Philosophy discussion
Descartes’ theory is the more plausible theory of knowledge. I believe that for knowledge to be genuine, it has to be free from any doubt. From Descartes’ second meditation, he discovers that a belief that is immune from doubt is true, even if he is dreaming. He says that our knowledge that the solid piece of wax and the melted was are the same cannot come through the senses. He believes that the nature of the wax is perceived by the mind alone and not revealed by his imagination. John Locke, on the other hand, believed that knowledge and all ideas come from experience. When we were born, our minds were empty, but we gained knowledge through experience. Therefore, knowledge doesn't need to be free from doubt. Contrasting Descartes' argument with Locke's, I believe Descartes’ theory is more plausible. We cannot accept anything that we experience to be knowledge. If we do so, we accept many things as true and which are in reality not. Therefore, we should interrogate and examine what we accept as genuine knowledge to be immune to doubt. We thought some things were true when we were young but later found out to be false with time. This is because, at first, we didn’t take time to cross-examine it beyond doubt and ended up believing it and later found it was fallacious.  I, therefore, agree with Rene Descartes that any genuine knowledge must be free from any doubt. 
