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Abstract

Process capability 1s reflected on four major factors such as materials, equipments, skill of

operators. and methods. The status of the process is typically represented by the mean value [#]

as a central tendancy, and the variance [9?] as a magmtude of dispersion.

This paper analyzes the process capability by the experiment of chips is accounted on a

population from the process

So, this paper analyzes the next four cases :

(1) When the process distribution is changed from N[#,,0°] to N[#,,0%]
(2) When the process distribution is changed from N[#.¢3] to N[#,04]

(3) When the population 1s compounded by the different two distrioutions of N[#,,02] and N[

#,a?)

{4) When the population 1s compounded by the different two distributions of N[#,0 %] and N[ #
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Figure-2. Comparsion of the specification and histogram with the process is under the state of control
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Figure-3. Comparsion of the specification and histogram with the meanrof
process is changed. ((1) N[51, 2.0%], (2) N[52, 2.0%, (3) N[53, 2.0°], (4) N[55, 2.0%)
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Figure-8. Comparsion of the specification and histogram when the distributions ((1)

N[50, 2.0%, (2) NI50, 3.4%) is stratified.
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