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What are the chief problems that philosophers have confronted in providing a definition of knowledge that would stand firm against the threat of sceptical doubt?
Abstract

In this essay, I will focus on the question “What are the chief problems that philosophers have confronted in providing a definition of knowledge that would stand firm against the threat of sceptical doubt?” To answer this question, I will focus on the Cartesian sceptical doubt project to seek certainty in knowledge. I will begin by explaining sceptical doubt, as well as the classical definition of knowledge as justified true belief. After that, I will outline Descartes sceptical doubt, as well as the criticism to methodic doubt by Hume, Kant, Nietzsche and Wittgenstein. I will conclude by suggesting that sceptical doubt fails to acknowledge that sense perception, the external world and our social interactions shape and re-shape our sense of self and play an essential role in knowledge. Also that the criticism put forward by Hume, Kant, Nietzsche and Wittgenstein raise severe problems for sceptical doubt. However, I conclude by suggesting that the chief problem that the philosophers, mentioned here, confronted in providing a definition of knowledge that would refute sceptical doubt is that they could not provide an epistemic method to achieve knowledge beyond doubt. 

Introduction 
In this paper, I will focus on the most significant problems philosophers confronted in giving a definition of knowledge that would refute the epistemological sceptical doubt argument. Epistemology can be defined as the philosophical inquiry into the “nature, origin, and limits of human knowledge” (Stroll et al. 2020). In epistemology, scepticism is the notion that knowledge is not possible. Epistemological scepticism is one of the oldest philosophical positions, starting in ancient Greece with the philosopher Pyrrho (360 B.C.E to 270 B.C.E) (Crouch 2014). In this paper, I will focus on sceptical doubt, also known as methodic doubt, formulated by Descartes, who claimed that reason informs that in order to discern the false from true beliefs is necessary to withhold assent from both false and doubtful propositions. This claim sets the parameter for knowledge very high, suggesting that we should doubt propositional knowledge, except if completely and utterly certain (Descartes 1621: 1). In this vein, Descartes defines knowledge as that which is certain and cannot be doubted.

Defining knowledge is perhaps the most difficult problem in epistemology because we need to understand how we can know things, what can we know and if we can know anything at all. The classical definition of knowledge is that it is a justified true belief. The notion of justified true belief has been attributed to Plato (428/427 or 424/423 – 348/347 BC), in his work Theaetetus (Parikh et al.: 93). The justified true belief is based on propositional knowledge. Propositional knowledge is concerned with propositions and considers that in order to know it is necessary to have both necessary and sufficient conditions to justify true belief (Ichikawa et al. 2018). For instance, Ana knows that John is a mathematician. Propositional knowledge is concerned with what are the necessary and sufficient conditions to justify Ana’s believe that John is a mathematician. In this case, the necessary conditions are the ones that need to be present for Ana to believe that John is a mathematician; the sufficient conditions are the ones that will result in the event. For instance, A knows B if B is true; if A believes that B; if A is justified in believing that B (Ichikawa et al. 2018). 

The sceptical doubt project aims at achieving certainty in propositional knowledge. Certainty in propositional knowledge is a challenging project. Consider, for instance, the definition of knowledge as justified true belief. This tripartite definition is challenging because it involves questions such as how can we justify a belief, what are the parameters to establish that a belief is true and not false, how can we establish truth in knowledge, and how can we justify it. There is no space here to discuss and assess the shortcoming of defining knowledge as justified true belief, but I will briefly explain the problem of truth and belief because the main project of sceptical doubt is to determine the certainty of beliefs in knowledge. 

The notion of “truth” to justify knowledge is metaphysical, not epistemic (Ichikawa et al. 2018). The metaphysical concept of truth involves the notion of what is truth, with many presuppositions (Ichikawa et al. 2018). For instance, the director of the La Bienalle Paris believed that La Bienalle was going to be organised in September of 2020. He had a true belief and was justified in believing that because every year, La Bienalle Paris has been organised in September. In this manner, the concept “truth,” in metaphysical terms, can be used to refer to things as they appear to be, not as they really are or will be. Truth, in epistemic terms, requires the knowledge of the modes of learning or acquiring the knowledge of that truth, i.e. the way one can know the truth of a thing, the method (Ichikawa et al. 2018). In this manner, the “truth” condition is controversial and not epistemic in a sense, because it should provide a precise mode to know the way certainty is achieved in propositional knowledge (Ichikawa et al. 2018). The notion of “belief” is controversial in trying to determine the necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge (Ichikawa et al. 2018). The idea behind the justified true belief is that it is possible to know what one believes (Ichikawa et al. 2018). If one does not believe, one cannot know, i.e. to know if B is true it is necessary to belief B, to be sure of B (Ichikawa et al. 2018). There has been many criticism to the definition of knowledge as justified true belief, but there is no space to discuss it here (See Myers-Schutz and Schwitzgebel 2013; Gettier 1963). 
 

Sceptical doubt claims that we have to doubt all propositional knowledge until we can establish certainty. The parameters Descartes established for the analysis of propositional knowledge are very complicated. It involves the notion that we should reject all knowledge and begin the inquiry by its very foundation, as Descartes says: 

 “Now, the best way they can accomplish this is to reject all their beliefs together in one go, as if they were all uncertain and false. They can then go over each belief in turn and re-adopt only those which they recognise to be true and indubitable” (Descartes cited in Newman 2019). 

Descartes claimed that in order to discern false from true beliefs is necessary to withhold assent from both false and doubtful propositions. This statement establishes the notion that reason informs us that propositional knowledge should be doubted, except if completely and utterly certain (Descartes 1621: 1). This is very difficult to be achieved, because as mentioned before, the notion of truth is metaphysical and can be used to things as they appear to be and not as really they are. Nonetheless, this is the main project of sceptical doubt, to determine truth, certainty beyond doubt in knowledge. In order to achieve the aim of knowing beyond doubt, Descartes claimed that propositional knowledge is based on internal rational thinking processes dissociated from sense perception. For him, Sense-perception is illusory and cannot be used as a parameter for certainty in knowledge (Descartes 1641:2). Sense perception cannot be trusted because, according to Descartes, we may be dreaming that we are awaken, and for this reason we cannot know if the external world is real or not. Also, there may be an evil demon that makes us think that there is an external world, when there is not. So, we cannot know for certain if the external world exists. However, we can know that we are rational thinking self-conscious beings with a self. We know that because if we can think, if we think we exist. Consequently, knowledge is internal, rational and dependent on the existence of the self. Therefore, the only thing that cannot be doubted is the self and internal processes in the mind.  

However, is that so? If the only thing that exists beyond doubt is the mind, how can we know with certainty that the external world exists? How do we know that cogito ergo sum, I think, therefore I exist, involves certainty in belief and cannot be doubted, and as such can be used as the foundation for knowledge?  Many philosophers attempted to refute the Cartesian argument that knowledge is an internal rational process linked to the notion of the existence of a permanent self and innate ideas. It is not possible to refer to all of them here. For this reason, I will focus on Hume, Kant, Nietzsche, and Wittgenstein. I will outline their viewpoints and show how they attempted to refute sceptical doubt. 

I will begin by explaining Descartes sceptical doubt in detail. René Descartes considered to be the father of contemporary philosophy holds an epistemological viewpoint known as methodical or sceptical doubt. Methodic doubt is grounded on rational internalism, based on the view that we cannot know the external world, but only make inferences about it. The internalist approach requires that the epistemic justification of knowledge should be based on a subjective cognitive belief (Feldman et al. 2001: 1) that involves certainty. Descartes quest for certainty in belief has been called as the quest to find “perfect knowledge,” i.e. a type of knowledge that is based on the powerful rational conviction that cannot be doubted (Newman 2019). In setting the standards for knowledge so high, Descartes made knowledge something very difficult to be achieved (Ibid). 

Descartes attempted to create a foundation for knowledge by breaking away from authority. In his work, Meditations on First Philosophy (1641) he says, “the majority of those aspiring to be philosophers have blindly followed Aristotle” (Descartes 1644). Aristotle’s philosophy was influential at his time. However, Descartes wanted to seek the foundation of philosophy from the very beginning “I realised that if I wanted to establish anything in the sciences that was stable and likely to last, I needed—just once in my life—to demolish everything completely and start again from the foundations” (Descartes 1641:1). In trying to create the foundation for knowledge, he claimed that reason is an essential:

 

 “My reason tells me that as well as withholding assent from propositions that are obviously false, I should also withhold it from ones that are not completely certain and indubitable. So all I need, for the purpose of rejecting all my opinions, is to find in each of them at least some reason for doubt.” (Descartes 1621: 1). 

 

Descartes claimed that reason informs that, in order to discern false from true beliefs, it is necessary to withhold assent from both false and doubtful propositions. This establishes the notion that propositional knowledge should be analysed and doubted, except if completely and utterly certain.  As mentioned before, propositional knowledge is a justified true belief, the “knowledge that some proposition is true” (Moser 1987:91). For instance, Anna beliefs that Mark is a mathematician. Propositional knowledge is concerned with what are the necessary and sufficient conditions for Anna to believe that Mark is a mathematician? Certainty “is an epistemic property of beliefs” (Reed 2011). For instance, A is certain of B only if A belief that B is certain (Ibid).  How to establish the certainty of beliefs is the main project of Descartes. To establish certainty of beliefs we need to use methodic doubt. We need to systematically doubt everything until we can establish the truth of something. In methodic doubt, Descartes distinguishes conviction (persuasion) that allows space for doubt and knowledge (Scientia), which is rational and allows no space for doubt (Descartes cited in Newman 2019). He also dissociated knowledge from sensorial experiences, and more or less like Plato, supported the notion of innate ideas, “[W]e come to know them by the power of our own native intelligence, without any sensory experience” (Descartes cited in Newman 2019).  

What led Descartes dissociate knowledge beyond doubt from sense perception is that In seeking to know if sense perception is reliable to knowledge, he argued that “Whatever I have accepted until now as most true has come to me through my senses. But occasionally, I have found that they have deceived me, and it is unwise to trust completely those who have deceived us even once” (Descartes 1641:1). He doubts knowledge derived from sensory perception because, for instance, we can see distant objects and think they are small when, in fact, they are not (Ibid). For this reason, knowledge based on sense perception is important for Descartes, but cannot be trusted as a source of certainty for propositional knowledge, consequently should be doubted. However, he claims that knowledge based on innate ideas, such as mathematics, geometry et al. cannot be doubted:  

“So it seems reasonable to conclude that physics, astronomy, medicine, and all other sciences dealing with things that have complex structures are doubtful; while arithmetic, geometry and other studies of the simplest and most general things—whether they really exist in nature or not—contain something certain and indubitable. For whether I am awake or asleep, two plus three makes five, and a square has only four sides. It seems impossible to suspect that such obvious truths might be false” (Descartes 1641:2).   

In this manner, Descartes suggests that mathematics and exact sciences in general are a source of undoubtable truths. The dream hypothesis, he mentioned, is another way he attempts to show how sense perception can deceive us. In the dream hypothesis we are asked to imagine that many times when we sleep we may think we are awake, when in fact we are dreaming, “Often in my dreams I am convinced of just such familiar events— that I am sitting by the fire in my dressing-gown—when in fact I am lying undressed in bed!”(Descartes 1641:1). In this manner, it is not only seeing distant objects that may be give us deceiving information about the external world, but also how do we know that what we feel is real or merely a dream?   Descartes, however, went further and also suggested the malicious demon hypothesis: 

 

“So I shall suppose that some malicious, powerful, cunning demon has done all he can to deceive me... I shall think that the sky, the air, the earth, colours, shapes, sounds and all external things are merely dreams that the demon has contrived as traps for my judgment. I shall consider myself as having no hands or eyes, or flesh, or blood or senses, but as having falsely believed that I had all these things” (Descartes 1641:3).

 

The malicious demon hypothesis creates the problem of how can we know anything at all. The solution that Descartes gives to the malicious demon problem is found in the notion cogito ergo sum, I think, therefore I exist: 

 

“I decided to pretend that everything that had ever entered my mind was no more true than the illusions of my dreams, because all the mental states we are in while awake can also occur while we sleep ·and dream·, without having any truth in them. But no sooner had I embarked on this project than I noticed that while I was trying in this way to think everything to be false it had to be the case that I, who was thinking this, was something. And observing that this truth I am thinking, therefore I exist was so firm and sure that not even the most extravagant suppositions of the sceptics could shake it, I decided that I could accept it without scruple as the first principle of the philosophy I was seeking” (Descartes 1637: 15). 

 

The foundation of knowledge that Descartes provides is the notion that we are rational thinking entities. We are self-conscious beings with a self. We know that because if we think we exist. In this manner, certainty in knowledge in methodic doubt is internal, rational and dependent on the existence of the self. We cannot know anything certain about the sense-experience and the external world, only make inferences about it. 

I think that Descartes is somehow justified in distrusting sense perception, because indeed they can deceive us. We can see things, such as the sun and the moon for example, and think they are small. However, they are now. The sun, in fact, is so big that is the size of one million earths. However, I think the methodic doubt claim that we only can know what is internal and based on innate ideas is a highly problematic view that disregards the impact the external world has in our sense of self, how the external world may shape and re-shape the way we see things, disregards our social interactions and does not take into consideration the role of language and concepts, how they are formed based on the things we see and imagine. However, I find the Cartesian project to achieve certainty in belief fascinating. Unfortunately, the method Descartes created to achieve such a certainty is problematic and many philosophers attempted to refute the threat of sceptical doubt. 

One of the philosophers who attempted to refute sceptical doubt was David Hume (1711 – 1776), who suggested that all our knowledge is empirical and externalist, based on our experiences in the external world and derived from sense perception. He attempted to refute the sceptical doubt claim that the foundation of knowledge is based on the notion of cogito ergo sum, I think therefore I exist, by arguing that the self does not exist. What has led him to conclude that there is no self, is that when he introspected, he could find only a bundle of perceptions moving in a very fast pace that would give the impression of a self. Knowledge is acquired by sense perception, impressions, (Hume 1748: ii- 40) and is empiric.  His approach is known as empiricism. Hume proposes a moderate form of scepticism, (Hume 1748: xii-117), in opposition to the threat posed by sceptical doubt. Before explaining in detail Hume’s view on sense perception and the self and how he attempts to refute Descartes’ rational internalism, it is important to show his criticism to methodic doubt: 

“There is a species of scepticism, antecedent to all study and philosophy, which is much inculcated by Descartes and others, as a sovereign preservative against error and precipitate judgement. It recommends a universal doubt, not only of all our former opinions and principles but also of our very faculties; of whose veracity, say they, we must assure ourselves, by a chain of reasoning, deduced from some original principle, which cannot possibly be fallacious or deceitful. … The Cartesian doubt, therefore, were it ever possible to be attained by any human creature (as it plainly is not) would be entirely incurable; and no reasoning could ever bring us to a state of assurance and conviction upon any subject” (Hume 1748: xii-116).

Hume explains that the threat of doubt scepticism is that it makes knowledge unattainable. For this reason, it is non-viable because it would never be possible to know anything and we need to find ways for knowledge.  He makes his case against doubt scepticism by claiming that: “All the objects of human reason or enquiry may naturally be divided into two kinds… Relations of Ideas, and Matters of Fact” (Hume 1748: xi-20). Relations of ideas are deductive propositional inferences called by him as demonstrative knowledge (Henderson 2020), i.e. geometry, mathematics et al. For instance, the statement that a triangle is composed of three sides is deductive and based on the relation of ideas. We do not need to actually experience how a triangle is, in order to know that has three sides.  Matters of fact are inductive propositional inferences, knowledge derived from sensorial impressions, i.e. the sun will rise tomorrow because it rose yesterday (Ibid). Matters of fact are related to a reasoning process based on the relationship between cause and effect (Hume 1748: iv-22), they are constructed based on sense perception, based on conventional habits.  The knowledge derived from cause and effect, according to Hume is based on experience, empirical: “Cause and effects are discoverable, not by reason but by experience” (Hume 1748: iv-24). 

The relation of ideas and matters of fact became known as Hume’s fork. Hume’s fork is based on the notion that relation of ideas are analytic deductive, a priori, inferences and matters of facts are synthetic inductive, a posteriori inferences based sense experience. The causal relationship between relation of ideas and matters of fact gives us the basis for knowledge. Logical inferences provide the basis for propositional knowledge, i.e. all cardiologists are doctors. Synthetic inferences cannot provide the basis for true propositional knowledge, i.e. all lawyers are rich. There may be lawyers who are not rich. Consider, for instance, his statement:

 “If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No. Commit it then to the flames: for it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion” (Hume 1748: iii-132). 

Based on Hume’s statement the propositional knowledge of God is impossible because it cannot be proved, as a matter of fact, i.e. inductive demonstrative way nor as a cause and effect, deductive, because there is no empirical experience to substantiate the notion that God exists.  In fact he says that, metaphysical theories cannot provide any basis for knowledge (Morris et al. 2020). Hume also claims that certainty in knowledge is not possible. 

All in all, Hume’s viewpoint against Descartes rational methodic doubt claims that we know the world by way of external sense perception. The notion cogito ergo sum is invalid because there is no self but only the movement of sense perceptions giving the impression of a self. There are no innate ideas. All ideas are derived from sense perception. Knowledge is empirical, based on the causal relationship between matters of fact and relations of ideas. Relation of ideas are analytic, deductive, a priori inferences about the world; matters of fact are synthetic, inductive, a posteriori inferences about things. However, Hume is also sceptical in relation to knowledge, because we need to know how matters of fact contrasted with relation of ideas can be bridged.  Hume claimed that that matters of fact, cannot give certainty in knowledge. We can know only by approximation, but not with certainty. Even though Hume was critical to Descartes internalism, he more or less reached the same conclusion i.e. certainty in knowledge is not possible. I think that Hume did manage to raise a serious problem in relation to sceptical doubt i.e. sense perception cannot be disregarded and is important for knowledge. However, knowledge based on sense perception cannot also provide certainty in in knowledge. In this vein, Hume did not manage to resolve the problem of certainty raised by sceptical doubt.

Another philosopher who criticised sceptical doubt is Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). He attempted to refute methodic doubt in his Critique of Pure Reason (Caranti 2006: 318). Kant characterises methodic doubt as material Idealism, as the claim that we should doubt the external world because it is false or impossible to know, with certainty, beyond doubt. The only thing that the doubt scepticism considers certain is the self (Kant 1988: B274). Descartes considered true only subjective experience. Based on that view, it is possible only to make inferences about external things without knowing them with certainty (Kant 1988:276). In this vein, we are incapable of proving the external world exists from an empirical standpoint (Kant 1988:B275). 

Kant then says that in order to refute sceptic doubt, we need to demonstrate that “we have experience and not merely imagination of outer things” (Ibid). The argument that Kant constructs to demonstrate we experience the external world is that we are conscious of our existence in time, “Time-determination presupposes something persistent in perception” (Ibid). Persistence in perception cannot be internal, subjective because it is linked to external things. As a result, what determines our existence in time is our perception of things external from ourselves (Kant 1988:B276.). In this manner, the notion cogito ergo sum is linked to the perception of things that are external to the self (Ibid). As a result, the consciousness of a self is dependent on the existence of the external world. 

Additionally, Kant says that the types of knowledge we have are derived from both an internal and external relationship. According to Kant, knowledge is based on mental functions, which he calls sensibility and understanding. Sensibility is intuitional, and understanding is conceptual knowledge (Sellars 1967). Sensibility is based on sense perception, and is a posteriori knowledge of what we perceive in the world. Understanding is based on conceptual processes, it is a priori knowledge, based on how we know things by way of conceptual representations (Sellars 1967). The a priori knowledge is the one acquired independently from experience. For instance, the knowledge that 1 + 1 = 2 does not require that we have the experience of 1 + 1; and the a posteriori knowledge, which empirical knowledge, for instance, the sun will rise tomorrow, because I saw it rose all other days in the past. 

I think that Kant’s viewpoint on the sceptical threat of doubt is fascinating because he points out that it is not possible to assume that the external world does not exist. After all, self-consciousness is dependent on our interaction with the external world. Therefore, the external world is what gives us the sense of a self within a time-frame perspective. All in all, Kant’s argument that we are conscious of our existence in time, and that such consciousness seems to be linked and dependent to the external world, undermines Descartes argument cogito ergo sum. However, Kant also does not manage to formulate an epistemic system that can give certainty in knowledge. In this manner, even though the notion internalist notion cogito ergo sum and we cannot know the external world, is refuted by Kant. He did not manage to provide a way to establish certainty in knowledge.  However, his notion of a priori and a posteriori, helps to structure better the analytical and synthetic knowledge of propositions and are a great contribution to epistemic knowledge.

Another philosopher who attempted to refute methodic doubt was Friedrich Nietzsche (1844 – 1900), who claimed that Descartes excluded methodic doubt from his cogito ergo sum argument. According to Nietzsche, cogito is based on a socio-ontological approach involving metaphysics, logic and “conceptual elements” (Monte: 13.140). However, Descartes did not doubt the concepts cogito, ergo and sum, involving consciousness, thinking and existence (Monte: 13.14). He took such concepts for granted. In this way, Nietzsche demonstrated that Descartes reasoning was not accurate in relation to cogito, ergo and sum. Yet, Nietzsche also did not propose an epistemic method that can provide certainty in knowledge. 

Still, another philosopher who put forward an argument that can be used to refute sceptical doubt is Wittgenstein who said that “If you are not certain of any fact, you cannot be certain of the meaning of your words either. If you tried to doubt everything, you would not get as far as doubting anything. The game of doubting itself presupposes certainty” (Wittgenstein 1969, 114 115:17e, 18e). This is a compelling argument, because, in the case of Descartes, if there is an evil demon that creates the illusion the external world, then one can doubt the existence of the external. However, the notion of doubting requires certainty of doubt. One must be certain that something may not be certain to doubt it. In this manner, certainty is implicit in the doubting process. 
However, doubt scepticism states we cannot know empirical propositional knowledge such as “I am seated by the fireplace” or that there are external things because we may be dreaming or under the influence of a malicious demon who makes us image all that. Yet, according to Wittgenstein if we can doubt something, we doubt based on certainty we can doubt. In this manner, if we consider that Descartes said that we can know that we are thinking, and if we are thinking, we exist. Therefore, the rational subjective thinking process cannot be doubted. Descartes is certain that there is a rational thinking self, which is internal and exists independently of sense perception. However, he is also certain that he needs to doubt the existence of the external world, according to Wittgenstein’s reasoning, such doubt implies certainty. From all arguments, against sceptical doubt, Wittgenstein, even though he did not have an epistemological project, seems to present the most convincing one. Propositional knowledge should take in consideration the meaning we attribute to propositions. It is the meaning that we attribute to propositions that will give or not certainty in knowledge.  I think that this argument of Wittgenstein is the most powerful one against sceptical doubt. However, it does not present a solution to the problem of certainty in knowledge either. This is so because, one can attribute the meaning A to the concept B or the meaning C to the concept B, and this can go on ad infinitum making certainty in knowledge impossible. 

By way of conclusion, sceptical doubt aimed at achieving certainty in propositional knowledge. It did so by claiming that knowledge is rational, independent of sense perception and based on innate ideas, internal. As a result that we cannot know with certainty the external world. Hume, counter argued methodic doubt by claiming that knowledge is empirical, external, based on sense perception. However, he is also an epistemic sceptic. He claimed that inductive inferences cannot give certainty of knowledge, but we can know things by approximation and observation. Nonetheless he proposed a more viable theory of knowledge that takes into consideration the external world and sense perception. Kant, attempted to undermine the sceptic doubt argument by claiming that self-consciousness is dependent on our interaction with the external world. Therefore, the external world is what gives us the sense of a self within a time-frame perspective. In this manner, the notion cogito ergo sum, as independent from sense-perception and the existence of the external world is not a solid basis for certainty in knowledge. However, Kant also did not provide an epistemic method to establish certainty in knowledge and in this manner, did not manage to provide a solution to the core project of methodic doubt project i.e. to achieve certainty in knowledge. Nietzsche, criticised sceptical doubt on the basis that Descartes did not apply methodic doubt to the concepts cogito ergo sum, and as a result his reasoning was not sound. Even though, Nietzsche’s criticism is sound he also did not suggest an epistemic solution to achieve certainty in knowledge beyond doubt. Wittgenstein claim that the concept doubt implies certainty is perhaps the most powerful criticism to methodic doubt, because it shows that the search for certainty in methodic doubt was not necessary because certainty is intrinsic to the concept doubt. In this manner, certainty of knowledge is based on the definitions we give to concepts. However, this notion is problematic because we can attribute many different definitions to one concept and this makes certainty of knowledge very difficult to be achieved.  Finally, the chief problem that the philosophers, mentioned here, confronted in providing a definition of knowledge that would refute sceptical doubt is that they could not provide an epistemic method to achieve knowledge beyond doubt. 
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