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Abstract: Knowability paradox means that deducing omniscient principle ( OMN) : the anti-renlism

cannot accept from knowability principle ( KP)

precondition of accepting anti—realism which poses a

severe challenge to antiwealism. This paradox arises in Fitch system FS. In order to solve it we mod-

ified knowability principle to a new principle which was called RKP

so that a new system RKP will

be built. It was proved that RKP will not deduce omniscient principle.
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