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76. 

A REFUTATION OF HUME'S THEORY OF CAUSALITY' 

Given H u m e ' s  conceptions of space and t i m e ,  
which I t ake  t o  be fundamental t o  h i s  theory of c a u s a l i t y ,  
it is  no t  always poss ib l e  t o  meet a l l  of those condi t ions 
d e f i n i t i v e  of  t he  cause-effect  r e l a t i o n ,  h., those 
"gene ra l  r u l e s ,  by which w e  may know when" ob jec t s  r e a l l y  
a r e  "causes o r  e f f e c t s  t o  each other"  (T.173). T o  show 
t h i s ,  it w i l l  be necessary,  f i r s t ,  t o  give a very b r i e f  
expos i t i on  of Hume ' s  conceptions of space and time, with 
regard c h i e f l y  t o  t h e i r  implicat ions f o r  t he  nature  of 
motion. Then, a f t e r  b r i e f l y  summarizing h i s  views on 
t h e  nature  of  t h e  cause-effect  r e l a t i o n ,  I s h a l l  proceed 
immediately t o  my object ion.  I t  should be noted f i r s t ,  
however, t h a t ,  i f  one instance of a cause-effect  r e l a t i o n  
can be found t o  which Hume's ana lys i s  w i l l  n o t  apply, 
t h a t ,  presumably, would be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  r e f u t e  h i s  theory.  

I s h a l l  not  here  repeat  a l l  of H u m e ' s  arguments 
f o r  t h e  i n d i v i s i b i l i t y  of space and t i m e .  S u f f i c e  it to  
say ,  he takes  it t o  be f a i r l y  obvious t h a t  each must 
c o n s i s t  of a f i n i t e  number of i n d i v i s i b l e  po in t s  o r  
moments, each of which i s  d i s t i n c t ,  and the re fo re  sepa ra t e ,  
from every o the r ,  and, i n  t h e  case of t i m e ,  none of which 
e v e r  "co-exist .n Only one of h i s  arguments f o r  t h e  
i n d i v i s i b i l i t y  of space need concern us here.  The 
argument i s  b r i e f :  

The i n f i n i t e  d i v i s i b i l i t y  o f  space i m p l i e s  t h a t  
o f  t i m e ,  as  i s  e v i d e n t  from t h e  n a t u r e  o f  mot ion .  
I f  t h e  l a t t e r ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  be i m p o s s i b l e ,  t h e  
former  mu8t be e q u a l l y  so.  ( T .  311  

The argument here s e e m s ,  roughly, t o  be t h i s :  
the motion of an o b j e c t  can be described only by giving 
i t s  p o s i t i o n s  a t  var ious t i m e s  ( t h e  na tu re  of motion). 
I f ,  t he re fo re ,  an ob jec t ,  such a s  a b a l l  moving along a 
l i n e  AEi, can be assigned an i n f i n i t e  number of pos i t i ons  
taken between A and B ( t h e  i n f i n i t e  d i v i s i b i l i t y  of space ) ,  
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t h e  t i m e  taken t o  t r a v e r s e  AB m u s t  a l s o  be i n f i n i t e ,  u., 
must  c o n s i s t  of an i n f i n i t e  number of i n s t a n t s .  But t h e  
f i n i t e  t i m e  taken t o  t r a v e r s e  t h e  d i s t ance  i s  no t  
i n f i n i t e l y  d i v i s i b l e ;  t he re fo re ,  n e i t h e r  i s  t h e  l i n e  AB. 

This argument, of course,  relies upon t h e  assumption t h a t ,  
i n  t r a v e r s i n g  t h e  l i n e  AB, t h e  b a l l  w i l l  occupy each of 
t h e  po in t s  (whether f i n i t e  or i n f i n i t e )  of which it con- 
sists. The argument can a l s o  be turned around so as t o  
de r ive  t h e  f i n i t e  d i v i s i b i l i t y  of t i m e  from t h a t  of 
space. Here, too,  it must  be assumed t h a t  t h e  b a l l  
occupies each of those i n s t a n t s  which c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  t i m e  
taken t o  t r a v e r s e  t h e  l i n e  AB. It  thus seems c l e a r  
t h a t ,  on H u m e ' s  view, the  b a l l ' s  motion can be n e i t h e r  
more nor  less d i v i s i b l e  than t h e  space and t i m e  it t a k e s  
t o  move. \ I n  i t s  motion from A t o  B ,  then, t h e  b a l l  w i l l  
occupy f i r s t  one, then another of t h e  po in t s  lying between 
A and B u n t i l  f i n a l l y  it has occupied them a l l  and has 
moved from A t o  B. But, i n  saying t h a t  it w i l l  occupy 
f i r s t  one and then another ,  w e  are saying nothing more 
than t h a t  it successively occupies a series of p o i n t s ,  
and, i n s o f a r  as i t s  occupation of t hese  d i f f e r e n t  po in t s  
is successive,  it takes  t i m e .  W e  a r e  i n  a p o s i t i o n ,  
then, t o  de f ine  motion ( a t  least  motion along a s t r a i g h t  
l i n e )  as " t h e  successive occupation of adjacent ,  l i n e a r l y  
ordered p o i n t s  o r  places .  " 

cept ion of motion. The b a l l ' s  motion between any two 
ad jacen t  po in t s  is not  a moving from one t o  the other .  I t  
is simply i t s  being i n  t h e  one place a t  one i n s t a n t  and 
i t s  being i n  t h e  o t h e r  place a t  t h e  next.  It  i s  no t  a 
continuous motion, b u t  t h e  occupation of d i s c r e t e  p l aces  
a t  d i f f e r e n t  t i m e s .  I t  is ,  a s  it were, a series of  
instantaneous leaps.  

Now, t h i s  i s  very d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  usual con- 

This  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  i f  it is accurate ,  may a l s o  
serve t o  account f o r  H u m e ' s  i l l -understood propensi ty  f o r  
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r e f e r r i n g  t o  cause and e f f e c t  as ob jec t s  r a t h e r  than as 
events .  Events must, on Hume's view of t i m e  a t  l e a s t ,  be 
e s s e n t i a l l y  static.  Unlike those of space,  t h e  ind iv i s ikk  
p a r t s  of t i m e  never "co-exist ,"  and t h e r e  can be no motion 
or change in a s i n g l e  i n s t a n t .  Hence, given t h e  i n s t a n t s  
tl, t2, and t3, and an ob jec t  X,  then,  i f  X is changing, 
w e  may say t h a t  a t  tl it is i n  a s ta te  or condi t ion X a ;  
a t  t2, a s ta te  Xb; 
have, then,  is, i n  e f f e c t ,  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t s  
e x i s t i n g  a t  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  t i m e s .  
g ive  t h e  appearance of  con t inu i ty  is t o  be explained s o l e l y  
by t h e  fact  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e rence  i n  the o b j e c t  from one 
i n s t a n t  t o  t h e  next w i l l  be,  i n  most cases, almost imper- 
c e p t i b l y  s m a l l .  

o u t l i n e  of H u m e ' s  views on the  nature  of t i m e ,  space,  and 
motion. What I s h a l l  at tempt t o  show is  t h a t ,  from what 
he s a i d  about t i m e ,  space, and, i n d i r e c t l y ,  motion, it 
follows t h a t  h i s  understanding of  t he  n a t u r e  of t h e  cause- 
e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n  cannot be co r rec t .  

and a t  t3, a s t a t e  X c .  What w e  w i l l  

That t h i s  process may 

3 

I have been concerned so f a r  t o  g ive  only an 

L e t  us  t ake  t h e  following example: I f  two 
b i l l i a r d  b a l l s  s t r i k e  each o t h e r  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  manner, 
they w i l l  both come t o  a complete stop. The b a l l s '  
s t r i k i n g  w e  c a l l  t h e  cause; t h e i r  stopping, t h e  e f f e c t .  
I n  Humean terminology, t hese  events would be conjoined 
"ob jec t s , "  and, as d i f f e r e n t  ob jec t s ,  they would be 
discr iminable;  t h a t  is, they would be two sepa ra t e  and 
d i s t i n c t  things (ob jec t s  or events)  which, when con joined 
i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  manner, c o n s t i t u t e  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  cause- 
e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n .  As H u m e  would la ter  pu t  this, "Every 
event  i s  a d i s t i n c t  event from i t s  cause."4 
c u l t y  with t h i s  view of causat ion and the r e l a t i o n  between 
cause and e f f e c t  is t h a t  t he  r e q u i s i t e  conjunction cannot 
be obtained. 
f i r s t  t o  give a b r i e f  o u t l i n e  of Hume's remarks on 
causat ion.  

The d i f f i -  

I n  o rde r  t o  show t h i s ,  it w i l l  be necessary 
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The f i r s t  s t e p  i n  H u m e ' s  argument i s  t o  de t e r -  
mine t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between o b j e c t s  t h a t  give rise t o  t h e  
idea of causation. The f i r s t  of these is con t igu i ty .  

Every cause i s  contiguous with i t s  e f f e c t .  Such con- 
t i g u i t y  must be both s p a t i a l  and temporal (T. 173, r u l e s  
1 and 2 ) .  As Hume puts  it, "nothing can operate  i n  a 
t i m e  o r  p l ace ,  which i s  ever  s o  l i t t l e  remov'd from those 
of i t s  exis tence" (T. 7 5 ) .  Where such con t igu i ty  appears 
t o  be lacking,  w e  f i n d  upon c l o s e r  examination t h a t  they 
a r e  connected by a chain of causes such t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  i s  
f i n a l l y  caused by an event which i s  contiguous with it 
(T. 7 5 ) .  In  o the r  words, making a d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
remote aqd proximate causes,  we may say t h a t  t h e  remote 
cause is connected with t h e  e f f e c t  through a chain of 
causes,  the l a s t  one of which i s  the  proximate cause,  and 
t h a t  t h e  proximate cause i s  t h a t  event which is contiguous 
with and which produces o r  causes t h e  e f f e c t .  

Immediately subsequent t o  t h i s  argument, H u m e  
argues f o r  t h e  f u r t h e r  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  cause m u s t  be 
p r i o r  t o  i t s  e f f e c t .  To do away with t h e  r e l a t i o n  of 
p r i o r i t y  of cause t o  e f f e c t ,  he argues,  would e n t a i l  
" the  u t t e r  a n n i h i l a t i o n  of t i m e , "  s i nce ,  i f  every cause 
were "co-temporary" with i t s  e f f e c t ,  t he re  would be no 
succession, "and a l l  ob jec t s  must  be co-exis tent"  (T. 76) .  
The argument here r e l i e s  heavily upon t h e  view t h a t  t i m e  
is  a succession of i n d i v i s i b l e  i n s t a n t s ,  and I b e l i e v e  
Hume's view of causat ion w i l l  s tand o r  f a l l  with h i s  
conception of t i m e .  5 

I mus t  pause here t o  answer a poss ib l e  object ion.  
I t  might be noted t h a t ,  a f t e r  giving t h i s  argument t o  show 
the  necessary p r i o r i t y  of cause t o  e f f e c t ,  H u m e  al lows 
t h a t  " the  a f f a i r  is of no g r e a t  importance" (T. 76) .  I 

be l i eve  t h i s  is  so, on h i s  view, because he is not  he re  
concerned so much t o  e luc ida te  t h e  nature  of c a u s a l i t y  
as t h e  idea  of necessary connection. When, however, he 
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comes la te r  t o  s ta te  t h e  " r u l e s  by which t o  judge of 
causes and effects," those r u l e s  which I t ake  t o  be def in-  
i t i v e  of t h e  cause-effect  r e l a t i o n ,  t h a t  " the cause mus t  
be p r i o r  t o  i t s  e f f e c t "  is among them (T. 173) .  

effect mus t  be contiguous i n  both space and time and t h a t  
the cause must precede t h e  e f f e c t ,  t h e r e  is  only one po in t  
which remains t o  complete t h e  d e f i n i t i o n .  That, of 
course,  i s  t h e  idea of constant  conjunction. From H u m e ' s  
f i r s t  d e f i n i t i o n  of "cause," however, "An o b j e c t  
precedent and contiguous t o  another,  and where a l l  the 
o b j e c t s  resembling t h e  former are p lac 'd  i n  l i k e  r e l a t i o n s  
of precedency and con t igu i ty  t o  those o b j e c t s ,  t h a t  
resemble t h e  la t te r"  (T. 170) ,  it is clear t h a t  t h e  
not ion of constant  conjunction is reducible  t o  t h a t  of  
c o n t i g u i t y ,  i n  t h e  sense t h a t  an ob jec t  A can be s a i d  t o  
be t h e  cause of an o b j e c t  B only i f  t h e  two are always 
contiguous i n  both space and t i m e  (and, of course,  i f  
it always precedes i t s  e f f e c t ) .  This would s e e m  t o  be 

t h e  p o i n t  of Hume's remark in  t he  Treatise,  p. 87. Rules 
f o u r  through e i g h t  (T. 173-174) would seem t o  c o n s t i t u t e  
j u s t  an e l abora t ion  of t h e  implicat ions of t h i s  
requirement. 

This, of course,  i s  only t h e  b r i e f e s t  poss ib l e  
o u t l i n e  of Hume's  ana lys i s  of  t h e  cause-effect  r e l a t i o n .  
I have intended t o  make only t h e  t h r e e  p o i n t s  that, on 
H u m e ' s  view, cause and e f f e c t  are sepa ra t e  and d i s t i n c t  
events ;  they are always contiguous; and t h e  cause must 
precede t h e  e f f e c t .  This,  I th ink ,  i s  j u s t  s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  provide an adequate b a s i s  f o r  my argument. 

b a l l  along a s t r a i g h t  l i n e  extending from t h e  i n i t i a l  
p o s i t i o n  A t o  t h e  f i n a l  p o s i t i o n  J during the t i m e  per iod 
extending from tl t o  tlO. 
c o n s i s t  i n  i ts  being i n  p o s i t i o n  A a t  tl, B a t  tZ... J 

a t  tlO. 

Having made these  two po in t s ,  t h a t  cause and 

Consider, f o r  a moment, t h e  motion of a b i l l i a r d  

The b a l l ' s  motion w i l l  

If w@ wish t o  account f o r  t h e  b a l l ' s  moving 
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from A t o  J, w e  may say t h a t  t h e  cause was the b a l l ' s  
being s t r u c k  by the  cue s t i c k .  
sumably, i t s  moving from A t o  J. When the  b a l l  i s  s t ruck ,  
however, a t  tl, it is  i n  p o s i t i o n  A. 
t h a t  it is  i n  pos i t i on  J. NOW, t h e  only o b j e c t  or event 
which i s  s p a t i a l l y  and temporally contiguous with and 
p r i o r  t o  t h e  b a l l ' s  being a t  J a t  t10 is t h e  b a l l ' s  being 
a t  I a t  tg. 
cause of i t s  being a t  J a t  tlO, it i s  i ts  being a t  I a t  
tg and no t  i t s  being s t r u c k  by t h e  cue s t i c k  a t  A a t  tl. 
Furthermore, i f  w e  descr ibe t h e  ob jec t  or event which i s  
the  cause of i t s  motion, r a t h e r  than i t s  being a t  J a t  tlO, 
w e  f i n d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  no t  i ts  being s t ruck ,  bu t  i t s  being 
i n  con tac t  with t h e  cue s t i c k  a t  A a t  tl. 
then, w i l l \ b e ,  no t  i t s  motion from A t o  J, b u t  i t s  being 
a t  B a t  t2. 
t h e  b a l l ' s  moving or going from A a t  tl t o  B a t  t2, then 
t h e  cause would no t  be what happens a t  tl, s ince  t h a t  i s  
a p a r t  of t h e  e f f e c t ,  bu t  a t  to. 

6 had no t  y e t  contacted t h e  b a l l !  

ever,  it can be strengthened. T o  r epea t  some important 
po in t s :  t i m e  is  composed of i n d i v i s i b l e  i n s t a n t s ,  and a 
cause occupies t h e  i n s t a n t  immediately preceding t h e  
i n s t a n t  occupied by the e f f e c t .  W e  may r e tu rn  now t o  my 
e a r l i e r  b i l l i a r d  bas1 example: two b i l l i a r d  b a l l s  s t r i k e  
each o t h e r  i n  such a way t h a t  they both come t o  a complete 
s top.  W e  may suppose t h a t  t h e  pos i t i ons  of t hese  b a l l s ,  
when they s t r i k e ,  w i l l  be A and B,  and w e  may r e f e r  t o  
t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  p r i o r  t o  their s t r i k i n g  by number subsc r ip t s  
Now, l e t  us  say t h a t  a t  tl the b a l l s  w i l l  be i n  p o s i t i o n s  

A2 and B2; 
p o s i t i o n s  A and B. 
pos i t i ons  A and B. 

The e f f e c t  w i l l  be ,  pre-, 

It i s  n o t  u n t i l  t10 

I t  is  clear, then,  t h a t  i f  anything is t h e  

The e f f e c t ,  

However, i f  w e  consider t h e  e f f e c t  t o  be 

But a t  to t h e  cue s t i c k  

The foregoing argument i s  not conclusive; how- 

a t  t2, i n  p o s i t i o n  Aland B1; and, a t  t3, i n  
A t  t4 they w i l l ,  again,  be i n  

NOW, i f  t h e i r  s t r i k i n g  i s  the  cause of their  
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s topping and i f  t h e i r  s t r i k i n g  i s  defined as t h e i r  being 
i n  con tac t ,  that i s ,  as t h e i r  occupying pos i t i ons  such 
t h a t  p a r t s  of  each b a l l  a r e  s p a t i a l l y  contiguous, then 
t h e i r  s t r i k i n g  occurs a t  t3. But t h e i r  stopping a l s o  
occurs  a t  t3. 
motions, t h a t  is, t h e i r  successive occupation of d i f f e r e n t ,  
l i n e a r l y  ordered po in t s  o r  places  ends. And, i f  t h e  
cause i n  t h i s  case is t h e i r  s t r i k i n g  and t h e  e f f e c t  t h e i r  
stopping, t h e  two "events" are one and t h e  same event 
occupying one and t h e  same t i m e .  Note t h a t  w e  could n o t  
desc r ibe  t h e  cause a s  t h e i r  moving and t h e  e f f e c t  as t h e i r  
being a t  rest. I f  t h e  cause i s  t h e i r  moving, t he  cause 
is  no t ,  then,  contiguous with i t s  e f f e c t ,  s i n c e  t h e i r  
motion c o n s i s t s  a t  l e a s t  of t h e i r  occupation of d i f f e r e n t  
p l aces  a t  successive i n s t a n t s  p r i o r  t o  their stopping. 
I n  other words, t h e i r  moving w i l l  c o n s i s t  of t h e i r  
occupying A1 and B1 a t  t2, followed by their occupying 
A and B a t  t3, and their being a t  rest  w i l l  c o n s i s t  of 
t h e i r  occupying A and B a t  t3, followed by t h e i r  occupying 
A and B a t  t4. Since,  i n  t h i s  case, a p a r t  of t h e  cause 
is what happens a t  A1 and B1 a t  t2 and a p a r t  of t h e  
e f f e c t ,  what happens a t  A and B a t  t4, t h e  two events  are 
n o t  contiguous (here  it must be remembered t h a t  w e  are 
speaking of  t hese  events as events  r a t h e r  than as o b j e c t s ,  
a move which i s  n o t  r e a l l y  permissible  i n  t h e  context  of  
H u m e ' s  t heo ry ) ,  bu t  a f u r t h e r  and more important problem 
he re  is t h a t  t h e i r  occupying pos i t i ons  A and B a t  t4 is 
a s e p a r a t e  and d i s t i n c t  event  or o b j e c t  from t h e i r  
occupying A and B a t  t3, which is, i n  i t s  tu rn ,  a 
s e p a r a t e  and d i s t i n c t  event from t h e i r  occupying A1 and 
B1 a t  t2. 
t h e  events  of  t2 and t4 which c o n s t i t u t e s  p a r t  of t h e  
cause and p a r t  of t h e  e f f e c t .  I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  cause 
and e f f e c t  a r e  a s  follows: t2t3 ( o r  AIBl AB) and 
t3t4 ( o r  AB AB). 

between them ( t h e i r  being a t  A and B a t  t3) as an 

It  is a t  t h i s  po in t  tha t  t h e i r  r e spec t ive  

There is, then,  an intervening event  between 

There is an event  which is shared 
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i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of each, and t h e  cause and e f f e c t  a r e  no t ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  s epa ra t e  and d i s t i n c t ,  contiguous, o r  
success ive .  

I t  might, of course,  be objec ted  t h a t  t h e i r  
s topping  does n o t  occur u n t i l  tl o r ,  i n  o t h e r  words, t h a t  
t h e i r  stopping does n o t  occur u n t i l  & i n s t a n t  a f t e r  t h e i r  
s t r i k i n g .  This is ,  I th ink ,  an obviously ad hoc o b j e c t b n ,  
f o r  w e  do o r d i n a r i l y  th ink  t h a t  t he  b a l l s  s t o p  when they  
s t r i k e  and n o t  an i n s t a n t  later.  However, t h e  o b j e c t i o n  
can be e a s i l y  m e t .  I f  w e  assume t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  i s  
t h e i r  s topping  or t h e i r  being i n  con tac t  a t  t4, it is  
clear t h a t  t h e r e  is no d i f f e rence  whatever between t h e  
cause and t h e  e f f e c t  except  t h a t  some time has elapsed. 
The t w o  o b j e c t s  ( a t  t3 and t,) are i d e n t i c a l :  they  are 
one and t h e  same. 

may be m e t  i n  t h i s  way: 
t h e  cause of t h e i r  being i n  con tac t  (o r ,  a t  l e a s t ,  of 
t h e i r  n o t  moving f a r t h e r )  a t  t4, and the  cause of t h e i r  
being i n  c o n t a c t  a t  t5, and so on. 
t h i s  chain o f  causes backwards, w e  f i n d  t h a t  every e f f e c t  
( a s  should be t h e  case by r u l e s  t h r e e  and four )  has  t h e  
same cause and every cause t h e  same e f f e c t  -- except  t h e i r  
be ing  i n  c o n t a c t  a t  t3, which i s  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e i r  be ing  
in p o s i t i o n s  A1 and B1 a t  t2, and two very d i f f e r e n t  
causes w i l l  have p r e c i s e l y  t h e  same e f f e c t .  

and e f f e c t  are, a t  least  i n  t h i s  ca se ,  one and t h e  same 
event ,  i s  t o  say t h a t  t h e  cause o f  t h e i r  stopping is n o t  
t h e i r  being i n  p o s i t i o n s  A and B a t  t3, b u t  t h e i r  being 
i n  p o s i t i o n s  A1 and B1 a t  t2. 
be argued t h a t  t h e  cause is  n o t  t h e i r  s t r i k i n g  a t  a l l  b u t  
t h e i r  
a t  t2) .  
s t r i k i n g  and t h e i r  s topping  a r e  one and t h e  same event or 
t w o  d i f f e r e n t  ways of desc r ib ing  t h e  event,  and it would 
s t i l l  be t h e  case t h a t  t h e i r  cause occurred a t  t h e  

But i f  t h i s  i s  denied, t h e  ob jec t ion  
t h e i r  being i n  con tac t  a t  t3 is 

Now, i f  w e  trace 

The on ly  way t o  avoid t h e  conclusion t h a t  cause 

I n  o t h e r  words, it could 

moving toward one another ( t h e i r  being a t  A1 and B1 
On t h i s  view, it could be allowed t h a t  t h e i r  
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immediately preceding i n s t a n t .  Now, t h i s  ob jec t ion  
appears t o  be compelling and i n  order  t o  show t h a t  it is 
n o t ,  it w i l l  be necessary t o  view the  events  i n  quest ion 
i n  a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  l i g h t .  L e t  us say t h a t ,  r a t h e r  
than t h e  b a l l s '  s t r i k i n g  being t h e  cause of t h e i r  stopping, 
b a l l  A ' s  s t r i k i n g  b a l l  B is t h e  cause of  B ' s  s topping and 
B's  s t r i k i n g  A is the  cause of A ' s  stopping. 
it w i l l  be admitted t h a t  t h i s  i s  no more than j u s t  a 
d i f f e r e n t  way of descr ibing the  event without changing it. 
Now, i f  t h e  object ion were accepted, it would follow t h a t  
t h e  cause of  b a l l  A ' s  stopping a t  t3 is b a l l  B ' s  being i n  
p o s i t i o n  B1 a t  t2. In  t h i s  case, t h e  cause i s  c l e a r l y  
antecedent  t o  and temporally contiguous with i t s  e f f e c t .  
I t  i s  no t ,  however, s p a t i a l l y  contiguous with it, s i n c e  
t h e  p o s i t i o n  B l ies between t h e  p o s i t i o n s  A and B1. 

I be l i eve  

Robert Gray 
McMaster Universi ty .  
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All references t o  t h e  Treatise of  Human Nature 
(abbreviated TI are t o  t h e  Selby-Bigge e d i t i o n  
(Oxford, 1888). 

That Hume himself understood t h i s  consequence i s  
f a i r l y  clear. Note h i s  own example, T. 35. 

An Inquiry Concerning Human Understandinq, ed. 
Charles W. Hendel ( Indianapol is :  Bobbs-Merrill, 
1953) p. 44. 

For instance,  i f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  A causes B e n t a i l s  
t h a t  (1) A is  p r i o r  t o  B i n  a l i n e a r l y  ordered 
series, ( 2 )  t h a t  A is  sepa ra t e  and d i s t i n c t  from B, 
so t h a t  t h e r e  can be no common o r  overlapping 
elements within t h e  series, and (3) t h a t  A is  
contiguous with B so t h a t  t h e r e  can be no t h i r d  
i n s t a n t  C which i s  within the  series and between A 
and B, then it would seem clear t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
A causes B e n t a i l s  a l s o  t h a t  t i m e  cannot be 
i n f i n i t e l y  d i v i s i b l e .  
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6. This argument is  very s i m i l a r  t o  one proposed by 

Jus tus  Hartnack ("Some Remarks on Causa l i ty"  , 
Journa l  of Philosophy 50 (19531, 466-71). 
Hartnack's argument f a i l s  t o  t ake  account of Hume's 
theory  of space and t i m e ,  however, and, wi th  t h a t  
taken i n t o  account,  I t ake  it t o  be obvious t h a t  
Hume's theory  has n o t  y e t  been r e fu t ed  (he need only 
r ep ly  t h a t  it is no t  necessary t h a t  t h e  cue c o n t a c t  
t h e  b a l l .  The cause i s  what happens the i n s t a n t  
before  , I>., i t s  approaching t h e  b a l l ) ,  al though 
it has  been made t o  appear very odd. 




