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1 Introduction

1.1 Preliminaries

Let’s consider a system?, a complex structure with specific functionality. Con-
temporary systems are characterized by their structural complexity. In the pro-
cess of designing the system, the most important thing is its preparation for the
implementation of the assumed goals. The mathematical model of the system is
based on the set theory as the family of subsets of given set C = {¢y,..., ¢, } hav-
ing some properties. An example is technical devices whose design is dictated by
the need to perform specific functions. The constructed system should function
in a planned and predictable manner. This property is a requirement that should
also be considered in the design and construction (fabrication) process. The goal
is therefore to reduce the risk? of a break in the planned operation of the sys-
tem. Therefore, ensuring reliability and proper operation is of great importance
in system analysis and management of its operation. One of the measures to
assess the quality of a solution is system performance. Correct and expected op-
eration gives the expected results - both in terms of size, time of achievement and
costs (outlays) of receiving them. These expectations are achieved by ensuring
reliable system operation. The performance of the system is therefore affected
by the reliability of its components and its structure. At the same time, not only
the reliability of the system depends on these factors. In the event of a failure,
it is important to be able to localize the damage more easily and to remove it

3 System (in Ancient Greek: clotnua —romanized: systema
— a complex thing) — a set of interrelated elements realizing the assumed goals as a
whole.

It is difficult to define risk in general. In short, when we think about risk, we mean
the possibility of an unexpected loss caused by an unpredictable event or harmful
behavior (human, machine, animal, nature). One can think about possibility of loss
or injury. From the other side, the risk is the chance or probability that a person
(a system) will be harmed or experience an adverse health (functioning) effect if
exposed to a hazard. It may also apply to situations with property or equipment
loss, or harmful effects on the environment. Therefore, we are talking about reducing
ownership and loss as a result of a random event. Risk reduction means minimizing
the chance of a loss occurring or limiting its size. In order to better understand the
risk and possibilities of risk management, the task of measuring risk has been set.
The task is not formulated so that its solution is universal. This allowed to determine
the desired properties of such measures [3].
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(repair it). Therefore, it is obvious that not all elements have the same effect on
the functioning of the system. To improve system reliability and readiness, as
well as streamline maintenance and repair activities, the importance of system
components should be explored for both reliability and maintenance - including
diagnostics, maintenance and repairs. Without proper analysis, it is impossible
to predict the significance of individual elements for these features. Individual
elements may affect each of them to a different degree. There are known results
on the evaluation of the weight of components on the reliability of the system.
The introduced measures of significance of elements on reliability will be the ba-
sis for the introduction of diagnostic algorithms, about the possibility of which
they wrote at the end of his seminal paper by ( , ) (v.
( )). The indication of these algorithms is the subject of this study.

In order to determine the significance of the reliability of individual system
components to the reliability of the whole system, measures are constructed
that are sensitive to modifications in the system. This allows the rationalization
of the structure and subsequent planning for optimal maintenance. The issues
are complex due to the fact that it is necessary to take into account both the
effective reliability of the constructed system and the cost of maintaining it in
readiness in a given period. Profitability analysis is of great importance. It is
natural to formulate the problem by defining the primary goal of minimizing the
cost while guaranteeing the expected levels of reliability. With this approach, it
is possible to define weights for the cost of individual elements in a given time
horizon, while ensuring a certain level of security or readiness. This approach
can be found at paper by ( ). At the same time, one should
not forget about the other key goals and parameters in system analysis. Their
inclusion in the balanced model is possible with the use of natural methods of
analysis in the formulation of many criteria, based on elements of game theory.

We are trying to present the issue comprehensively, although there is cur-
rently no consistent approach on the way of determining the importance of el-
ements in the system. This is because the loss of functionality of an element
often does not clearly affect the system’s ability to perform tasks. This aspect
is highlighted by numerous examples presented in the literature, which show a
significant impact of the state of the environment in which the systems are op-
erated (time of day, weather conditions, environmental pollution). In addition,
attention should be paid to the cause-effect relationships of the work of the ele-
ments. We often deal with a sequential progression of damage and degradation of
elements, which means that it is possible to propose a modeling method without
the possibility of creating a universal model, the calibration of which allows for
a proper description of the analyzed problem. The methodological limitations
mentioned here mean that the proposed methods are a development of the prob-
lems that we mention, but we do not exclude that the approach may also enrich
other analyzes based on other premises and conditions. In order to organize the
methodology, we will use the systems classification, which will allow us to for-
mulate assumptions. Wherever possible, we provide the source of inspiration (a
description of an issue in which the proposed approach can be modeled, or we
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cite sources in the literature that use an analogous model), although we realize
that getting to the original formulation of a concept or approach does not have
to be the best justification and motivation for the proposed approach.

1.2 Availability for planned tasks determines reliability.

We analyze the system (layout, structure) as one whole, carrying out a specific
simple task. We consider systems that are made up of elements. The system is
operational if it can accomplish the task for which it was created. With this
formulation, we assume that the task execution time is infinitely short, so the
possibility of failure in the course of the task can be neglected. The analysis of
the role of the components in such a system comes down to the assessment of
the impact of the reliability of a specific element on the reliability of the whole.
For this category of tests, measures of the importance of elements will be help-
ful, which allow for the assessment (measure) of the improvement in the system
reliability resulting from the improvement of the reliability of a given compo-
nent. Such measures are useful in determining the components whose reliability
should be improved to obtain the maximum improvement in system reliability.
Examples of such measures can be found in the works ( ),
(1969), (1939), (1958).

We want, at this level of generality, to measure the weight of an element
related to its place in the structure, and structure has a role when the system
is intentionally designed. This analysis is also performed when the reliability of
the components is unknown. Hence we say that we are looking for a measure of
the significance of the structural element (structural importance measure).

The factor that we want to include in the analysis is not only the position,
but also the reliability of the element. While still maintaining the assumption
that the system takes an infinitely short time to complete a task, we introduce
a measure of the element’s significance for reliability reasons (reliability impor-
tance measure).

If the time needed to perform the task cannot be omitted, or the tasks are
repeated, and we know the reliability functions of the elements, the element
significance measure should also take into account the changes in the reliability
of elements over time. The inclusion of the reliability function in the element
significance analysis can be performed in various ways: global, local or for a
fixed time period ( various lifetime importance measure).

The aspects presented relate to the readiness to perform the task, excluding
the need for maintenance and repair, including the costs of these activities (cost
of parts, repair and maintenance time, penalties for non-availability). In system
maintenance tasks, in determining component importance, issues such as detect-
ing damaged components at system shutdown are important. The element that
should be checked in the first place (because it is most suspected of causing a
failure) can be treated as important for the efficient conduct of maintenance or

repair (v. e.g. ( ).
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1.3 Raised the role of the element in failure.

At the time of failure (and not analysis during construction), the system analyzes
the maintenance team. It can monitor the state of the system. He wants to find
out what the elements meant for the observed state. To facilitate this analysis,
we determine the posterior weights of the elements. Otherwise, in these consid-
erations, the measure of importance of a component (group of components) in
a given system is based on the quantification of the "role" of that component
(group of components) in the failure of that system. Examples of such mea-

sures can be found in ( ), ( ),
(1978), (1991) and
( ). Defined measures (indices) of significance allow us to identify the

components (groups) that are probably responsible for "causing" a system fail-
ure. Establishing these indexes, in turn, leads to an effective control and main-
tenance principle, as well as optimizing the storage of spare parts and optimal
allocation of repairs to the appropriate maintenance technicians of the relevant
system components.

The purpose of such research is to propose new importance measures for
degrading components (v. ( )). The motivation is based on Shap-
ley value, which can provide answers about how important players are to the
whole cooperative game and what payoff each player can reasonably expect.
The proposed importance measure characterizes how a specific degrading com-
ponent contributes to the degradation of system reliability by using Shapley
value. Degradation models are also introduced to assess the reliability of de-
grading components. The reliability of system consisting independent degrading
components is obtained by using structure functions, while reliability of system
comprising correlated degrading components is evaluated with a multivariate
distribution. The ranking of degrading components according to this impor-
tance measure depends on the degradation parameters of components, system
structure and parameters characterizing the association of components. A relia-
bility degradation of engineering systems and equipment are often attributed to
the degradation of a particular or set of components that are characterized by
degrading features. This approach reflects the responsibility of each degrading
component for the deterioration of system reliability. The results are also able to
give timely feedback of the expected contribution of each degrading component
to system reliability degradation.

1.4 General systems classification
The systems can be split into two categories:

(i) Binary systems (BS)
(ii) Multistate systems (MSS)
A binary system (i) is a system comprised of n elements. It has precisely two

states: 0 - when the system is failed and 1 - when the system is functioning.
However, term "binary" pertains to the components of the system that define
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it. In this case components may be in only one of two states 1 - when the com-
ponent is functioning perfectly and 0 - when the element is absolutely damaged.
Nevertheless, binary systems not always meet the real life problems. Frequently
we have to reckon with elements that undergo only partial failure, but do not
cease to perform their operation and do not cause the entire system to cease
function. This is the case of the multistate systems (ii) with the same properties
as (i) beside states of components. Binary systems are discussed in chapter 2,
while the discussion of multistate systems are moved to next paper.

There are three main classes of importance measures (v. ( )s

(2017))

(i) Reliability importance measure

)
(ii) Structural importance measure
(iii) Lifetime importance measure

)

(iv) Failure and its recovery costs importance measure

Reliability importance measure (i) focuses on the change in the reliability of the
system due to reliability change of the particular component. The measure is
evaluated with respect to the specific finite period of time and depends on the
components reliability and on the system structure. Nonetheless, if reliability
of the components are unknown, then we consider the case of the structural
importance measure (ii). To apply it we are obligated to know the structure of
the system. Hence, this measure indicates importance of the system by checking
significance of the positions occupied by individual components. The lifetime
importance measure (iii) depends on the lifetime distribution of component and
also on component position in the system. This measure can be divided into two
categories with respect to being the function of time: Time Independent Lifetime
importance and Time Dependent Lifetime importance. Lastly but not least, the
cost of failure and its recovery importance measure (iv) depends on the lifetime
distribution of component, its position in the system and loss related to non-
availability of the system, diagnosis and repair. It is a new look at the importance
of the components of a complex system. The analysis and significance measure
proposed in this paper is based on the possibility of observing the components
and a rational system maintenance policy, which consists in stopping the system
for maintenance and repairs at a time when it pays off to a sufficient number of
components. The details are based on a cooperative analysis of costs and losses in
the operation of such a system (v. the section 2.7, ( ).

1.5 Review of importance measure concepts

Since ( , ) the importance measures were investigated and ex-
tended in various directions (v. ( ). (

shows the relation of these idea to the research on the cooperative games. These
relationships can be helpful in determining the importance of elements for the
reliability of the system and at the same time a role in the possibility of efficient
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diagnosis in the event of a failure, as well as in determining the rules of proce-
dure for removing a failure. Removing the failure causes that the features of the
element and the repaired module are restored. However, it should be remem-
bered that the method of repair and the quality of the elements used reproduce
the original features to varying degrees (v. e.g. ( )). This has
an impact on further operation, diagnosis and maintenance (uplift). Rules are
easier to set when they are associated with objective measures of the features
of components, modules and the system. Analysis of significance measures in
the context of repairs helps to understand such relationships. Let us therefore
establish these relationships (v ( ).

Definition 1 (The structure). For a non-empty and finite set N°, we denote
by P the family of subsets N having the following properties

(1) 0 e P;
(2) N € P;
(8) SCTCN and S €P implyT € P.

The family P is called structure.

This basic structure has been studied in many areas under a variety of names.

The monograph by ( ) unified the definitions and concepts in

two main fields of application, that is cooperative game theory (simple games)

(v. Appendix B, Chapt. 10 in ( )) and reliability theory (semi-coherent

and coherent structures, v. ( ), ( ),
(2010)).

In reliability theory, consider the set N = {1,2,...,n} of components with
which a system g has been built. The state of the system as well as any compo-
nent can either be 0 (a failed state) or 1 (a functioning state). The knowledge
of the system is represented by the knowledge of the structure function of the
system which is defined as a switching function (boolean) g : {0,1}" — {0,1} of
n variables (or n dimensional vector #)°. The structure function g (simply the
structure g) is called semi-coherent if

(1) g is monotone, i.e. 7 < implies g(7) < g(¥);
(2) ¢g(0) =0and g(1) = 1.

The semi-coherent structure can be called coherent when all its elements are
significant. A subset A C N is called a path set of g, if g(fA, 6N\A) =1, i.e. the
system is working if the items forming the set A [resp. N \ A] are working [resp.
failed|. Similarly, A C N is called a cut set of g, if g(04,1V\4) = 0. Obviously,
the assemblage of path [cut] sets of a semi-coherent structure g satisfies the three
properties of the basic structure mentioned at the beginning.

® The list of symbols and abbreviations used in the work has been collected in the
section abbreviation on page ?7.

5 With the same symbol, we denote the system and the analytical description of the
system using the structure function wherever it does not lead to misunderstandings.
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1.6 Cooperative games vs. semi-coherent systems

[30, Sec. 2] indicates the correspondence between the terminology of cooperative
game theory and reliability by means of a list of equivalent notions: player or
component; simple game or semi-coherent structure; characteristic function or
structure function; winning [blocking] coalition or path [cut] set; minimal win-
ning [blocking| coalition or minimal path [cut] set. The review of the various
types of simple games and semi-coherent structures encountered in the liter-
ature are mentioned there. The most interesting is [30, Ch. 3|, where detailed
study of the problem of assessing the importance [power]| of components [players]
comprising the system [game]| is described. The emphasis is on the probabilistic
approach to the quantification of relative importance.

2 Binary systems

2.1 Preliminary remarks

Importance measures are helpful in deciding on the development of which ele-
ment to emphasize in order to improve the functioning of the system, through
indicating those more meaningful. A system yield function was a concept of a

general measure of importance, firstly introduced by ( ). His idea
take into account the structure of the system only. Further, the research on the
topic went in various direction (cf. ( ).
New variants of importance measures can be found in ( ),
( ), ( ). Importance measures have been

widely used as important decision-aiding indicators in various purposes such as
reliability studies, risk analysis and maintenance optimization. A novel time-
dependent importance measure for systems composed of multiple non repairable
components is proposed by ( ). The proposed importance
measure of a component (module of components) is defined as its ability to im-
prove the system reliability during a mission given the current conditions (states
or degradation levels) of its components. To take into account economic aspects,
like e.g. maintenance costs, economic dependence between components and the
cost benefit thanks to maintenance operations, an extension of the proposed
importance measure is then investigated. Thanks to these proposed importance
measures, the component (group of components) can be rationally selected for
preventive maintenance regarding to the reliability criteria or the financial issues.
The new treatment of the mentioned topic is the subject of the section 2.7.

2.2 Coherence and system structure

In this paper, we will consider coherent structures, i.e. that are nondecreasing
functions. We call these structures monotonic. We will not consider structures
whose state does not depend on the states of their elements.
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Definition 2. The structure ¢ is called semi-coherent if for states 7 and 7,
such that 7 < 7 implies

&(7) < o(Y),
and coherent if additionally it complies with ¢(1) =1 and ¢(0) = 0.

In multi-component system to classify a structure as coherent, we have to
introduce more notation and some properties [11], [L0]. Thus, at the very be-
ginning we assume that n components comprise the system, denoted by ¢ =
(c1,c2,...,cn). Of the two available states (S)- failed (F) or functioning (work-
ing W) - each component can only have one, what can be defined by a binary
indicator variable z; = Iw(¢;), ¢; € {F, W} for every ¢ = 1,2,...,n. In other

words, it is a state vector (vector of component states) 7 = (1,22, ., Tp)-
The comparison of the state vectors can be described with following notation
[10] based on the component states for i =1,...,n:

T =Y ifx >y,
<Y T =<YadZ£Y

Moreover, we assume that a system composed of n elements whose states are
binary also has only two states possible - failed or functioning. Let ¢ : {0,1}" —
{0,1} be the structure function. If inequality z; < y; for ¢ = 1,...,n fulfills
conditions from the definition 2 and the structure is monotonic and irreducible,
then the structure function ¢ is called coherent.

The structure function ¢ for every j = 1,2,...,n may be presented in the
manner of
O(T) = a; - 6;(T) + 1y (T) (1)
where
8;(7) = ¢(1, 7 ;) — ¢(0, 7 ) (2)
pi(T) = 6(0, 7 ). (3)

Hence, the component ¢; with the state z; does not influence §;( ) and p; (7).

2.3 Reliability importance.

If for ¢ = 1,...,n we consider independent elements X;, then the system reli-
ability is defined as a function of reliability of its components, which is equal
to the probability that the whole system will keep functioning. Let assume the
coherent system with a vector ﬁ = (p1,...,pn) of the components reliabilities,
and in that case the reliability function is expressed as

WB) = P{w: (X () = 1|B} = Bls(X)[B], (4)
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where h(P) is the reliability of the structure ¢ as the function of the reliability
of their components. From equations (1) and (4) we have

hP) = pi - E[6:(X)] + E[u; (X)) (5)

for every i = 1,...,n and from (1) and (5) we obtain the reliability importance
of the component ¢; in the system ¢

. N 9 Oh(P) ©)
106 B) = 16 B) 2 Dy h(B) = o h(B) = PUP) D iRy, (o
Ipi Ipi
which was first introduced by ( ). These importance measures are
known as a vector B(P) having coordinates
B(Z‘?) :Dpzh(?) :DI—P1(1_h(5>))7 1= 1,2,...,”, (7)

where B(z\ﬁ) is P dependent. If reliabilities P are unknown, we obtain the
structural tmportance, defined as

B(i|B) = I4(i; B) = Dy, h(P) . i=1,2,..,n, 8)

p1:--~:Pn:%

what will be discussed in section 2.6. The reliability importance (v. [10]) of a
component c¢; is defined as

Iy(i,r; B) = P{o(X) = r|X; = B} — P{6(X) = [T,
= P{(X) = r|(n B_i)} — P{o(X) = 1B},

for the functioning of the structure ¢ with » = 1, while for the failure of the struc-
ture ¢ with r = 0. Hence, the compound reliability importance of the component
¢; for the structure ¢ is

Iy(i; B) = Ip(i, 1, B) + 15(6,0; B), (9)
what is exactly equal to

oh(P)
31%‘

I,(i; B) = — EB[5(X)] (10)

We can easily get (10) from (9)
I4(i; B) = Ip(i, 1; ) + I4(3,0; )
— P{(X) = 11X, = , B} - P{6(X) = 1, B}
+P{o(X) = 0|X; = 0; B} — P{o(X) = 0; B}
= P{$(X) = 11X, = ; B} - (1 - P{¢(X) = 0[X; = 0; B))
= P{$(X) = 11X, = ; B} - P{¢(X) = 1|X, = 0; B}.
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Hence, the equivalent definition of the reliability importance [413] is
145 B) = (L B ) — h(0. B 1) = B[6(1;, X) — 6(0;, X)] = B&:(X).  (11)

For the coherent system, the reliability of each element and the reliability im-
portance belongs to the interval (0, 1). From (11) we obtain

I(i; B) = P{(1;, X) — 6(0;, X) = 1}. (12)

From equations (11) and (12) we conclude that I;,(i) can be interpreted as the
probability that a system has a state, in which it is spoiled due to the i-th
element being out of order.

Ezample 1 (Birnbaum reliability importance - series). Let us consider the series
structure presented in Fig. 1 composed of three independent components, where
each component cy, c2, c3 has a corresponding reliability _p> = (0.95,0.99,0.96).

C1 C2 C3

Fig. 1. Series structure

Then, at any time ¢ the system reliability is equal to h(P) = H?:l pi =
0.90288 and the Birnbaum reliability importance (7) for components ¢, ¢, c3 is

3 3 3

(B(1[P). B2P). BBIP)) = ([[ pi- [[ pi- [ [ pi) = (0.9504,0.912,0.9405).
i=1 i=1 i=1
i#£1 i#£2 i#£3

In the series system we may see that the component having the smallest relia-
bility is the most meaningful for the system.

Ezample 2 (Birnbaum reliability importance - parallel). Let us consider the par-
allel structure presented in Fig. 2 composed of three independent components

C1

C2

C3

Fig. 2. Parallel structure.
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where components ¢y, ca, c3 have the same reliabilities like in Example 2. Then,
the system reliability at time ¢ is equal to

3

3
W(®) =][]pi=1- ]t —p:) =0.99998
i=1 i=1

and the Birnbaum reliability importance (7) for components ¢y, ¢2, c3 is

3 3 3
(3(1‘5}))3(2|?)73(3|E})) = (H(l _pi)7 H(l _pi)> H(l _pi))

= (0.0004, 0.002, 0.0005).

In the parallel system we may see that the component having the greatest reli-
ability is the most relevant for the system.

2.4 Lifetime importance measure.

If n components comprise the system, then we assume that for ¢ > 0 and i =
1,2,...,n a stochastic process X;(w,t) defines the i-th component’s state with
X;(w,t) equal to 0 or 1, reliant on failure or functioning of the system at moment
t, respectively. Let &;(w) = inf{t € R : X;(w, t) = 0}—the life time of ith element
and denote Q;(s) = P{w;¢;(w) > s}. Assuming continuous life distribution of
the i-th component Q;(t) = P{w : X;(w,t) = 1} and the structure ¢, at each
moment ¢ there is defined the reliability of the structure by the adequate function
h(a(t)) (see (4)). Based on these denotation we have the process of system states
X(w,t) = (b(}(w,t)) and the system’s reliability function Q(t) can be derived.
Hence,

Qt) = (B (1) = h(Q1(8), Qs(1), .., Qu(D)) (13)
—Pw: p(X(w,1)) =1} = B[¢(X (w,1)]. (14)

Let us calculate the density function f(t) = —Q'(t) = —q(t) of the survival time
distribution of the structure with the structure function h.

7 =20 @ — (@), 3 0) (15)
©(Tu@w). ) = - (B[ (X)), d0).

First, Birnbaum in 1968 introduced importance measures for fixed function of
time ¢, while Barlow and Proschan in 1975 freed the measure from the time-
dependence. They proposed probability that the system and i-th component
failures coincide, which means that the i-th component impaired the system.
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Fact 1 Fori=1,2,....,n let the i-th component have a distribution F;, reliability
Qi and density f;. Then, the probability that system failure occurred at time t
and was caused by a component i is defined as

Jilt) - (1, G () = WO, G—s(t)] _ __ £it) - (G (1) 18)
(Vn(@®). F ) S ) (s G 0)

Proof. The probability of the system functioning at time ¢ if the i-th element is
functioning and that the system is not functioning at time ¢ if the i-th element
is not functioning is

P[6(1,X i(t) — 6(0, X 4(t) = 1] = h(1, G _i(£)) — h(0, G _i(t))
= I(i; B (1)) (17)

Therefore, the numerator in (16) multiplied by dt represents the probability that
in the interval [¢t, ¢ + dt] the i-th component led to the failure of the system and
the denominator multiplied by dt stands for the probability that the system
failed in the given interval [].

Fact 2 In consequence of equation (17), the probability of i causing the system
failure in time interval [0,t], while the system failure occurs in the same period
of time [0,t] is

TG Q)dFiw) fg[h(l,é_x h(0, 6_1
n t - t n ( 8)
S Tk Bw)dF(t) [ [h(1, @ —x(w) — (O, Z} dFk

When in equation (18) ¢ — oo, then it is a probability of i leading the system to
the total failure. In this regard, the denominator is equal to 1. We assume that
this limit is a definition of component importance.

Definition 3. As a consequence of (18), the probability of i causing the system
failure is denoted as

I(i: Q) = / [h(1, G (1)) — h(0, B (t)(t))]dF(t) (19)

where Iy (; a) is precisely the lifetime importance measure of the i-th component.

Fact 3 Importance measure properties
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However, Birnbaum in 1969 extended reliability importance of components, he
was not able to free measure from time dependence though. Probability distribu-
tion F;(t) = P{& < t} was considered with assumption of each i-th component
having a life length &; [10]. Therefore, using this assumption and those from the
beginning of this section, we have the lifetime importance measure given by

L) =Plo(1, X (1) - (0. X (1) =1 = (20)
= h(1, G () — h(0, G _i(t)), (21)

what describes probability at time ¢ that the system is in the state ¢ in which
the i-th component is crucial for the system. If the i-th component is series or
parallel to the system, then it has a corresponding formula to the structural
importance case [11].

2.5 Module importance

Multi-component and coherent system may be partitioned into modules, which
in other words are sub-systems consisting of different components. As Birnbaum
[10] proposed, a module importance for fixed time with coherent structure ¢ is
expressed by

¢(x) = o1, T2, ., ) = 21 - 00y ($32) + pray - (95 7) (22)
and coherent structure ¥(y) denoted as
W(y) :W(ylay277ym)a (23)

we may achieve the structure y, if in ¢(z) an element x; is substituted by the
coherent module ¥ (y):

X(Y1y ooy Yms T2y ey T) = O (Y1, ey Y )s T, oey T ] = O[¥1 (y), x] = (24)
=U(Y)  0uy - (5 2] + pary - [¢5]. (25)

From (25) we deduce that

5-”51 (Xa Y1y -5 Ym, T2, ,In) =
=X(1, Y2, e, Yms T2, oo Tn) — X(0, Y2, ooy Yrn, T2, oey Tpy) = (26)
=0z, (¢52) - [P (1,y) = ¥(01,9)] = 0y, (¥5y) - 0z, (5 2).

If we base on equations (10) and (26), then we obtain the importance of a module
defined as

For the system y we may derive the importance of every component comprising
the module ¥ by repeating the procedure of substituting modules for components
till none is left [10].

Different definition of module importance of the coherent system was pro-
posed by Barlow and Proschan in [5] (cf. [3]).
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Definition 4. For n components let introduce a structure ¢ that is coherent,
subset of 1,2,...,n given by M and its complement M, and coherent system x
comprised of components in M. Then, the module (M, x) of the coherent system
¢ is defined as
c
¢(x) = ("), aM"], (28)

where 2M° is a complement of a subset M.

The module importance Ij,(M) is the probability of the module causing system
failure.

Theorem 4. Ifi € M and f denotes module’s reliability function, then

In(i) = / [h(IM, F(t)) = R(OM F ()] - [f(1i, F(t) — £(0s, F(£)]dFi(t) (29)
0

and

1(M) = 3 Ta) (30)

i€ M

Proof. (29) Probability of functioning of the system at time ¢, if and only if the
module functions firmly, is represented by

h(IM F(t)) — h(0M, F(t)) = Plo(1M, X (1)) — ¢(0M, X (1)) = 1],

while the probability of module functioning at time ¢, if and only if the compo-
nent ¢ functions, is denoted as

FQa, F() = £(0i, F(t) = Px(1i, X (1)) — x(0;, X (1)) = 1],

In the system with modules, component ¢ may only cause system failure through
module failure, hence

pRAGE / (LM F () = h(OM, F()] - > [f(1i, F (1) = f(0i, F(2))]dF(t) =
0

=~ [ W0 F0) ~ 1O, F0) 5P @)t = 1,0)

Note 1. Definition of the module importance proposed by Birnbaum is slightly
different from the one introduced by Barlow and Proschan. In Birnbaum’s def-
inition importance of the module’s component is equal to the component’s im-
portance for the module multiplied by the importance of the module for the
system. This is not consistent with Barlow and Proschan definition due to the
fact that for each x expression r(z) = s(x) - u(xz) doesn’t imply

/abr(a:)dx:/abs(x)dx-/abu(x)da:.
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Lemma 1. If a component i is serial to the system, then the importance 1;,(4)
increases in F;(t) and F;(t) when i # j. Otherwise, if component ¢ is parallel to
the system, then the importance I (i) decreases.

Proof. With assumption that component i is serial to the system, we obtain
0 —
I,(3) = / h(1;, F(t))dF;(t),
0

while h(0;, F(t)) = 0 due to the hypothesis. Since h(1;,p) increases in each p,
It (@) increases in F)(t), if ¢ # j. Moreover, h(1;, F'(t) decreases in t, therefore
I1,(7) increases in F;(t).

Lemma 2. If component i is serial or parallel to the system and all components
have the same distribution F, then for i # j we obtain I, (i) > In(j).

Proof. If we assume that ¢ is serial to the system and use the fact that compo-
nents are stochastically alike, I;, (k) may be treated as the permutations’ propor-
tion from 1 to n corresponding to the failure of the system by cause of k. Hence,
computation of I (k) proceeds with the interchange of j and 7 in each permuta-
tion. This calculation method shows that the number of permutations, in which
the failure is caused by i, is not smaller than the number of permutations in
which the failure is caused by j.

By using lemmas 1 and 2 we may introduce the following theorem 5.

Theorem 5. If we assume that the i-th component is serial or parallel to the
system and t > 0, j # i, then the true is F;(t) < Fi(t) and In(j) < In(i).

2.6 Structural importance

At times we have to face the situation when information about component re-
liabilities are missing. In that case we have to consider the impact of various
components to the system. And so, we define the structural importance.

Measure introduced by Birnbaum [10] requires specifying structure function
equalities (1), (2), (3).

Definition 5. a) A component c¢; is indispensable for the ¢ structure at the
vector of states x when

¢(15,2) — ¢(0,2) = 6;(x) = 1 (31)

b) A component ¢; is indispensable at the vector of states x for the functioning
of the structure ¢ when
(1 - ) 6;(a) = 1 (32)

c) A component c; is indispensable at the vector of states x for the failure of the
structure ¢ when
2 6;(@) = 1 (33)
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To clarify, if ¢; is indispensable at the state vector z, then it is equally indis-
pensable for both functioning or failure, when coordinates of the state vector x
equal to 0 or 1.

Hence, the structural importance of a component ¢; for the functioning of ¢

is defined as
Ip(G,1) =27 (1 —ay) - 6;(x), (34)
(z)

where the sum covers all 2™ unit cube’s vertices. The structural importance of
a component ¢; for failure of structure ¢ is defined as

Iy(j,0) = 27" a; - 65(x) (35)
(@)

and the structural importance of a component ¢; for the structure ¢ is defined
as
Iy(j) = 15(j, 1) + L6(4,0) = Y §; (). (36)
()

To conclude, if a component ¢; is indispensable at the state vector 7 for func-
tioning of structure ¢, then the component ¢; is indispensable at (1,?,j) for
failure, meanwhile, if a component ¢; is indispensable at the state vector x for
failure of structure ¢, then the component ¢; is indispensable at (O,?,j) for
functioning. Due to communication between vertices at which ¢; is responsible
for failure or functioning, the number of each type of vertices is the same. Hence,
from equalities (34), (35) and (36) follows

156.1) = 1(3:0) = 5 1,0) (37)

From (37) we deduce that there is no purpose dividing the structural impor-
tance into the one for failure and the one for functioning, unlike the reliability
importance.

When we consider continuous life distribution of components, we shall use
the structural importance measure introduced by Barlow and Proschan. The
importance of component c¢; proposed in fact 1 with assumption that all com-
ponents have the same life distribution F} = F; = ... = F,,, then in structure ¢,
such an importance becomes the structural importance of component ¢; denoted
as I,(i). By substituting p for Fj(t) for i = 1,...,n, we obtain

1,(i) = / (L5, p) — K0 p)ldp, (38)
0

where vector (1, ﬁ,l) has 1 in the ¢-th position and p everywhere else i.e. ﬁli =

—

P—i-
To compute the structural importance presented by (
first we need to introduce some definitions.
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Definition 6. a) A set of elements that allow proper operating of the system is
called a path set. If the path set is irreducible, then it is called a minimal path
set.

b) At the same time, a set of elements that can by their own effect failure of
the system is called a cut set. If the cut set is irreducible, then it is called a
minimal cut set.

c) A wector (1;,x), which fulfills conditions of ¢(0;,2) = 0 and ¢(1;,x) = 1,
s called a critical path vector for the i-th component. Hence, for the i-th
component a critical path set is denoted as

{1y U {jlz; = 1,07 j}-

It means that functioning of the system or its failure is determined by a compo-
nent ¢;. A critical path vector for a component ¢; with size r can be presented
as
1+ij:r, r=12..n.
i#]
Therefrom, we may introduce a number of critical path vector n,(i) for i-th
component of size r specified as

ne(i)= Y [, T ;) - 60,7 )]
Zi#j zj=r—1

Hence, the structural importance I, (i) may be expressed as the number of critical
path vectors n,.(7).

Theorem 6.

() = Y notiy - SR (39)
Proof. If we merge equations (38) and (39), we obtain
1) = [[10(15.9) — b(0;.p)ldp = (10
1 0

= [ [Xles,2) = 6(0s,2)] - p=r®s - (1= p) " Em S ldp = (41)

0 . ) | y
=[Sm0l =3ty R

r=1 '

0 r=1

Equation (39) can be expressed as

1) = 5 Yo me ) ()7 (43
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where the numerator n,.(7) stands for the critical path vectors with size r and the

denominator stands for the number of results with precisely » — 1 components

functioning among the exactly n—1 components, without component ¢. It means

that the i-th component’s structural importance is in other words the average

probability that for the i-th component the vector is the critical path vector.
Expression (42) can be also translated into

Iy(i) = / [an(i) (HTeh) - -p“l}dp (44)
0 r=1

where (f:}) -(1—p)"~"-p"~1 is the probability that » — 1 among n — 1 elements,

omitting the i-th one, function. Furthermore, n,(7) - (Zj)il is the probability
that functioning components 7 and r — 1 comprise the critical path set for the
component i. Hence, equation (44) stands for the probability of i causing the
system failure. Integrating it over p means that the component reliability p has
a uniform distribution p ~ (0, 1).

If we compare Barlow and Proschan structural importance

5 B) = [Ih(1.522) = h0. 5l (45)

with Birnbaum structural importance

B(4; ?) = I (3 ?) = ag;f)

=h(1,B.) —h(0,3_)  (46)

P1:~-:Pn:%

we see that Birnbaum sets p = % in order to compute the difference h(1, ﬁﬂ) —
h(0, 6}4), while Barlow and Proschan compute this difference for p € [0,1].
Moreover, from equation (46) we can deduce that

B B) = 1 B) = Y gy (001, B ) — 0(0, 3 0]

x

Hence, Birnbaum structural importance can be given as

1,6:3) =3 2, (47)

r=1

[N)

If we compare expressions (39) and (47), we can see that in I,(¢) the number of
critical vector path n,.(7) has a weight (n — r)!(r — 1)!/n!, meanwhile Birnbaum
uses the same weight 1/(2"~!) everywhere. Due to behavior of (n—7)!(r —1)!/n!
for different n we deduce that only very large or very small critical paths may
reach the greatest weight [5].
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Ezample 3 (Structural importance - series / parallel structure). Let consider a struc-
ture of n elements, which k are in series and n — k are parallel. This example
concerns a structure of five components ¢y, o, c3,¢q4,¢5, n = 5 and k = 2 pre-
sented in figure 3.

C3

Cc1 c2 Cq

Cs

Fig. 3. Series and parallel structure

Reliability of each component ¢; is unknown, however we may derive the
system reliability for different p;

hWP)=pi-p2-[1—(1—p3)-(1—ps)-(1—ps)]

The structural importance’s assumption is that the reliabilities p; = ps = ... =
pn = p are identical. Since

I5(j; B) = Dy, h(B),

we may derive formulas for the structural importance for each component

n

k
IsG)=[]pi1—- [] A—pm)] forj=1,..k, (48)
L

%;ﬁj m=k+1
k n

IsG)=]]pi J] @=pm) forj=k+1,..n (49)
i=1 m=k+1

m#j
For Birnbaum case, each reliability p; = %, hence from (48) and (49) we obtain
Ip(: B)=2"®-D _o=(=D fori—1, .k,
IB(j;g) =20 fori=k+1,...,n.
Therefore, for structure in figure 3 with k = 2 and n = 5, we have
Ip(1: B) =Ip(2;8)=2"1 — 274 = 04375
I5(3:8) = Ip(4; 8) = Ip(5; 3) = 274 = 0.0625

We can see that the components in series have much greater importance than
the components in parallel.
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Ezample 4 (Minimal path and cut sets).

N
@<@/C/@/

Fig.4. Graph Ga.B

Let’s consider the structure of order 10 with edges of graph G 4,5 as elements
of the system. Every set of edges connecting vertices A and B is a path and every
set of edges, when removed, disconnecting vertices A and B is a cut [22]. Directed
graph G 4 p represents simple example of the network connecting two nodes (A
and B) that is often used in examining reliability of computer networks. In order
to define structure function ¢(x), determining the minimal path and cut sets is
obligatory.

The minimal path and cut sets presented in tables 1
and 2 respectively, allow to determine the structure
function. Graph G 4 g is described by four minimal
path series structures

Table 1. Minimal path set

Path|Elements
2 1478 i€{1,3,8} 1€{1,4,7,8}
312578
5 269 pg(?) = H T P4(?) = Hxl

i€{2,5,7,8} i€{2,6,9}
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Table 2. Minimal cut set
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and by fifteen minimal cut parallel structures

Hl(?) =1 11 i)

K/Q(?) = H ZX;

Cut|Elements i€{1,5,6}
T 12 rs(@)= ] = ra(@) = [ @
2 156 i€{1,5,9} i€{1,6,7}
3 159
4 167 Hs(?)z. ]1_[68331' H6(7):, ]1_[9 ZTi
5] 168 e et
6| 179 pr(@)= [] = ks(7)= [ =
7 234 i€{2,3,4} i€{2,3,7}
8 237 Hg(?) =x2 [ xs Hlo(?) = H ZTq
190 3 i g 6 (345,60}
11 3459 K/ll(?) - H xT; K‘,lg(?) = H T
12 367 1€{3,4,5,9} i€{3,6,7}
13 379 /<;13(7) =3 1T T7 1T 9 H14(?) = X¢ I xrs
14 68 7)) =

K15 =xslx

15 89 15(%) = @s 2o

The structure functions, if at least one of the minimal paths functions, can be presented

as a parallel structure of minimal path series structure
T

P(T) = Hpi(?) =1-[[1-p(@)],

i=1
where 7 is a number of minimal paths of graph G4,g. Hence, the structure function
of the graph G 4,5 can be written in the form of
4

o(@) =L@ =1-TJ0 - (@)

=1-(1- JJ=00- ] =)00-

i€{1,3,8} i€{1,4,7,8}

I] =0a- J]=o

i€{2,5,7,8} i€{2,6,9}
and the structure function QS(?) is exactly equal to
7 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 2
O(T) = TIT2T3TAT5TTTY — T]ToXITAT5TLTLYLY — L1T2TAT5T 7Ty
2 2 2 2 2 2
— T1X3X4X7LR — L1L2X3TL5X7LY + L1X2X4X5 - LeX7XLY
2 2 2 2
+ TIT2T3T4T6T7LITY + T1T2XL3T5T6L7LITY + T1X3T8 + T1LaXT7T8
2
+ XoX5 - T7Xg — T1T2T3TETITY — L1XL2L4LEL7L8LY + T2T6T9 — L2XL5LELTLSLY.

Moreover, the structure function can be also presented in the form of the series structure
of the minimal cut parallel structures

o(@) = [ ().

where ¢ is a number of minimal cuts of the graph G 4,p. If at least one of the minimal
cuts fails, the structure fails as well. G4, graph’s structure function can be written in
the short form as

o(@) = [ (@),
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The structural importance measure presented by Birnbaum in 1968 and then
by Barlow and Proschan in 1975 was once independently developed in the field of
game theory (v. Appendix C) by Shapley and Shubik in 1954(v. ( )
and ( ), respectively (v. ( ).

2.7 Importance measure based on multilateral stopping problem.

The basis for the description of binary systems is the structure function de-
scribed in appendix xxx. We consider semi-coherent structures, which means
that the structure function has properties identical to the function aggregating
players’ decisions in multi-person decision problems considered in the work of

( ). Multi-player decision problems assume that each
game participant has a preference function based on a scalar function defined
on the states of a certain process. If the elements of the structure are assigned
to conservators (hypothetical players) who take care of the condition of these
elements so that they fulfill their functions properly, the mentioned function can
estimate profits and losses resulting from the state of the element. In principle,
this condition should be good, allowing the function of the element, or bad -
excluding the element from functioning. However, in reality, it is the diagnos-
tician who decides when to perform maintenance or replacement (and bear the
cost of it), and only sometimes a failure introduces a forced repair. An element
in a system usually lowers its efficiency (e.g., mating components in a driveline
may need lubrication to reduce friction, which results in increased energy ex-
penditure and lower system efficiency), but the maintenance downtime is wasted
and cannot always be managed. The operating conditions of the system make it
possible to determine the correct payment function (cost) for each maintenance
technician. Each of the n conservators, observing the states on which its pay-
ment depends, decides whether to order a maintenance break or to carry out
uninterrupted operation. For safety reasons and the structure of the system, it
is clear whether such a decision of a single observer is effective - it can start
work when the system is stopped, and the stoppage requires the consensus of
conservators from some critical path.

To analyze the effects of action, we will use the model of the following an-
tagonistic game with elements of cooperation, which are defined by the function
of the structure.

Following the results of the author and Yasuda [37] the multilateral stopping
of a Markov chain problem can be described in the terms of the notation used
in the non-cooperative game theory (see [24], [15], [23], [28]). To this end the
process and utilities of its states should be specified.

Definition 7 (ISS-Individual Stopping Strategies). Let (?n,]——n,Px), n =
0,1,2,...,N, be a homogeneous Markov chain with the state space (E,B).

— The players are able to observe the Markov chain sequentially. The horizon
can be finite or infinite: N € NU {co}.

— FEach player has their utility function f; : E — R, i =1,2,...,p, such that
El|fl(?1)| < oo and the cost function c; :E— R, i=1,2,...,p.
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— If the process is not stopped at moment n, then each player, based on F,, can
declare independently their willingness to stop the observation of the process.

Definition 8 (see [42]). An individual stopping strategy of the player i (ISS)
is the sequence of random variables {o% }N_,, where ot : 2 — {0,1}, such that

o}, 15 Fp-measurable.

The interpretation of the strategy is following. If ¢! = 1, then player i de-
clares that they would like to stop the process and accept the realization of
Xn.

Definition 9 (SS—Stopping Strategy (the aggregate function).). Denote
ot = (ot 0b,...,0%)

and let 8' be the set of ISSs of playeri,i =1,2,...,p. Define § = 8 x8%x...x8P.
The element o = (o,02,...,0P)T € 8 will be called the stopping strategy (SS).

The stopping strategy o € § is a random matrix. The rows of the matrix are the
ISSs. The columns are the decisions of the players at successive moments. The
factual stopping of the observation process, and the players realization of the
payoffs is defined by the stopping strategy exploiting p-variate logical function.

Let ¢ : {0,1}? — {0,1} be the aggregation function. In this stopping game
model the stopping strategy is the list of declarations of the individual players.
The aggregate function ¢ converts the declarations to an effective stopping time.

Definition 10 (An aggregated SS). A stopping time 75(c) generated by the
SS o € & and the aggregate function 6 is defined by

75(0) =inf{l1 <n < N:§(ck,0%,...,08) =1}

(inf(0) = o0). Since ¢ is fized during the analysis we skip index § and write
7(0) = 75(0).
Definition 11 (Process and utilities of its states).
~{weR:7m00)=n} =N H{we 2:68c},02...,00) =0} N{we 2:
0oy, 00,-. -, 08) =1} € Fu;
— 75(0) is a stopping time with respect to {F,}N_;.
— For any stopping time 15(0) and i € {1,2,...,p} the payoff of player i is
defined as follows (cf. [35]):

Ji(Xrs(0)) = fi( X))z (0)=n} + 117&8013}3 Ji(Xn)irs () =00} -

Definition 12. [An equilibrium strategy (cf. [37])] Let the aggregate rule § be
fived. The strategy *o = (*ot,*0?%,...,"0P)T € § is an equilibrium strategy with
respect to & if for each i € {1,2,...,p} and any o' € 8 we have

75 (o) 75 ("o (i)

vi(T) = Er[fi(y'r,s(*a))+ > a(X i) < Ez[fi(YTg(*o(i)))jL > (X)),

k=1 k=1
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Definition 13. [Voting Game Importance] Let the aggregate rule 6 = h be fived
and the strategy o = (‘ol,%02,...,%0P)T € § be an equilibrium strategy with
respect to 0. The voting game importance of the elements is the component of

E<9(X), 00>

The measure of significance of a structure element introduced in this way
takes into account its role in the structure by the aggregation function h, it is
normalized in the sense that the measures of all elements sum up to 1. It takes
into account the external loads of elements, the cost of maintenance and repairs.
Its use requires in-depth knowledge of the system and its components, which is a
significant obstacle in its introduction into diagnostic practice. The hardest part
is figuring out the payout functions (cost, risk, profit). The simplified version of
the method may include in the payout functions only the operating risk with
components in a condition requiring maintenance or repair, which is usually
associated with less safety.

3 Concluding remarks

3.1 Summary

Ensuring the reliability and secure performance of the simple as well as complex
systems has an indisputable significance in system analysis. Wherefore, the aim
of the research was to answer the question how to recognize the most influential
elements of the system so as to improve its reliability. This paper has demon-
strated several approaches to the concept of importance measure depending on
parameters and assumptions characterizing the system. The new approach is
proposed in section 2.7.

In this paper we have considered binary systems. Their extension in the form
of multistate systems is subject of another paper. In addition, the assumption
was their coherence. Limitations and assumptions of coherent system for binary
systems have been presented. For two-state systems various importance mea-
sures have been introduced and also the concept of the module importance, that
can be applied to any more complex system. We have looked into case when
only structure of the system was known (structural importance measure), case
when the system was dependent on both reliability of components and struc-
ture of the system (reliability importance measure), and case, when the measure
was dependent on the lifetime distribution of the components and the system
structure (lifetime importance measure). The measures of importance have been
based on Barlow and Proschan and Birnbaum’s studies. The problem of choosing
the proper importance measure was shown, e.g. due to the inconsistent behavior
for different structures of the system. In addition, the relationship between im-
portance measures in the reliability theory and power indices in the game theory
have been discussed in the paper.
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This analysis showed that the importance measures first introduced by Birn-
baum in 1968 became the foundation for further search of more convenient and
versatile definitions of the importance of components in the system reliability.
Since then, research has expanded in different directions but till nowadays im-
portance evaluation of highly complex structures such as networks may cause
many computational problems. Besides, restrictions regarding coherence may ex-
clude examination of certain systems. Therefore, this subject is under constant
exploration.

3.2 Exploratory importance measure research.

There are many quantities estimated in probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs)
to index the level of plant safety. If the PRA is to be used as a risk management
tool to assist in the safe operation of the plant, it is essential that those elements
of the plant design and its mode of operation that have the greatest impact
on plant safety be identified. These elements may be identified by performing
importance calculations. There are certain decisions that must be made before
the importance calculation is carried out. The first is the definition of the events
for which importance is to be evaluated; that is, to what level of resolution
the analysis is to be performed. The second decision that must be made—and the
major subject of this paper—is the choice of importance measure. Many measures
of importance have been proposed; this discussion is restricted to three: the risk
achievement (or degradation) worth, the risk reduction worth, and criticality
importance. In ( ) these measures of importance are defined,
their interrelationships are discussed, and a generalized importance measure is
introduced. The use of these three measures is compared and their advantages
and disadvantages are discussed.

3.3 Important direction of further investigations.

When interpreting component importance (v. ( )), concluded
that the importance of a component should depend on the following factors:

1. The location of the component in the system.

2. The reliability of the component.

3. The uncertainty in the estimate of the component reliability and related
cost.

4. The costs of maintaining this component in a given time interval (0,t).

(v. also ( )). The factor (3) highly depends on the statisti-
cal method implemented in the analyzes of exploratory data analyzes. Due to
source of the data, the role of structure of the system to the reliability of it,
the importance measure should take these elements into accounts. We are not
observing the hidden state of the system directly and the information taken from
the sensors should by interpreted and evaluated to infer on the hidden state of
the elements and the system. The details of the construction needed, based on
the results by ( ), are subject of a paper under editorial process.
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Appendices

A Structure functions.

To study the relationship between the reliability of the components of a structure
and the reliability of the structure itself, one has to know how the performance
or failure of various components affect the performance or failure of the struc-
ture. We do this with the help of Boolean functions. In the reliability literature,
Boolean functions are called structure functions. Structure functions serve as a
conceptual model on which the theory of reliability is largely based. The state
of the system is assumed to depend only on the states of the components. We
shall distinguish between only two states — a functioning state and a failed state.
This dichotomy applies to the structure as well as to each component. The as-
sumption that the state of the system is completely determined by the states of
its components implies the existence of a Boolean function ¢ : B — B.

A Boolean function of n variables is a function on B"™ taking values in
B = {0,1}. A system or structure is assumed to consist of an element of
N = {1,2,...,n} - the set of n components. Let us consider the state of the
system at a fixed moment of time.

Definition 14. The structure function of a system consisting of n components
is a Boolean function of n variables.

Let ¢ be a structure on N and ¢ € N. The component ¢ is irrelevant to the
structure ¢ if (1,7 _;) = (0,7 _;) for all € B™ and relevant otherwise.
The number of relevant components is called the order of the structure ¢. The
structure with no relevant components is a degenerate structure, i.e., w(?) =1
or () =0 for all 7 € B™.

Let ¢;, ¢ = 1,2 be two structures on N = {1,2,...,n}. The linear com-
position of these two structures is a structure h( 7, Zn41) = Tni10(T) + (1 —
Zni1)2(T) on BT

Corollary 1. Any structure ¢ of order n is a linear composition of two struc-
tures of at most order n — 1:

o(Z) = 230(1, 7 _i) + (1 — 23)p(0, 7 _;), for every @ € B", i € N.  (50)

Definition 15. Let ¢ be a structure on N, A C N and J = N\ A. The collection
of A of components form a path (cut) set of ¢ if o(14,07) =1 (p(04,17) =0).
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Definition 16. Let ¢ be a structure on N. Its dual P is another structure on
N defined by P () =1 — (1 — T) for every @ € B".

Definition 17. Let ¢ be a structure on N. A path (cut) set S of ¢ is called a
minimal path (cut) set of ¢ if T C S implies that T is not a path (cut) set of a
structure .

The family a(y) (B(¢)) denotes collection of minimal path (cut) sets of the
structure .

Proposition 1. For every semicoherent structure, ¢ on N

p(T)=1- H (1—H€Ei)= H (1—H(1—xi)) for all @ € B". (51)

Sea(yp) i€S Sep(y) i€S

Remark 1 (A simple form of ¢). Expanding either one of the two terms on the
right hand side of the expression of Proposition 1 (putting ] = z; for r > 1) we
get a structure function in the form

o(Z) = Z br H a;for all 77 € B" (52)

TCN  jeT
with br—some integer constants ([[;c2; =1 for T =0).

For any structure, there always exist at least one simple form and the simple
form of a structure is unique.

B The simple game

In game theory considers the set N = {1,2,...,n} of players and the power set
2N of coalitions. A function A : 2V — {0,1} is called a simple game on N in
characteristic function form if

(1) M©0) = 0;
(2) MN) =15
(3) S C T C N implies \(S) < A(T).

A coalition S C N is called winning if A(S) = 1 and it is called blocking if
AN\ S) = 0. Indeed, the collection of winning (or blocking) coalitions in a
simple game satisfies the three properties of the basic structure mentioned at
the beginning.

C Power indexes

In the field of game theory ( ) and ( ) consider the role
of the players in a cooperative game to provide an idea of division of the gain (v.
( ). First, Shapley and Shubik examined n-player games what
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let them formulate a characteristic value applicable to simple games. Hence,
originally the Shapley-Shubik index measured a power of players in voting games.
Their measure is a natural consequence of the influence of a given voter on the
result.

Definition 18. The Banzhaf index of the i-th player [component] denoted as
¥;(g) is applicable for a semi-coherent structure g on N, and is defined by

_ ni(g)
bil9) = 5ot (53)
where i € N, r is a size of n;(g), which stands for the aggregated sum of critical
path vectors of g, and ni(g) = Y1, ni(r, ).

Definition 18 is identical to the structural importance (47) presented by Birn-
baum.

Definition 19. For a semicoherent structure g the Shapley-Shubik index is de-
noted as ¢;(g), given by

¢i=> mi(r,g)- wa (54)

n!

where i € N, r is a size of n;(r, g), which stands for the number of critical path
vectors of g.

Definition 19 is identical to the structural importance (39) presented by Barlow
and Proschan.

Fact 7 If we compare the expressions (53) and (54), we can see that the index
introduced by Shapley-Shubik has a weight (n—r)!(r—1)!/n! attached to n;(r,g),
meanwhile the Banzhaf index is independent on v and has always weight 1/(2"~1)
attached to n;(r, g). Due to the behavior of (n —r)!(r — 1)!/n! for different n, we
deduce that only very large or very small critical paths may reach the greatest
weight.

Dubey (1975) derived the Shapley-Shubik index as a logical consequence of
certain axioms. Using another set of axioms, Dubey and Shapley (1979) derived
the Banzhaf index. Straflin (1976) using a probabilistic model, providing a unified
framework for power indices.
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