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Analysis of New Solutions to the Knower Paradox

LUO Zi-xin & JIA Wen-hui
(School of Marxism, Xi’an Jiaotong University, Xi’an 710049, China)

Abstract; Knower paradox is a logical paradox in strict sense about the concept of daily knowledge. The
two newly emerged solutions are based on the reconstruction of the knower paradox in the system of logic of
provability and in the system of logic of proof, respectively. These two new logical systems are constructed
independently of solving paradoxes. Therefore, from the perspective of RZH criterion for paradox solution, the
corresponding two new solutions better meet the requirement of non-ad hoc. P. Egré’s solution based on the
logic of provability rejects the following principle about knowledge: all knowledge is true. This means that we
should give up the classic definition of knowledge made by Plato. Therefore, from the perspective of RZH
criterion for paradox solution, this solution is not wide enough. The solution proposed by W. Dean and H.
Kurokawa based on the logic of proof rejects the uniform Barcan formula, and the rule of knowledge
corresponding to this formula is refused by the solution proposed by C. A. Anderson. Therefore, it can form a
support for the latter.

Key words; knower paradox; logic of provability; logic of proof; uniform Barcan formula; RZH criterion

for paradox solution
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