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Abstract

For assessing the capability of a process, the quantification of process location and
variation is central to understanding the quality of units prodtfced from the manufacturing
process. Conventional process capability indices is insufficient to drive out the information
for process condition, furthermore it is very difficult to evaluate the process capability
accurately when the target value is not consistent with the center of specification, and/or
the shape of distribution is changed, but the process incapability indices is enable to
provide more detailed information to evaluate the process capability by dividing information
about the process mean and variance.

In this paper, we have a brief review and comparison about these indices, provide an
understanding of the relationships between the process capability indices and the
incapability indices. And we explore the strengths and weakness of these indices as they
apply to normally distributed process, and to examine the effect that non-normality has on
these indices.
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