proposition that P E B with the base. He must therefore face the 
conclusion: either he has mischaracterised what the truth of propositions 
of that form consists in, or there is no determinate property of being a 
member of the base (being a belief or whatever). On the former alternative, 
the coherence conception is abandoned. On the latter, there can be no fact 
of the matter whether or not any particular P is in the base; and the fabric 
of truth, conceived as coherence with the base, collapses. 



288 CRITICAL STUDY 

(c) The Constitutive Objection - second version 
Some of the things Walker says suggest a third version of the Master Objec- 
tion. Start again with the Bishop Stubbs objection: suppose we have two 
large, mutually incompatible but internally coherent systems of proposi- 
tions, S + and S #, founded respectively on a pair of incompatible bases, B + 
and B #. Then there is no clear reason why for each P+ and P# in the respec- 
tive bases, S + and S # should not be augmented, without loss of coherence, 
by a proposition to the effect that P+, or F ~ respectively is believed. Plainly 
that does not suffice to make it true that either base captures any of our 
actual beliefs; and supposing we are consistent, it cannot be true that both 
do. So the coherence theorist owes an account of what would suffice to 
make it the case that S +, for instance, is based on beliefs we actually hold 
while S # is not. 

But what feature can he possibly advert to? If the fact that the con- 
stituents of B + are among our actual beliefs is to be constituted by relations 
of coherence among those propositions and other elements of  S +, why do 
not the corresponding relations accomplish - contrary to the hypothesis of 
the overall consistency of our beliefs - the same for the propositions in 
B#? But if the fact that the constituents of B + are among our actual beliefs 
is not to be constituted by relations of coherence among those propositions 
and other elements of S +, then how - consistently with a pure coherence 
account - can the fact be constituted at all? Doesn't some extrinsic con- 
sideration have to be invoked, independent of the internal relations within 
either of the systems, and isn't it impossible for a pure coherence account 
to acknowledge any such consideration? I'I1 return to this. 

It is not clear to me which (if either) of these constitutive forms of  
objcction better corresponds to Walker's principal intent. But in any case 
since neither makes any specific assumptions about the nature of "coher- 
ence", what each shows, if cogent, is that no attempt to analyse the truth 
of a proposition in terms of its relations to some designated class of propo- 
sitions can satisfactorily handle truths of the form: 

P is a member of the designated class 

- can satisfactorily handle the individuation of  the converse domain of the 
intended relation(s).13 

. 

As remarked, Walker discerns a commitment to a coherence account of 
truth in the semantical anti-realism canvassed in Dummett's writings and 
in the "internal realism" advocated by Putnam. Is he right to do so? 
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I do not think so. No doubt there is an intuitive realism which belongs 
with the correspondence conception of truth - a realism which conceives of 
our thought in confrontation with an independent, objective world, some- 
thing almost entirely not of our making, possessing a host of determinate 
features which may pass forever unremarked by human consciousness. 
The conception of  truth which goes with this picture is that it is constitut- 
ed by fit  between our beliefs and the characteristics of  this independent, 
determinate reality. One way, it is true, of making the "independence" of 
the world more concrete is to hold that it may be determinate in ways that 
are thinkable and describable but for human beings, limited as we are, 
forever unknowable. To hold, contrary to Putnam and Dummett, that truth 
may transcend evidence, is therefore a natural gloss on the root idea of 
realism, that truth is conferred by states of affairs which are independent 
of us. What is not obvious is that a rejection of evidence-transcendence 
must therefore ramify backwards into a denial of the root conception, a 
denial that truth is a matter of fit with an independent world. 

To be sure, the root conception is very vague and needs some kind 
of  elaboration if it is to be so much as discussable. But it is plausible 

- indeed it might seem quite evident - that the best interpretation of 
the anti-realist arguments given by Dummett and Putnam will see them 
not as offering a corrective to this general conception of the nature of 
truth, but rather as imposing a condition on the elements in the domain 
of the truth-relation; that is, a condition which must be satisfied if such 
e lements-  statements, or be l iefs -  are to befitted for truth. Rather than view 
these philosophers as rejecting the very idea of truth as correspondence, 
as something conferred from outwith our scheme of belief, one natural 

- I should have thought the most natural - interpretation of Dummett's 
and Putnam's cardinal thought is precisely that it is only when truth is 
conceived as essentially recognisable - only when truth is so construed 
that the truth of a statement must, at least in principle, allow collaboration 
by evidence - that we can make sense of the idea of a correspondence 
with fact. Before a content can correspond to fact, it must be apt so to 
correspond - must be a content of a certain, potentially representational 
kind. The basic contention of the semantical anti-realist/internal realist is, 
for various reasons, that statements qualify as possessing such content only 
when it is a priori that their being true, if they are, assures the availability 
of grounds for affirming that they are true. 

This is not Walker's view on the matter. Does he disclose any cogent 
reason for discarding it and branding the anti-realist a "closet coherentist"? 
The most explicit statement of his reasons is this: 
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According to the anti-realist this idea of verification-transcendent truth is a myth. The idea 
of verification-transcendent truth is just the idea of truth that the correspondence theory 
makes use of. In rejecting it, the anti-realist adopts file alternative view, that truth is not 
independent of our capacity to find out about it, or in other words to have beliefs about it - 
beliefs that are warranted in their context. 

What does it mean to say that a belief is warranted in its context? The context may 
consist of other beliefs which support it, or of perceptual circumstances, or both. With 
many beliefs, like the belief that it is cold or that there is a table before me, it is natural 
to feel that it is the perceptual circumstances that warrant them. But for the anti-realist the 
fact that such-and-such perceptual circumstances obtain cannot itself be independent of our 
recognition of it, any more than any other fact can be independent of our recognition. Hence 
even where a belief is warranted by something perceptual, it is still in effect another belief 
that warrants it; and this means that we have on our hands a pure form of the coherence 
theory of truth. Beliefs must fit in appropriately with other beliefs which are themselves 
warranted in the same fashion, through coherence; and so far as it makes sense to talk of 
truth at all, truth is a matter of what we can in this fashion recognise as true. (pp. 35-6) 

There seem to be two ingredient claims here: that warrantedness in context 

is a mat ter  o f  coherence with other beliefs held in that context,  and that the 
anti-realist will so conceive the relations between truth and warrantedness 
that the same must  go for  his conception o f  truth. However ,  the second is o f  

no concern to us - interesting though the relations between warrantedness 
and anti-realist concept ions o f  truth m a y  be - unless the first is true. Does  

Walker himself think it is true? 
Well, there is something very peculiar  about his argument  if  so, since the 

epis temological  version of  the Master  Object ion has presumably  already 
disposed of  the idea that all warrant  can be a mat ter  o f  coherence. In any 

case, a s imple  d i l emma arises: 
(i) While the anti-realist has controversial  views about the role of  the 

notion o f  warranted assertibility, the notion i tself  is c o m m o n  currency. I f  
the epis temological  version o f  the Master  Object ion succeeds in show- 

ing that it cannot  everywhere  be construed intra-doxastically, in terms of  

coherence,  then even an anti-realist who proposes  to identify truth with (an 
idealised form of) warranted acceptabili ty should not be seen as proposing 
a coherence account  of  truth, since there is no viable coherence account of  

warranted assertibility. 
(ii) If, on the other hand, the Master  Object ion fails against  a coherence 

account  o f  warranted acceptability, then it fails against  that version of  the 
coherence theory of  truth which identifies truth with (idealised) warranted 
acceptability. And  in that case the whole architecture of  Walker ' s  book  

collapses.  
Walker ' s  v iew has therefore to be  not that warrantedness is a matter  o f  

coherence but that anti-realism, at l e a s t -  in the teeth of  the epis temological  
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Master Objec t ion-  has to take it so. That indeed woutd seem to be the gist 
of  

• .. for the anti-realist the fact that such-and-such perceptual circumstances obtain cannot 
itself be independent of our recognition of it, any more than any other fact can be indepen- 
dent of our recognition. Hence even where a belief is warranted by something perceptual, 
it is still in effect another belief that warrants it. 

But that should surely carry no conviction. To see why, ask what conception 
of  warrantedness Walker himself  would find congenial. Well, the episte- 
mological version of the Master Objection shows that the justifiability of a 
belief cannot always be construed in terms of its coherence with a received 
class of  beliefs since that account is powerless to handle the justifiabili- 
ty of beliefs - second-order beliefs - identifying the membership of that 
class. Nevertheless such second-order beliefs presumably can be - indeed 
usually are - fully justified. Since Walker views the (constitutive versions 
of  the) Master Objection as imposing a correspondence conception of the 
truth of  such beliefs, can he do better than an account of  their justification 
which takes very seriously the idea that we are normally non-inferentially 
aware of what we believe - that is, non-inferentially aware of the facts to 
which our second-order beliefs correspond? 

Now, if  that is the general direction his account of  second-order belief 
should take, then there is evident scope for a parallel, non-coherentist 
account of  the justification-conditions of  beliefs about our e x pe r i e nc e  - 

about how things perceptually seem to us. But on such an account, and 
counting experience as "something perceptual", it will not be true that 

... even where a belief is warranted by something perceptual, it is s~li in effect another 
belief that warrants it. 

Beliefs about the way the world seems ,  like those about what beliefs one 
holds, may serve to determine a framework within which justification 
may, for all that has been said to the contrary, be analysed in terms of 
coherence. But such beliefs must t h e m s e l v e s  allow of  justification in quite 
other, non-coherentist terms. 

In brief: Walker must, for the sake of  mere consistency with his own 
arguments, offer a non-coherentist account of  the justifiability of  our 
second-order beliefs. And he offers no reason - indeed, there is no clear 
reason - why such an account, whatever its detail, would not naturally 
extend to our beliefs concerning our perceptual experience. Yet nothing in 
the account, so extended, would be inconsistent with the idea that 

.., the fact that such-and-such perceptual circumstances obtain cannot itself be independent 
of our recognition of it 
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- no th ing  in the accoun t  w o u l d  be inconsis tent ,  that is, with the idea that the 

charac ter  o f  one ' s  perceptual  exper ience  is some th ing  which  is essent ia l ly  

avai lable  to consc iousness .  I f  Walker  is taking it that  the anti-realist  mus t  

m e a n  m o r e  than that by  "no t  independent  o f  ou r  recogni t ion" ,  then he  

is m a k i n g  an unsuppor tcd ,  ques t ion -begg ing  assumpt ion .  If, on  the o ther  

hand,  that  is all the anti-realist  need  mean ,  then Walker  is gui l ty  o f  a 

non-sequ i tu r  and his o w n  a rguments  conta in  the g e r m  o f  the resources  to 

abso lve  the anti-realist  f r o m  the charge  o f  coheren t i sm about  warrant.  

. 

Walker  a t tempts  14 to dep loy  the Mas te r  Objec t ion  against  what  he takes 

to be the central  gist  o f  Wi t tgens te in ' s  d iscuss ion  o f  ru le - fo l lowing  - 

the denial  that  a fact  can obtain  " in its o w n  r ight  and independent ly  o f  

us, o f  our  classifications,  and o f  our  agreements .  ''15 Walker ' s  c la im is not  

exac t ly  that, by  this anthropocentra l isa t ion,  as it were, o f  facts, Wit tgenste in  

lumbers  h imse l f  with a pure coherence  theory  o f  truth, but  rather that he 

places  h imse l f  in a pos i t ion  when  his hand l ing  o f  the relat ions be tween  the 

concep ts  o f  c o m m u n i t y  ag reement  and warranted assert ibil i ty involves  a 

s imilar  structural impasse  to that  beset t ing pure  coherent i sm.  

This  con ten t ion  is no t  as c lear ly  deve loped  as its impor tance  demands .  

Walker  presents  it as fo l lows:  

Wittgenstein builds much-  indeed everything- upon our agreement in judgement. That we 
agree is something that is, very common/y, warrantedly assertible. Whenever a judgement 
is warrantedly assertible it is the agreement of the community that makes it so; so it is the 
agreement of the community, and nothing else, that makes it warrantedly assertible that 
the community agrees. This is not circular, because the content of the second agreement is 
different from the content of the first: it is an agreement to the effect that the first agreement 
obtains. But it gives rise to a regress. Agreement was said to provide the standard; but the 
standard for the claim that agreement occurs is a further agreement; and the standard for 
the claim that that obtains is agreement once again. This means that there is no standard, 
for the regress is vicious in the same way as the regress that arose for Hegel's theory... 

. . .  Wittgenstein's position differs from Hegel's in that he is concerned with the agree- 
ment of the community rather than with the beliefs of the Absolute, but that can clearly 
make no relevant difference to the regress. It differs also in that he considers not that the 
agreement guarantees truth, but that it licenses warranted assertibility. But this makes no 
relevant difference either. For P to be warrantedly assertible is for it to be agreed that it 
is; for it to be agreed that P is warrantedly assertible is for it to be warrantedly assertible 
that it is agreed that P is warrantedly assertible; for this to be warrantedly assertible in 
its turn is for it to be agreed that it is. This is not a harmless regress, like the trivial one 
generated by the fact that if P is true, it is true that P is true, because it means that once 
again we have only a series of propositions, and there is nothing to make any of them 
warrantedly asse1~ible to start with. We can easily generate a set of propositions including 
"Bishop Stubbs was hanged for murder", "It is warrantedly assertible that Bishop Stubbs 
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was hanged for murder", "It is agreed that it is warrantedly assertible that Bishop Stubbs 
was hanged for murder", "It is warrantedly assertible that it is agreed that it is warrantedly 
assertible that Bishop Stubbs was hanged for murder", and so on. What is needed to break 
out of the regress is that at some stage the agreement should be a fact: a fact that obtains in 
its own right and independently of us, of our classifications, and of our agreements. But it 
is just this that the [Wittgenstein's] theory will not let us have. (pp. 143-4) 

To help get a focus on this, consider first a position which Walker would 
doubtless acknowledge to be a mere parody of  Wittgenstein's view: the 
notion that truth is constitutedby communal consensus. So the proposal 

(i) P is true iff there is a communal consensus that P. 

The question to which this directly gives rise is: what constitutes the satis- 
faction of the condition on the right hand side? In what does the obtaining 
of a communal consensus that P consist? Well, given that whatever con- 
stitutes a communal consensus that P is what constitutes the truth of  the 
proposition that there is a communal consensus that P, the inevitable shape 
of the account - all the consensualist can offer - would seem to be that 

(ii) There is a communal consensus that P iff there is a communal 
consensus that there is a communal consensus that P, 

and an infinite regress ensues. This of course offends the intuitive thought 
that there might be a communal consensus on some matter without anyone's 
havhng considered whether there is. But that objection, impressive or not, 
is not the Master Objection. The salient point is rather that (ii) may be 
recast as an instance of  (D) above: 

(D) x E T iff R(F(x),  T), 

when T is to be the set of propositions on which there is communal con- 
sensus, F(x) is the proposition that there is a communal consensus that x, 
and R is set-membership. And the ensuing objection is, recall, not that no 
set can satisfy such a condition but that no set can be strictly defined by - 
have its "fundamental ground of  difference" given by - such a condition. 
Yet that is just what a proponent of the crude consensualist conception 
of truth is apparently committed to denying. For all there is to constitute 
the membership of the set of propositions on which there is consensus is 
. . .  consensus. "['he theorist, so runs the objection, thereby clumsily abro- 
gates the resources necessary for the existence of a determinate T - a 
determinate class of propositions about which there is communal consen- 
sus - in the first place, and his proposed account of truth collapses. Again, 
nora bene, it does not follow that (i) is not true. But it does follow that 
the existence of a communal consensus that P cannot in general be that in 
virtue of which the truth of P consists. 
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Has Walker's Wittgenstein blundered into essentially this difficulty? He 
(Walker's Wittgenstein) appears to hold that if not all facts, then at least 
facts about warranted assertibility are constituted by consensus, i.e. that 

W(P) iff A[W(P)] 

with the regress as outlined in the second quoted paragraph above then 
proceeding to 

A[W(P)] iff W(A[W(P)]), 

W(A[W(P)]) iff A[W(A[W(P)])], 

and so on, where each biconditional is to read as making a constitutive 
claim, right-to-left. Now Walker himself does not quite develop matters 
this way, but reflect that since such constitutive claims are presumably 
transitive, we may strike out the first element in each odd-numbered com- 
ponent in the regress, as it were, and simplify to a series of transitions of 
the form: 

A[W(.. .  )] iff A[W(A[W(. . .  )])], 

which merely iterate applications of the compound operator, 'A[W(.. .  )]'. 
So taking T as the set of propositions such that A[W(P)], F(x) as the 
proposition that A[W(x)], and R as set-membership, we are once again 
presented with an instance of the schema (D). Accordingly, if that con- 
stitutes the theorist's last word on the membership of the set in question, 
then, according to the first constitutive version of the Master Objection, he 
has no right to the idea that there is any determinate range of propositions 
such that A[W(P)], nor therefore - by the first equivalence in the regress 
- to the idea that there is any determinate range of propositions which are 
warrantedly assertible. The "communitisation" of the notion of assertoric 
warrant thus results in its abrogation. 

I take it that this is the essential structure of Walker's (rather cleverly 
conceived) objection to his Wittgenstein. It turns, in effect, on spotting that 
even a restricted consensualism will fall within the scope of the argument 
against the crude generalised version provided the states of affairs falling 
within the restriction include facts concerning consensus about those very 
states of affairs. 

Notice, however, a crucial point: that Walker gets that effect in the case 
in question by making an assumption he does not explicitly signal. In order 
to run the regress we need to suppose not merely that facts about warranted 
assertibility are constituted by consensus-  that it is our agreement that 
makes a proposition warrantedly assertible - but more, and conversely, 
that facts about consensus are constituted by the warranted assertibility 
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of their obtaining - that it is the warranted assertibility of the claim that 
consensus obtains that makes it so. This is not an equivalent but the dual 
- AlP] iff W(A[P]) - of the first biconditional in the regress; and without 
it, so far as I can see, there is no proceeding to the second. 

I do not know whether this is just a slip - whether Walker has simply 
run together "W(P) iff A[W(P)]" and "ALP] iff W(A[P])" - or whether 
he thinks the latter is something to which Wittgenstein is independently 
committed. But in any case there are cogent intuitive objections to both 
its ingredient conditionals. Against the right-to-left component, there is no 
evident reason why impressive evidence for the existence of a consensus 
about P might not be misleading. And against the left-to-right, one should 
object that while a consensus ought normally to be detectable - so that it 
is likely for a wide class of circumstances that if ALP], then W(A[P]) - it 
can hardly be a priori that the implementation of whatever process it takes 
to warrant the claim that a consensus exists would not materially interfere 
with the opinions of the participants, destroying the very consensus there 
would otherwise have been. (Opinion Polls?!) So the idea that the truth of 
the left-hand-side must be constituted by that of an appropriate instance 
of the fight-hand-side has no plausibility whatever. Maybe Walker thinks 
his Wittgenstein is in no position to endorse either of these objections. But 
if so, his reasons do not emerge at all clearly. And if the regress does not 
get started, there is no need to invoke a "de-anthropocentralised" notion of 
fact to stop it. 

. 

It does not seem, then, that Walker has successfully deployed the Master 
Objection against the "Wittgensteinian" ideas he is concerned to rebut. 
But we can in any case no longer defer consideration of a more general 
misgiving about the version - the first constitutive version - of the Master 
Objection just now in play. Walker several times contrasts the regresses 
disclosed in his various applications of the Master Objection with the 
"harmless", or "trivial" regresses involved in the very concept of truth and 
in the correspondence theory, (See e.g. pp. 99, 144.) And of course it is vital 
that there be a contrast if the objection is to discriminate against the range 
of proposals to which Walker applies it and in favour of the correspondence 
conception which he favours. But it is questionable whether this putative 
"harmlessness" has been well enough thought through. 
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What prevents someone's running the first constitutive version of the 
Master Objection against the contention that 

(iii) P is true iff P corresponds to the facts, 

taken not as a platitude but as the battle-cry of the correspondence theory, 
a claim about the constitution of truth? Can't we exactly parallel what hap- 
pened earlier?. As with the consensualist account, (i) above, the immediate 
question to which (iii) gives rise is: what constitutes the satisfaction of the 
condition on the right hand side? In what does P's corresponding to the 
facts consist? And now, given that whatever constitutes P's corresponding 
to the facts is what constitutes the truth of the proposition that P corre- 
sponds to the facts, all, it may be charged, the correspondence account can 
ultimately offer is that 

(iv) P corresponds to the facts iff that P corresponds to the facts, 
corresponds to the facts, 

and an infinite regress ensues - though a harmless one in Walker's view. 
But why? Cleafly (iv), like (ii), may be recast as an instance of (D): 

(D) x C T iff R(F(x), T), 

when T is to be the set of  propositions which correspond to the facts, F(x) 
is the proposition that x corresponds to the facts, and R is set-membership. 
And the objection, remember, is that no set can be defined by - have its 
membership constituted b y -  such a condition. Yet what can the correspon- 
dence theorist ultimately offer as constituting the membership of the set 
of propositions which correspond to fact other than the correspondence to 
fact, or otherwise, of propositions to the effect that the 'former correspond 
to fact? So why doesn't he too "clumsily abrogate the resources necessary 
for the existence of a determinate T" - a determinate class of propositions 
which correspond to fact - and thereby ensure the collapse of his proposed 
account of truth? Once again, the point is not that (iii) cannot be true but 
rather - if the parallel conclusion about consensualism was good - that 
P's correspondence to fact cannot in general be that in virtue of which the 
truth of P consists. 

A challenge of this shape may evidently be issued to any proposed 
characterisation of truth of the form: 

P is true iff 4~(P). 

as soon as we press the question, what is it for the condition, ~(P), to 
be met? For since whatever constitutes P's meeting condition ~(  . . .  ) is 
the same as what constitutes the truth of the proposition that ~(P), the 
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answer is hnevitable that ~(P) is satisfied just in case ~(O(P)). It may 
thus be argued that the outlined challenge of the Master Objection to the 
crude consensualist account of truth is really no more than a version of a 
point which applies to all purported analyses of truth, and therefore carries 
no punch against consensualism, or coherentism, or any other account in 
pm'ticular. The proper conclusion is rather that there can be no statement 
of what constitutes the truth of a proposition- and that truth is accordingly 
indefinable, just as Frege thought. 

What is the correct perspective? Does this line of thought effectively 
explode the first constitutive version of the Master Objection? On reflec- 
tion, everything depends upon the status of the instances of (D) 

x E Y iff R(F(x), T) 

which the correspondence and coherence theorists are respectively com- 
mitted to. The Master Objection has it that while a set, T, can satisfy such 
a condition, it cannot be fundamentally defined thereby -- that it must be 
constituted by some, more basic individuative condition from which its 
satisfaction of the instance of (D) follows. The correspondence theorist 
must therefore maintain that while 

(iv) P corresponds to the facts iff that P corresponds to the facts, 
corresponds to the facts, 

is (of course) a correct thesis, its right-to-left ingredient is not a consti- 
tutive claim. If P corresponds to fact, its doing so does not consist in the 
correspondence to fact of the proposition that it does so - rather, I suppose, 
it is the other way about: the correspondence to fact of a proposition is 
constituted by the fact to which it corresponds. By contrast, a proponent of 
Walker's objection must contend, the right-to-left ingredient of the instance 
of (D) which a "privileging" version of the coherence theory must endorse 

- that P is a member of the base class, B, just in case the proposition that 
it is so coheres with the members of B - must be viewed as making a 
constitutive claim, since - for the pure coherentist, at any rate - facts in 
general can be constituted by nothing other than relations of coherence 
among propositions. 

The ground for the last claim offered earlier, recall, was in effect that 
since, for the pure coherentist, the truth of any proposition P is constituted 
by its relations of coherence to other propositions, denial of  the same for 
the fact that P would have the effect that P might be constituted as a truth 
independently of the fact that P - which is (i) absurd and (ii) allows "the 
facts" just the kind of autonomy which is congenial to the correspondence 
conception. If that thought is good, and if the correspondence theorist can 
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make out that the direction of constitution, as it were, in (iv) is the reverse, 
then this general misgiving about the first constitutive version of the Master 
Objection can be allayed. 

But this is really to do no more than describe the shape of a response 
to the misgiving - we have not broached the question of how to explain 
and justify the presupposed idea of asymmetries of constitution between a 
priori equivalents. It is a weakness of Walker's book that the need to do so 
goes apparently unheeded. Until enough of an account is offered to make 
good the relevant disanalogy between the coherence and correspondence 
accounts, the force of  the first constitutive version of the Master Objection 
must be viewed as unproven. But I shall not pursue the matter here. 

. 

Does Walker do better against his Wittgenstein if we interpret his point 
in terms of the second constitutive version of the Master Objection? That 
objection was that distinct, internally coherent systems of propositions are 
possible, matching each other in articulation and detail and each founded 
upon a base class. Each may include, for each proposition in its base, a 
proposition to the effect that that proposition is in the base - is believed, or 
whatever the base-characteristic is. The challenge to the coherence theorist 
was then to explain what would make it the case that one such system was 
actually ours; and the contention of the objection was that no satisfactory 
answer could proceed in terms of  the raw materials on which the coherence 
theory of  truth is founded, since what is to be characterised is an extrinsic 
property of the system - a property which may vary independently of what 
additions are or are not coherent with the two systems. 

I am inclined to think this objection is already compelling. Perhaps the 
cleanest way of seeing its force is to reflect that coherence, however exactly 
the theorist might attempt to explain it further, is going to be a matter of  
the internal relations of the propositions in a system - and hence will not 
vary as a matter of  contingency. How then can the truth-conditions of any 
contingent proposition be captured by a claim of the form, 

P coheres with S? 

Well, only if "S" is non-rigid - only if the reference of  "S" is allowed to 
vary. But the case we are concerned with is one where the reference of 
"S" is fixed: we are asking, what makes it the case, or not the case, that 
this particular S is ours? The only form of answer the theorist has at his 
disposal is in terms of the coherence, or otherwise, of certain propositions 
with this specified S. And no such answer can possibly be adequate since it 
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will be accounting for a contingency - the detail of our beliefs - in terms of 
non-contingent relationships between S and the propositions it moots.16 

However, this way of developing the objection will not engage Walker's 
Wittgenstein, or indeed crude consensualism, since those views do not see 
warranted assertibility, or truth, as constituted in the internal relations 
within a system of propositions but in external facts about consensus. No 
doubt we can, as Walker says, easily 

... generate a set of propositions including "Bishop Stubbs was hanged for murder", "It 
is warrantedly assertible that Bishop Stubbs was hanged for murder", "It is agreed that it 
is warrantedly assertible that Bishop Stubbs was hanged for murder", "it is warrantedly 
assertible that it is agreed that it is warrantedly assertible that Bishop Stubbs was hanged 
for murder", and so on... (p. 144) 

but the question is what precise difficulty for his Wittgenstein is supposed 
to be posed by the constructibility of such a se t -  why should one who holds 
that facts about warranted assertibility are constituted in consensus have 
implicitly surrendered any entitlement to the idea that all those propositions 
are false? Walker asserts that 

what is needed to break out of the regress is that at some stage the agreement should be a 
fact: a fact that obtains in its own right and independently of us, of our classifications, and 
of our agreements. (Ibid.) 

And certainly his Wittgenstein denies that any fact is wholly independent 
"of  us, of  our classifications, and of our agreements". But whatever exactly 
that denial amounts to, it surely need not involve repudiation of the whole 
idea of truth as conferred by correspondence to fact. The issue rather con- 
cerns what the Wittgensteinian views as a muddled hyper-objectification 
of that idea. Why shouldn't a scaled-down version of it serve the thought, 
that each of the propositions in Walker's regress is false, no worse than 
Walker's preferred realist version? 

. 

I have concentrated on what seem to me, in the light of contemporary 
preoccupations, the most challenging claims in Walker's book - claims 
which, I have argued, are not in the end convincingly made good. But it 
would be inappropriate to end on anything but a note of admiration for this 
well-designed mad well-written essay in the philosophy of truth and for 
the wide-ranging historical scholarship which informs it. There is a high 
concentration of interesting philosophy in these pages, and the (sometimes 
deceptive) clarity of the writing will allow them to be studied profitably by 
philosophically inexperienced readers. Walker shows a very sure sense of 
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the issues which  are wor th  e n g a g i n g  and  presents ,  mos t  espec ia l ly  in  the 

themes  wh ich  su r round  the Mas t e r  Objec t ion ,  a n u m b e r  of  o r ig ina l  ideas 

which  p romi se  a m p l e  reward  to fur ther  work.  

NOTES 

I Since it cannot-  at least in the case of contingencies - be an intrinsic property. 
2 Horwich (1990, p. 10). 
3 1 think he is arguably quite right to do so; see Wright (1992, Chap. 1). 
4 See Walker (1989, pp. 97, 99-101,143-5, 157, 162, 178-9, 192-3, 199, 207, 210--1). 
(All references are to Walker's (1989) unless otherwise stated.) 
5 ,,... the objection to the coherence theory lies in this, that it presupposes a more usual 
meaning of truth and falsehood in constructing its coherent whole, and this more usual 
meaning, though indispensable to the theory, cannot be explained by means of the theory. 
The proposition, 'Bishop Stubbs was hanged for murder' is, we are told, not coherent with 
the whole of truth or with experience. But that means, whcn we examine it, that something 
is known which is inconsistent with this proposition. Thus what is inconsistent with the 
proposition must be something true; it may be perfectly possible to construct a coherent 
whole of false propositions in which 'Bishop Stubbs was hanged for murder' would find 
a place. In a word, the partial truths of which the whole of truth is composed must be 
such propositions as would commonly be called true, not such as would commonly be 
called false; there is no explanation, on the coherence theory, of the distinction commonly 
expressed by the words true and false, and no evidence that a system of false propositions 
might not, as in a good novel, be just as coherent as the system which is the whole of truth." 
From Russell, (1906-7, pp. 33--4). 
6 Russell (t912, p. 122). Cf. Walker pp. 3 and 25. 
7 See note 16 below. 
s In fact, it is worth emphasising that there is in Walker's book almost no discussion of 
what "coherence" might most plausibly be taken to cover, the discussion of the theory, and 
the development of the objections to it, both proceeding almost entirely in structural terms. 
(Of course this ensures that his conclusions will be of very general scope, just so long as 
they are soundly drawn.) 
9 Ill places Walker seems to consider and reject this thought but his stated reason ("propo- 
sitions in the abstract are hardly to be distinguished from the facts that the correspondence 
theorist invokes" p. 4; cf. also p. 210, quoted below) is not very clear. 
lo I do not know if it quite coincides in detail with the version of the Master Objection 
which Walker brings against thc coherence theory of knowledge. The interested reader 
should study pp. 178-84. 
11 Reader's familiar with Paul Boghossian's (1989) may find this reasoning reminiscent 
of the proof offered there (pp. 9-10) that psychological self-knowledge cannot, at least on 
any internalist conception of justification, be purely inferential. Boghossian observes, in 
essentials, that since acquiring an inferential justification for P involves recognising that 
P may justifiably be inferred from propositions which one already justifiably accepts, a 
distinct item of self-knowledge - that one accepts those propositions - is presupposed in 
any case when P concerns one's own psychology; and this item cannot in general also 
have been acquired inferentially, or no end of discrete items of self-knowledge would be 
presupposed by any inferential justification of such a P. Does this point exhibit the same 
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structure as the epistemological version of the Master Objection if, say, "may justifiably be 
inferred from" replaces "coheres with"? 

Not quite. The predicament for a purely coherentist epistemology (of everything) 
which would be strictly parallel to that which Boghossian finds for a purely inferential 
epistemology of self-knowledge would be if the knowledge that coherence with a particular 
set of propositions sufficed for truth could be acquired only by determining their coherence 
with an ulterior set of propositions already known to be such that coherence with them 
sufficed for truth. But the predicament actually disclosed by the epistemotogical version of 
the Master Objection is one not of a regress but of a circle of presupposition: you cannot 
verify what's in B without assessing the coherence of certain propositions with B; and you 
cannot do that without first knowing what's in B. 

The taxonomy of ways in which model epistemologies can self-destruct is interesting. 
Certainly, the contrast between regressiveness and circularity is not exhaustive nor, always, 
very sharp. But here is not the place to pursue it further. 
12 "For any object whatever, then, there is what may be called the fundamental ground 
of difference of that object (at a time), This will be a specific answer to the question, 
'What differentiates that object from others?' of the kind appropriate to objects of that sort. 
For example, the fundamental ground of difference of the number three is being the third 
number in the series of numbers.. .  "; Gareth Evans, (1982, p. 107). 
~3 ff (privileging) coherence theories cannot cope with the terms of the favoured relation, 
do they do better with the relation itself?. Certainly, the matter looks likely to be equally 
fraught. Can the coherence of P with some class of propositions itself be held to consist 
in the cohcrence of the proposition that P so coheres with the same, or a different class 
of propositions? Can facts about coherence themselves be constituted by the relations of 
coherence sustained by the propositions which state them? It is a surprising omission in 
Walker's discussion that he nowhere considers what kind of account views of this general 
kind might be able to offer about the truth-conditions of propositions to the effect that the 
favoured relation obtains. 
14 pp. 143-5. 
!5 He is notably rather less concerned with the accuracy of his attributions in Wittgenstein's 
case than with others of the philosophers, especially Kant, who loom prominently in his 
book, writing (i 9. 124) of the view he intends to consider that "It is enough that it is a 
position which is interesting in its own right, and which has gained considerable currency 
in recent years under Wittgenstein's name." Another reviewer (Stewart Candlish, t990), 
deploring this tendency in Wittgensteinian commentary, has suggested that "Crispinstein" 
would be as good a name as "Kripkenstein" (and either better than "Wittgenstein'?) for 
the author whom Walker is actually addressing. However that may be, I shall limit myself 
in what follows to the force of Walker's arguments against the position which, whether 
Wittgenstein's or not, whether interesting or not, he intends to address. 
~6 As the reader will see, this way of presenting matters bites against the relativist response 
to the original Bishop Stubbs objection which we bracketed earlier. Let it be that no absolute 
truth exists; still the relatMst-coberentist has the task of explaining what it is for it to be 
true, relative to our system no doubt, that it, rather than an internally coherent competitor, 
is actually the system we accept. It is clear that his relativism in no way enhances the 
prospects of a satisfactory response. 
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