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Gettier’s Problem
Introduction
Edmund Gettier’s claim that believes cannot be used to justify knowledge because beliefs are based on luck is flawed. This is so because truth, justification, and believe (JBT) analysis of knowledge does not cover all types of knowledge. Since Gettier based his counterargument on justification, truth, and belief (JBT) of knowledge analysis, it's therefore justifiable to say that Gettier’s argument is limited to prove. Edmund Gettier is a renowned American philosopher that was born in 1927 (Pritchard & Duncan P. 93). Gettier is a distinguished professor at the University of Massachusetts. Gettier is based known for publishing an article titled “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?" in 1963 (Roos, Johan & Georg Von Krogh P. 4). In this article, Gettier philosophically questions the traditional approach of analyzing knowledge using the truth, justification, and believe conditions. In the counterargument raised in this article, Gettier raises questions that epistemologists have acknowledged as Gettier problem.  Therefore, it's important to show why Gettier’s claim is flawed by first, giving a clear analysis of Gettier’s claim before countering it with a clear reasoned argument. Also, the future implication of this essay in the study of knowledge will be outlined. 
Body
Gettier’s Argument
Traditionally, three components were used to analyze knowledge and these three components are justification, belief, and the truth conditions (Unger & Peter P. 12). Based on the traditional approach of knowledge analysis, knowledge is only sufficient if the three aforementioned conditions are achieved. The truth condition dictates that “what is false cannot be known”. The belief condition dictates that a person can only know what he believes in and the justification condition dictates that a person's beliefs must be formed properly or justified (Roos, Johan & Georg Von Krogh P. 4). Very many epistemologists agree with the traditional approach of knowledge analysis. However, some epistemologist like Edmund Gettier disagrees with the traditional approach of knowledge analysis because he feels some cases of justified true belief is not sufficient for knowledge (Roos, Johan & Georg Von Krogh P. 4). According to Gettier, “intuitively, such beliefs cannot be knowledge; it is merely lucky that they are true”.
Counter-argument to Gettier’s problem
After analyzing the Gettier problem above, I have concluded that the significance of Gettier’s problem is exaggerated because first, the truth, belief, and justification definition of knowledge does not cover all the knowledge. This is so because the theory of knowledge believes that there are three different types of knowledge (Unger & Peter P. 12).  These types of knowledge include knowledge by acquaintance which is a type of knowledge that comes with immediate experiments with reality, for example, I am familiar with London because I have been there physically. the second type is proposition knowledge which is based on what a person knows, for example, I know that the sun will rise tomorrow morning. The competence knowledge which is the third type of knowledge refers to the “know-how” type of knowledge, for example, I know how to speak English and also how to drive. These three types of knowledge are related but very different. However, after analyzing the three different types of knowledge above, it’s evident that the truth, belief, and justification (JBT) definition of knowledge only fits under the proportional type of knowledge but not a common definition of all knowledge. Hence, it's justifiable to say that the Gettier problem is limited to the empirical position of knowledge.

Weaknesses of my counter-argument
There are some problems with my counter-argument above. One of the issues that come out clearly with my argument is that it does not take into account the fact that the truth, belief, and justification (JBT) conditions were used to analyze all types of knowledge during the prehistoric times. Traditionally, the epistemologists analyzed knowledge as a whole without dividing it into different types. These traditional epistemologists agreed that knowledge can only be proved using the truth, justification, and believe conditions. Therefore, it was right for Edmund Gettier to base his counter-argument on this general analysis of knowledge by early epistemologists by stating that knowledge cannot be justified using the truth and believe conditions. 
Conclusion
The traditional analysis of knowledge falls only under the proportional type of knowledge. Since Gettier based his counterargument on traditional analysis of knowledge, its justifiable to say that Gettier’s argument is limited. Having said that, there are many questions that need to be addressed for the Gettier problem to be generally considered acceptable. For example, how can Gettier’s argument be modified to counter all the three types of knowledge? This is so because as aforementioned, the Gettier problem counters only the proportional type of knowledge. Therefore, it's important to modify it to counter also the competence knowledge and knowledge by acquaintance. This essay will, therefore, have serious implications in the study of knowledge because first, it will change the way epistemologies study knowledge. For example, previously, knowledge was generally analyzed using the three conditions which are truth, justification, and belief. However, through this essay, three types of knowledge have been identified. Hence, epistemologists will now focus on critically examining every type of knowledge independent.    
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