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ABSTRACT

Human-factor analysis typically employs correlation analysis and significance testing to identify
relationships between variables. However, these descriptive (’what-is’) methods, while effective
for identifying associations, are often insufficient for answering causal ("what-if”) questions. Their
application in such contexts often overlooks confounding and colliding variables, potentially leading
to bias and suboptimal or incorrect decisions.

We advocate for explicitly distinguishing descriptive from interventional questions in human-factor
analysis, and applying causal inference frameworks specifically to these problems to prevent method-
ological mismatches. This approach disentangles complex variable relationships and enables coun-
terfactual reasoning. Using post-occupancy evaluation (POE) data from the Center for the Built
Environment’s (CBE) Occupant Survey as a demonstration case, we show how causal discovery
reveals intervention hierarchies and directional relationships that traditional associational analysis
misses. The systematic distinction between causally associated and independent variables, combined
with intervention prioritization capabilities, offers broad applicability to complex human-centric
systems, for example, in building science or ergonomics, where understanding intervention effects is
critical for optimization and decision-making.

Keywords Causal Inference - Counterfactual Reasoning - Engineering Analysis - Decision-Making - Building Science -
Post-Occupancy Evaluation (POE)

1 Introduction

Analyzing numerical data using traditional statistical methods like correlation analysis (Pearson/Spearman) [1, 2] and
significance analysis [3| 4] has been the standard approach in many research domains. These techniques effectively
identify and quantify associations between variables and assess whether these relationships are statistically significant
or not. Furthermore, model interpretation methods like SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) [5] and LIME (Local
Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations) [6] provide interpretability for machine learning (ML) models. However,
all these methods primarily provide tools to discover patterns (correlations) among variables, allowing researchers to
understand the what-is’ situations within the given data. "What-is’ analysis describes observed correlations in existing
data, without considering how changes to variables might affect outcomes under different scenarios.

However, the core objective of many studies extends beyond understanding *what-is’ (correlational). Instead, researchers
aim to understand how modifications to certain variables, like increasing the size of the window, or the type of office,
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or changing the amount of outdoor air, could modify desired outcomes, thus shifting the focus to what-if’. These
are causal questions. This distinction reveals a misalignment [7] because traditional statistical methods typically
assume independence between observations and symmetric associations between variables, without explicitly modeling
structural/causal relationships, directional dependencies, thereby failing to account for confounding and colliding
factors or the underlying data-generating process that can skew results [8 9]. An intuitive and well-known example is
the survivorship bias observed during World War II: Engineers recognized that aircraft returning with wing damage
suggested a correlation between bullet holes and wing vulnerabilities. However, the critical insight was that planes
with engine damage often did not return at all, meaning that engine vulnerabilities were the true *what-if” factors to
address, as presented in Figure [T} The misuse of *what-is’ tools to address *what-if” questions could lead to spurious
conclusions.
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Figure 1: Survivorship bias during World War II: Survivor aircraft with skewed bullet hole distribution caused engineers
to reinforce less important parts [10]. The misuse of "What-is’ tools to address *What-if” questions could lead to
spurious conclusions. In contrast, most of the traditional statistical analysis methods are *What-is’ tools — credit of
aircraft picture: Martin Grandjean, McGeddon, Cameron Moll, CC BY-SA 4.0.

In various domains focused on complex human-centered design and engineering (such as building science or er-
gonomics), which feature non-linear dynamics that resist straightforward first-principles modeling, a deeper method-
ological challenge often emerges beyond data availability: the fundamental misclassification of the analytical problem’s
nature. Analysts frequently employ descriptive, what-is’ tools to answer causal, *what-if” questions — a critical mis-
match that can lead to flawed or even counterproductive conclusions. The field of building post-occupancy evaluation
(POE) is an example [[11} [12]]: Here, the goal is not merely to statistically describe correlations, but to inform effective
interventions to improve occupant satisfaction and well-being. While traditional methods like correlation analysis,
significance testing, and regression models have been foundational for assessing and identifying predictors [13} 14} [15],
as demonstrated in large-scale surveys [[16, 117, [18]]; other techniques like PCA, cluster analysis are inherently descriptive,
even advanced methods like Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)[19} 20} 21} 22], which test hypothesized causal paths,
are primarily confirmatory. Consequently, they risk falling into the same trap as the WWII survivorship bias example:
prioritizing the most obvious or frequently reported issues (e.g., noise), while potentially overlooking the true causal
drivers of system-wide dissatisfaction (e.g., lighting affecting thermal comfort). This occurs because these methods
cannot adequately account for confounding, colliding variables (e.g., building type as a collider [23} 124])), or directional
relationships. Although emerging research has begun integrating causal inference for *what-if” scenarios [25} [26], the
broader community has yet to universally adopt this crucial distinction. We aim to demonstrate the value of causal
discovery in these contexts through a POE case study, highlighting three key advantages: (1) the simplification of factor
analysis by identifying and analyzing causally (non-)associated variables; (2) the ability to prioritize which intervention
may be most effective by leveraging the causal variable hierarchy information; and (3) the usage of counterfactual
reasoning by providing a causal skeleton to effectively (non-)control factors for unbiased estimation.
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In this paper, we demonstrate the value of causal discovery through a POE case study from the Center for the Built
Environment (CBE) Occupant Survey database [18]. By applying this methodology, we demonstrate how it can uncover
key influencing factors and their hierarchical causal structures, revealing underlying patterns that traditional methods
often fail to detect, but which expert opinion can identify. Ultimately, we argue that integrating causal inference methods
into existing research and consultancy workflows can provide deeper insights, support more effective decision-making,
and help realize the full potential of survey data.

2 Research background and theoretical basis

Building POE studies aim to assess the success of building designs and operation, guiding building management, and
providing diagnostic feedback for improvements [27], which represents a domain where the methodological distinction
between descriptive and interventional analysis is critical. As one of the most widely used POE instruments [[16} 18],
the CBE Occupant Survey collects comprehensive data on occupant demographics, workspace characteristics, and
satisfaction across multiple environmental dimensions: thermal comfort, lighting, acoustics, and air quality. However,
the resulting datasets, often containing numerous explicit/hidden variables, present significant analytical complexity
where traditional correlation-based approaches may mislead intervention priorities. This case study demonstrates how
causal discovery can address POE-specific challenges:

* What if certain factor(s) change would significantly improve overall workspace satisfaction?

Table([T] describes the differences among common statistical methodologies applied in previous studies [18] and causal
inference, along with their addressed questions, limitations, characteristics, and their context in human-factor analysis
scenarios.

2.1 Causal inference: Background

Causal inference is a framework that seeks to understand cause-and-effect relationships within a dataset by identifying
asymmetrical associations between variables [38| 140, 41]. This framework is primarily grounded in Structural Causal
Models (SCM), which, for many practical applications, is mathematically compatible with Rubin’s potential outcomes
framework [38l 39]], though we focus on the SCM approach for its intuitive graphical representation. The methodology
is centered on two main stages: causal discovery and causal effect estimation, both of which rely on exploiting specific
statistical patterns that distinguish causal from purely associational relationships.

To provide an intuitive understanding of these mechanisms, we briefly explain the core statistical principles, though
this necessarily simplifies complex theoretical foundations [38}42]]: Causal discovery algorithms exploit conditional
independence patterns that reveal directional relationships [43]. The fundamental insight is that causal relationships
create asymmetric statistical signatures: if variable A causes B, then conditioning on A should render B independent
of A’s other causes, but this asymmetric independence pattern typically does not hold when conditioning on B [38],42]].

Critical to this process is correctly identifying confounders and colliders — two fundamental variable types that can
distort causal inference if not properly handled [44] 8]]. These represent the most basic structural concepts in SCM;
for comprehensive treatment of additional causal structures and identification strategies, we refer readers to Pearl’s
foundational work [38]]. Confounders are variables that causally affect both A and B, creating spurious associations
that must be controlled for. Colliders are variables caused by both A and B, which can induce spurious associations
when inappropriately conditioned upon. For instance, consider comparing open-plan versus private offices: open-plan
layouts typically feature both uniform overhead lighting (reducing lighting control) and shared HVAC zones (reducing
thermal control), while private offices offer both task lighting and individual thermostats. Without controlling for office
type, one might incorrectly infer that lighting satisfaction directly causes thermal comfort satisfaction, when both are
actually driven by the workspace configuration. Conversely, overall satisfaction might act as a collider if both lighting
and acoustics independently influence it, and incorrectly conditioning on overall satisfaction could create artificial
associations between lighting and acoustics factors.

The causal inference methodology proceeds through two complementary stages:

» Causal Discovery involves uncovering directional relationships among variables by constructing a causal
graph, typically represented as a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) [45} 46l]. Through systematic conditional
independence testing, this process identifies asymmetric associations to detect both direct and indirect causal
links [44]. The resulting hierarchical structure simplifies the exploration space by focusing on the most
significant causal associations, enabling researchers to properly identify confounding and colliding variables
and understand how different factors interact within the causal network. In our case study, we applied the
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Table 1: Comparative analysis of statistical and causal inference methodologies: Differentiating *What-Is’ and *What-If’

approaches

Methodology

Question Addressed

Limitations/Characteristics

Context in Human-factor

Analysis

Correlation
Analysis

[0, 2 28] (Pear-
son/Spearman)

*What-Is’: Identifies the
strength of the linear rela-
tionship or ranks the degree
of association between two
variables.

- Does not consider confound-
ing factors or independence.

- Cannot handle non-monotonic
relationships; Pearson correla-
tion is limited to linear associa-
tions.

Focuses solely on pairwise as-
sociations. Identifies correla-
tions between satisfaction fac-
tors like lighting and acous-
tics, but does not involve multi-
dynamics [15].

Significance
Analysis [3]

’What-Is’: Determines
whether the observed rela-
tionships between variables
are statistically significant.

- Requires prior knowledge or
predefined hypotheses.

- Focuses on pairwise analysis,
ignoring broader contexts and
complex relationships among
variables.

Identifies the statistical signif-
icance of the correlation be-
tween overall satisfaction and
factors (e.g., temperature, win-
dow view, etc.) [29]]

Principal Com-
ponent Anal-
ysis [30, 31]
(PCA)

*What-Is’: Reduces dimen-
sionality by identifying key
patterns and/or groups of re-
lated variables.

- The resulting components can
be hard to interpret.

- Struggles to establish thematic
linkages.

Reduces the number of sur-
veyed factors by grouping sat-
isfaction categories [32].

Hierarchical
Cluster Analy-
sis [33] (HCA)

What-Is’: Identifies clus-
ters of variables with similar
characteristics.

- Does not reveal directional re-
lationships.

- Biased toward initial group-
ings. May lead to redundant or
overlapping survey questions.

Clusters respond by group-

ing associated characteris-
tics like acoustic privacy,
glare/reflections, and air

quality [18]].

Logistic Regres-
sion [34]

’What-Is’: Identifies factors
affecting the likelihood of a
binary outcome.

- Assumes a linear relationship
between predictors and the out-
come.

- Cannot capture complex inter-
actions.

Explores the relationship be-
tween a dependent (e.g., over-
all satisfaction) and one/more
independent factors[[15].

Model Interpre-
tation Methods
(SHAP (51,
LIME [6])

’What-Is’: Provides model
interpretability by explain-
ing predictive model outputs,
including non-linear feature
contributions and learned as-
sociations.

- Requires a predefined target
variable.

- Accuracy and interpreta-
tion depend on the predictive
model’s performance.

- Primarily focuses on explain-
ing model decisions rather
than identifying relationships
among variables.

Explains machine learning
models’ predictions for sat-
isfaction levels based on

predefined predictors, but
remains focused on model
interpretation [35}136].

Causal Infer-
ence [37,38,139]

’What-If’: Identifies direc-
tional relationships to pre-
dict the outcomes of poten-
tial interventions.

- Constructs a causal skeleton
representing the directional
relationships among variables.
- Accounts for confound-
ing/colliding  factors  and
complex relationships.

- Facilitates  counterfac-
tual reasoning and guides
decision-making for optimal
interventions.

Identifies predicted impact
based on interventions, provid-
ing unbiased counterfactual
reasoning (If we do... then...)
and guiding decision-making
for optimal changes.
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Greedy Equivalence Search (GES) algorithm [47, 42] for this purpose, with implementation details provided
in the Appendix.

* Causal Effect Estimation measures the magnitude of causal impact between variables, enabling predictions of
hypothetical interventions [43l 39]. By leveraging the causal structure discovered in the first stage, this process
enables unbiased estimation of counterfactual outcomes — that is, predicting what would happen under different
intervention scenarios [48,49]. This capability directly supports intervention prioritization by quantifying the
potential impact of modifying specific causal factors, thereby providing actionable recommendations.

Through this systematic approach, causal inference algorithms construct causal skeletons that map directional depen-
dencies among variables [47], providing the structural foundation necessary for moving from descriptive correlation
analysis to actionable intervention planning.

3 Case study

We selected a typical case from the CBE survey data, a building occupant satisfaction report from a large office building.
After filtering out metadata and unrelated features, we refined it to 124 variables (columns) relevant for causal analysis.
These variables span major categories including occupant demographics, work background, and detailed satisfaction
levels across environmental, ergonomic, and psychological domains (see Table[2). Most satisfaction variables are rated
on a seven-point Likert scale [50]. The complete list of variables, statistical overview, and the processing code are
available in Appendix and our open-sourced repositoryﬂ

Table 2: Overview of data categories in the CBE satisfaction survey. These variables span major categories including
occupant demographics, work background, and detailed satisfaction levels across environmental, ergonomic, and
psychological domains (detailed breakdown in Appendix Table[d)). Total analytical variables: 124.

Category Description and example variables
Demographics Respondent metadata (e.g., age, gender).
Work background Employment context (e.g., time in office, work hours, job description).

Environmental satisfaction 7-point Likert scale ratings of:
* Air quality (e.g., perception, stuffiness)
* Thermal comfort (e.g., temperature, controllability)
* Lighting (e.g., electric light, daylight, glare, controllability)
* Acoustics (e.g., noise levels, privacy)
¢ ... (and other factors listed in Table S1 of the supplement)

Workspace & amenities Satisfaction with furniture, layout, cleanliness, maintenance, access to amenities,
views, food, and water.

Well-being & policies Perceptions of wellness policies, work-life balance, and the impact of the workspace
on physical/mental health.

Overall outcomes Global satisfaction ratings (e.g., overall workspace satisfaction, intent to stay).

3.1 Simplification of exploration space

As the first step in our causal analysis, we applied the GES algorithm to identify the causal skeleton from the POE data.
This process automatically categorized the 124 factors into two distinct groups: (i) causally associated variables, which
are connected within the DAG, and (ii) non-associated (independent) variables. This causal discovery dramatically
reduced the analytical scope: only 28 variables (23%) were found to be causally associated, while 96 variables (77%)
were classified as independent. This enabled researchers to focus on a substantially smaller, yet more influential, set of
factors (see Table 3).

This categorization reveals patterns that align well with building science domain knowledge [51]. This convergence
between unsupervised algorithmic discovery and expert knowledge provides valuable cross-validation: the algorithm
confirms domain theories without prior input, while expert knowledge validates the algorithmic approach’s credibility.
Most environmental satisfaction variables (lighting, air quality, acoustics, thermal comfort, window views) appear

"https://github.com/chenxiachan/Causal-human-factors
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Table 3: Causal variable categorization by GES algorithm: Analytical space reduction from 124 to 28 variables (77%
reduction)

Causally Associated Features Non-Associated Features
Connected within causal graph; interventions Causally independent; interventions
likely influence other factors less likely to influence other factors
Satisfaction of: Satisfaction of:

* Light * Outdoor working accessibilities

* Supportive environment * Amount of individual storage

* Furnishment » Wellness policies (vacation, maternity, paternity)

* Air quality * Water

* Acoustic * Life situation

* Layout * Overall office

* Thermal * Meeting room

* View * Nutrition

* Cleanliness * Transportation
Other Attributes:

* Gender * Personal health inference

* Working hours * Floor numbers

* Location type * Age

* Work type * Location direction
Focus for causal analysis: 28 variables Independent factors: 96 variables

as causally associated, reflecting the interconnected nature of indoor environmental quality. Similarly, key personal
attributes (gender, working hours, location type, work type) and workspace characteristics (layout, furniture, supportive
environment) emerged as causally connected, aligning with the theoretical understanding of occupant experience
drivers.

Conversely, the algorithm identified policy-related variables (wellness policies, personal health status), demographic
factors (age, floor number), and peripheral satisfaction measures (water quality, nutrition, transportation) as causally
independent. This suggests that while these factors may influence individual satisfaction, they operate largely indepen-
dently of the core environmental satisfaction network. Notably, ’overall office satisfaction’ appears as non-associated,
likely serving as a downstream outcome measure rather than a causal driver, which is often a misconception in survey
design.

Critically, this type of independence identification is difficult to achieve through ’what-is’ methods. Our validation
analysis of POE data (see Appendix [B.2) demonstrates this limitation empirically: correlation analysis identified 80
strong associations (|r| > 0.5) and revealed clear variable clusters, but cannot distinguish causal independence from
weak associations or provide intervention priorities. The analysis found variables deviating from neutral satisfaction,
yet significance testing only ranks problem severity without indicating which improvements would generate cascading
effects. Factor analysis groups variables by shared variance but provides no information about causal structure or
intervention effects. Only causal discovery can simultaneously identify which variables are structurally connected (and
thus require joint analysis) and which are genuinely independent (and can be analyzed separately), while providing the
directional information needed for intervention planning.

This data-driven categorization enables a dual analytical strategy: intensive causal analysis on the 28 interconnected
variables while treating the 96 independent variables as potential confounders. This reduces computational complexity
by 77% while providing a principled foundation for prioritizing interventions on factors most likely to generate
cascading improvements.

3.2 Prioritization of interventions

Having identified the 28 causally associated variables from our exploration space reduction, the next critical question
becomes: which interventions should be prioritized? Traditional statistical methods often fall short by presenting only
satisfaction distributions and pairwise correlations, failing to account for how changes propagate through interconnected
systems. This leads to the survivorship bias problem introduced earlier — prioritizing the most obvious or frequently
reported issues rather than identifying upstream causal drivers.
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Consider our POE context: traditional analysis might prioritize interventions based on dissatisfaction frequency,
potentially missing that some low-visibility factors drive multiple downstream problems. For instance, if employees
frequently complain about noise but rarely mention lighting issues (e.g., in [18], Figure 3), a what-is’ approach would
target acoustics first. However, causal analysis might reveal that lighting satisfaction influences multiple satisfaction
domains, affecting perceived air quality, workspace comfort, and even acoustic perception through psychological
pathways. The critical *what-if” question becomes: 'Which intervention would generate the most widespread satisfaction
improvements?’

Causal analysis addresses this challenge by establishing hierarchical structures among the 28 causally associated
variables (Figure@), enabling intervention prioritization for effective decision-making. The discovered Causal Skeletorﬂ
is visualized in Figure [2| For clarity, this figure presents a stylized DAG visualizatiorﬂ of the relationships; the
algorithmically generated DAG is included in Appendix Figure 7 for reference.
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Figure 2: From data to a causal skeleton: A visual workflow for uncovering the hidden structure of POE data,
discovered by the GES algorithm. As shown on the right, the graph is read from top to bottom, with variables higher in
the hierarchy (ancestor nodes) causally influencing those below them (descendant nodes).

Within our discovered causal skeleton, we distinguish between ancestor and descendant nodes, representing variables
at the top and bottom of the causal hierarchy. Our analysis revealed that "Satisfaction with glare and reflections on
screens’ serves as the most ancestor node, while 'Satisfaction with general maintenance’ appears as the most descendant
node.

3.3 Estimation of causal effects

To verify the observations from our causal skeleton, we conducted a numerical analysis using a resampling-based
method and analyzed how these changes affected other factors. The core idea of this approach is to estimate the
outcome of an intervention, conceptually represented by the do-operator in causal theory[38]]. For the most ancestral
and descendant factors in the skeleton, we targeted them individually and permutationally subsampled them into two
groups based on their satisfaction ratings: a high satisfaction’ group and a ’low satisfaction’ group. We then measured
the average difference in satisfaction levels across all other variables between these two groups. This process was

Edge orientations are algorithmically determined and should be interpreted as testable hypotheses; implausible directions (e.g.,
involving fixed demographic variables) likely indicate unmeasured confounders, as discussed in SectlonEl
*https://github.com/Wim Yedema/dagviz
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repeated multiple times to ensure the robustness of the results. As shown in Figure 3] the factors at the top of the
hierarchy have a larger causal impact on those at the bottom, and vice versa. This demonstrates that interventions on
ancestor nodes yield more widespread effects across the network, confirming their high priority.
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Figure 3: Estimating the impact of interventions using causal effects of ancestor and descendant nodes. The left panel
shows the causal hierarchy, while the right panel quantifies the average effect of a hypothetical intervention (simulating
the do-operator) on other variables by comparing high and low satisfaction groups of the target node. Variable-level
results and numerical outputs are provided in the code repository.

This approach revealed that interventions have different effects depending on the variable’s position in the causal
hierarchy. Improving ancestor factors like glare control tends to generate significant cascading satisfaction improve-
ments across multiple connected factors. Conversely, addressing descendant factors like maintenance shows more
localized effects and does not significantly influence the satisfaction of other variables. Understanding these directional
relationships enables practitioners to maximize intervention impact by targeting upstream causal drivers rather than
downstream symptoms.

Moreover, additional validation of the causal skeleton was obtained through the analysis of the open-ended questions
in the survey, as presented in Figure[d During the causal skeleton discovery process from the survey data, such text
information was not directly used; thus, there was no information leakage. Notably, we observed that occupants who
were most dissatisfied consistently cited glare and reflections as significant issues in their answers to open questions.
Although these factors were not the majority source of dissatisfaction in the statistical summary, causal analysis
revealed that improving conditions related to glare and reflections could significantly enhance overall satisfaction levels.
However, this consequential insight would have been missed if we relied solely on traditional *what-is’ tools like
satisfaction distributions.

Based on our interpretation (domain experts’ perspective), glare and reflections on the screen are an important factor in
an office environment. Dissatisfaction with glare and reflections can lead to dissatisfaction in other areas because the
occupant’s ability to get their job done is impeded. Meanwhile, general maintenance satisfaction is quite broad and can
relate to many other elements, but its improvement does not necessarily translate into changes in employees’ perception
of other factors and may not substantially impact their ability to complete their job.

The causal analysis allowed us to discover the issue with glare as a primary concern that we would have missed with
what-is’ tools, like the summary satisfaction distributions typically reported.
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Original Report

How satisfied are you with glare and reflections on screens and surfaces? . L.
76% Satisfied Traditional statistic

—_— (“what-is” tools) can tell us
There is no major dissatisfaction
about the glare and reflections

There were no participants who indicated that they experience some level of dissatisfaction
with glare and reflections in the space.

Proof from answers in open questions

Of 68 occupants, 9 of them are unsatisfied and 6 out of 9 comments mentioned glare: .
Causal analysis

Too much glare within the space (“what-if” tools) can tell us
Reflections in the
computer screen, Too much glare within the space If we improve the condition to
Reflections in the computer screen, avoid glare and reflections
Too much glare within the space !
Too much glare within the space then the overall satisfaction

Too much glare within the space would be mostly enhanced

Too much glare within the space

Figure 4: Comparison of how the different *what-is” and what-if” tools can lead to oppositely different suggestions for
intervention.

4 Discussion

The application of causal discovery to POE data revealed directional relationships and hierarchical structures that
traditional statistical methods cannot capture. By identifying ’glare and reflections on screens’ as a key ancestor node,
our analysis uncovered its influential role across multiple satisfaction domains. This insight would likely be overlooked
by conventional descriptive approaches, which prioritize high dissatisfaction rates over high-impact causal factors, and
would otherwise require costly expert interpretation that cannot be easily automated. The systematic reduction from 124
to 28 causally associated variables demonstrates how causal discovery can focus analytical effort on factors most likely
to generate cascading improvements. This distinction between ’what-is’ observations and *what-if” insights represents
the core value proposition: moving beyond correlation-based analysis toward intervention-oriented understanding.

While causal discovery offers significant advantages, we acknowledge its remaining challenges inherent to causal
discovery from observational data. The presence of hidden or unmeasured variables is a valid critique, as it can
complicate the interpretation of results [43 52]. The assumption of no unmeasured confounders is particularly
challenging in building environments where factors such as outdoor conditions, operational schedules, differentiation
on tasks and expectations, and individual psychological and physiological differences could confound observed
relationships. These limitations mean our causal structure should be interpreted as testable hypotheses rather than
definitive causal claims. It is important to contextualize these challenges; causal inference frameworks have long
been instrumental in other complex domains, such as epidemiology and genetics [46], for drawing robust conclusions
from observational data. However, as our study shows, even partial knowledge of causal relationships offers valuable
guidance for exploration and prioritizing interventions.

Despite these constraints, the discovered structure is well aligned with established the existing literature on occupant
satisfaction. This theoretical consistency, combined with validation through open-ended survey responses where
dissatisfied occupants consistently cited glare issues, provides partial support for our causal structural assumptions.
However, this was just one case study, and therefore, this limits the ability to generalize the results, and the specific
finding about glare’s prominence may reflect building-specific characteristics rather than universal patterns. Future
applications should validate findings across multiple buildings and building types to establish broader applicability.

We see the effectiveness of causal discovery in revealing intervention hierarchies reinforces as methodological com-
plementarity rather than replacement traditional approaches, at least at this stage. We encourage researchers to first
categorize their questions as descriptive ("what-is’) or interventional ("what-if’) before selecting analytical approaches.
Traditional statistical methods remain valuable for descriptive analysis, while causal methods offer unique insights for
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intervention planning. Expanding this framework to include longitudinal data, controlled interventions, or instrumental
variable approaches could strengthen causal identification. The demonstrated ability to generate actionable insights —
even with partial causal knowledge — suggests significant potential for enhancing POE practice and building performance
optimization.

5 Conclusion

This study demonstrates the practical value of distinguishing descriptive from interventional questions in human-factor
analysis, using post-occupancy evaluation as a case study. Through causal discovery applied to one building assessed
with the CBE Occupant Survey, we identified intervention hierarchies that traditional statistical methods would miss,
specifically revealing glare and reflections as a high-impact causal factor despite their low visibility in satisfaction
complaints. The reduction from 124 to 28 causally relevant variables obtained using a causal discovery algorithm shows
how causal methods can focus analytical resources on factors most likely to generate cascading improvements. While
our approach has inherent limitations, including cross-sectional data constraints and potential unmeasured confounders,
the convergence between algorithmic discovery, domain knowledge, and qualitative validation suggests meaningful
practical utility even with partial causal knowledge.

We advocate for a fundamental shift in analytical practice: researchers and practitioners should first categorize their
questions as either descriptive ("what-is’) or interventional ("what-if”) before selecting analytical tools. Traditional
statistical methods remain valuable for understanding existing patterns, while causal inference provides unique insights
for intervention planning and resource prioritization. The demonstrated ability to reveal actionable intervention
strategies from standard survey data, combined with the increasing accessibility of causal discovery algorithms, suggests
significant potential for enhancing decision-making across domains where understanding intervention effects is critical
for optimization. Causal discovery visualized the underlying causal structures in the survey data and identified critical
influencing variables. We think it would be valuable to integrate causal inference methods into research and consultancy
workflows, given the low barriers for their adoption.
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Appendix

A Methodological details of causal discovery

This appendix provides supplementary technical details on the causal discovery framework employed in this study,
intended for readers interested in the underlying methodology and its implementation.

A.1 Causal graphical models and assumptions

The foundation of our causal analysis rests on Causal Graphical Models, formally represented as Directed Acyclic
Graphs (DAGs) [45,153]. In a DAG, nodes represent system variables, and a directed edge from variable X to Y
(X — Y) signifies a direct causal influence. The acyclicity constraint enforces the intuitive principle that a variable
cannot be its own cause.

This graphical structure encodes a set of conditional independence relationships that can be read from the graph using
the d-separation criterion [43}/49]. Two sets of nodes X and Y are d-separated (and thus conditionally independent) by
a third set Z if every path between a node in X and a node in Y is blocked’ by Z. A path is blocked if it contains:

e Achain A -+ M — Borafork A+ M — B where the middle node M is in the conditioning set Z.

* A collider A -+ M <+ B where neither the collider M nor any of its descendants are in the conditioning set Z.
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The validity of inferring a DAG from observational data relies on two key assumptions: (a) the Causal Markov condition,
which means that any variable in the DAG is independent of its non-descendants, given its direct parents. (b) the
faithfulness assumption that states that all conditional independence relationships observed in the data are consequences
of the d-separation criterion in the true underlying causal DAG. In other words, there are no ’accidental’ independencies.

While a violation of faithfulness is theoretically possible, such perfect parameter cancellations are considered highly
unlikely in a complex socio-technical system like a building environment, where numerous psychological and physical
factors interact. Acknowledging these assumptions reinforces our position that the resulting DAG should be interpreted
not as a definitive causal truth, but as a robust, data-driven framework of testable hypotheses. It provides a powerful
guide for prioritizing interventions, which can then be validated through targeted, smaller-scale studies.

A.2 Score-based causal discovery: The GES algorithm

Greedy Equivalence Search (GES) algorithm is a prominent score-based method for causal discovery [47]. Unlike
constraint-based methods that rely on sequences of individual independence tests, score-based methods search for
a DAG (or an equivalence class of DAGs) that best fits the data, as measured by a global scoring function. In our
study, we use the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) (the most common option) as scoring function [54} 55]. BIC
is favored for its ability to balance model fit with model complexity, effectively penalizing overly complex graphs to
prevent overfitting. The BIC score is defined as:

BIC = kln(n) — 2In(L)

where k is the number of parameters in the model, n is the number of samples, and L is the maximized value of the
model’s likelihood function. The goal of the search is to find the graph structure that minimizes the BIC score.

The GES algorithm performs a greedy search over the space of causal graph equivalence classes in two distinct phases.
The first one is the Forward Equivalence Search (FES). Starting with an empty graph (no edges), the algorithm iteratively
adds the single edge that results in the largest improvement (decrease) in the BIC score. This phase continues until no
further single-edge addition can improve the score. The second is the Backward Equivalence Search (BES). Starting
with the graph obtained from the FES phase, the algorithm iteratively removes the single edge that results in the largest
improvement in the BIC score. This phase continues until no further single-edge removal can improve the score, helping
to prune any spurious edges added during the forward phase.

The final output is a representative DAG from the equivalence class that is locally optimal with respect to the BIC score,
given the greedy search heuristic. While GES cannot guarantee finding the globally optimal structure, it is a highly
effective and widely used algorithm for recovering causal relationships from observational data.

B Empirical statistical analysis of POE data

B.1 Data overview

Building on the survey data overview in Table [ and the statistical summary of satisfaction votes in Figure [5] our
empirical analysis of the validation dataset reveals both the capabilities and critical limitations of traditional *what-is’
statistical methods in POE contexts.

B.2 Analysis results

Our empirical analysis of the validation dataset reveals both the capabilities and critical limitations of traditional
what-is’ statistical methods in POE contexts. The correlation analysis (Figure (7] left panel) successfully identified
80 strong correlations (|r| > 0.5) among the satisfaction variables, with the strongest associations occurring between
conceptually related factors: views at workspace and outdoor visibility (r = 0.954), furnishings comfort and adjustability
(r =0.952), and workspace support factors (r= 0.906). The hierarchical ordering reveals clear clustering patterns where
related variables group together, confirming that traditional methods excel at identifying associational structures.

Significance testing (Figure[/] right panel) measured how each variable’s mean satisfaction deviates from the neutral
point (4 on the 7-point Likert scale). A negative effect size indicates dissatisfaction (mean below neutral), while a
positive effect size indicates satisfaction (mean above neutral). Office maintenance showed the largest negative effect
size (-1.67, p < 0.001), indicating substantial dissatisfaction. In contrast, views at workspace showed a positive effect
size, reflecting that occupants were generally satisfied with this aspect. Traditional methods effectively quantify the
severity of dissatisfaction and rank problems by statistical significance.
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Table 4: Overview of CBE satisfaction survey data: a large office building (filtered from 130 to 124 analytical variables)

Category Key variable types Count

Demographics & work e Age o Gender o Time at office # Hours per week e Work de- 7
scription

Environmental satisfaction (7-point Likert scale):

Air quality o Satisfaction ratings e Dissatisfaction problem levels e Contribut- 7
ing factors

Thermal comfort e Temperature satisfaction e Control ability e Seasonal prefer- 7
ences e Problems

Lighting e Electric light e Daylight e Glare/reflections e Control e Task 8
lighting

Acoustic e Noise levels « Communication privacy e Problem identification 5

Furniture e Comfort e Adjustability e Colors/textures e Specific problems 7

Workspace layout e Space amount e Visual privacy e Interaction ease e Problem 10
details

Cleanliness & maintenance e General cleanliness # Maintenance quality e Problem identifica- 6
tion

Location & amenities e Floor/area ¢ Window proximity e Views e Nature access o 16
Amenity proximity

Water & food e Water taste/access ® Healthy food options e Problem factors 8

Wellness policies e Vacation/sick days e Leave policies ® Health incentives ® Usage 9
tracking

Physical & mental health e Health ratings @ Work environment impact e Stress levels 9

Physical Activity o Time allocation (sitting/standing/walking) e Activity satisfaction 7

Support & Life satisfaction e Workspace support (focus/creativity/collaboration) e Life satis- 14
faction e Job satisfaction

General workspace e Overall workspace satisfaction e Building satisfaction ¢ Work 4
enhancement

Variable used 124

Note: Filtered from 130 total columns by removing 5 administrative fields
and retaining all remaining survey variables.

bty o Colaborate 0% I 7 Golors an Texures % I -
Proximity to Break room/ichen 0% [ D, - ase of meracton 0% I
Requesting Vacation Days. 0% D - coeaiceniness o | -
view access 3 [ [ =+ ..o gt 5% ] I -
Proximiy to Meeting Rooms % 000000 @ B
o i GeneratMamerance = ] | -
proximiy o Lockers 4 [l I ”
Building Overall 3%. 90%
seeing the outgoors o [l 0 0@ @K
Workspace Overat 3 [ I
view Content. o+ [l I
Fumishing Comort % [l I -
ccsss toorining ater ¢« [ | -
arauay o [ - 00000«
Fous o [l I "
amountofoayignt o [ 0 00O @K
materniy Leave 7> [l [ -
Access o Hoalthy Food % I - (oo e ot o [ 00O
" w  GaroandRotectons o [ [ N
creatny 1o% [ I
water Testo 127 [N Y renperaure 1o [N I
promit o A 1% [N EEERLCTeRd | I -
incenive Programs 1% [N L EOERCTIER 0 | 0 K
vacaton Days 1o [N [ I isuat prvacy 2 [ I -
acess o Nswre 2o [N IR souna prvacy 2o [N I
prosimity o CouryarsGarden 2= [N [ iy <2 [ I
siokpays o7 [ I
Working outdoors o+ | NI D —— ——
. L Very Dissatisfied Somewhat  Neither ~Somewhat Satisfied Very
Physical Activity 48% _ _ 35% Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

Figure 5: Statistical summary of the satisfaction votes in the case study.
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Correlation Clusters Significance Testing
(Variables ordered by similarity) (Deviation from neutral satisfaction)
Temperature control | H
Temperature Office cleanliness -
Electric lighting
Glare on screens - 1.00 Focus support + -
Collaboration support 4 -
Office maintenance 0.75 Creativity support -
Ease of interaction - Views at workspace -
Air quality 4 0.50 S
Creativity support 025 K] Temperature control - -
Focus support - . % o X
Furnishings comfort 0,00 S Furnishings aesthetics
s ae - i - c . N . ps,
Fui::";:;"sg:dzs:::;'ft; i S Fumnishings adjustability -
-0.25 %
Views at workspace - [ Glare on screens - -
Daylight amount —0.50 5 o
Office cleanliness v e Electric lighting 4 -
Views throughout office .
Lighting control - -1.00 Ease of interaction
Visual privacy -
Noise level 4 Office maintenance -
Acoustic privacy - ] ! ! ! |
N > o - - -
B O R R 15 -10 -05 00 05
SRS R S S S S R AR S SR S o o Effect Size (deviation from neutral)
@S T o B 8 32626 I S AR S TS NSO
S Al S A i
&S z&eo FELSe AN S S o
& SFEEF ¢ SR IV ¥
< P SES "%
(¢ < «06‘ W@

Figure 6: Traditional statistical methods applied to POE validation data. Left panel shows correlation analysis
revealing variable clusters ordered by similarity, with correlation coefficients ranging from -1 to +1. Right panel shows
significance testing results measuring deviation from neutral satisfaction, with effect sizes and statistical significance
levels indicated by asterisks (¥p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001).

However, these results simultaneously demonstrate the fundamental limitations that motivate our causal approach. The
correlation clusters, while statistically robust, provide no directional information to guide intervention planning. The
strongest correlation (0.954) between views and outdoor visibility merely confirms an obvious relationship without
indicating causation or intervention potential. More critically, the significance testing identifies office maintenance as
the most problematic area, but this finding could represent a downstream symptom of upstream causal factors rather
than a root cause requiring intervention.

Finally, we present the GES-generated DAG based on CBE POE data, as shown in Figure[7]
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Screen Glare Sat. [Collaboration Support Sanj

Creativity Support Sat.
Focus Support Sat.

[Fumishings Comfort Sat.j

’

[Fumlshmgs Adjustability Sa

Air Quahty Sat.

Noise Level Sat.

Acoustic Pr]vacy Sat.

Ease of Interaction Sat)
Temperature Sat.

[Personal Space & Storage Satj
Electric nght Sat. ‘
Gender ' nghtmg Control Sat.

Temp Comrol Sat.

(Weekly Hours in Workspace]

[Fumishings Aesthetics Sat.)

e
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[Allowed Task Lighting) [Vjews at Workspace Sat.)
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Daylight Amount Sat.
<]
Time at Present Office
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Figure 7: Algorithmically-generated DAG from CBE POE data.
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