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Introduction

Did David Hume bdieve in a world of physical oljects? The subject of the
present enquiry istheskepticism of David Hume in regard to bdief in an externd world.
In paticular, | will examinethecongructive and skeptical arguments Hume offers for
and againg such bdief, and ultimately deerminewheher Hume really bdieves such
arguments (and in wha sense hedoes or does not). Indoing so, | will arguetha Humeis
more skeptical than heis often interpreted to bein regard to bdlief in an externd worldN
| will contend tha Hume ultimately condudes tha all rationd judification and argument
regading such bdief isunintelligible. In other words | take Hume to be saying tha no
rationd arguments allegedly petaining to an externd world are ever judified, for we
never have any necessary impression of them. Ingead, the sole utility of rationd
argumentation turnsoutto beilluminaing what is not necessary, or rationd, aboutsuch
bdiefs. All we can ever reasonably say aboutour naural bdief in the externd world

seems to betha such bdief, no matter how naural, is notreasonéeble.

Part One: A Constructive Account Of Bdlief |n External Existence

Before propealy andyzing alleged rationd judificationsfor bdief in an externd
world, onemusd first establish wha exactly bdief in an externd world indicates. Thus
before Hume beginshisreasonale congderationsof such bdief, hefirst ddineates what
this bdief entails and howit comesto bebdieved in thefirst place. In philosophical
circles, the section of Hume® Treatise in which he offers this accountis referred to as his
congructive accountof bdief in an externd world. In thisportion of thetext, Hume

beginsby emphasizing tha bdief in an externd world is naural, an emphasis from which
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Hume never strays, even as hemakes his mos damning and radical skeptical arguments
agang such bdief.

Because this bdief isnaura, it iscommon and to be expected. Therefore, those
denying any such bdief, if thisis possible (and | believe Hume thinksit redly is
possibleEj ug notfor long), arouse much more attention than do those who tritely
entertain the bdief as naurally expected. Moreover, wha is uncmmmon invokes asense
of uneesinessN Hume congantly stresses the felicity with which we proceed when |€ft to
our natural ingincts, as well as thediscord tha occurs when these are called into
question. What is expected pleases usand what is unexpected makes usfeel
unamfortable.

While Hume admits that, Qhature has not |l eft this [existence of body] toEc hoice,O
thereby indnuaing tha this bdief is, in fact, necessary and that Gifis vain to ask, Whether
there bebodyor not?O' (at least at this pointin thetext), he proceedsto ask what causes
usto have such a bdief and thusbegins his condructive accountof thecommon bdief in
theexistence of body. Before | go any further, | feel it isimportant to note tha Hume
presents his congructive accountwith wha will later turn out to be presumptive
languaye hegives his accountof this bdief in externd existence presuming, asis naural,
tha it redly isvain to ask whether bodies exist. Asl hopeto show, | bdieveitis
essential to keep this fact in mind when attempting to give an accurate accountof thetrue
naure of Hume& condusonsregarding skepticism.

Hume beginshis condrucive accountby stressing the difference between

ascribing continued existence to bjectsOand deeming them distinct from @Qhemind.O

! Hume, David. A Treatise of Human Nature [T] (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1.4.2.1.
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Keeping thisin mind, hewondes wha produees these two opinions 1) the senses, 2)
reason (causal inference from past sense perception), or 3) theimaginaion? He spendsa
great dedl of timeruling out the senses, as our sensationsare both limited in duration (and
are therefore not continued) and are in noway indicative of anything distinct from wha
they actudly are (which is precisely wha externd existence is presumed to be). In his
attempt to further confirm this verdict, Hume makes an observation tha anticipates his
later skeptical arguments. He differentiates between three kindsof commonly
acknowledged impressions 1) shgpes, motions etc. 2) colors, tastes, etc., and 3) pleasure
andpan? Thefollowing table prefaces some of the major distinctionsthat follow:

Who Assodates External (continued anddistinct) Existence With What

|mpressions®

VULGAR DOGMATIC

PHILOSOPHERS

SHAPES AND Yes Yes
MOVEMENTS

COLORS AND TASTES Yes No

PLEASURES AND PAINS No No

After introduadng these different kindsof impressons Hume immediately argues tha,
insofar asthey are actudly perceived, each kindis @n the same footing,Oso the

differences assodated with them cannotarise from the perception of them, nor reasonéble

T,1.4.2.12.

31 will argue that Hume himself ultimately argues that none of these impressions provide reasonable
grounds for the inference of physical bodies, and that both the vulgar common folk and dogmatic
philosophers are being unreasonable in treating what is always essentially the same and uniform (an
impression perceived) differently (qualified as one of these three types).
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inference from past perceptionsof them. Thus thejudgment or determinationsimplicit
in such adivison of impressonsmug beimagined, and as aresult Hume shifts hisfocus
to therole tha theimaginaion plays in theformation of this bdief in continued and
distinct existence.

If al impressionsare by definitioninternd and fleeting, why are some al'so
bdieved to bedistinct and continued? First, Hume congders more vulgar and common
accounts of the differentiation of impressions which cite theinvoluntariness and/or the
liveliness of agiven impression as the source of the distinction between those
impressionstha do and those tha do nothave theadded qudities of continued and
distinat existence. Hume easly refutes these vulgar groundsfor bdief, pointing out that
even impressionstha are not bdieved to have continued and distinct existence are
involuntary and often make even stronge impressionson us(e.g. pleasure and pan).

Next, Hume argues that bdief in externd existence is aways attended by the
congancy and cohaence of certain impressons We find tha over time certain
impressionsseem to acquire a degree of condancy (unity) and coheence (unity through
changd, yet Hume ultimately condudes, Giiis evident, that whenever we infer the
continu@ existence of the objects of sense from their cohaence, and the frequency of
their union, @Gisin order to bestow on the objects a greater regularity than what is
observ@ in our mere perceptions@ In other words bdief in the continued existence of
bodies (which results from the obervation of the congancy and cohaency of certain
perceptiong involves more than merely the confidence acquired from cusomary causal

inferences. Our cugomary impression of a necessary connection between perceptions

4T 14221
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reflects a degree of regularity amongs thar past occurrences and areasonable
expectation for ther arrival in thefuture, buttell us nothing aboutwha we do not
perceive. On theother hand, thebdief in thecontinuad existence of bodies purportedly
doesjug thisN it affirms something for which we have no perception, namely the
existence of wha we don®perceive (any definition of bodies isfor this reason negaive).
Consquently, as we shdl see, thoughbdief in externd existence is never doubed for
any significant length of time, nothing suggests such abdief isreasonable, much lesstrue
(certain and necessary).

According to Hume, bdief in theexternd world emerges because of thefollowing
scenaio. Atfirst, onemerely experiences a degree of congancy in hisor her perceptions
(stageone. Oneexpeaiences aparticular impression a multitudeof times and recognizes
the condancy of its appearance. Hume gives theexample of perceivingthesun. Each
time we perceive the sun we experience different perceptions but, because of a
resemblance between such perceptions onefeels or percelvesthem asif they are oneand
the same, condant and uninterrupted, perception. This occurs quite naturally until one
reflects on this very feeling and isimmediately displeased by the contradiction impliedN
if theresembling perceptionsreally are distinct and our perception of them interrupted,
why does onefed asthoughthey are congant andthe same? Asaresult of this paadox,
oneisindinead to rendea hisor ha experience more cohaent by attempting to disguise,
Gxs much as possible, theinterruption, or rather removeit entirely, by supposng that
these interrupted perceptionsare connected by area existence, of which we are

inseensgble.3 In doing so, oneeradicates the unsettling feelingstha emergewhen the

ST, 14224
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interrupted naure of perception is juxtaposed with the common feeling tha perceptionis
in fact congant, by presumably rendeing hisor he interrupted perceptionscondant and
QoheaentO(stagetwo). Only at this stageis external existence truly posted.

Thoe whodo notmake it to stagetwo smply view ther interrupted perceptions
of the sun as onecongant and uninterrupted perception andfail to recognize the
incohaent nature of doing so, al of which is naural and cusomary. (rhepersons who
entertain this opinion conaerning theidentity of our resembling perceptions arein
gened al theunthinking and unphiosophica pat of mankind, (that is, al of us at one
time or other) and conequently such as suppo® thar perceptionsto bethar only
objectsEO® In examining how theinterrupted appearance of perception does notimply a
necessary interruptionin its existence, Hume emphasizes tha wha isimportant is not
whether such acondusonisformed by thevulga (as he deems this a matter of fact) but
themanne in which it isformed. Hume points outtha thevulgar view isfase insofar as
ourinterrupted perceptionsare notin fact thesame (or identical, or continuous, but not
contradictory (inconceivable or unbdievable). Asit turnsout, we can (and do) imagine
the continued existence of our perceptions thoughsuch a bdief never arises from reason.
Theimplication of thisisthat it is possible (indeed the nom) to conceive or bdieve wha
we have noreasonto conaive or bdieve. Thefact tha | have had nointerrupted
perceptionsof uninterrupted perceptionsdoes not prohibit me fromimagining such a
possibility, as evidenced by thefact tha | naturally do precisely this.

Neverthdess, the possibility of such vulgar bdief stems from no probale cause.

Indeed, Qrery little reflection and philosophyis sufficient to make us perceive thefallacy

®1 14236
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of that opinion.3 Hence, once we begin to reasonably think aboutthis common bdief
and judgethe adequacy of such an opinionin lieu of our past and present experience, we
easly recognize tha it seems contradictory. If our perceptionsare possessed of
continuad existence even when we are not perceiving them, then they are also clearly
bdieved to bedistinct from our perception of them. But thisis tantamountto saying tha
our perceptionisdistinct from our perception, which very ssimple reflection proves
otherwise. Hume offers the example of pressing an eye with afinge and thedouling
effect tha thishas on our perception. Thoughthetwo subsquent perceptionshave the
same content, only oneis attributed with adistinct or indgpendent existence. Andthus in
and of themselves, our perceptionsare in noway indicative of any independent existence.
According to Hume, thereasonable conduson of such observationsis tha our
perception does not continueto exist when nolonger perceived, for, withoutany
perception of adistinct existence, we have no cause for bdief in any existencetha is
contrary to theinterrupted nature of our own perception. Thoughthevulgar fail to
recognize the unreasonable naure of thar bdief, philosophes do sense the lack of
judification for bdief in existence indgoendent of any perception of it. Unfortunaely,
mog philosophe's do notreach the reasonale concluson alluded to and ingead
introduce a supaficial remedy, which Hume refers to as Qloubke existence.O
Philosophesintrodue the noton of doubk existence in an effort to alleviate theuneasy
feeling educed in reasonably assessing our vulgar and common sentiments by offering an
aternative judification for continued existence, namely the notorioussubject-object

distinction (or, as Hume putsit, Qperceptionsand objectsQ. With this distinction, belief

" T 14244
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in externd or indgpendent existence is made more explicit, and thetacit suppostion
undelining thevulgar view (tha, because they bdieve ther perceptionsare continuous
thoughthey clearly are not, they presuppo® the possibility of existence tha we do not
perceiveN i.e. existence tha isindgopendent of our perception of it) is broughtto light.

Hume accentuaes thefact tha, were these philosophes notinfluenced by the
same vulgar bdief in the continued existence of our perceptionswhen unpeceived, they
would notintrodue such a distinction between peceptionsand objects. He argues tha,
Qhelatter hypothesis [double existence] hasno primary recommendaion either to
reason or theimagination, butacquires all itsinfluence ontheimaginationfromthe
former [vulgar bdief in continued existence].3 Thoughmos philosophes prodaim
precisely the opposte, the suggestion of doubk existence is not reasonale insfar as
reason entails inferring a necessary connection between two or more perceptions nota
necessary connection between perceptionsand objects of which we have no perception.
Nor does this philosophical distinction derive directly from theimaginaion, as Hume
takes pansto emphasize repeatedly. Agan, werethey notfirst convinced of the
continued existence of thar perceptions they would never have imagined such a
distinctionin thefirst place.

Hume is not shy abouthis indignaion for such supefluousand unnecessary
philosophical distinctions referring to the philosophical notion of doubk existence as the
Onongrousoffspring of two prindples, which are contrary to each other, which are both
at onae embrac@ by the mind, and which are unzble mutudly to destroy each other.3

On theonehand we nauraly imaginetha our perceptionsare continuouseven when

8T,1.4.2.46.
°T,1.4.252.
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unpeceived, while onthe other hand we can find no rationd judification for presuming
an indgpendent existence beyondtha which we perceive. For ashort time, philosophes
are troubled by ther unreasonéable condition, thoudh ther uneasinessis hastily remedied
with supeficia distinctionstha sufficiently, thoudh for no goodreason, appease both
ther natural feelingsand ther rationd condderations It doesn®take longbefore these
philosophesrid themselves of thelikes of Hume and other likeminded skeptics, Gand
mingle with therest of mankind in those exploded opinionEEO™°

After offering condructive accounts of how bath implicit (vulga/popukr) and
explicit (philosophical) bdief in the externd world originae, Hume beginsto rethink
whether thisbdief in externd existence isin fact necessary after al. Not only does he
seem to renege his previousclaimN that it is vain to ask whether physcal objects exist or
notN and ask whether such an externd existence bereasonéble after all, hemakes a
confession: O feel myself at present of a quite contrary sentiment, and am more indin@
to repoe nofaith at all in my senses, or rather imaginaion, than to placein it such an

implicit confidence. G*

Part Two: A Skeptical Account Of Bdlief | n Exter nal Existence

The skeptical and dognetical reasonsare of thesame kind, thoContrary in ther
opeaation and tendency; so tha where thelatter isstrong, it has an enemy of equd
forcein theformer to encounter; and as thar forces were at first equd, they still
continueso, aslongas either of them subssts; nor does oneof them lose any
force in the contest, withouttaking as much from its antagonist. ('is happy,
therefore, tha naure breaks theforce of all skeptical argumentsin time, and
keepsthem from having any congderable influence on theundestanding. Were
weto trug entirely to ther self-destruction, tha can never take place, till they
have first subveted al conviction, and have totally detstroy@ humen reason*?

101, 1.4.253.
1T, 1.4.256.
121 14212
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Skepticism callsinto question the necessity of acertain bdief; only insofar aswe
know something istrue, and thusnecessary, isthere no possible occasion for doubt It
seems to me that, for Hume, Qrue philosophyCGrallsinto question the necessity of the
bdiefs we are naurally confronted with, while every other purported causal examindion
merely reaffirms, withoutquestioning the necessity of, thebdiefsthemselves (andis
therefore no causal examination after al). Hence, insofar as a purportedly philosophical
enquiry of a particular bdief failsto actudly enqure into the necessity of tha bdidf, itis
merely Galse philosophy O False philosophy, or dogma, merely reinforces the bdief in
guestion, withoutever doubtngthecause forit. Inthissense, only skepticismis
indicative of true philosophy (rationd treatment of naural bdiefs) in tha it seeksa
reasonable cause for popukbr/dogmnetic bdiefs, rather than smply reinforcing the origind,
natural feelingsimplicated.

Is Hume himself skeptical of externd existence and, if so, in wha sense? Now,
tha Hume offers skeptical arguments, in fact lots of them, few, if any, would argue
Indead, the decisive issue seems to bewheher heactudly bdieved them. The
philosophical community offers anything but a consensus regarding Hume@ true
skeptical naure. Some arguethd, despite the plethora of skeptical doubt he offers
pertaining to beief in physcal objects, Hume bdieves there are bodies,3® while others
stress that Qhe thingshidden by nature are said by the Sceptics to be atogether
unknowable, and by Hume to be not only unknowable but even inconceivabled* (even
given Hume@ condrudtive account, objects, as contrasted with perceptions are not

perceived and are thushiddenQ.

3 Bricke, John. Hume® Philosophy Of Mind [H] (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1980), p. 20.
14 Basson, A.H. David Hume [D] (Baltimore, MD: Penguin Books Ltd, 1958), p. 145.
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It seems to me tha the more philosophically sophisticated questionto ask is
whether or not Hume deemed bdief in bodiesreasonabk. Intheend,| think it isquite
clear tha Hume firmly bdieves no philosophical arguments (bethey true or false) will
allow usto sugpend our bdief in externd existence for any extended duration. Thus the
guestion worth asking iswha precisely Hume considers to be thetrue philosophical
conduson pertaining to physcal objects.

Fortunaely, Hume isfairly unequivocal in thisregard, saying of those who reach
the Qus conduson:OQhey wou@d@ have return@ back to the situation of thevulgar, and
wou@ have regarded al these disquisitionswith indolence and indifference.3> Asthis
indicates, Hume bdieves tha prope philosophical consderationsreturn usback to the
situaion of thewulgar, and thustrue philosophical reasoning seemsto return usback to
thepoint at which we first started: irrationd, albet naural, bdief in the continued
existence of our perceptionsdespite ther discontinuousnature. Notice tha Hume@ true
philosophyin noway endorses any distinction between perceptionsand objects (i.e.
Qepresentative realismOor the nation of doubk existence).

While some interpreters are indined to attribute Gome form of a representative
theory of perception®® to Hume, | am of the opinion tha this could not befarther from
thetruth. In my opinion, it seems misleading to say tha, (heraises no doubs aboutits
intelligibility.3’ Such interpretationsof Hume most likely stem from his treatment of
Antient and Moden philosophyin the Treatise and section twelve of his Enquiry, as
evidenced by claims like thefollowing: Orha Hume is presenting three different

arguments, with correspondingly different targets and condusons is plain enoughfrom

5T 1.430.
4, p. 20.
Y'H, p.23.
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the paragraph in section 12, part 1, of thefirst Enquiry.3® Not only do| think thisis nat

plain enough,l think Hume makes it rather clear that he does not have three argumentsin

mind. Theparagraphin question readsas follows:
Thusthefirst philosophical objectionto the evidence of sense or to the opinion of
externd existence congstsin this, tha such an opinion, if rested on naural
ingind, is contrary to reason, and if referred to reasonis contrary to naural
inginct, and at the same time carries norationd evidence with it, to convince an
impartial enquirer. Thesecondobijection goes farther, and represents this opinion
as contrary to reason; at leadt, if it beaprindple of reason, tha al sensble
guditiesare in themind, notin theobject. Bereave matter of all itsintelligible
qudities, both primary and seconday, youin amannga annihilate it, and leave

only a certain unknown, inexplicable something, as the cause of our perceptions a
notion so imperfect, tha no sceptic will think it worth while to contend agang

it

It seems to me tha wha Hume has in mind here does not reflect differences
between Ghave realismO(vulgar bdief), Qepresentative realismO(Antient philosophy),
and Qotal skepticismOin regard to externa existence (Moden philosophy), as other
interpreters seem to imply, but merely the difference between nasve realism and
representative realism. My interpretation of Hume has both Moden and Antient
philosophy on the same footing: both entail aform of representative realism. Each
endorses thenotion of doubk existence andin doing so both are dognetic andfalse
philosophy. They only differ in regard to what is perceived as having continued
existence (wha are deemed propaties of hodyQand wha does not (and are thusmerely
propeties of (perceptionQ. Specifically, Moden philosophe's are more restrictive about

wha they countas qudities of bodies (i.e. they assodate continued existence with fewer

perceptions.

B4, p.10.

19 Hume, David. An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding [E] (New Y ork: Oxford University Press,
1999), 12.1.16.
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Agan, thetwo skeptical (or philosophical) objectionsrelate to nasve realism and
representative realism. Thepoint of thefirst objectionisto show tha thevulgar
(common and urreflective) view involves contradictory impulses of theimaginaion (our
naural feeling and reasonable curiodty). Such aview Qarries no rationd evidence with
itObecause, as Hume pointed outin his congructive account vulgar bdief in externd
existence is not foundel on any of our simpleimpressiondN instead, it isa naural
produd of theimagination.

This skeptical objectionis employed by all philosophesN dogretic and skeptical
alike. These conflicting naura tendendes make philosophes uneasy, and they seek to
supplement this vulgar bdief with arationd judification to assuagethis discomfort.
Thus amore explicit accountof bdief in physical bodiesis offered by way of doubk
existence. This doubk existence allows dognetic philosophesto appease both thar
origind bdief in continual existence and the demandsof thar rationd faculty.
Unfortunaely, Hume consders this dogmetic version of bdief to be even more
troublesome than the vulgar sentiments of the common man. Thoughthevulgar version
of bdief lacks any reasonable necessity, the naturd feeling tha correspondsto it is
necessaryN no onecan suspend his or her bdief in the vulgar version inddinitely. The
dognstic version shares this same problem (lack of reasonable necessity) and introduces
another. Hume@ treatment of Andent philosophyis employed to demondrate the
problem representative realism shares with nasve realism. His assessment of Moden
philosophyisintended to eluddae the problem that is uniqueto representative realism.

Contrary to the aforementioned interpretation equaing Modean philosophywith

total skepticism (which is presumed to have a negdive connogtion), Hume much prefers
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Moden philosophyto Antient philosophy,thoughits condusonsare jug asfase (and
unintelligible). He expresses an appreciation for Moden philosophyinasmuch asit
Qpretendsto be entirely free form this defect [derivation from prindples tha are neither
universal nor unavoidable], andto arise only fromthe solid, pemanent, and consstent
prindples of theimaginaion.3° Hume begins his section on Moden philosophy by
distinguishing between prindples of theimagination tha are permanent, irresistible, and
universal, and those tha are changegble, weak, and irregular. These latter prindples,
(beng opposte to the other prindples of cusom and reasoning, may easily be subverted
by aduecontrast and oppostion.O According to Hume, Moden philosophe's detected
these kindsof prindplesin Antient philosophy.

Ultimately, Hume appreciates ther recognition of theweak naure of Antient
dognms, butthinkstha ther own philosophy,insfar asit is neverthdess appealsto
doubk existence (representative realism), still exudes the same fundamental problem.
While they have dramatically reduced the perceptionsassodated with bodies, Hume
shows that thar distinctionsare otiose and thar dogmatic philosophy till susceptible to
the same fundamental objection levied agang Antient dognstists.

Thisfundamental objectionto both Moden and Antient forms of representative
realism comprise the second objection alluded to in the disputed paragraph. Not only
does dognm (false philosophy)lack any reasonable judification, asis the case with vulgar
sentiments, butit also proves contrary to reason! The second philosophical objection
shows tha this purported matter, or externd existence, inasmuch asit proven to be
distinct fromany of our actud perceptions(as Hume illugrates in the section on Modean

philosophy), is merely an Qunknown, inexplicable something.O Hence, we have noidea

0T 1.4.42.
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what it isthey are QeallyOtalking about Elsewhere, in regard to dogmetic philosophy
Hume says, Gifis liable to the same difficulties [as the vulgar]; and is over-and-above
loaded with this absurdity, that it at once denies and establishes the vulgar suppostion G*
With these pointsin mind, | am indined to agree with thelikes of Robat J.
Fogdin: Orhus for Hume, the common bdief in an externd world is notbased on any
sort of reasoning to begin with and cannotbe supported by soundreasoning after the
fact. 3> When we reflect on our natural belief in theexistence of physcal objects, the
only trueconduson we can reach istha bdief in externd existence, thoughcertainly
naural, has norationd judification. QVhat can beimagin@ more tormenting, than to
seek with eagerness, what for ever flies us and seek forit in aplace, where Gis
impossibleiit can ever exist?3® If onehas reached thetrue opinion regarding bdief in
externd existence, onewill cease to question or justify the bdief despiteitsirrationd

naure.

21
T, 1.4.3.56.
221C] The Cambridge Companion To Hume, ed. by David Fate Norton (New Y ork: Cambridge University
Press, 1993), p. 91.
27,1439
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Who Believes What About External Existence, And Why

(IMPLICIT) BELIEF IN

EXTERNAL EXISTENCEIS

(EXPLICIT) BELIEF IN

EXTERNAL EXISTENCEIS

NATURAL RATIONAL
VULGAR (NAIVE Yes No
REALISM)
FALSE PHILOSOPHY Yes Yes
(REPRESENTATIVE
REALISMN BOTH
MODERN AND ANTIENT)
TRUE PHILOSOPHY Yes No
(DAVID HUME AND BRAD
MUSIL ANDE) #
TOTAL, INDEFINITE No No

SKEPTICISM (NOT

POSSIBLE)

2 Humean parallels in the subsequent history of philosophy are extensive, though some are more widely

acknowledged and discussed than others. Thinkers like Nietzsche, Kierkegaard, and Heidegger aren®

typically associated with Hume, but the parallels, at least in my opinion, are striking (e.g. Nietzsche®

critique of all interpretations mirrors Hume® conclusions regarding rational justifications). While they

may have not been directly influenced by Hume® actual work, an indirect lineage of influence cannot be

denied (e.g. Hume>K ant>Schopenhauer>Nietzsche>Heidegger). [Plato (427 B.C.)-Pyrrho (360 B.C.)-

Arcesilaus (316 B.C.)-Cicero (116 B.C.)-Philo (20 B.C.)-Sextus Empiricus (2™ Century A.D.)-Hume (1711

A.D.)-Nietzsche (1844 A.D.)-Heidegger (1889 A.D.)]




