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Abstract Software reliability in the software development process is an important issue. In infinite failure
NHPP software reliability models, the fault occurrence rates may have constant, monotonic increasing or
monotonic decreasing pattern. In this paper, infinite failures NHPP models that the situation was reflected
for the fault occurs in the repair time, were presented about comparing property. Commonly, the software
model of the infinite failures using the linear hazard rate distribution software reliability based on intercept
parameter was used in business economics and actuarial modeling, was presented for comparison problem.
The result is that a relatively large intercept parameter was appeared effectively form. The parameters
estimation using maximum likelihood estimation was conducted and model selection was performed using
the mean square error and the coefficient of determination. The linear hazard rate distribution model is also
efficient in terms of reliability because it (the coefficient of determination is 90% or more) in the field of
the conventional model can be used as an alternative model could be confirmed. From this paper, the
software developers have to consider intercept parameter of life distribution by prior knowledge of the
software to identify failure modes which can be able to help.
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Table 1. Failure time data of software

Failure Failure time Failure Failure time
number (i) (hours) =, number () (hours)z,
1 0.479 16 10.771
2 0.745 17 10.906
3 1.022 18 11.183
4 1.576 19 11.779
5 261 20 12.536
6 3.559 21 12.973
7 4.252 22 15.203
8 4.849 23 15.64
9 4.966 24 15.98
10 5.136 25 16.385
11 5.253 26 16.96
12 6.527 27 17.237
13 6.996 28 176
14 8.17 29 18.122
15 8.863 30 18.735
Laplace trend test Fs. Failure number
1
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Fig. 1. Laplace trend test
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Table 2. Parameter estimation of the each model
and MSE , R?

Intercept MLE Model Comparison

By BAU L MSE R?

0.5 0.0987 24.7269 0.9626
09 0.0601 11.9780 0.9794
15 0.0104 1.7324 0.9898

Note. MLE : Maximum likelihood estimation;
MSE : Mean square error;
R? : Coefficient of determination

Intensity function Vs. Failure time
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Reliability Vs. Mission time
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