Summary:
There is a connection between my belief that this ball will move in a moment and my thought that it has to move when hit. It is tempting to suppose that I am justified in thinking that it will move because I know that it has to. Hume must reject this.
   Hume asks what I can mean when I say 'A caused B'. When he looks at particular cases of 'causation' all he finds is: (i) A occured before B, (ii) the two events are contiguous in space and time. But he adds that we clearly mean more than this: we mean that the first makes the second happen. What is this idea of 'necessity'? It seems that we find nothing corresponding to it in particular cases of causation. We are inclined to suppose that events are linked together by a kind of 'metaphysical glue'. But it seems that there is no such glue.
   Are we then in a hopeless muddle when we distinguish between 'mere sequence' and 'causation'? Well, Hume suggests that there is a difference between the cases, but it does not lie in the particular sequence spoken of. It lies in what happens on other occasions of the same kind: we say 'A caused B' in cases in which events like A are always followed by events like B. All we can legitimately mean when we say one event caused another is that events like the first are always followed by events like the second (See definition in Treatise p 221).
It is widely thought that something like Hume's view must be right. But it won't do as it stands: (i) Accidents on a cosmic scale  (?),  (ii)  Two  events  with  a  common  cause,  (iii)
Simultaneous cause and effect. See Gasking, Mind 1955. Some general observations:
1.  Anything  at  all  like  this  account will  have  radical implications for our view of science and explanation. To explain something is not to point to an underlying mechanism, but to show that the phenomenon is an instance of a wider generalization.
2. Berkeley accepted that in the world there is only constant conjunction; but he assumed that there was an explanation of this uniformity in terms of something that lies outside the world:
God.
3. Hume ought to weaken certain prejudices that we have about how causation must operate. We tend to assume that there must be a chain through time and space linking cause and effect (Newton). This seems groundless.
4. Hume knows that we will have difficulty in accepting that there is no further sense in which the vase has to break when hit. He has an explanation of our resistance to accepting his account. My past observation of As followed by Bs builds up a strong association in my mind: when I see an A I can't help but expect a B. I then project this compulsive expectation onto the world, thinking that it corresponds to something in the world. But in fact the only necessity in the whole situation is to be found in my mind. This leads him to an alternative definition of 'cause' (Treatise p 221).
   So the notion of causation is in part a reflection of our nature. Hume concludes that in so far as we think that there are necessities in the world we are in a muddle. A feature is only objective if our conception of it is not dependent on our nature. (Cf secondary qualities.) Should we accept this principle?
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