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Abstract

The efficiency and robustness of the scale estimator based on the Gini's mean difference
are well known in Nam et al.(2000). In this paper we propose use of robust control limits
based on the Gini's mean difference for the control of the process deviation. To compare
the performances of the proposed control chart with the existing R-chart or S-chart, some
Monte Carlo simulations are performed. The simulation results show that the use of the
Gini's mean difference in construction of the control limits has good performance.
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28 493 dojAe Aoz A U
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[H 41 #Fejxof & FA g9 uluw]
é(level)
#4Yx 0 1 2 3 4 5
N(0, 1) CN(0.1, 5) | CN(0.2, 5) | CN(0.3, 5) | CN(0.4, 5) | CN(0.5, 5)
SS 0.0036 0.1399 0.1998 0.2133 0.2203 0.2225
n=l SG 0.0036 0.1464 0.2132 0.2312 0.2381 0.2385
5| RR 0.0041 0.1393 0.1931 0.2007 0.2057 0.2111
RG 0.0040 0.1468 0.2113 0.2239 0.2302 0.2333
SS 0.0027 0.2266 0.3314 0.3919 0.4382 0.4720
n=| SG 0.0027 0.2493 0.3727 0.4391 0.4868 0.5108
100 Rr 0.0042 0.2357 0.3176 0.3664 0.4062 04195
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