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The Causal Statistics Project originated from an attempt to make causal inferences in an empirical, non-experimental management study. We were attempting to study the effects of ecological variables (not to be confused with those variables of interest to the Sierra Club or Life of the Land) on the productivity of scientific research and development.

Since the study was non-experimental, causation was difficult to establish. We attempted to use the causal inquiring systems available at the time, but could not apply them with complete understanding, insight, or confidence—e.g., the assumptions implicit in the various systems were unknown.

We then turned our efforts to the development of a causal inquiring system which could overcome the aforementioned problems. As this work proceeded, we saw the far-reaching importance of this line of statistical research. Its significance dwarfed that of the original R & D study. For this reason the R & D study was discontinued, with the causal statistics project taking its place.

In 1972, I published my dissertation, entitled, Foundation of Mathematical Epistemology: A Derivation of Causal Statistics, to the same acclaim which greeted the previous offerings in the field.

In 1974 the Pacific Biomedical Research Center in Honolulu wanted to determine the causal connections among 11 variables; pesticide exposure, blood pressure, DDT levels, DDE levels, etc; and they hired me to do it. I was able to disentangle the labyrinth of associations and determine the causal connections among the variables and the required assumptions.

The resulting research report was everything I had hoped for and a causal statistician’s dream.  I had attacked and solved a large, complicated, and important problem which the biostatisticians at the center had been mulling for some years without success.  More importantly the program collecting the data was a national EPA program, collecting the same data in several centers around the country and my causal analysis would be applicable to all of the national data.  I believed that, with this report, I could convince anyone of the transcendent superiority of causal statistics over associative statistics. But, as it turned out, I was sadly mistaken.    

Report in hand, I paid my way to Washington D.C. to talk to the EPA’s head statistician for biomedical research. They had been producing correlative tables of all the variables against each other. He seemed to have no knowledge of nor concern for what the results were used for after they left his office and no understanding of the policy, decision making, or other advantages that flowed from causal conclusions. 
After a long conversation, in which I attempted to convince him that at least some of the EPA data should be analyzed using my techniques, he eventually said, in a way designed to end the conversation, “we like the way we have been doing the statistics.” He had been taught how to use a number of statistical tools and grind out associative results. He knew how to do that; it was easy; he didn’t have to think much; and that was what he was going to continue doing, hopefully until he retired.  I left in disbelief. 

Oh well, soon I made an appointment across town with the Social Sciences Branch of the National Science Foundation. After all, I was armed with the excellence research report that exhibited the prodigious inferential power of Causal Statistics.  I figured they would immediately grasp the importance of Causal Statistics to their field and be willing to move mountains to get the research and development done and made available to social scientists.  To make a long story short, they said the capability to made causal inferences was interesting, but (1) it was awfully different from standard techniques, (2) such research  was risky (I thought that was the point of “research”, big risk, big rewards.), (3) it was too eclectic for them, and (4) such research should be funded by the Statistics Branch anyway. 

Naturally, I made an appointment with the statistic branch and it shouldn’t surprise anyone familiar with research funders and funding agencies, that the statistics branch felt that research to develop the field of Causal Statistics sounded “interesting”, but that it should be funded by the Social Science Branch, the Biomedical Branch, or any branch other than the Statistic Branch.  It was far too deviant from standard statistical paradigms to be something that the Statistic Branch could take a risk on. 

I pointed out how incongruous it was for a research-funding organization to deny funding for a potentially revolutionary project because it was too different from the standard tools or because it was too “interdisciplinary.”  They seemed to understand what I was saying, but politely suggested I go bother somebody else. 

I was absolutely dumbfounded at my Washington reception (i.e., rejection). Yet, in retrospect, I should not have been so shocked, because this blank-brained reaction to causal inference was endemic to the field from my earliest days. 

But the Washington responses were the easier to take, of the two usual types of responses.  Other people threw bombs, like Michael Screven, head of the Philosophy Department at U.C., Berkeley in the late 60’s and all-around famous academic.
In my discussions with him, he implied that, I was naïve and maybe insane to spend time on or even consider the possibility of making causal inferences, because Hume had put the whole concept of causality to rest once for all in the 18th century.  That’s a powerful kick in the teeth for a graduate student just beginning to think about the development of a new and revolutionary field.
I seriously considered the validity of his opinion both about causality and about my sanity.  I read and analyzed what all of the important philosophers had to say about causality and that research is reported in three chapters of my dissertation, analyzing the work of the most relevant philosophers.  There, I show that Hume did deny our ability to obtain certain knowledge of a causal connection. Here, I would agree with Hume and go much further to assert that we cannot obtain certain knowledge of almost any thing, including associations.  Associations possess statistical error, measurement uncertainties, sampling error, etc.
But, from a pragmatic point of view, Hume admits the usefulness of the concept of causality:
"...it may still, perhaps, be rash to conclude positively that the subject, therefore, pass all human comprehension....It is certain that the most ignorant and stupid peasants--nay, infants; nay, even brate beasts--improve by experience, and learn the qualities of natural objects, by observing the effects which result from them. When a child has felt the sensation of pain from touching a flame of a candle, he will be careful not to put his hand near any candle; but will expect a similar effect from a cause which is similar in its sensible qualities and appearance.”*                
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------*Hume, David: ENQUIRIES, Second Edition, Oxford at the Clarendon Press, MDCCCCII, p. 38-39.                                                                                                                                          ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
This is the point at which many scholars misinterpret Hume. They see his conclusion that there can be no certainty of causal connections, but do not comprehend the distinction he draws between certainty and usefulness.

In statistical terms, we cannot PROVE causal connections beyond any doubt, but we can be 99+% confident of the usefulness of a causal inference, based on an appropriate set of assumptions.                                      
Hume explains the seeming conflict between the philosophic and the pragmatic points of view, asserting that, based upon the experience of a constant conjunction between flame and heat, "the mind is carried by custom to expect heat"** from a flame.     ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------**Ibid., p.46                                                                                                                           ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ "All inferences from experience, therefore, are effect of custom, not of reasoning."***     ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------***I bid., p.43                                                                                                                          
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Hume asserts that the effect of custom upon the mind, in overcoming reason is "an operation of the soul."****                                                                                                      ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------****Ibid., p.46                                                                                                                           ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
With today’s understandings, we would simply state that human and even animal minds have evolved to infer causal connections, even though not 100% certain, because such inferences were useful for their survival.  

Others were against the field and dissertation for numerous other equally bad reasons, but all of these criticisms and skepticisms slowed me down and forced me to spend many more dissertation pages on handling the skeptics than I had originally planned.  This resulted in the dissertation containing only one quarter of the Causal Statistic project, originally envisioned.
Ultimately, that caused me to have to search for funds to finish the project, where I encountered the same skepticism; fear of the new and different; inability to think out of the box, even when lead by the hand; and just plain lack of intellect.  As a consequence, we are 40 years down the road and causal statistics is still unavailable to non-experimental researchers.  

