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The Southern Journal of Philosophy (2009) Vol. XLVII

The Solution to the Surprise Exam
Paradox

Ken Levy
Louisiana State University Law Center

Abstract

The Surprise Exam Paradox continues to perplex and torment despite
the many solutions that have been offered. This paper proposes to end
the intrigue once and for all by refuting one of the central pillars of the
Surprise Exam Paradox, the “No Friday Argument,” which concludes
that an exam given on the last day of the testing period cannot be a
surprise. This refutation consists of three arguments, all of which are
borrowed from the literature: the “Unprojectible Announcement Argu-
ment,” the “Wright & Sudbury Argument,” and the “Epistemic Blindspot
Argument.” The reason that the Surprise Exam Paradox has persisted
this long is not because any of these arguments is problematic. On the
contrary, each of them is correct. The reason that it has persisted so long
is because each argument is only part of the solution. The correct
solution requires all three of them to be combined together. Once they
are, we may see exactly why the No Friday Argument fails and therefore
why we have a solution to the Surprise Exam Paradox that should stick.

1. Introduction

While many solutions have been offered to the Surprise Exam
Paradox (SEP) over the past sixty years, it continues to perplex
and torment. This paper attempts to end the intrigue once and
for all.

Many, if not most, people who have thought about SEP will
initially—if not persistently—accept the conclusion that a sur-
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prise exam cannot be given on the very last day of the testing
period. For the argument that an exam on the last day of the
testing period will not be a surprise—what I will call the “No
Friday Argument”—seems irrefutable. After all, if a surprise
exam has been promised, especially by a trustworthy teacher,
and there is now only one day left in the testing period, then it
must be given on that last day. There just does not seem to be
any other possible conclusion.

But there is. And the task of solving—really solving—SEP
requires it to be shown, clearly and carefully, just how an exam
on this last day still would be a surprise. The first step in
accomplishing this task is to expose the flaw in our reasons for
accepting the No Friday Argument. The second step is to demon-
strate the flaw in the No Friday Argument itself.

There are two main intuitions that drive us initially to accept
the No Friday Argument. First, we have the intuition that the
student cannot be surprised by an exam that she expected the
night before. Second, we have the intuition that a student
cannot be surprised by an exam that she was certain the night
before would take place the next day. Given both of these intui-
tions and three facts—the fact that an ex hypothesi trustworthy
teacher promised an exam by the end of the testing period, the
fact that an exam has not yet been given, and the fact that
there is now only one day left in the testing period—it seems
indisputable that the student will not be surprised by an exam
on the last day of the testing period.

Upon reflection, however, this conclusion is both doubtful
and false. First, it is doubtful because the two intuitions behind
it are doubtful. The two intuitions behind it are doubtful because
surprise in the context of SEP must be interpreted as the
absence of knowledge—that is, the absence of a justified-and-
true belief—the night before that the exam will take place the
next day. And neither mere expectation nor (psychological)
certainty is sufficient for knowledge.

Second, the conclusion that an exam on the last day will not
surprise the student is false. There are three arguments in the
literature that establish this point. Once they are put together,
the reader will be able to see that, and exactly why, the No Fri-
day Argument is wrong. And once the No Friday Argument has
been thoroughly refuted in this way, SEP has been (thoroughly)
solved. This paper, then, aspires to present the definitive solution
to SEP.

The first of these three anti—-No Friday Arguments is the
“Unprojectible Announcement Argument.” The Unprojectible
Announcement Argument suggests that the No Friday Argument
begins with a mistaken assumption: that the student may
unproblematically project the teacher’s announcement of a sur-
prise exam forward to the evening before the last day of the
testing period. In fact, the student must change her interpre-
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tation of the announcement from “There will be a surprise exam
by the end of the testing period” to “There will be a surprise
exam tomorrow.” And this statement either is, or borders on
being, self-contradictory. Either way, the student is not, at the
time of the teacher’s announcement of a surprise exam (not to
mention afterward), epistemically entitled to assume in the first
place that the teacher’s announcement is just as applicable on
the night before the last day of the testing period as it was
when the teacher first made the announcement.

Second, the “Wright & Sudbury Argument” is a somewhat
simpler version of Crispin Wright and Aidan Sudbury’s argu-
ment that while the student starts the testing period with the
knowledge that the surprise exam will occur during the testing
period, she will lose this knowledge by the evening before the
last day of the testing period (if the exam still has not been
given by then), in which case an exam on the last day will still
be a surprise.

The Wright & Sudbury Argument, however, cannot be the end
of the story. For the conclusion of the Wright & Sudbury
Argument—again, that an exam on the last day will be a sur-
prise—is vulnerable to a reductio, what I will call the “Renewed
No Friday Argument.” But I will argue that this argument
cannot be the end of the story either, for its conclusion is equally
vulnerable to an equal and opposite reductio, once again the
Wright & Sudbury Argument. So we end up with a logical circle
much like that generated by the Liar Paradox statement, “This
statement is false.” This circle is arguably the heart of SEP, the
reason that SEP continues to baffle and solutions continue to be
proposed.

I will argue that what resolves this problem, what “dissolves”
this logical circle, is yet a third argument, the “Epistemic
Blindspot Argument.” The endless logical circle generated by
the Wright & Sudbury Argument and the Renewed No Friday
Argument is succinctly captured by Roy Sorensen’s concept of
an “epistemic blindspot,” the notion that the student is in a situa-
tion such that if the exam has not occurred by the penultimate
day of the testing period, then the student will justifiably
believe that the exam will be given the next day if and only if it
will not. So whatever the student justifiably believes about an
exam on the last day of the testing period helps to make the
opposite the case. If she justifiably believes that it will be a
surprise, then it will not be; conversely, if she justifiably believes
that the exam will not be a surprise, then it will be. The Epis-
temic Blindspot Argument then continues: because the student
has no good reason to adopt one of these beliefs over the other,
she is not justified in believing either, in which case she is not
justified in believing that the exam will be on the last day. So,
once again, contrary to the No Friday Argument, an exam on
the last day will be a surprise.
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2. The Impossibility Argument

In this part, I will explicate the assumptions that I take to be
essential to the strongest version of SEP.

2.1 Clever

Suppose that a particular teacher has a class that meets on
Tuesday through Friday and consists of only one “ideally” or
“optimally” or “maximally” rational student—Ilet’s call her
“Clever.”! By maximally rational, I mean “a master logician;
[s]lhe avoids contradiction, is aware of all logical truth, and
believes all the logical consequences of what [s]he believes.”
Moreover, she always knows who “[s]he is and on what occasion
[s]he is judging ... [and] which occasions are earlier and later
than which” (Binkley 1968, 129).2 (I will defend the maximal
rationality assumption in section 2.6 below.)

2.2 The Announcement

Suppose also that the teacher tells Clever on Tuesday that he
will be giving her an exam this week on either Wednesday,
Thursday, or Friday (exclusive) and that it will be a surprise in
the sense that it will occur on a day that follows a night on which
Clever could not have known that the exam will be the next day.?
Call this the “Announcement” that the teacher gives to Clever.
For the sake of convenience, I will refer to the Announcement as
“(A)”, to the part of (A) that promises an exam this week as
“(A)g”, and to the part of (A) that promises that this exam will be
a surprise as “(A)s”.

2.3 The No Friday Argument

After the teacher issues (A) to Clever, Clever gives him the
“Impossibility Argument.” The Impossibility Argument attempts
to show that (A) is self-defeating. It consists of two subargu-
ments, the “No Friday Argument” and the “Backtracking Argu-
ment.” The No Friday Argument says that if the exam is not
given by Thursday, then Clever will know on Thursday night
that the exam will be on Friday. So if the exam is given on Fri-
day, the teacher’s promise that the exam will be a surprise will
be violated. Given (A), then, Friday is not really a possible day
for the exam.

2.4 The Backtracking Argument
The Backtracking Argument picks up where the No Friday Argu-

ment leaves off. The fact that a surprise exam cannot be given on
Friday means that if the teacher has not given the exam on
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Wednesday, Clever will know on Wednesday night that the exam
will be on Thursday. For she already knows on Wednesday night
that Friday is no longer a possible day for the exam. So an exam
on Thursday would also violate the teacher’s promise that the
exam will be a surprise. Given (A), then, Thursday—like Friday—
is no longer a possible day for the exam either. Since Thursday
and Friday are no longer possible days for the exam, it follows
that the teacher must give the exam on Wednesday. But then
Clever can figure this out on Tuesday night, in which case an
exam on Wednesday would not be a surprise either. Therefore the
teacher simply cannot give a surprise exam. Despite his best
intentions, he simply cannot fulfill (A).*

2.5 The Intuition

The Impossibility Argument suggests that when we reason
backwards from Friday to Wednesday, it turns out that a
surprise exam is impossible. But this conclusion cannot be the
end of the story. For when we consider “moving forward” from
Wednesday through Friday, a surprise exam suddenly seems
possible again. We have the intuition—call it “the Intuition™—
that if the teacher gave the exam on at least Wednesday or
Thursday, the exam would indeed surprise Clever in the sense
that she would not have known the night before that the exam
would be the next day rather than on one of the remaining
days. So something must be wrong. A surprise exam cannot be
both possible and impossible. Likewise, one and the same exam
cannot be both a surprise and not a surprise. Instead, one of
these two approaches—either the Impossibility Argument or the
Intuition—must be wrong. The challenge of SEP, then, is to
determine which of these it is and why.5

2.6 The Maximal Rationality Assumption

I assumed in section 2.1 above that Clever must be maximally
rational. The reason is that, in order to solve a paradox, we
need to consider its strongest version. A solution to any weaker
version of the paradox still leaves the stronger version(s)
unsolved (see Jongeling and Koetsier 1993, 300, and Olin 1983,
226).% As it happens, the more rational Clever is, the stronger
SEP is. For the more rational Clever is, the more trivial solu-
tions to SEP we may rule out—for example, Clever forgets the
teacher’s announcement, does not fully understand (A), or
makes invalid inferences. So only if Clever is maximally
rational may we rest assured that SEP is maximally strong (see
Ferguson 1991, 300; Hall 1999, 650-51; Olin 1983, 227; 1988, 114;
and Sorensen 1984, 130). Still, we must be careful to distinguish
maximal rationality from infallibility. For one of the central
points of this paper will be that Clever’s Impossibility Argument
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fails. It will be argued, however, that the Impossibility Argu-
ment fails not because it is invalid, in which case we would
have to conclude that Clever is not maximally rational, but
rather because Clever adopts premises that, while perfectly
plausible on their face, turn out on closer inspection to be false.
The latter scenario is possible even if Clever is maximally
rational. Clever’s being maximally rational protects her only
from making silly mistakes and invalid inferences, not from
starting with initially plausible but provably false premises.

2.7 Knowledge and Surprise

I have framed (A) and the Impossibility Argument in terms of
the word know. I have said that, according to (A), an exam will be
a surprise if and only if it occurs on a day that follows a night on
which Clever could not have known that the exam would be the
next day; and that, according to the Impossibility Argument,
Clever can know on any night that the exam will be the next day.
The reader should understand that knowledge here is assumed
to be justified-and-true belief.” To be sure, the Gettier problem
suggests that this definition of knowledge is inadequate. But we
do not need to consider the specific respects in which it is
inadequate—and therefore the specific refinements required to
make the definition “Gettier-proof”—for the purposes of SEP (see
Williams 2007, 78-79).

Given that surprise is the absence of knowledge and that
knowledge is justified-and-true belief, an exam is a surprise if
and only if Clever did not justifiably believe the night before that
it would now take place.? This means that (A) is equivalent to the
following disjunctive proposition: (a) there will be an exam
Friday, and Clever will not be justified in believing this on
Thursday night; or (b) there will be an exam Thursday, and
Clever will not be justified in believing this on Wednesday night;
or (¢) there will be an exam Wednesday, and Clever will not be
justified in believing this on Tuesday night. We need not worry
about situations in which Clever justifiably but falsely believes
that an exam will take place the next day. She will not be
surprised in the relevant sense the next day because, as we have
already seen in section 2.2 and note 3 above, Clever may be
surprised only by an exam, not by the nonoccurrence of an exam.

Some might argue that knowledge is too strong for SEP; that
SEP may be formulated instead in terms of mere belief, whether
justified or not (see Cave 2004, 610; Goldstein 1993; Rescher
2001, 112-14; and Schick 2000). But this “mere belief” version of
SEP would render (A)g nonsensical and the Impossibility Argu-
ment unworkable. There are two reasons. First, (A); would make
little sense on the belief version because it would involve the
teacher’s making a promise that is nonsensical on its face—that
is, a promise to give an exam that will occur on a day that
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follows a night on which Clever does not believe, justifiably or
unjustifiably, that the exam will be given the next day (see
Kiefer and Ellison 1965, 426). Second, the contradiction between
the Impossibility Argument and the Intuition is what renders
SEP a paradox. But if surprise meant prior nonbelief as opposed
to prior non—justified-and-true belief, the Intuition—and there-
fore the paradox—would disappear. For we do not have an intui-
tion that Clever cannot unjustifiably believe on Tuesday night
that the exam will be on Wednesday or on Wednesday night that
the exam will be on Thursday. We think that this situation is
perfectly possible. So if surprise were defined as prior nonbelief,
we would be perfectly willing to accept the Impossibility Argu-
ment (see Kiefer and Ellison 1965, 426).

2.8 A Failed, but Instructive, Argument against the
Backtracking Argument

One might attempt to refute the Backtracking Argument as
follows. To say that Friday is not a possible day for the exam is
clearly false. Regardless of what the No Friday Argument
proves, it is still perfectly physically possible for the teacher to
give the exam on Friday. It is just that if the teacher did give it
then, he would not be living up to his promise to give a surprise
exam. So it is not that Friday is not a possible day for the exam
in the sense that Saturday is not a possible day for the exam.
Rather, a better way to put the conclusion of the No Friday
Argument is that Friday is not a possible day for the exam if
the teacher is to fulfill (A). But once we put the conclusion of
the No Friday Argument in this conditional form, then it seems
that Clever may no longer simply assume that Friday is not a
possible day for the exam and thereby limit on Tuesday night
the possible days of the exam to Wednesday and Thursday. For
Clever cannot simply assume that the antecedent (i.e., the
teacher is to fulfill (A)) is true.

The objection continues: as long as giving the exam on Fri-
day remains a physical possibility, Clever may not justifiably
believe on Wednesday night that the exam will be given Thurs-
day rather than Friday (see Janaway 1989, 402). Moreover,
whatever misgivings Clever may have with regard to her ruling
out Friday on Wednesday night as a possible day for the exam
are only compounded on Tuesday night. Since Clever’s ruling
out Thursday presupposes her ruling out Friday, and since she
already has some misgivings about ruling out Friday, she will
have even more misgivings about ruling out Thursday as well.
So as the number of possible days for the exam gets larger and
larger, Clever’s—and therefore our own—misgivings about the
Backtracking Argument will tend to get correspondingly larger
and larger as well (see Hall 1999, 650, 652, 660-61, 682-83;
Janaway 1989, 404; and Williamson 2000, 142).
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A supporter of the Impossibility Argument will respond to
this objection as follows. Yes, it always remains physically possi-
ble for the teacher to give the exam on Friday, no less on Thurs-
day or Wednesday. But this point is not really relevant. The No
Friday Argument shows that it is not possible—not logically
possible, no less physically possible—for the teacher to give the
exam on Friday and fulfill (A) (see McLelland 1971, 82). And
Clever must assume that the teacher will fulfill (A) if he can (see
Hall 1999, 653ff.).° (I will defend this assumption further in the
next section.) So as long as Clever hangs on to this assumption
that (A) will be fulfilled if it can be fulfilled, she can conclusively
rule out Friday. She should have absolutely no misgivings about
this assumption on Wednesday night. And if Clever should not
have any misgivings about ruling out on Wednesday night a
Friday exam, then she should not have any compounded mis-
givings about ruling out on Tuesday night a Thursday exam. In
other words, once Clever recognizes that the teacher will fulfill
(A) if he can, she no longer has any good reason to abandon the
Backtracking Argument. Or so the proponent of the Impossibility
Argument argues.

2.9 The Teacher Will Fulfill (A) If He Can

In this section, I will defend my statement in the previous
section that Clever—and therefore we—must assume that the
teacher will fulfill (A) if he can.

There are two reasons. First, we just saw in the previous
section that a supporter of the Impossibility Argument clearly
relies on this premise. So it begs the question against the Impos-
sibility Argument to assume that the teacher may not fulfill (A)
even if he can. Of course, if this premise—that is, the premise
that the teacher will fulfill (A) if he can—were obviously errone-
ous, then we would have to reject it. But it is not obviously erro-
neous. So without an argument for this conclusion, we may not
simply dismiss this premise, at least not if we are going to be
fair to Clever.

Second, to reject this assumption would be to violate one of
the key stipulations that I made in section 2.6—namely, that we
need to consider the strongest version of SEP. A version of SEP
according to which Clever assumes that the teacher will fulfill
(A) if he can is stronger than a version of SEP according to which
Clever abandons this assumption. For were Clever to abandon
this assumption, the Impossibility Argument—in particular, the
Backtracking Argument—would be much too easy to refute. We
could simply reason as follows:

(1) Assume that the teacher will not necessarily fulfill (A)
if he can.

(2) .. Clever is not justified in believing (A). [(1)]
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3) The only basis that Clever has for believing either
part of (A)—that is, (A)g or (A)—is (A) itself. Clever
has no independent reason—no reason other than
(A)—to believe (A); or (A)s (see Hall 1999, 649, 653,
654).1°

(4) .. If Clever is not justified in believing (A), then she is
not justified in believing either part of (A). [(3)]

(5) .. Clever is not justified in believing (A);. [(2), (4)]

(6) .. Clever is not justified in believing on any given night
that there will be an exam the next day—even if no
exam has been given by Thursday and only Friday is
left. [(5)]

(7) .. An exam on any given day—even Friday—would be a
surprise. [(6)]

To be sure, this reasoning does solve one version of SEP—namely,
a version according to which (1) is the case. But it does not solve
the version according to which (1) is false. So our assuming (1)
hardly ends our task. We still need to determine whether SEP
can be solved if we adopt the opposite assumption (see Cave
2004, 612). Indeed, we might as well assume that the teacher is
an infallible computer.

It is important to recognize and acknowledge that the
argument above, (1)-(7), moves in a rather bizarre direction.
While it starts from the assumption that the teacher will not
necessarily fulfill (A), it arrives at the virtually opposite
conclusion that an exam on any day would fulfill (A), in which
case the teacher will fulfill (A) as long as he gives an exam.
This ironic twist, which foreshadows the logical circle that will
be discussed in section 5.3 and the “epistemic blindspot” in
section 5.4, is ultimately generated by the tension between the
teacher’s announcement of (A), which justifies Clever’s belief
that an exam will take place, and (A),, which combats justi-
fication of Clever’s belief on any given night that the exam will
take place the next day. As we will see below in section 5.1, this
tension becomes especially acute if an exam has not been given
by Thursday and there is therefore only one day left in the
testing period.

3. The Impossibility Argument
Cannot Be Correct

If the Impossibility Argument is correct, then a surprise exam
cannot be given on any day. And to say that a surprise exam
cannot be given on any day is to say that (a) on Tuesday night,
Clever is justified in believing that there will be an exam on
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Wednesday; (b) if Wednesday passes without an exam, then
Clever is justified in believing on Wednesday night that there
will be an exam on Thursday; and (¢) if Thursday passes without
an exam, then Clever is justified in believing on Thursday night
that there will be an exam on Friday (see Austin 1969).

In order to see why the Impossibility Argument cannot be
correct, it might help to expand the number of days in the testing
period. For as I suggested in section 2.8, the greater the number
of days in the testing period, the stronger the Intuition. And the
stronger the Intuition, the higher the hurdle that the Impossi-
bility Argument must jump. So let’s assume two things. First,
let’s assume now that there are not three but three Aundred days
in the testing period. Second, let’s assume that the exam is
given on, say, the 155" day. By the Impossibility Argument, then,
Clever was not surprised by this exam. For, again, the Impossi-
bility Argument states that a surprise on any day of the testing
period cannot be a surprise. And to say that an exam on the 155%
day was not a surprise is just to say that Clever had a justified
belief on the 154* night that the exam would be given the next
day. Again, this conclusion is entailed by the Impossibility Argu-
ment (in conjunction with the two other assumptions—an expan-
sion of the testing period to three hundred days and an exam on
the 155t day).

Given this expansion of the testing period, it is easier to
understand why the Impossibility Argument cannot be correct.
If (ex hypothesi) the exam occurs on the 155% day, then Clever
is merely lucky that her belief the night before that the exam
would be the next day turned out to be true. She is merely lucky
because her belief turned out to be false all other nights. And
she was in no better epistemic position on this particular night
than she was on any of the other previous 153 nights. She had
no more reason than she did on any previous night to believe
that the exam would be given the next day. Therefore her belief
on the 154 night—like her belief on the first 153 nights—was
really not justified to begin with (see Cargile 1967, 552; Gardner
1963, 152; Halpern and Moses 1986, 284; and Williamson 1992,
223-24).1

Since the three-hundred-day scenario differs only in degree
and not in kind—that is, does not require a different kind of solu-
tion—from the three-day scenario,'? what applies to the former
applies to the latter. If it is not the case that Clever has a justi-
fied belief every night that the exam will be given the next day
in the three-hundred-day scenario, then it is not the case in the
three-day scenario either. So the Impossibility Argument fails.'3

4. The Misleading Intuitions Argument

The No Friday Argument is quite powerful. As I will explain in
this section, however, its persuasiveness draws from two intui-
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tions of ours. And these intuitions mislead us. They lead us ini-
tially to accept the conclusion of the No Friday Argument when
it has not actually been established. Call this the “Misleading
Intuitions Argument.” The Misleading Intuitions Argument is
designed to show not the stronger point that the No Friday
Argument is fallacious—that will be the task of section 5—but
rather the slightly weaker point that we may initially be inclined
to accept it for what turn out to be bad reasons.

Suppose that it is Thursday night and the teacher has not
yet given the exam. Our first intuition is that the exam will be
on Friday. Once again, the teacher, an ex hypothesi trustworthy
individual, if not infallible computer, said that he would give an
exam by the end of the testing period, and here it is—the end of
the testing period. These facts are initially sufficient to
motivate our—and therefore Clever’s—belief that an exam will
be the next day. The No Friday Argument then easily concludes
that an exam on Friday will not be a surprise. After all, if Clever
is expecting an exam, then it cannot be a surprise.

What this version of the No Friday Argument subtly over-
looks is that more than this expectation is necessary to show
that an exam on Friday will not be a surprise. It also needs this
expectation to be justified. As we learned in section 2.7, surprise
is to be understood in terms of knowledge, which is itself to be
understood in terms of justified-and-true belief. Surprise cannot
be understood merely in terms of belief/expectation alone,
justified or unjustified. For, again, if it were, then we would no
longer have the Intuition (that a surprise exam can be given on
most, if not all, days of the testing period), in which case SEP
would no longer be a paradox.

Even with this clarification, however, the No Friday Argu-
ment still seduces. Our second intuition is not merely that Clever
can expect on Thursday night an exam on Friday but that Clever
can be nearly certain about it. And, again, this conclusion tempts
us to accept the No Friday Argument and move on to the Back-
tracking Argument. But even if Clever could be certain on
Thursday night that the exam would be on Friday, the No Friday
Argument might still fail. For certainty is not necessarily
sufficient for justified belief. The degree to which Clever’s beliefs
are justified does not necessarily bear any correlation with the
degree to which she is certain of them. Just as she may confi-
dently hold unjustified beliefs, she may inconfidently hold
justified beliefs. “Justified-ness” is a normative property of
beliefs; certainty or confidence, a psychological property or
attitude. (Importantly, I have in mind psychological certainty,
not propositional certainty. The former is the belief that a certain
proposition—p—is true and that there are no legitimate grounds
whatsoever to doubt that p is true; the latter is full warrant in
this belief [see Klein 1998].) So they may very well come apart.
Therefore even if the exam were not given by Thursday, Clever
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might still confidently maintain an unjustified belief on Thurs-
day night that the exam will be on Friday. If so, then given the
definition of surprise, such an exam would still be a surprise.

5. Three Arguments against the
No Friday Argument

Now that we have exposed the two powerful, but misleading,
intuitions that underlie our initial adherence to the No Friday
Argument, it should be easier to accept some arguments against
it, arguments that help to show where it goes wrong.

5.1 Argument 1: The Unprojectible Announcement
Argument (and Moore’s Paradox)

The first argument against the No Friday Argument—the “Unpro-
jectible Announcement Argument”—starts with the observation
that the No Friday Argument rests on the implicit assumption
that the teacher’s Announcement—(A)—may be applied to Thurs-
day night, the last night of the testing period. Again, when the
teacher first issues (A), he promises Clever a surprise exam by
the end of the testing period. The No Friday Argument then
directly applies (A) to Thursday night and concludes that a sur-
prise exam cannot be given on Friday.

What easily goes unnoticed is that this application of (A) to
Thursday night assumes a significant shift in interpretation. It
assumes that Clever’s interpretation of (A) shifts from “There
will be a surprise exam by the end of the testing period” to “There
will be a surprise exam tomorrow” (see Wright and Sudbury 1977,
50, 54). Call this latter interpretation of the announcement
“(A*)”. Like (A), (A*) is composed of two propositions—(A*); and
(A*)g. (A*)g is the statement that Clever will have an exam on
Friday; (A*)4 is the statement that Clever is not justified in
believing on Thursday night that she will have an exam on
Friday.

This conjunction of propositions is strange—so strange that
we should question the very applicability of (A) to Thursday
night in the first place. (A*), and (A*), together are (so) strange
because they seem to create an untenable epistemological situa-
tion for Clever. On the one hand, (A*), gives Clever justification
for believing on Thursday night that an exam will be given on
Friday. That is, the teacher’s stating to Clever that she will have
an exam the next day is arguably equivalent to the teacher’s
stating that he, the teacher, is authorizing Clever to believe—and
therefore justifying her in believing—that she will have an exam
the next day. On the other hand, (A*)g states that Clever is not
justified in believing that an exam will be given the next day.
(A*), then, seems to be presenting Clever with a flat-out contra-
diction.!*
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One might try to defuse this contradiction by considering
Claudio de Almeida’s work on Moore’s Paradox (see de Almeida
2001 and 2007).'5 Consider the following statement:

(8) It is raining and I do not believe it.

This statement certainly seems strange. The problem of Moore’s
Paradox, traditionally conceived, is to explain why (8) is strange,
what the nature (or cause) of this “strangeness” is. But de
Almeida conceives the problem of Moore’s Paradox to extend not
merely to statements exemplified by (8)—namely, statements of
the type

(9) p and I do not believe p (or p and I believe ~p)

but also to statements involving justified belief. In this section,
we are considering just such a statement—namely, (A*):

(10) There will be an exam tomorrow and I (Clever) am not
justified in believing that there will be an exam
tomorrow.

Statement (10) instantiates statements of the more general type:

(11) p and I do not justifiably believe p (or p and I justifiably
believe ~p) (see Williams 2007, 73).1¢

In two different papers, de Almeida (2001, 2007) attempts to
provide a general, unified explanation of why both (9) and (11)
are “Moore-absurd” and therefore irrational for me, the asserter
of the propositions, to believe.

de Almeida’s earlier explanation differs somewhat from his
later explanation. While his earlier explanation is “evidentialist,”
his later explanation is “non-evidentialist” (see de Almeida 2007,
70). What both explanations share in common, however, is an
emphasis on the point that Moore-absurdity does not¢ derive
from self-contradiction (see de Almeida 2001, 38-43; 2007, 59—
60). Moore-absurd statements cannot be self-contradictory
because they may very well be true. It may very well be the case
that p and I, the asserter of (9), do not believe p. Likewise, it may
very well be the case that p and I, the asserter of (11), do not
justifiably believe p. Instead, according to de Almeida, Moore-
absurdity derives from the fact that (9) and (11) are “contra-
diction-like” (see de Almeida 2001, 34; 2007, 64). In (9) and (11),
in addition to asserting that I do not (justifiably) believe p, I am
also asserting p itself. And while my assertion of p does not
contradict my assertion of my not (justifiably) believing p, it does
resemble or approximate contradiction. The task is then to
explain this “contradiction-likeness”—that is, why (9) and (11)
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initially appear to be self-contradictory, why they are not in fact
self-contradictory, and why it is still irrational to believe them.

In his earlier paper on Moore’s Paradox, de Almeida (2001,
51-52) argues that what makes my belief in (9) and (11) Moore-
absurd and therefore irrational is that my belief in each propo-
sition itself supplies evidence against—or reason to disbelieve
—one of each proposition’s two conjuncts. Consider first (9)—
again, p and I do not believe p. My belief in (9) distributes over
both conjuncts. So I believe each of the conjuncts—that p and
that I do not believe p. Whether through introspection or from
its mere presence in my belief system, my belief that p gives me
reason to believe that 1 believe p. And this reason to believe that
I believe p is evidence against the latter conjunct (that I do not
believe p). My belief in (9) works against itself. It is therefore
self-refuting or “epistemically self-defeating” (though, again, not
self-contradictory). It gives me reason to disbelieve one of its
own two conjuncts. And it is its providing evidence against itself
that makes it irrational to believe.

de Almeida’s analysis of (11)—that is, p and I do not justi-
fiably believe p—is similar to, though not identical with, his
analysis of (9) (see de Almeida 2001, 52-53). For this time, rather
than arguing that the former conjunct “blocks” the latter con-
junct, de Almeida argues just the reverse—that the latter
conjunct blocks the former conjunct. To say that I do not justi-
fiably believe p is to say that I do not have good reason to believe
p. And my not having good reason to believe p itself constitutes a
reason to drop p from my belief system. Yet my belief that (11)
entails, through distribution, that p is in my belief system —that
is, that I do believe p. So, once again, I have an epistemically self-
defeating belief. My belief in (11) entails, through distribution,
my not justifiably believing p; my not justifiably believing p
constitutes reason for me to disbelieve p; my reason for dis-
believing p weighs against the first conjunct—that is, p; and my
reason to disbelieve the first conjunct constitutes reason to dis-
believe the conjunction—(11), the original starting point of this
“belief chain™—itself.

de Almeida’s later explanation of Moore’s Paradox goes down
a different track (see de Almeida 2007, 64-69). According to de
Almeida, his later explanation has the advantage over the
earlier of being available not only to internalist-foundationalists
(as the earlier is) but also to externalist-foundationalists (which
the earlier is not) (see de Almeida 2007, 70). de Almeida’s later
explanation starts with this observation: the mere fact that
statements like (9) (p and I do not believe p) and (11) (p and I
do not justifiably believe p) are self-inconsistent—that is, con-
tain inconsistent belief-conjuncts—does not by itself explain
why they are incoherent with my belief system and therefore
irrational for me to believe. For it is rational to believe some
self-inconsistent propositions—namely, non-truth-functional
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necessary falsehoods. Instead, according to de Almeida, Moore-
absurd statements produce incoherence and irrationality not
merely because they are self-inconsistent but because they are
strongly inconsistent. A belief, q, is strongly inconsistent with
my belief system—and is therefore irrational—if (a) there is a
set of propositions in my belief system that entails ~q or (b) q is
a truth-functional falsehood. Such is the case with both (9) and
(11). My belief in (9) is strongly inconsistent with my not
believing p because my belief in (9) entails a belief that p, and
my belief that p conflicts with my not believing p. And my belief
in (11) is strongly inconsistent with my justifiably believing ~p
because (11) entails my believing p; and my believing p conflicts
with my justifiably believing its opposite—that is, ~p.!"

If we accept either of de Almeida’s proposed explanations of
Moore-absurdity, then we need not assume that (11) above—or
(A¥*)—presents Clever with a contradiction. We may assume
instead that it presents her “merely” with strong inconsistency.
But this strong inconsistency is still sufficient to call into ques-
tion the applicability of (A) on Thursday night—an application
that, once again, turns (A) into (A*). For just as it is irrational
to have self-contradictory beliefs, so too it is irrational to have
strongly inconsistent beliefs (see also Williams 2007, 73-75).

Indeed, it is this worry about irrationality that has motivated
the so-called Pragmatic Solution to SEP.?® According to the Prag-
matic Solution, in order to minimize the irrationality that (A)’s
application to Thursday night engenders, it is more appropriate
to interpret (A) on Thursday night not as (A*) but rather as a
pragmatic statement—something like, “There will be an exam
tomorrow, and it will not—as initially promised—be a surprise.
Though unfulfilled, (A)g hopefully served its real purpose, which
was to get you to study every night.” This pragatic interpretation
arguably makes better sense of (A) than does (A*) on Thursday
night. But there is a high price to be paid for this gain in sensi-
bility. The pragmatic interpretation of (A) arguably begs the
question against the No Friday Argument and therefore the
Impossibility Argument. For, again, the No Friday Argument
depends on the implicit assumption that we may interpret (A) as
(A*) on Thursday night.

5.2 Argument 2: The Wright & Sudbury Argument

The second argument against the No Friday Argument starts
with the proposition from section 2.9: the teacher will fulfill (A)
if he can. But can he any longer fulfill (A) as of Thursday night?
Can the teacher still give an exam on Friday that will be a sur-
prise? As we have seen, the No Friday Argument says no. But
we may construct a powerful reductio ad absurdum of the No
Friday Argument—call it the “Wright & Sudbury Argument”
(see Wright and Sudbury 1977). The central thesis of the Wright
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& Sudbury Argument is that while Clever may have been justi-
fied in believing (A) when the teacher first announced it, she
will lose this justification if the exam has not been given by the
penultimate day of the testing period:®

(12)  Assume that the No Friday Argument is correct. An
exam on Friday would not be a surprise.

(13) .. If the exam has not been given by Thursday, it is no
longer possible for the teacher to fulfill (A)g. [(12)]

(14) .. Clever is no longer justified in believing (A),.* [(13)]
(15)  (A)g is an essential part of (A).

(16) .. Clever is no longer justified in believing (A). {(14),
(15)]

(17)  If Clever is no longer justified in believing (A), then
she is no longer justified in believing either part of
(A). [See (4) in section 2.9. Once again, the teacher’s
announcement of (A) is the only reason that Clever
has for believing either conjunct in the first place.]

(18) .. Clever is no longer justified in believing (A);.*' [(16),
(17)]

(19) .. Clever is no longer justified in believing on Thursday
night that an exam will be given on Friday. [(18)]

(20) .. An exam on Friday will be a surprise. [(19)]
(21) Contradiction. [(12), (20)]

(22) .. (12) is false. An exam on Friday will be a surprise.
[(12), (21)]

5.3 The Renewed No Friday Argument, a Logical
Circle, and a Resemblance to the Liar Paradox

The Wright & Sudbury Argument is strong, but it is hardly the
end of the matter. As it happens, from the conclusion of the
Wright & Sudbury Argument—that is, a Friday exam will be a
surprise—we may construct a compelling argument for the very
opposite conclusion, the conclusion of the No Friday Argument.
Call it the “Renewed No Friday Argument”:

(23)  Assume that the conclusion of the Wright & Sudbury
Argument is correct: an exam on Friday will be a
surprise.

(24) The teacher will fulfill (A) if he can. (See section 2.9.)
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(25) .. Clever is justified in believing on Thursday night
that an exam will be given on Friday. [(23), (24)]

(26) .. An exam on Friday will not be a surprise. [(25)]
27 Contradiction. [(23), (26)]

(28) .. (23) is false. An exam on Friday will not be a sur-
prise. [(23), (27)]

The Renewed No Friday Argument is persuasive, but it would
be foolish to conclude at this point that the Wright & Sudbury
Argument has been refuted. For we are faced with a rather
strange situation. On the one hand, the Renewed No Friday
Argument constitutes a reductio of the conclusion of the Wright
& Sudbury Argument. On the other hand, the Wright & Sudbury
Argument constitutes a reductio of the conclusion of the Renewed
No Friday Argument. More concretely, as soon as Clever comes to
believe that she cannot be surprised, she has put herself in a
position where she can be surprised; and, conversely, as soon as
Clever comes to believe that she can be surprised, she has put
herself in a position where she cannot be surprised. We cannot
stop at the conclusion of either argument because each con-
clusion serves as the first premise for the other argument. As
soon as one argument ends, the other argument for the directly
opposite conclusion has already begun. We seem, then, to be
inescapably caught in an endless circle of reasoning, oscillating
between two contradictory propositions (see Cave 2004, 609-13).

One might argue that this circle is unrecognized—unheard
of—in analytic philosophy and therefore that one of the two argu-
ments must be flawed. I agree that this circle is troublesome—
arguably the heart of SEP. But it certainly is not unheard of.
Indeed, the reader may notice that the circle that I have described
here is similar to the logical circle in the Liar Paradox. In one ver-
sion of the Liar Paradox, we are confronted with the following
proposition:

(29) This statement is false.

Proposition (29) runs into a circle very much like the circle pre-
sented by the combination of the Wright & Sudbury Argument
and the Renewed No Friday Argument. Just as the Wright &
Sudbury Argument starts with the assumption that an exam on
Friday will not be a surprise and ends with the conclusion that
an exam on Friday will be a surprise, the assumption that (29)
is false (immediately) leads to the conclusion that (29) is true.
And just as the Renewed No Friday Argument starts with the
assumption that an exam on Friday will be a surprise and ends
with the conclusion that an exam on Friday will not be a sur-
prise, the assumption that (29) is true (immediately) leads to the
conclusion that (29) is false.
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Perhaps both SEP and the Liar Paradox force us to acknowl-
edge the possibility of a third kind of circle in addition to vicious
circles (question-begging arguments) and virtuous circles (e.g.,
inference to the best explanation).?? Still, whatever the merit of
this suggestion, it would be hasty to infer from the fact that
both SEP and the Liar Paradox generate endless circles of
reasoning either (a) that the former reduces to a version of the
latter or (b) that they are both susceptible to the same kind of
solution. Regarding (a), while the two problems may initially
lead to endless circles of reasoning, their sources or “causes,”
and therefore their intrinsic natures,? are rather different.
While the circle in the Liar Paradox originates from a self-
referential statement explicitly involving truth value, the circle
in SEP originates from a non-self-referential statement (i.e.,
(A)) involving knowledge.?® So we have at least a prima facie
reason to think that these are two different paradoxes, not two
different versions of the same paradox.

Regarding (b), I actually think that the Liar Paradox is much
easier to solve than SEP. Eugene Mills offers what I take to be
the correct solution, which is very straightforward: Liar state-
ments like (29) are not ultimately paradoxical but rather self-
contradictory and therefore false. Not false and then true and
then false, etc.—just plain false (see Mills 1998).2¢ The same,
however, cannot be said of (A). It is not self-contradictory and
therefore (just plain) false because, as the Intuition makes clear,
it can be true. A surprise exam can be given on at least some
days of the testing period. So another solution is required to
show how (A) can be true in the face of the Impossibility Argu-
ment, which concludes that (A) must be false. SEP’s need for a
different kind of solution than Mills’s solution to the Liar Para-
dox is yet a further reason to think that SEP may not be reduced
to a version of the Liar Paradox.

5.4 Argument 3: The Epistemic
Blindspot Argument

The third argument against the No Friday Argument involves
an “epistemic blindspot,” a concept that several philosophers,
most famously Roy Sorensen, have used to elucidate SEP (see
Sorensen 1984, 131-35; 1988, chs. 9, 10).?” To say that Clever
has an epistemic blindspot to (A) is to say that:

(30) Clever is justified in believing (A) if and only if (A) is
not true (or, equivalently, Clever is not justified in
believing (A) if and only if (A) is true).

Together, the Wright & Sudbury Argument and the Renewed No
Friday Argument show that Clever has an epistemic blindspot
to (A) on Thursday night, that whatever Clever believes on
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Thursday night helps to make the opposite the case. On the
one hand, the Wright & Sudbury Argument shows that if
Clever believes on Thursday night that the No Friday
Argument is correct and an exam on Friday will not be a
surprise, then it will be a surprise. On the other hand, the
Renewed No Friday Argument shows that if Clever believes on
Thursday night that the No Friday Argument is incorrect and
an exam on Friday will be a surprise, then it will not be a
surprise.

Of course, Clever is maximally rational and so is arguably
aware that she has this epistemic blindspot. But the mere fact
that she is aware of it does not necessarily dissolve it. Clever
is just as susceptible to this blindspot as she would be if she
were not maximally rational. For while her maximal ration-
ality guarantees that she will not make silly mistakes or
invalid inferences, it does not guarantee that her (justifiable)
belief that a surprise exam will be given on Friday will some-
how make the object of this belief true. Again, its being true is
incompatible with her (justifiably) believing it, and there is
nothing she can do to change this situation. Nor can she change
the converse—namely, that if she does not (justifiably) believe
that a surprise exam will be given on Friday, then an exam on
Friday will be a surprise. In short, Clever’s maximally rational
powers cannot help her to escape the dilemma between (justi-
fiably) believing a proposition that will then (as a result of her
belief) be false and not (justifiably) believing a proposition
that will then (as a result of her nonbelief) be true. She was
inevitably trapped in this epistemically unfortunate situation
when the teacher announced (A) to her and then did not give
her an exam by Thursday, the penultimate day of the testing
period.

Clever, then, has no basis, no good reason, for adopting one
belief over the other. And given that Clever is maximally
rational, she may not arbitrarily choose one belief over the other.
Moreover, even if she did have a basis for adopting one belief
over the other, the belief would quickly be undermined by the
conclusion to which it leads. (Of course, this conclusion would
itself be undermined once it was converted into a belief, for it
would then lead to the directly opposite conclusion. But this con-
clusion would also be undermined as soon as it was converted
into a belief. And so on.) So it seems that Clever must remain
neutral between both beliefs. But to say that Clever must remain
neutral between both beliefs is just to say that she is not justi-
fied in believing one way or the other (see Wright and Sudbury
1977, 54). And if she is not justified in believing one way or the
other, then she is not justified in believing on Thursday night
that an exam will take place on Friday.?® So the No Friday Argu-
ment fails once again.
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6. Conclusion

The Impossibility Argument consists of two sub-arguments: the
No Friday Argument and the Backtracking Argument. The No
Friday Argument says that a surprise exam cannot be given on
the last day of the testing period. The Backtracking Argument
assumes that the No Friday Argument is correct and proceeds
to eliminate each earlier day of the testing period as a possible
day for the exam as well. So the conclusion of the Impossibility
Argument is that, contrary to our intuition that a surprise
exam can be given on at least some days of the testing period, a
surprise exam cannot be given on any day of the testing period.

But this conclusion is false. Our initial intuition that a
surprise exam can be given on most, if not all, days of the testing
period is correct.

The main task in solving SEP is to show why the No Friday
Argument fails. And this task itself splits into two sub-tasks. The
first sub-task is to explain away the reasons why the No Friday
Argument initially strikes us as so convincing. The second sub-
task is actually to refute the No Friday Argument.

The Misleading Intuitions Argument is designed to accom-
plish the first task. It maintains that the No Friday Argument
seems very convincing at first because it relies on two powerful
intuitions. The first intuition is that an exam on Friday will not
be a surprise if the student expects it on Thursday night. The
second intuition is that an exam on Friday will not be a surprise
if the student is certain of it on Thursday night. Both intuitions,
however, fail to do what they initially seem to—namely, support
the No Friday Argument. For according to the strongest version
of SEP, an exam on Friday is a surprise if and only if the student
did not justifiably believe on Thursday night that the exam would
take place on Friday. And neither mere expectation nor psycho-
logical certainty is sufficient for justified belief.

Again, the Misleading Intuitions Argument does not refute
the No Friday Argument,; it does not show that the student does
not justifiably believe on Thursday night that there will be an
exam on Friday. Again, it shows only that our likely reasons for
initially “giving a pass” to the No Friday Argument are weak.
And by exposing the confusion behind our initial assent to the
No Friday Argument, it helps to make the three arguments
designed to refute the No Friday Argument in section 5 that
much easier to accept.

The first of these three arguments is the Unprojectible
Announcement Argument. The Unprojectible Announcement
Argument helps to show that an assumption on which the No
Friday Argument tacitly depends—namely, that the teacher’s
announcement that there will be a surprise exam by the end of
the testing period may be applied unproblematically to the last
night of the testing period, Thursday night—is false. This assump-
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tion is false because the student’s interpretation of the announce-
ment must change when she applies it to Thursday night. It
must shift from “There will be a surprise exam by the end of
the testing period” to “There will be a surprise exam tomorrow.”
And this latter statement is difficult to make sense of. The part
of this statement that there will be an exam on Friday justifies
the student’s belief that there will be an exam on Friday. But
the part of this statement that the student will be surprised
suggests the very opposite—that the student is not justified in
believing that there will be an exam on Friday. This incon-
sistency suggests that it is irrational for the student to accept
the No Friday Argument’s tacit assumption about the teacher’s
announcement.

Second, the Wright & Sudbury Argument constitutes a
reductio ad absurdum of the No Friday Argument. The Wright &
Sudbury Argument suggests that if the No Friday Argument is
correct that an exam on Friday will not be a surprise, then the
student is no longer justified in believing on Thursday night the
teacher’s announcement, in which case an exam on Friday will be
a surprise.

Third, the No Friday Argument is vulnerable to the Epistemic
Blindspot Argument. It may be shown that the Wright & Sudbury
Argument together with another argument in support of the
conclusion of the No Friday Argument—what I have called the
Renewed No Friday Argument—create an epistemic blindspot.
On the one hand, the Wright & Sudbury Argument helps to show
that if the student believes on Thursday night that the teacher
can no longer fulfill his announcement and give a surprise exam,
then an exam on Friday will be a surprise. On the other hand,
the Renewed No Friday Argument helps to show that if the
student believes on Thursday night that a surprise exam will be
given on Friday, then it will not be a surprise. Because the stu-
dent is maximally rational—another assumption that the strong-
est version of the Surprise Exam Paradox requires us to make
—and because she has no good reason to adopt one belief over
the other, she must remain neutral between both beliefs. And to
say that she must remain neutral between both beliefs is just to
say that she may not justifiably adopt either. Because one of the
two beliefs that the student may not justifiably adopt is that the
exam will be given on Friday, the No Friday Argument fails. For,
once again, the No Friday Argument concludes that the student
does justifiably believe on Thursday night that the exam will be
given on Friday.

Because the No Friday Argument fails several times over, the
Impossibility Argument fails several times over. And because the
Impossibility Argument fails, our intuition that a surprise exam
is indeed possible has been vindicated. A surprise exam may be
given on any day of the testing period, including the very last
day.
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Notes

This article started over a decade ago in graduate school. When my
obsession with this paradox first began, several philosophers read, and
gave me enormously helpful feedback on, the drafts that I was then
developing. For this, and for indulging me in some prolonged conver-
sations, I express my sincere—and long overdue—gratitude to Claudio
de Almeida, Peter Klein, Keith McPartland, Fred Schick, Roy Sorensen,
Ed Stein, and Ruth Weintraub. I also want to thank Claudio de Almeida
(once again) and an anonymous referee at SJP for the very delicate
mixture of encouragement and deeply insightful criticism that they
recently gave me. I have done my best to address the latter and vindi-
cate the former.

! Other philosophers who make the same assumption include
Binkiey (1968, 127-29), Cargile (1967, 556), and McLelland and Chihara
(1975, 74, 76). Cargile (1967, 559-60) argues that the teacher must also
be maximally rational and that these “idealizing assumptions” are
what ultimately generate SEP in the first place. See also Sorensen
1984, 131. Weintraub (1995, 167) and Williamson (1992, 230) reject the
assumption that Clever must be maximally rational. Harrison (1975,
74, 80-81) suggests that while this assumption is helpful, it is not
necessary. Kirkham (1991, 37) does not object to this assumption “in
principle” but does complain that “some writers have idealized the
agents in question to the point that their versions fail to describe a
prima facie counterexample to logic that is of any interest.”

2 Hall (1999, 650-51) spells out these conditions of rationality in
more detail.

3 Tt follows from this definition of surprise that only the occurrence
of an exam may be a surprise, not the absence of an exam. To be sure,
if the teacher gave no exam at all during the testing period, Clever
would likely be surprised in some sense. But, again, the sense in which
she would be surprised would not be the sense in which surprise is
defined here. See Ferguson 1991, 299.

4+ My formulation of the Impossibility Argument does not explicitly
or implicitly depend on the “KK Axiom” or “KK Principle”—i.e., the
principle that if Clever knows X, then she knows that she knows X.
(Discussion of the KK Principle originated in Hintikka 1962.) If I am
right about this point, then Harrison (1975), McLelland (1971), and
McLelland and Chihara (1975) fail to offer the correct solution to SEP.
For all suggest that the problem with the Impossibility Argument is
that it rests on the KK Principle and that the KK Principle is false (at
least in this context). Sharvy (1983) uses the “Bottle Imp Paradox” to
reach the same conclusion. See also Kirkham 1991, 39; Sorensen 1982,
358-60; and Wright and Sudbury 1977, 46. Williamson (1992, 230)
agrees that the Impossibility Argument does not necessarily rest on the
KK Principle. But he does think that the Impossibility Argument suffers
from the “failure of the KK Principle,” which he suggests is both
“natural” and “systematic,” as well as from Clever’s related “inexactness
of knowledge” (1992, 224-26, 231). See also Williamson 2000, 140-42.
Hall (1999, 651) offers a principle (“Introspection”) similar to the KK
Principle, but it is framed in terms of justified belief rather than
knowledge.

5 Ferguson (1991), Guiasu (1987), and Meltzer and Good (1965) all
hold that the conflict between the Impossibility Argument and the
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Intuition is only apparent, not real. For, despite first appearances, the
Impossibility Argument involves one sense of surprise, the Intuition
another. Incidentally, there is disagreement among these authors (not,
of course, between co-authors Meltzer and Good) about what these
different senses of surprise actually are.

6 Lewis (1984, 143) makes a similar point: “You don’t make a para-
dox go away by talking about an unparadoxical case instead.”

7 See Champlin 1976, Chihara 1985, Kaplan and Montague 1960,
McLelland 1971, McLelland and Chihara 1975, Quine 1953, Sorensen
1984, and Williamson 1992. Philosophers who formulate SEP in terms
of justified belief rather than knowledge/justified-and-true belief
include Cargile (1967), Galle (1981), Hall (1999, 648), Nielsen (1979),
Olin (1983, 1986), Schoenberg (1966), and Wright and Sudbury (1977,
44, 48-49). Williams (2007) considers both formulations, justified belief
and justified-and-true belief. Hall (1999, 695) suggests, correctly I
think, that it makes little difference to SEP whether we formulate it
in terms of justified belief or justified-and-true belief.

8 1 will treat justified belief and justified in believing as equivalent.
Since Clever is maximally rational, she believes a given proposition if
and only if she is justified in believing the proposition. See Hall 1999,
648; Wright and Sudbury 1977, 52-53; and Williams 2007, 91 n. 9.

® Quine’s solution (1953) depends on the assumption that (A) may
not be true, that the teacher may not fulfill (A) even if he can. But I will
argue in section 2.9 that the opposite assumption (i.e., that the teacher
will fulfill (A) if he can) is essential to the strongest version of SEP. If I
am right about this, then Quine succeeds at best only in solving a
weaker version of SEP. Philosophers who also arrive at a negative
assessment of Quine’s solution include Ayer (1973, 125), Chihara (1985,
196), Edman (1974, 168), Hall (1999, 659ff.), Janaway (1989, 392),
Sorensen (1984, 129), and Wright and Sudbury (1977, 42-43).

1® One might argue against (3) that Clever has independent reasons
for adopting either conjunct. But she can’t, at least not for the purposes
of SEP. For without (3), the paradox in SEP would vanish. If Clever had
independent reason on any given night to believe that there would be
an exam the next day, then it seems fairly straightforward and
unproblematic that an exam the next day would not surprise her. See
Olin 1983, 230-31. So, again, her only reason for adopting either
conjunct—(A); or (A)s—must be the teacher’s announcement of this
conjunction—i.e., (A); in which case, if the teacher had not announced
(A), Clever would have no reason to believe that a surprise exam is
coming.

11 Notice that if (A) and the Impossibility Argument were formulated
in terms of belief rather than in terms of justified belief, the Impossi-
bility Argument would fare much better. For then the objection that I
just raised against it would be unsuccessful