(s
(7=

.

How Not To Refute Hume’s Theory of Causality: A Reply to
Gray

Robert A. Imlay

Hume Studi es Volume 111, Number 1 (April, 1977), 51-52.

Your use of the HUME STUDIES archive indicates your acceptance of HUME
STUDIES” Terms and Conditions of Use, available at

http://www.humesociety.org/hs/about/terms.html.

HUME STUDIES” Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless
you have obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue
of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and

you may use content in the HUME STUDIES archive only for your personal,
non-commercial use.

Each copy of any part of a HUME STUDIES transmission must contain the

same copyright notice that appears on the screen or printed page of such
transmission.

For more information on HUME STUDIES contact humestudies-
info@humesociety.org

http://www.humesociety.org/hs/



51.

HOW NOT TO REFUTE HUME'S THPORY OF CAUSALITY:

A REPLY TO GRAY

Mr, Robert Gray's alleged refutation of Hume's
theory of causality does not strike me as being in reality
conclusive.l The essential element in his alleged refu-
tation, if I have understood it correctly, is that when
two billiard balls strike one another and stop - a paradigm
of cause and effect - the striking and the stopping consti-
tute oné event as opposed to two. They occupy, as a result,
one and the same time, a state of affairs inconsistent with
the Humean view that the cause immediately precedes the
effect.

But, surely, they would, if they are the same
event, occupy by parity of reasoning one and the same
position. For Hume's theory of space and time, as Gray
describes it, implies that there is a one~to-one mapping
between positions and times. If, therefore, their being
the same event implies that they occupy one and the same
time, it would also imply that they occupy one and the same
position. And if they occupy the same position, they are
not spatially contiguous, a state of affairs inconsistent
with the Humean view that the cause is spatially contiguous
to the effect.

A Humean solution in both cases seems clear. It
is to allow that the striking and stopping of the billiard
balls are the same event and to seek its cause in their
moving towards one another, i.e. to seek it in billiard ball
A's being at Ay and billiard ball B's being at By where
both Al and Bl are spatially contiguous with and immediately
precede the striking and stopping of the respective billiard
balls B and A,

Gray resists this solution, but only because he is
implicitly committed to the anti-Humean view that one and
the same event can occupy two different positions at one and

the same time. As a result, where A designates the
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position where billiard‘ball A strikes billiard ball B and
stops it and B designates the position where billiard ball
B strikes billiard ball A and stops it - this being simply
a re-description in Gray's view of what happens in the
single event of two billiard balls striking one another
and stopping - he holds that A is different from B. If a
is different from B, then by relocating the cause of

billiard ball A's stopping at B, we have sacrificed the

1
spatial contiguity of cause and effect. For B will inter-
17 that of the cause, and A, that of
the effect. And the same will hold with obvious adjust-

ments when we relocate the cause of billiard ball B's

vene between position B

stopping at Al. Fortunately, however, Hume need only
reply that A is one and the same as B. Indeed, if he is
to be consistent with his theory of space and time, this
must be his reply. This reply, moreover, is necessary to
Hume's explanation of how the reciprocal striking of
billiard ball A and billiard ball B can exist in the first
place. Such a phenomenon requires a point of contact, a
point common to a part of both billiard balls.- This point
of contact, it should be clear, is provided by the point
designated by both A and B.
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