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Summary of Kripke’s Second Paradox 
From “On Two Paradoxes of Knowledge” 

 
Kripke considers the principle "If you know something now, you will know it at any later date."  
 
More specifically, Kripke will argue against this statement: "If she knew in the beginning that the exam 
will be given, then she cannot, at any later stage, fall into doubt or denial of this" (39).  
 
(Counter-Kripke) Hintikka’s Strong Sense of Knowledge Principle:  
 

"… it is a characteristic of knowledge that even if I have more evidence than I now have, I will 
still KNOW that p"  

 
Kripke critiques Hintikka: "You may know something now, but, on the basis of further evidence -- 
without any loss of evidence or forgetfulness -- be led to fall into doubt about it later" (39).  
 
Kripke asks two questions:  

1. Can I have the kind of certainty characterized by there being no doubt now? 
2. Can I take the attitude that no future evidence could disprove my knowledge of p? (42) 

 
So, what does it mean to really know? 

a) “That knowledge cannot be lost (Hintikka), OR at least that 
b) Our present attitude toward the statement is that knowledge cannot be lost (Malcolm)" (43). 

 
KRIPKE’S SECOND PARADOX 
 

"If I know something now, I should, as a rational agent, adopt a resolution NOT to allow any 
future evidence to overthrow it. BUT this does not seem to be our attitude towards statements 
that we know -- nor does it seem to be a rational attitude" (43).  

 
Kripke considers Deductive Closure Of Knowledge 
 

(i) If Knows(p), K(pq), K(logically conclude q), then K(q) 
 

(ii) To know p entails that any evidence against p is misleading (that leads to a false conclusion) 
 

a. To rephrase: If p is true, then any evidence against it is misleading. That is, that evidence 
leads to the false conclusion that not-p.  

b. This statement is not saying anything about knowledge.  
 

(iii) Suppose K(p) & K(ii).  
 
 

 



 2 

Then through deduction, it follows from (ii) that:  
 

(iv) Know (any evidence against p is misleading)  
 

a. Kripke comments this as strange because we are making a sweeping statement: “By 
knowing some statement p, I can know that ANY future evidence against p will be 
misleading.” 

 
(v) IF Knows (taking an action of type T  consequence C), WishesToAvoid(C), THEN 

Resolve (not to take any action of type T).  
 

a. Kripke states that this is another sweeping statement.  
b. But this is a case where if this person does anything of a certain kind in the future, it will 

lead him to some consequence he thinks as bad. (No other relevant consequences can 
override this consequence.) 

c. So, this person should resolve not to take action of type T.  
 
Let T = accepting evidence against p. Doubting or denying that p on the basis of some future evidence.  
Let C = gaining a false belief / losing a true one, if we merely fall into doubt (which we don’t want) 
 

(vi) Resolve (not to be influenced by any evidence against p)  
 

a. Two readings of (vi):  
i. Not look at any alleged evidence against p.  

ii. If one is faced with evidence against p, one should nevertheless ignore it. One 
knows that it must be misleading, given that one knows that p.  

b. Kripke comments: "Neither of these things seems to be our attitude toward future 
evidence in cases where we know something" (44).  

 
Kripke connects (vi) to the pop-quiz paradox:  
 

"Student should resolve that, no matter how things appear in the future, she should never lose 
any of her beliefs in the teacher's announcements" (44) (Kripke: trivial statement) 

 
Concluding remarks:  
 
TWO DIRECTIONS FROM THIS SECOND PARADOX:  
 
1) SKEPTICAL ATTITUDE: One can think (vi) is correct, but that's usually never the case. We know 
almost nothing.   
 
2) DOGMATIC VIEW: "Since we know all sorts of things, we should now make a resolution not to be 
swayed by future evidence" (45).  
 


