With reference to the Gettier Problem, discuss why the traditional analysis of knowledge as justified true belief is considered to be incomplete.

To begin, we must first look at what the Gettier problem is and how this relates to why the traditional view of knowledge as justified true belief could be considered to be incomplete. In attempt to justify a belief we turn to the three ways in which this can happen, for this we use the Agrippa’s Trilemma[footnoteRef:1]. This is the idea that a belief can be justified by three ways; the first is a linear infinite justification (A relies on B for justification which relies on C and so on ad infinitum) , the second is a circular justification (A relies on B which relies on C which relies on A) and the third is a linear and finite justification ( A relies on B which relies on C which is taken as a justification in itself as it is a known truth). The Gettier problem[footnoteRef:2] challenges this traditional view of analysis of knowledge, it presents scenarios in which a true belief is not necessarily knowledge. It centres around how people can obtain knowledge, or perceived knowledge, which is true or accurate however the way they have gained this knowledge, or their justification for this is not accurate or true. There is many examples used to show this, here is an example I have created to portray this; one evening I see a statue of a person outside which is 6ft tall, so I claim that there is a 6ft man outside my window, unknown to me there is a 6ft man outside which I cannot see from where I am. Therefore my claim, “there is a 6ft man outside” is correct, however my justification for believing this has no connection to the truth; it just so happens to be true. This is referred to as epistemic luck, which I will discuss later on in the essay. Next we must clarify the definition of what is justified true belief and how this relates to the Gettier problem. Justified true belief is the idea that we must provide sufficient reason and foundation in order for someone to say they know something. “The theory suggests that if a person p has a belief b, if b is in fact true, and if p is justified in believing b, then p knows that b is true”[footnoteRef:3]. The Gettier problem raises that if you do not have strong justification for “b”, even if it is true, then “p” cannot be a justified true belief.  [1:  https://thephilosophyforum.com/discussion/3427/agrippas-trilemma ]  [2: 
 E. Gettier, “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge”, Analysis, Vol.23, 1963, pp.121-23. ]  [3:  Matthew Paisner, https://www.cs.umd.edu/class/fall2012/cmsc828d/oldreportfiles/paisner2.pdf  
] 


Using the example given of the 6ft man outside my window, I can show how the claim of there being a man outside is true but not a justified true belief. I can see something which to me is a 6ft man standing outside of my window, looking in; I fear that this person may be waiting to break into my house to steal something. I call the police and to come and survey the situation, upon arrival they find a man at the back of my house waiting to break in, although I had no knowledge or belief that this man was outside, I had still alerted the authorities. I remained safe as was reassured that the man was taken away. Although I was wrong that the statue of a man was waiting to break in, I was correct that someone was trying to. This shows how my belief was true however this cannot, according to the Gettier problem constitute knowledge. As the belief that I held was not a justified true belief. What this becomes is known as epistemic luck. A common view is that luck and knowledge cannot work alongside one another, ‘the problem, however, is that luck seems to be an all-pervasive feature of our epistemic enterprises”[footnoteRef:4], which means that luck can play a part in our epistemic knowledge. This is outlined in the Gettier problem, you may not have complete knowledge but through luck you can obtain the truth or something which is close to knowledge. The issue which then arises is how much luck is too much? At what point does our luck result in our knowledge becoming incomplete? We have all heard how our ascribed status and location, family is a form of luck. If we are born into a wealthy family then we are said to be lucky with out upbringing, we may have access to private and higher education; maybe we learn an instrument, as a whole we have seemingly more knowledge because of where we were born and who are parents are. However, I dismiss this argument as I believe that we could only be who we are, if we were born to a different family in a different country for example our environmental and genetic variation would result in us not being us, we would be someone else. This is why I do not believe in or value epistemic or moral luck, I believe that it can devalue our knowledge. I also find that in order to dispute ascribed status based on luck, it puts questions upon achieved status with luck… did you truly achieve your accomplishments or were they simple based on luck? I do not agree with that, I feel that luck allows for our justified true beliefs to be more complete rather than stopping it from being justified. Furthermore, if we take luck to be a predicate, a way of describing who someone is, then luck becomes necessary to be who you are. This can be epistemic luck or moral luck, whether you perceive yourself to have smaller amounts of luck or higher amounts of luck than others is irrelevant because the amount of luck that your being possessive is a part of you and can only be that amount. So yes, the Gettier problem presents the idea of luck which could result in people seeing the traditional analysis of knowledge to be incomplete, but I don’t not think that it is luck which stands in the way of this. I believe that it is possibly at the fault of the infallible qualities that we as people possess. [4:  Pritchard, Duncan. Epistemic Luck. Clarendon Press, 2005.
] 


Next we must discuss whether knowledge as a whole is fallible and then part that humans play in this. Fallible simply means that something is capable of making mistakes, or capable 
of being wrong[footnoteRef:5], “We place our trust in doctors, but they are fallible like everyone else”. What this would mean is that although the Gettier problem presents a strong argument as to why a belief may appear incomplete; it could simply be the belief itself in terms of the knowledge that surrounds it, or the person who holds said belief. With this in mind, we must dichotomise between what knowledge is fact and what is not; for example we take the word and advice of our doctors to be evidently true however may question whether or not we see a builders knowledge on a broken bone to be accurate. What differentiates the two is not epistemic luck as we perceive it to be, as the knowledge has not stemmed from random entities but from the level of time spent on intense studying; it is about experiences. The builder may not have the knowledge through studying but he may through experience; maybe he broke his arm when he was younger. So the differentiation process that we use is incorrect. I also believe that all knowledge must come under the same definition, so in order to perceive one person as having knowledge you must maintain the same opinion for all; as luck does not cause knowledge to be incomplete as the Gettier problem states; but rather it aids it in becoming whole. A certain level of luck is needed to form knowledge and vise-versa. They are interchangeably compatible in my opinion. The Gettier problem helps to outline this in reality whilst seemingly opposing it. I do however view the analysis of knowledge as incomplete, this is due to the infallibility of people: “one of the recurring themes in the history of speculation about knowledge is the notion that knowledge cannot be mistaken”[footnoteRef:6]. This is accurate in that true knowledge cannot be disputed, you cannot argue that something which has been proven to be true is false. However, we as people are infallible, we misinterpret information whether this be proven or speculation. For example, religion; this is a peaceful and loving concept however you have groups which use religion to do awful things. They have misinterpreted or disregarded to truth of religion as people are infallible and are not capable of true knowledge. This is what cause the incompletion of knowledge, how we have some knowledge but are not trusted to be able to access it in it’s entirety. [5:  https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/fallible ]  [6:  Evans, knowledge & Infallibility (hondin Macmillan Press Ltd, 1978)] 


Reverting back to the original statement, and focusing on why the traditional analysis of knowledge as justified true belief is considered to be incomplete, we have epistemic luck at the foot of this. This is shown predominately through the Gettier problem; the idea that there are a few times where we see epistemic luck being mistook and understood and knowledge, but as I outlined previously luck is in fact key in the creation of knowledge. It could possibly be that luck is what caused the discovery of historical artefacts or language. Take for example, the discovery of Richard the third’s skeleton in a car park in Leicester. A headline in 2013 read “A skeleton found beneath a Leicester car park has been confirmed as that of English king Richard III” [footnoteRef:7], we gain knowledge and information in many different subjects from this discovery but it was luck. Proving that in some cases luck is needed to constitute knowledge. I will also conclude that the infallibility of people has greater domain over the issue, as because of this all of our knowledge will be and remain incomplete. Although the Gettier problem is relevant in everyday use, as there are many scenarios in which we predominately rely on our epistemic luck to know things, even if this is subconsciously, however it is not a viable reason to why the traditional analysis of knowledge is sometimes viewed to be incomplete.  [7:  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-leicestershire-21063882 ] 
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