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Abstract

Effort estimation has still been one of the most important issues in software development. Thus, several
effort estimation models were proposed. In many of effort estimation models, model selection methods play
important role in terms of accuracy improvement and simplification of the model. Although there are also
several model selection methods such as correlation-based method, resampling method, etc., comparative
study on these methods were not conducted in the past research. Thus, in this paper, comparative study
on variable selection methods for effort estimation model were performed. As a result, it was found that
there is the possibility that the best variable selection method depends on the size of dataset.
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