Responses to the Gettier Problem
Can the standard account be repaired?

Given the problem raised by the tripartite analysis of knowledge, how are we to understand the concept of knowledge? For many epistemologists, Gettier’s paper drove home the point that the standard analysis is too weak, for Gettier has effectively showed that we can have grounds for believing something yet still be correct only by accident (Unger, 1968). If we want to understand knowledge in all cases, it would help if we could understand what it is that leads us to say that, in the Gettier cases, the justified true beliefs in question do not constitute knowledge, for if we can be clear about what makes these cases Gettier ones, this may enable us to pinpoint what would suffice for those cases not to be Gettier cases (Hetherington, 2005).
Two characteristic features of the Gettier cases:
1. Fallibility
2. Luck
Would removing one of these features from an analysis of knowledge allow us to formulate an analysis that is not subject to the Gettier problem?
Responses to Gettier cases 

1. Eliminating fallibility

In the Gettier examples, saying that knowledge requires certain evidence would rule out the assumption that Jones would get the job, as it would the assumption that Jones owns a Ford. As such, adding a clause that stated that knowledge requires certainty or infallibility could make the standard account of knowledge ‘Gettier-proof’. However, such a clause would make it very difficult for anyone to possess knowledge. As Peter Unger notes, saying knowledge requires certainty leads to scepticism about almost anything we claim to know (1971). In the light of the fact that human are not infallible, would such a requirement would be workable in reality? 
2. Eliminating epistemic luck

Many accounts of epistemic luck define it in terms of that which we know by accident (see, for example, William Harper, 1996; and Unger, 1968). For Unger justified belief is not knowledge if it is true by virtue of some relevant accident. One problem with proposals that attempt to eliminate epistemic luck is that all knowledge, to a certain extent, is dependent upon luck. It may be that, in respect of the Gettier cases, it is not luck itself that prevents the justified true beliefs counting as knowledge, but too much luck. But the question then remains as to how much luck is too much (Hetherington, 2005).
Other proposed solutions 

1. Eliminating false evidence

Perhaps for a justified true belief to count as knowledge it must be based on evidence that is not false. This solution has been proposed by a number of philosophers, including, for example, G. Meyers and Kenneth Stern who claim that Gettier cases ‘turn on the principle that someone can be justified in accepting a certain proposition h on evidence p even though p is false’ (1973, p.147). They argue that a proposition, p, can only be used to justify another proposition, h, if p is true. But Richard Feldman claims that eliminating false evidence would not make all knowledge immune from the Gettier problem (1974). Further, we should consider whether this proposal too demanding.  Could it lead to skepticism? 
2. Removing problematic reasoning
Smith infers that Jones owns a Ford merely from the fact that he has seen Jones driving around in a Ford, and this fact is not a sufficient basis upon which to make such an inference. As such, we could say that his reasoning here appears to have gone through a false step. Perhaps, then, we could say that a justified true belief can be counted as knowledge if and only if that belief is not based on an inference that involves false steps. 

But, again, this proposal would not make knowledge Gettier-proof:

You are in a field, and you see a rock which looks like a sheep. You say to yourself, “There’s a sheep in this field”, and you believe this to be true. However, although there is in fact a sheep in the field, you cannot see it. It is behind a tree. So it would seem that you have a justified true belief that there is a sheep in the field, but most would say that you do not really know that there is a sheep in the field (Chisholm 1989, p.93). However, you do not seem to have reasoned through any false steps. Actually, your belief that there is sheep in the field appears to be formed non-inferentially. So saying that the reasoning that leads one to a true belief should not proceed through false steps (if that belief is to count as knowledge) does not seem to be an adequate response to the Gettier problem.  
*********

Today, many philosophers would still deny that justified true belief is sufficient for knowledge (although most would say that it is still necessary), and there remains no consensus on how the Gettier problem should best be overcome. Some even say that the Gettier problem is irreparable and that the justified true belief approach to propositional knowledge needs to be abandoned altogether (see Floridi, 2004). 
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