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Abstract

Taguchi’s robust design methodology has focused only on a single performance
characteristic or response, but the quality of most products is seldom defined by a
characteristic, and is rather the composite of a family of characteristics which are
often interrelated and nearly always measured in a variety of units. The multiple
performance characteristics problem is how to compromise the conflicts among the
selected levels of the design parameters for each individual performance
characteristic.

In this paper, the modified desirability function using SN ratio which can be
optimized by univariate technique is proposed and a parameter design procedure o
achieve the best balance among several different response variables is developed.
We reanalyze two existing case studies by the proposed method and compare these
results with ones by the sum of SN ratios and the expected weighted loss.
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2.1 BE1F W] LaEtEset ik

ZMERE S S TEERE M A 71 S 8.3 HREEHEES 7ol MRS,
o] HS AgH g A st Bi/k#aES 3= A F sp 7h3 HiES 2 O
Mmoo galsls el A Q) 4k (contour plot)e]t}H Lind, et al., 1960]. <] -
P LA FiEL 7 E A RS A F35L 24AE i BoEifk M sl B o=
S AE 5 ot 3EF7A e 7R 9F & ZFA AL Qo

Myers®} Carter{1973)+= u}=lgF Hi% -2 BAEEE 2 Aol 71 8% -4
Hetbfl s BodfbAl 7] Bor s & 3 S RIE A2l NI R E
#HiEL AA skt o] Fie gtag= i FEEA Y Ao g TR ik
g7t Biles(1975) 8% XE&HE LS st vl 3 @EINS) RKEpEp
e FAsPEA —kEEE REE BElkste EAE At e AW AP S
A G EIEY AFed 2 A (gradient projection techique)-& = -§-3sldct.  Zie
1 Vining®} Myers (1990)+& Myerse} Carter (1973)7}F Aot ubi] & o] 83l ¥ H
MBS Sol BMEEE R e] A AR 5 HHCA] —REHEHEES Bodifb A
71w Castillo2} Montgomery (1993)+= ©]& GRG (generalized reduced gradient) & I
Y318 o] 45 vl A Y o2 s FE 5 U= uhiE AA sk ch

Pignatiello(1993)3= Z1ta: il 98 “KIHEKEE A AL )9 HFHEK %
BE BMESE Hiko B HiE BMEEhs KikT aElsle] BoMbdhe HiES AlA S
a1 Q)31 B4F(1990)-& HIFmERKEA ASAE AEsts WS AAEkL Ao
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Measure Independence of Adjustment)$} th-7-% 2] o] 2} &4 3ol of §F M PERE I
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A)s}ba gle}. zze) 3z Harrington (19653} Derringer2} Suich (1980)+= chEA] 22 4
Lar ] WkEe B Mae SUT HEE KEE AXSATh o] R kB
= MEEEEAEE 2 HHRIRAMRS) B 25k ol X edvke Al o] sl 22 Khurish
Conlon (1981)-- ##7 £ thaE HErth(E A o) slo] MAERMEME S Bodftol T BAab i
AAlsbedcy. W] MRS E Atoldl HBERBRIES P Est, ef HEBRFREC] &
A 5hE, oS AR AREBL] B HHEEE Al ST A MERERREE S 4
AAlFEA A S FE) o] Rell o sled T MhAeFREME S BRRELF A o] HREERE W
ul-e Bi@fraled @& MMEE Yo HE kgl sl MES . Bl
Pig-e Ay Aol o] RIS BvVbsle Aol olstd & gt

w3 BEEE FREESl EtEREr N7 A ARVIR HEES - Badife =
gfo)x] ad -7 7} FAsle KEMKE MY s o FA S AlV1E 5 g Al
2 2o o)l HEIKF) G A EEE S A A& Edo) sloiete HEK ¢
o] B2 A A% 15A F ez} &t AL By vk FaZd AL AHAAE S
&lo] -1Ao) HiExBe) A AR sli= Ao ohe} F-F3A-S BHiF&Eet o=t
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o] ol iz BEAx|2| puiga} XA Y] &8 <1F¥ Logothetise} Haigh (1988)
o] A Fo] ale=dl, FHhaE FrihfE M AT HHEHFRE-S (Table 1ol Alstgcl.
o] 714 FEEEEIE, chR el SN, yol p#im, MAFFINERL, EHE BEFEE 285
R S iflol 21’ whAlS HEREHRIEC o3l Zihak HRtEMES KEMREE 3
= 3l A=h, SNHLE Ahgale] ) - o] ERES ) 3 HHERY 348 + Ue A
DH“ZH SNItel 3, M mEEAT SEERERIE S 213 uhy¥ald] Aol ub-e-
Box 2] #f#HHE o1 43le] HE EEMAA F d& 5 A A7} Qg5 o]of &l
2 B Rl A x|z wadabe] vl oAbl A Al 9] st (44 ).

{ Table 1 ) Survey of Previous Studies

performance compromise and
method author
‘ measure optlmlzatlon methods
- . — — — S * — —— [ -
contour plots Lind, Gold & response [ y) graphic based

dual response

Hicken (1960)

Myers & Carter (1973)
Biles (1975)

w f

i

' Vining & Myers (1990) Ly | response model based }
Castillo & i
Montgomery (1993) ‘
desirability Harrington (1965) desirability single desirability
Derringer & Suich (1980) function function 5
; |
distance Kuhri & Conlon (1981) distance . response model based "
measure measure ‘
Taguchi Taguchi (1988) S/ N ratio | addition of S/ N ratio

$ technique

expected
weighted loss

Logothetis & |

Haigh (1988)
Dong, S. H. (1990} |

|

| § transform

of v

expected loss

i linear programming

| classification of control
1 parameters and weighted
‘ loss function

nonlinear goal Lee, Sang-Heon (1991} y " nonlinear goal
programming . programming ‘
expected Pignatiello (1993} i expected loss } direct and partitioned 1
loss function ' function - optimization ]
performance Elsayed and Chen (1993) | ‘ Box’'s PerMIA

measure i expected loss

on quality
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B glo] BERUFIEE = 00] & & 4= )
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a B, 7S] & HHIE7F AASIEE 817 wlFell ERES) B FEHsAY 2E A 4
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3. Z1ERE FrtifE S LE MRt

ojwl Sl MAEFEMEZE oIei Al olE o ol AES] MhEkrEfEe AL Haled 3l ¢
B PRARERMEIE RIEER o Zlo] Zehe) LR aGHHIEES £Mae HePEaE MRt ¥
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% BHERE FHEINS) SEMRATE W Aol B MR o e s oy
HE sG] A Hr}. o]=i3) MEHRR-S hA B fikfld A8 fikeg
A 7 g MEES 7HA D ook ofw MReEiEEE o2 MheeEEEE 218
dop A E 4 gli= 7 glom, B MRREFREETE SA o) @A 5 9low Foout
At E HENOR ¥rhssich. e ng o9 KEMS R olw 3 MEHE S o
frstvbr) £ 8. 8 B4l F o shtelr)

3.1 21ERE FRES] e ik

bR o] AR DS EHE sho] £EAE FREfEe) REMREE stazt fcp w4,
7t VERERFYEMALR L MERATE oA 9] shebole] Azt o)ste] sta, do3l 7}
PRERHEIE S 0ol BolikdES vl aalo] FREHEE (Table 2) 9} o] £/t
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{ Table 2) Classification of Control Parameters

1categ0ry} characteristic | statistical significance conflict | type of determining !
| phenomenon i factor step
— ‘ e — S - U e i N VT — S
1 ‘ NTB SN ratio, mean insig. | - : n flict finish
LTB(STB! | SN ratio insig. ~ ~jhonconfle s
. o SO N e
9 NIB SN ratio sign. »n ' flict timizatior
C LTB{STH SN ratio sign. n oncontict | optimizatior
3 NTB SN ratio sign. ¢ conflict compromise
LTB(STB! SN ratio sign. c promise
4 NTB mean only sign. »n nonconflict timization
LTB!STB) SN ratio sign. n neonthct | optimization
5 1 NTB mean only sign. C conflict c _—
LTB(STB) | SN ratio sign. c ont ompromise
6 | NTB ' mean only sign. n potentlal adiustment
. LTB(STB) = SN ratio insig. | conflict !
— e BN . — _
| NTB ! mean only sign. ! ¢ potentlal .
7 LTB(STB) = SN ratio insig. | - conflict | adiustment
Note

NTB : nominal-the-best # : nonconflict
STB : smaller-the-better ¢ : conflict
LTB : larger-the-better

A 172 7F MR IR S] SNt 2 H e i) F—}T: Freldha] dorm s %
‘I’#O]‘/} R ohib odo] AR, Al 2709 RatBE= ZH tEREFREIES] SN L7}

T fol skt MmN fol B2 2 MR x:lﬁ?kﬁﬂ ad = HHpEol
%14-. Al 37 7 PEREFMEMES) SNI7E 25 frel st MR -fol 22 i mBRg ol A
A A e GPRREE REE A8l BRolkEES A E 5 oleh Al 4 7 o, KA
P2l SNEE7F frolshar 2 H FHEMe] Fiell F-2) st JEFER fol e ﬂxaftiﬂ: Beps
o &) kS A skRt, H FEE S BB A o E K (60 2 A FitEe] F A%
G 7 5oll o] £ AA vhA] A Edr) A 5?,-9 zh @, K FriEiES] SNb7E 24
Holstar ¥H RS PHE frolste] Adedide] slonz rRBERAA Jrdsict
gheh. Al 6 7} MEAERrENE S SNIEE #-2l 8t 1 Wl FH FriEES Fient 2t
o] JERHERFol BB FRERPRCl A BUE TS B3to] MEREFHMLIE S BARfE S -
ek A T 7h MEREREIEAES] SN el shA] ‘?"’H FriEfEel el ot e
8ol ZH HtEao) skl fMEBiGe] BHAsy] Wil BIER) A -5 FEER
o A1 6ttt 42 '.#I?‘“Bt] FR2A TR ES] o] =17 o= Aol PR f 2 014@“{%‘
SNitell &8¢ gl gt Hike EAheh ER P o= fFEAS, FHY d= 3
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B BIHARS RMEI b #BE 7L B 67, TS Bo@fbh SRR
X kS AR SR L FEERE N A kHES AA st Zlo] iAoy, el ffw
BB M FEHR RS Yol RFFolA] HEEAX o ol at #2013 R TS
Eg R o flEHRe] A7 A W WFE Sk 2 A’ AleellA Hi
wAFE TR 2 AT HERFES ?ﬁﬁﬁ} T ode SRR FEE KE
& th3} 7o) & skara) ghct

0 SN, < SN/
a4, = | (2 SN, )" SN'< SN, < SN/ (7
“ SN —SN; ’ ’

1 SN, = SN/

A7) d, e MEREHRERE 79) A ALE ol A19) WFRES] T, SN, = MEAEASAEAE fof] o
g ;A TERO) ) SNELS] HEEfliol ), SN = MRS S fo] T3 2+ WEREL Aol A] 2
E SNl fekfiolch SN: & 2 (2K) HHEe] Aol LRFR 4T
7k Ad W SNIE HEEMEA H2) o] T sk A8 5 4= 100007 2
PEHEES) 7ol SNIE 10 log lio® o] B2 SN & cha3} 7ro] #lAg 4= g

SN, = 10 log 1})(\— )

Pk FREES] 2= e Aste] b BRI} bR 2 HFE ¢ gl EH
FrttfEel 745+ ,E%*.{fl\(i?i}\) EA 2ot e ile s 78 ¢ gleng ofE by 9
SN/ & #33ct ¥H e SNtelog n'fo o122 "2 (T-A)' &, ¢'& 7}
BB ANA 73 o7 9 HAMEE AH23t] SN-& A% + alrlr o & 5 BHEM7}
1000152 FFR, FIR 1%0% A7} 200) 3 7 ERALA S A st o] Higte] 1500] b oz}
Zro] SN/ & Al4ksk = slck

SNY = 1010g 82 - 16.30

vz AaAL el AR d, 9 AAES dRehzd), 2 MRS HE SN
teeol okl & e sto] AalFofof Bl 'kfﬁ Kingrs veighd 28 Ade 5 gl

7R Al A A AFERE D= B BlERA K (8)3} o] vpeld 4 glt),

D = J"‘"{ A - § w, =m, w,> 0 (8"
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TE F ol LIEWRE HiE2 AIF AN 1RE D & BAR sk Raruge
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A
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A D) HRERRE R % E e RRET
v o) B PERERRIEIE S LEtERGET Bkl oheb zb PRERERMEER) BEtEE
et & Bhod VERERREN BodkiES A3l b, P H el A-$E o
o 2ubA| Bdift s@Fe o] 8o i)

A 2) K12} o
A Dol A 3l 7F MRERF R Eo@skde o] REHEBEo) A5 ol d BRI
=71 (Table 2)¢} o] #p¥EZbc}. wbd Zb MARKMEMER Bifikigo) By
oA X shH Fasizkdgee] A whe] R HMEM] slow FHRYEc) $AH o
are gt

<A 3) i l Ry
7+ HEREREAAE S SNV EH FREES] Figol &3 W5 &S 7 27
430 9] EoEok#eS AR}

A 4) T BRI
z} PERERFIEAES] SNk FES RT3 sl A (37, 53)e) sles R (8
2] HFRY PEE KR 3he REMMEE Bk 2 ARIC}

oHA| 5) FREE B
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7)) 5 74 e sho] FEERi)
chA] 6) &P Brp

SNts} Fifol A&SHA &3 FMES A2 1)+ BV RS 18 s)

o 7k#eS Aldglch

Wodatell A @H HEEY Aol K fs T8N SE AP o) 75§ A9

A 2}, 7ol 3HEE TS Eohe] AN T A AU xE AR Fl
A 52 Aol ol HHAEREMEES HEES S EE o) A AE HEE R
Abg-sbo] FHfFN 15 PTEsHE Bk skl A 48] A2 Aol & -
slrh wEF Hiath A BN MHESIS, MERERIMEIAS] ol oet REHEEE TR E
F-aho] CL ¥t ahel [A-fol KHEE hpdhe WA E AAlH 22 Ajlslel o, Al 2]yl
WEMREEGRE o] &8 5 sl A4 T8 es)sd

4. BRAT Hf5ll o] EH

AAD b 55 A 0] Qb A Pt o] i el e 2ol7] glsbe] i, W 3
q Az} o] Folxl Abdle} FEEA] ERE Al S WA ske] A EAE L v) e Wl
5} wlseal Al ghek

L1 AR} RIS A LA A B
Pirrung (1986)2] 214 -xlo] HEEdE BHIZA &b HAEREES o35}
zro] Y 2 Alelgh = qlch
(D A1) R IEPT (L) FrikfE)
A AEE = 3000 (ohms)
2 A A b} B h (FA FRAE
A BIREE 300 (pounds)
Al 5] i= Satgre] /k#E-S (Table 3) ol vlelu gt

{ Table 3 ) Control Factors and Factor Leveis

factors level
A | 4 levels (D1, H-20-E, 88-1, H-20E-175)
B 2 levels (90min @ 907, 60min @ 120C)
¢ i 2 levels(Cu, Hi)
VA 2 levels(Yes, No)

E | 2 levels(Tin, Silver)
o L o - -

B AERS L.(2 o) #hrdato] A3 7 aks= (Table 4) 2} 32}
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( Table 4 7 The Result of Experiment

exp. { A B C D E I SN ratio SN ratio
No. } 1 2 3 4 5 (1 (2)

1 1 1 1 1 1 | -2342 56.35

9 |1 2 2 2 2 | 5344 54.67

3 I 2 1t 1 2 2 —~15.02 55.40

4 222 1 1 —56.34 59.09

5 3 1 2 1 2 -7351 58.98

6 3 2 1 2 1 —20.00 57.99

7 ‘ 4 1 2 2 1 —58.99 54.67

8 o421 1 2 -15.76 59.30

DA 1 PERERRENE R Qe R
Zr it HAFE R Aol R W2l k#EE SNV} 27} 5l =8 A A s (Table 5) <}
2t}

{ Table 5 » Optimal Level of Characteristics

characteristic-1 characteristic-2
factor SN ratio i optimal level 1 SN ratio | optimal level
A, -3843 | 5551 |
A, —3568 i ) 57.25
A, : —46.76 : 58.49 O
A, . —37.38 | 5699
S S, | _
B, -4274 5635
B. ~-36.39 » ‘l 57.76 O
C, . 1855 | - B
C. o —6057 | §
- : , - e ‘T .— 7‘ N e e
D, —42.26 . 5843 O
D, —36.86 O 55.68 L
E — i i _

A 2) 1K -] 33

(Table 5 ol 4] B8 tEEFHEME (1] Blik#Ee A, B,C, D, o] 3 HReHsEE (2)9]
Bk A B. D otk =, VEREREHEE (209 A Ax AR k#Eo] 0.058 c}h = x| vt
712} 0.059]] 7}7he- ghol B o g ol Akl EEAH T RETRBES FREHE oS3

Eig=y
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W Ak BT D3
Wy B:%it  HFE: I
By C: 23

WA 3) EEft Bk
BF B, Ci= 2.0 £l 52 Bofi/k#eg N7 B 2k#, W Cx ko2 d4d

% sk,

A 4) I BRRE
g KT 3ol S8t KW+ A9l Dol2 g o] K5 ZF &2 27l fsfed -~
g MEAES] SNHEE F3shd (Table 6) 7 2t}

{ Table 6 ) The Estimates of SN Ratio for Conflicting Factors

pp— — . e o e - .

No A D SN, i SN.
1 1 1 ~16.95 | 5758
2 1 2 ~11.55 54.83
3 2 1 —~14.20 59.32
4 2 2 — B80 . 5657
5 3 1 | —25.28 ‘ 60.56
6 3 2 | --19.88 57.81
7 4 1 ~1590  59.06
3 4 2

--10.50 56.31

(Table 6)9] 7+ MEE4RtE(ES) SNl #EEE=A] (ER8 HFBE o, 2 288 tFEE D
‘3l (Table 7> 7Hct,

A
}

{ Table 7 ) Individual Desirabilities and Overall Desirability

1

No. d,, ‘,‘ d,, D,
1 0.7514 ! 0.5152 ; 0.6222
2 | 0.9121 0.2092 0.4368
3 ! 0.8313 0.7789 0.8047*
4 1 0.3871 0.6222
5 0.5340 : 1 0.7308
6 0.6707 ; 0.5470 0.6057
7 0.7814 0.7361 1 0.7584
8 0.3571 ! 0.5810

i 0.9452

* : optimum value
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o7] 4], v gubd o2 28 Hol A3 ER Zol3lA 28 F3 MEM w = 12 7
t}. (Table 709 #$E 2 ®WF A9} D] Kk A, D o]t}

wHA 5) e BRE
A el e ZH EE7] (on 2 g 987 ¢l

oA 6) KPR BrRE

K Et= Lol Sobo 2 il 2 BRI 52 2ei3ted At ot

el vhER o) wE E5ES) MEMEHRKS 35w A.B.C\D. oAt & AT
o] Astol| ¥ BoEiNgES A, B.C,D 22 2 Lwr S d e 7 wﬁaﬁﬂ
o] 2mEhol WE HEES s1Fo =g Pirrung(1986)9) 2ot dAIH(TE
(1990)8- 7+ 4554 Aol FA& 7M1 F & A5l W DS AR 72 3t #ﬁz
3 Aol akel D. -5 Fadik#Ee 2 At

2 ol qte] s 49} ”ﬁﬁ:hﬂiﬁ!% 9 SNitel gl o3k As+g nlwste] Bl (Table 8/

3t QL},

fu l‘\‘i}

{ Table 8 ) The Comparison of Results

. le cted eighted
i sum of SN ratios | xpe weig ‘

Z
S

D, ‘ loss

1 0.6222 40.63 49,5450

2 0.4368 43.28 : 14.2889
3 0.8047* 45.12 26.3027 |
4 0.6222 47 77" 7.5858"

5 0.7308 35.28 337.2873

6 0.6057 3793 97.2747

7 0.7584 43.16 38.9045

8 0.5810 45.81 | 11.2202

* : optimum value

tri ﬁw1%9st7bH%ww%%W%£””ﬁPl«ﬂﬁ7‘%%%#ﬁASN
o A dakel & 5% N ﬂ%ﬂﬂﬂﬂfﬂﬁhﬁﬂﬁwﬂﬁ—w%q
qlom . NeFe bR FErE 3 AR S aleh

wah R EBe) (RS (7, SN SN/ Sl wstel uel 4 i) Bodiskieo|
o9 stshe | B 47 shol deEl H455E (Table 9l Belstdsdl ¥
o) A 2ol e oS- FqkalaL 8 8 Aol 3z oF7k Mzpstedch. webd AR S 2ol
Hﬂﬁﬂ1w*%ﬁmﬂ foml ¥ 7ol B A4E o 8% LWEMERIERS A8

o wasicia dyich
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{ Table 9 ) Sensitivity Analysis for Parameters of Desirability Function

e e o e | i e e

BN H SNl \Lower Tolerance lelt
v S e o
| B ‘Upper T.L. »100 10 ) —70(3000) '50<300| J[ ~40(100) —26.99(20-
T | 30«30) 33 4 4 ]J 4
40(,100) 3 3 3 4 4
05 R . S — - e .
| oO 300) 3 3 3 | 3 4
4 77 (500) | 5 : 3 5 |3 3
T St S ) o
| 30 (30) 3 3 4 | 4 4
| + 40 00 |3 | 3 3 Ly 4
i 1 . — [ — _— S e e
J )01300 3 | 3 ‘ 3 3 4
54 ’7150()' 5 J 3 3 3 3
SN B N SOt U S R
| 3030 | 3 3 4 4 4
40(1000 i 3 3 4 4
‘3 - e | - —— — - e - .
50(300) 3 3 3 3 4
| 5477 (500) f 5 3 3 3 3
! 30 300 3 3 4 4 4
400100, | 3 | 3 | 3 4 4
3 - 1 o S - S _
5003000 3 3 3 3 4
| 54 17500 5 3 3 3 3
30(30; 3 3 4 4 4
10(100) | 3 3 3 4 4
5 —_ . R — —_— e e — —_ S —_
| 30(300) j 3 3 3 3 4
- e — - - -~
54 77 (500) 5 3 3 3 3
Note

3:A.D,, 4:A.D,, 5:A:D,

4.2 o1 SMT & L fEel A A i F
w3 PH BT 28T ole 7 T BRI Batstl A2, o]] At =3
A ebdek ol Fo14 Peace (19939 Wiidl HHIE dehsted A48 i) A g
Fed & dEetrl sl AeAstaat gk MRMHEES S ot 2ol 37HA1 8 A%
ste] A4 shsdvl.
Uoomidel EECZH )
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HiZfE = 4.2 grams
HEBAEE ~ +2.0 grams
(i) Hde] sxo| (ZH Frtkf)
HiEfE = 10 mils
WFABAEIE - + 4 mils
(1i1) $5F N1 (L H B
HEBIE - 8 inch-ounces
aEsE= Hfv A B, C D, E Fo 6709 W18 AlA sk, ojn K-+ A9} B &K
fER Sl WRE Al shodck kS WF ko 2 sho] L,(27) LRSI s}
3 Fohe] HE-S velste] FH RIEEERS 33 #illiie] 23)= (Table 10) o] Fo4
sick.

( Table 10 ) Double-sided SMT Assembly Experiment

A solder paste mass solder pa ste he 1ght | glue torque

exp.| x ML Mz M1 M2 WK&T oM
P hial s ol Tt ,,w,,,\A
No. ABBCDEF NI N2[N1 N2 NI N2 NI | N2 N2 | NI N2
I 1111111 %415 342 3.95 380‘1100 1062{885[1100717590 1295 1160[1355
2 1112222 413 446 413 333J 9.23 9.56 | 923] 173 15.33|13.66 1350/10.70
3 1221122315312 297202 1128 1158] 913 978 1’5924‘1329 10741039
$ 1222211 29922 2631264 1113 1080/1L15 11151655 13.60| 14.70 | 14.20
5 2121212 422452487 407 197 11 92 12 27'416‘777A1§"'35—F19 70%2080‘18 001
6 2122121 574 67;653\638 890 955 7.5 9.20118.48 2011 17.46| 19.41]
72211221 472 5703 3 5.35 1319 13.84/13.49,13.49 2095 2258|2238 21 88j
8 22121172 !327 357 407T31) 572 567 %87] -:1»5;2“17279;1};27 1192]7{1\57

7+ MERERFPEAE N ok #ES A B 8to] (Table 11) ol “tehli 2l

(Table 1ol A 28 thageitfE (1) °l BoEk#ES A, B\ F o)1, tEREREME (2)2)
?ﬁ?k’@ﬂ- B.D F ol tEREftEE (3)8 Bo@i/kde] A, o)t "r}, (Table 11) ¢l A
FEE B7)E W fE s S ?flf“‘l"L Aol folEel 4] e fro)sttm 2
Fotedrh. mhebd KAHEEES BRehE e g

A 2T 0D 2+
B: 37 E 63
C 67 B2t
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{ Table 11 > Optimal Level of Characteristics
qolder paste mass ( solder paste helght glue torque
factor | N opt. sensmvny SN ‘ opt. \sen51t1v1tyJ SN | opt.
| ratio level | (S, i ratio level ‘ (S.) L ratio  level
. o —— L, S S H
A, 18504 10.263 23951 |~ | 20.139 \ 22.388 |
A. 21512 O 13.569 22918 | ‘ 19.147 24.971 )
P P S S — I
B, 21.415 o 113164 20.910 | 19.863 | 23. 979 )\L -
B, | 18600 | 10673 25.959 @ 19.423 23.380
C, © 20115 11.989 24538 | (O 21.164 24.138 J )]
C 19.901 11.843 22.331 \ 18.122 23.220 |
D, 19.539 11.884 17.899 18 315 22.826
D 20.476 () 11.953 28.970 O 20.971 24.532 )
E 20.393 . (0 ] 10.964 23958 | - | 19.103 23.337
E. 19.623 | 12873 22.911 20.183  24.022 -
! S —= e s
F.o | 21708 12.640 27.008 O 20.634 24.513 -
F 18.308 11.197 19.862 ‘ ! 18652 | 22.846
A B, 20.151 11.855 20.414 ‘ 19.659 22.345
A B. 16.358 8.681 27.488 - 20.620 22.430 -
A B, 22.679 14.473 21.407 | 20.066 25.613
A.B. 20335 12,665 24.430 18.227 24.330
- N I R _ -
K Ae} D, Fi= 2ol 53122 ik 2 A K+ A9} D= 7—}7‘ 2K K] - F= 1
ke 2 A P Qlry. KW By 3vol] S35l MK Tol 2 ZF AR SNHEE ¢
A&} {Table 12>} 7t}
{ Table 12 ) Estimates of SN Ratio for a Conflicting Factor
B SN, ‘ SN, SN,
1 | 24.6194 § 30.0189 -
2 ‘ 21.8047 i 35.0675 -

e % 4, 9} 588 07k
of)zk SNIe] §lell @& A&

D, % mfEmE sk (7
{Table 13)) #] 2]&}¢it}.

A EA A o

o6 = e

I

5ol gk 7hEA)
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( Table 13 ) The Comparison of Results

i 7 { sum of J expected )

No. \ 7. J . b, SN ratios l welghted loss J
] ] 0.5756 2 0 7587 54 6384 7. 2142"

2 L 05961 1 077210 56.8722* i 7.2508 ‘

S S S S

* : optimum value

(Table 13)ol X Bl & #E el #&ERel SN 6o #R7F d A5k slot, BifEmE
o2 o 2A debdvl ZH BEES #gRE T 637 Sk KT CoF E]d 7
ko] FIEE -+ st (Table 14) 2} Zri.

( Table 14 ) Estimates of Mean for Adjustment Factors

e

éharacterrrigtic -41» - { W - characterlstlc 2 7 7 -

E, } E. : C { C.
3.5088 | 46131 f 115113 | 8.4050 |
PH EEiEe) KT B9t Cv zhzh (EREEE(E 150 200k #2918 2 gl xjo| g KE
2R thaetEid (1o KT E94 7} kol A o] FH)E HEESH] HIEEES) LRt eE
K-S FuEsL L MR (2)2) K1 Col 7} 5ol o] S HeEshe] HiZfiel o
4 6}1::3 7k«ﬁ= Jﬁﬁé‘ﬂ alt]r @EW Boo3 ol A Al A1 gt A zjoll ulal FEF A

;ra]__,_ fﬁt.ﬁaif#l%flﬁ;éfﬂ SNH: \_/] ﬁ'ﬁ?fﬁﬂ’) TEBBR S =2bstr] f1sked 2} fhae ﬁl"#ﬁé
B SNILE 7ol E£5HETHI-S T-8ke] 2710l BlAEE AAsle] 2 Z el w2
B4 {ES) gho) 6.79¢] 7] wf ol FUZH9] BRFR7T 9152 Jetshalot.

5. e A

ZVEAE BRI L EMERGETEl del A= A BiArel B =& FESaL R
S Zboll MEBKR S 5T 7 e WERA, 7 43 ZdOﬂ H o 7h A QkRE el
o)sto] zt MEREEFEIEN] SNILE #EEstodor oS A¢e F=al Nekd R &

B A Askae. HERE AFRUE Bl Alabe] Zhekska A 8-38b7] A9 PEREFREIES
Zhell Mz g o g A shd Bo@dataEe] ;58 e vk =¥ o) E o] 4%
N2 b AN A RGBS A oA, 4sE A S A el o
2} 77 2 Faste] HAHsE AE, 24, vbre DA o] B pES A4 AA
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2ol Wbl AlAJBEaL o] 7] A Afel] whet 7] Eo] TR Al E AHEAFhe] A AR uby e
FEAE St FUHA KRG 28] (B BB 2 &-3te] »lmet o
of EH ohH 7b FA sk SN ¥ FeFe] MFMEHEES o) &8 Hikd 4
AR FER ) ofr shte Rkt T A Foub ohE MERERHE T ol b
AHiEEgr o) Jk#e-g Al 3hs 7 ¥ oirt

o] ool = el RIEHRFN M -8-3to] A A= abl o] R, MHEHR S o=i7tA &
R, VERERFIENN, axabsegiel o] o K RIE o8 RIA iy SHN A MEHE] B
Wi ol BRI R ASH o2 e R
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