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Productivity Analysis of Software Development Project Using Pro-
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Abstract: To support quantitative project management, datasets collected in software development projects are often analyzed,
and useful knowledges are acquired. However, explanatory variables often relate to other explanatory variables on the software
development datasets, and it sometimes causes spurious relationship. To consider the relationships, we focus on the propensity
score. The propensity score compresses other explanatory variables, i.e., covariates to one variable (propensity score). To consid-
er the covariates, we only handle the propensity score. In the experiment, we used the matching based on the propensity score, to
analyze productivity factors of software development. As a result, COBOL affected productivity positively, and the result was

different from the multiple regression analysis.
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Figure 1 An example of confounding on the software devel-

opment dataset.
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Table 1 Variables used in the analysis
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Table 2 Correlation ratio between productivity and ex-
planatory variables
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Table 7 Productivity analysis based on propensity score
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