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Abstract: In recent years, many modifications of the Weibull distribution have been 

proposed. Some of these modifications have a large number of parameters and so 

their real benefits over simpler modifications are questionable. Here, we use two 

data sets with modified unimodal (unimodal followed by increasing) hazard 

function for comparing the exponentiated Weibull and generalized modified 

Weibull distributions. We find no evidence that the generalized modified Weibull 

distribution can provide a better fit than the exponentiated Weibull distribution for 

data sets exhibiting the modified unimodal hazard function.In a related issue, we 

consider Carrasco et al. (2008), a widely cited paper, proposing the generalized 

modified Weibull distribution, and illustrating two real data applications. We point 

out that some of the results in both real data applications in Carrasco et al. (2008) 
1are incorrect.  
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1. Introduction 

The most popular lifetime distributions including the exponential, Weibull, gamma, Rayleigh, 

Pareto and Gompertz distributions have monotonic hazard functions (HFs), cf. Lawless (1982). 

However, certain lifetime data (for example, human mortality, machine life cycles and data from 

some biological and medical studies) require non-monotonic shapes like the bathtub shape, the 

unimodal (upside-down bathtub) shape or the modified unimodal (unimodal followed by 

increasing) shape. 

The Weibull distribution is one of the most important, desirable and widely used lifetime 

distributions. It has been used in many different fields with many applications. The cumulative 

distribution function (CDF) of the Weibull distribution is simple and has a closed form, yielding 

simple expressions for its survival function (SF) and HF. It is a flexible distribution that can be 

used to fit different kinds of lifetime data sets in different fields. Moreover, its parameters have 

physical meanings and interpretations. 
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For many years, using different techniques, many researchers have developed various 

modified forms of the Weibull distribution to achieve non-monotonic shapes. Extensive reviews 

of some of these modifications have been presented, for example, see Rajarshi and Rajarshi (1988) 

and Murthy et al. (2003). Pham and Lai (2007) and Lai et al. (2011) presented brief reviews about 

modified Weibull models. Most of the modifications of the Weibull distribution (both continuous 

and discrete) were introduced in the last five years or so. Almalki and Nadarajah (2014) provide 

an extensive review of the continuous and discrete modifications of the Weibull distribution. 

Their review contains over 110 references on modifications/generalizations of the Weibull 

distribution and more than 55 percent of the cited references appeared in the last five years. 

The main purpose of modified Weibull distributions is to fit data sets with non-monotonic 

HFs (bathtub, unimodal and modified unimodal). Many modifications of the Weibull distribution 

have achieved the above purpose. On the other hand, unfortunately, the number of parameters 

has increased, the forms of the SF and the HF have been complicated and estimation problems 

have risen. Moreover, some of the modifications do not have closed form CDFs. 

We believe that there are some modified Weibull distributions with a small number of 

parameters which have not received the attention they deserve. Also, there are modified Weibull 

distributions with a large number of parameters which need to be revalued with respect to what 

they really contribute. Adding more parameters will automatically increase the maximum 

likelihood value. On the other hand, adding more parameters makes the estimation procedure 

more complicated. 

Whenever a new distribution is proposed, its fit must be compared with all appropriate 

distributions having the same or fewer parameters. The fits can be compared by the likelihood 

ratio test if the distributions are nested or by information criteria like the Akaike information 

criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian information criterion (BIC) if the distributions are not nested. 

Information criteria like the AIC and BIC account for the increase in the maximum likelihood 

value as well as the number of parameters added. The smaller the values of these criteria the 

better the fit. Any newly proposed distribution must be proved to provide significantly better fits 

than all appropriate distributions having the same or fewer parameters for a range of real data 

sets. This exercise is often not performed for newly proposed distributions in the literature. 

Among the various extensions and modified forms of the Weibull distribution (1951), the 

modified Weibull (MW) distribution of Lai et al. (2003) is one of the most important 

modifications of the Weibull distribution. It multiplies the Weibull cumulative hazard function, 

αxγ , by eλx . This distribution was later generalized to exponentiated form by Carrasco et al. (2008) 

by adding another shape parameter. Carrasco et al. (2008)’s modification is called the generalized 

modified Weibull (GMW) distribution. Its CDF is 

                                                     (1) 

for x > 0, α > 0, γ > 0, λ ≥ 0 and β > 0. The Weibull distribution is the particular case for λ = 

0 and β = 1. The extreme value distribution is the particular case for γ = 0 and β = 1. The 

exponentiated Weibull (EW) distribution of Mudholkar et al. (1995, 1996) is the particular case 

for λ = 0. The MW distribution of Lai et al. (2003) is the particular case for β = 1. The 
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exponentiated exponential (EE) distribution of Gupta and Kundu (1999) is the particular case for 

γ = 0 and λ = 0. The generalized Rayleigh (GR) distribution of Kundu and Raqab (2005) is the 

particular case for γ = 2 and λ = 0. 

The GMW distribution has been widely cited in the statistics and related literatures in the last 

few years. See, for example, Cordeiro and Lemonte (2014), Cordeiro et al. (2014), Nadarajah et 

al. (2014), Ortega et al. (2014), Peng and Yan (2014), Satheesh Kumar and Dharmaja (2014), 

Tojeiro et al. (2014), Torabi and Montazeri (2014), Cordeiro et al. (2015), Delgarm and 

Zadkarami (2015), Lai and Jones (2015), Lin et al. (2015), Nadarajah et al. (2015), Oluyede and 

Yang (2015) and Shams Harandi and Alamatsaz (2015). 

The SF, the probability density function (PDF) and the HF of the GMW distribution are  

                                                      (2) 

                                 (3) 

and 

                                      (4) 

respectively. The HF can exhibit different shapes. It increases if either γ ≥ 1, β < 1 and γβ > 1 or 

γ > 1 and β > 1. It decreases if γ > 1, λ = 0 and γβ < 1. It is bathtub shaped if either γ < 1 and γβ 

< 1 or γ ≥ 1, β < 1 and γβ < 1. It is unimodal shaped if γ < 1 and β → ∞. 

 

 
Figure 1: (a) TTT-transform plot for the serum-reversal data, (b) TTT-transform plot for the radiotherapy 

data. 

 

It is important to note for latter reasons that (1), (2), (3) and (4) are not valid functions if λ < 

0. For example, the CDF in (1) is not a monotonic increasing function of x if λ < 0. The PDF in 

(3) can take negative values if λ < 0. Also the HF in (4) can take negative values if λ < 0. 
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Carrasco et al. (2008) applied the GMW distribution to two well-known censored data sets 

and compared its goodness-of-fit with its sub-models. The first data set is the serum-reversal data 

of Silva (2004) and Perdon á (2006). The TTT-plot for this data is shown in Figure 1 (a), which 

takes a convex shape followed by a concave shape. This corresponds to a bathtub shaped HF. 

The second data referred to as radiotherapy data are survival times in days of fifty one cancer 

patients undergoing radio therapy. The TTT-plot for this data is shown in Figure 1 (b), which 

takes a concave shape followed by a convex shape followed by a concave shape. Carrasco et al. 

(2008) mention that this corresponds to a unimodal HF. Unfortunately, this is not the only mistake 

in Carrasco et al. (2008). There are some other mistakes in the results of both applications. We 

show these mistakes later. 

The third data in Table 1 are survival times of seventy two pigs infected by virulent tubercle 

bacilli (Greenwich, 1992). We shall refer to it as a infected pigs data set. It has a modified 

unimodal shape HF as shown later. 

 

Table 1: Infected pigs data. 

 
 

2. Applications 

This section uses three well-known data sets. The first data set has a bathtub shaped HF and 

the last data set has a modified unimodal shaped HF. We will show that the GMW distribution 

can not provide better fits than the EW distribution for data sets exhibiting modified unimodal 

HFs. We will also point out incorrect results on the first two data sets presented in Carrasco et al. 

(2008). 

We fitted the GMW, MW and EW distributions to each data set by the method of maximum 

likelihood. The maximum likelihood estimates (MLEs) were obtained by minimizing the 

negative of the log likelihood function. The minimization was performed using the routine nlm 

in the R software (R Development Core Team, 2015). nlm uses a Newton-type algorithm. The 

code for nlm was written by Saikat DebRoy and the R Core team, using a C translation of Fortran 

code by Richard H. Jones. Details of the algorithm can be found in Dennis and Schnabel (1983) 

and Schnabel et al. (1985). The Hessian matrix needed for the standard errors was computed 

numerically by using the routine deriv. Details of the algorithms used for deriv can be found in 

Griewank and Corliss (1991). All other computations for this paper were also performed using 

the R software. 

For each fitted distribution, nlm was executed with a wide range of initial values. The initial 

values were taken to be 
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• α = 0.01, 0.02, … ,  100, β = 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 100, γ = 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 100 and λ = 

0.01, 0.02, . . . , 100 for the GMW distribution; 

• α = 0.01, 0.02, … , 100, β = 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 100 and γ = 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 100 for the 

EW distribution; 

• α = 0.01, 0.02, … , 100, γ = 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 100 and λ = 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 100 for the 

MW distribution. 

 

nlm converged all the time and nlm converged to a unique maximum. This gives us 

confidence on the reported MLEs.  
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The fits were compared using the following measures: 

• the p-value of the goodness of fit test based on the Kolmogorov Smirnov (KS) statistic; 

• the p-value of the goodness of fit test based on the Anderson Darling (AD) statistic; 

• the p-value of the goodness of fit test based on the Cramer von Mises (CvM) statistic; 

• the AIC due to Akaike (1974) defined by 

 
• the BIC due to Schwarz (1978) defined by 

 
• the consistent Akaike information criterion (CAIC) due to Bozdogan (1987) defined 

by 

 
• the corrected Akaike information criterion (AICc) due to Hurvich and Tsai (1989) 

defined by 

 
where ϕ is a vector of unknown parameters of length k, ϕ̂ is the MLE of ϕ, xi, i = 1, 2, . . . , 

n are the observed data of size n, and L(ϕ̂, xi) is the likelihood function. 

 

2.1 Serum-reversal data 

Table 1 in Carrasco et al. (2008) shows the MLEs of the parameters of the GMW distribution 

and its sub-models (MW, EW, EE, Weibull and GR distributions) for the serum-reversal data. 

All these results appear correct. It is clear that the GMW distribution presents a very good fit for 

this data with respect to AIC, BIC and CAIC values. We computed the Kolmogorov Smirnov 

statistic for the GMW distribution and its sub-models. Again, the GMW distribution has the 

smallest Kolmogorov Smirnov statistic with the value 0.117, whilst the Kolmogorov Smirnov 

statistics for the MW, EW, EE, Weibull and GR distributions are 0.155, 0.169, 0.259, 0.182 and 

0.247, respectively. The HF for the fitted GMW distribution is plotted in Figure 4c of Carrasco 

et al. (2008). This figure appears incorrect because it is well-known that the HF must be non-

negative everywhere. It appears Carrasco et al. (2008) plotted the HF for the fitted GMW 

distribution using λ = −0.023, an invalid value for λ, see Section 1. The MLE of λ reported in 

Table 1 of Carrasco et al. (2008) is 0.023. The HF for the fitted GMW distribution when λ = 

−0.023 is plotted in Figure 2a, just to show that Figure 4c in Carrasco et al. (2008) was plotted 

using this negative value. Figure 2b presents the non-parametric HF of the data and the HF for 

the fitted GMW distribution using the MLEs in Table 1 of Carrasco et al. (2008).  
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Figure 2: For the serum-reversal data: (a) HF presented in Carrasco et al. (2008), (b) Non-parametric 

HF and the HF for the fitted GMW distribution using estimates in Table 1 of Carrasco et al (2008). 

 

2.2 Radiotherapy data 

The fitted MLEs for this data are presented in Table 2 of Carrasco et al. (2008). Unfortunately, 

the MLEs for the GMW and MW distributions and the corresponding AIC, BIC and CAIC 

measures appear incorrect. We now explain the mistakes. 

 

2.2.1 Modified Weibull distribution 

The MLEs of the parameters of the MW distribution reported in Table 2 of Carrasco et al. 

(2008) are α̂ = 0.001, γ̂ = 1.245 and λ̂ = 0.001. But the reported values of AIC = 594.4, BIC = 

600.1 and CAIC = 594.9 appear to have been computed using λ = −0.001 (an invalid value for 

λ). These values appear so close to the values of AIC, BIC and CAIC reported in Table 2 of 

Carrasco et al. (2008) for the GMW distribution. But the shape of the HF of the MW distribution 

can not be unimodal, so it is surprising that the MW and GMW distributions fit equally well for 

a data set exhibiting a unimodal HF. 

For the MLEs of the MW distribution reported in Table 2 of Carrasco et al. (2008), the log-

likelihood is −442.45. The log-likelihood is about −294.2 when λ̂ ≈ 0.001. 

 

Table 2 shows the MLEs of the MW distribution reported by Carrasco et al. (2008) (when λ̂ 

= −0.001 and when λ̂ = 0.001), the MLEs we obtained (the corresponding standard errors in 

brackets) and the values of AIC, BIC, AICc, CAIC, KS, AD, CvM we obtained. The SFs for the 

fitted MW distribution using the MLEs in Table 2 of Carrasco et al. (2008) are shown in Figure 

3a (red solid line for λ̂ = −0.001 and blue dashed line for λ̂ = 0.001). The corresponding HFs are 

plotted in Figure 3c (red solid line for λ̂ = −0.001 and blue open circles for λ̂ = 0.001). Figures 

3b and 3d show the SF and the HF for the MW distribution we fitted. 
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Figure 3: For radiotherapy data: (a) SF presented in Carrasco et al. (2008), (b) Our SF based on the MW 

distribution, (c) HF presented in Carrasco et al. (2008), (d) Our HF based on the MW distribution. 

 

Note from Table 2 that the GMW distribution we fitted is actually an EW distribution since 

the MLE of λ is zero (that is, the likelihood for the GMW distribution for the given data appears 

largest when λ = 0). Also the MW distribution we fitted is actually a Weibull distribution since 

the MLE of λ is zero (that is, the likelihood for the MW distribution for the given data appears 

largest when λ = 0). So, the added parameter λ does not improve the fit of the GW distribution 

or the fit of the Weibull distribution. This can happen sometimes when the parameter is restricted 

to be positive (Liddle, 2004). 

Furthermore, the p-values of the Kolmogorov Smirnov, Anderson Darling and Cramer von 

Mises statistics for the fitted GMW distribution (which is an EW distribution) are larger than the 
p-values corresponding to the estimates in Carrasco et al. (2008). The p-values for the fitted MW 

distribution (which is a Weibull distribution) are also larger than the p-values corresponding to 

the estimates in Carrasco et al. (2008). 
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Table 2: MLEs of parameters, standard error, AIC, BIC, AICc, CAIC, KS, AD and CvM for 

radiotherapy data. 

 

2.2.2 Generalized modified Weibull distribution 

According to Table 2 in Carrasco et al. (2008), the MLE of λ is 0.0002. But Figures 5b and 

5c in Carrasco et al. (2008) appear to have used λ̂= −0.0002 (an invalid value for λ) to plot the 

SF and the HF for the fitted GMW distribution. Furthermore, the reported AIC, BIC and CAIC 

measures appear to have used the same negative value. 

Figure 4a shows the SF for the fitted GMW distribution using the MLEs in Table 2 of 

Carrasco et al. (2008) (red solid line for λ̂ = −0.0002 and blue dashed line for λ̂ = 0.0002). The 

corresponding HFs are plotted in Figure 4c (red solid line for λ̂ = −0.0002 and blue open circles 

for λ̂ = 0.0002). The SF and the HF for the fitted GMW distribution with λ̂ = −0.0002 (in red 

solid line and blue open circles) appear to be the same as Figures 5b and 5c in Carrasco et al. 

(2008). 

Table 2 shows the MLEs of the GMW distribution computed by Carrasco et al. (2008) (when 

λ̂ = −0.0002 and when λ̂ = 0.0002), the MLEs we obtained (the corresponding standard errors in 

brackets) and the values of AIC, BIC, AICc, CAIC, KS, AD, CvM we obtained. The SF and the 

HF for the GMW distribution we fitted are plotted in Figures 4b and 4d. 

Figure 5 plots the profile log likelihood functions for the GMW distribution around the MLEs 

reported in Table 2. The plots suggest that the MLEs reported in Table 2 are unique. 

Figure 6 compares the QQ plots for the fits of the GMW and MW distributions. The points 

for the MW distribution are closer to the diagonal line, so it provides a better fit than the GMW 

distribution. 
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Figure 4: For the radiotherapy data: (a) SF presented in Carrasco et al. (2008), (b) Out SF based on 

the GMW distribution, (c) HF presented in Carrasco et al (2008), (d) Out HF based on the GMW 

distribution. 
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Figure 5: For the radiotherapy data: the profile log likelihood functions of the four parameters of the 

GMW distribution. 

 

 
Figure 6: QQ plot for the fits of GMW and MW distributions for the radiotherapy data. 
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2.3 Infected pigs data 

The TTT-plot for this data shown in Figure 7 shows a concave shape and then a convex shape 

followed by a concave shape. This corresponds to the HF being modified unimodal shaped. 

 

Table 3: MLEs of parameters, standard errors, AIC, BIC, AICc, CAIC, KS, AD and CvM for the 

distributions fitted to the infected pigs data set. 

 
 

Table 3 shows the MLEs of the parameters, their standard errors, AIC values, BIC values, 

AICc values, CAIC values and p-values of the Kolmogorov Smirnov, Anderson Darling and 

Cramer von Mises statistics for the fitted GMW and EW distributions. 

The negative log-likelihood for the fitted GMW distribution is 398.200. The negative log 

likelihood for the fitted EW distribution is 398.201. AIC values, BIC values, AICc values and 

CAIC values for the fitted GMW and EW distributions are 802.4004, 809.2304, 812.2304, 

802.7533 and 802.4021, 809.2321, 812.2321, 802.7551, respectively. The p-values of the 

Kolmogorov Smirnov, Anderson Darling and Cramer von Mises statistics for the two 

distributions are 0.062, 0.069, 0.070 and 0.059, 0.060, 0.061, respectively. 

The EW distribution has the smaller values for the AIC, the BIC the AICc and the CAIC and 

larger p-values. The GMW distribution has the larger log-likelihood. But the likelihood ratio test 

statistic for testing H0 : λ = 0 versus H1 : H0 is false is 0.154 and the corresponding p-value is 

0.695, so there is no evidence to reject H0. Hence, the GMW distribution does not improve 

significantly on the fit of the EW distribution. 

Figure 8 (a) shows the histogram of the data and the fitted PDFs. Figure 8 (b) shows the 

empirical SF of the data and the fitted SFs. Figure 8 (d) shows the non-parametric HF of the data 

and the fitted HFs. 

Figures 8a and 8b show that both distributions provide good fits. Figure 8d shows that both 

distributions provide good fits to the initial and middle parts of the non-parametric HF. But 

neither of the distributions appear to capture the last part of the non-parametric HF well. 

Figure 9 plots the profile log likelihood functions for the EW distribution around the MLEs 

reported in Table 3. The plots suggest that the MLEs reported in Table 3 are unique. 

Figure 10 compares the QQ plots for the fits of the GMW and EW distributions. There is 

little difference in terms of closeness of the points to the diagonal line. So, the EW distribution 

should be preferred since it is the simpler. 

Suppose each infected pig has β number of components working in parallel, and that the pig 

dies if each component fails. Suppose also that the components work independently and that the 

lifetime of each component is Weibull distributed. Under these assumptions, the survival time of 

each infected pig will have the EW distribution. Given the parameter estimates, there are 
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approximately 310250 components in each infected pig, the mean lifetime of each component is 

approximately 0.112 and the variance of the lifetime of each component is approximately 2.271.  

 

 
Figure 7: TTT-transform plot for the infected pigs data. 

 

 
Figure 8: For infected pigs data: (a) Histogram and fitted PDFs; (b) Empirical and fitted SFs; (c) 

Empirical and fitted TTT-transforms; (d) Non-parametric and fitted HFs. 
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Figure 9: For infected pigs data: the profile log likelihood functions of the three parameters of the EW 

distribution. 

 

 
Figure 10: QQ plot for the fits of GMW and EW distribution for the infected pigs data. 

 

3. Conclusions  
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The added parameter λ of the GMW distribution over the EW distribution did not improve 

the maximum likelihood function for the radiotherapy data. Also, the GMW distribution did not 

provide a better fit than the EW distribution for the infected pigs data. Both data sets have 

modified unimodal shaped HFs. Based on this, there is no evidence that the GMW distribution 

can provide a better fit than the EW distribution for data sets exhibiting modified unimodal HFs. 

We have pointed out some incorrect results in Carrasco et al. (2008). The fitted HF for the 

serum-reversal data set using the GMW distribution is incorrect because it is plotted using a 

negative value of λ. For the radiotherapy data set, although Carrasco et al. (2008) reported a 

positive value for λ, they used a negative value to plot the fitted SF and HF. Also, the AIC, the 

BIC, the AICc and the CAIC were calculated using the same negative value. 

  



 

728  Comparing the exponentiated and generalized modified Weibull distributions  

 

 

Acknowledgment 

The authors would like to thank Professor Edwin M. M. Ortega very much for sending the 

two data sets. The authors also thank the referee for careful reading and comments which greatly 

improved the paper. 

 

References 

[1] Akaike, H. (1974). A new look at the statistical model identification. IEEE Transactions 

on Automatic Control, 19, 716-723. 

 

[2] Almalki, S. J. and Nadara jah, S. (2014). Modifications of the Weibull distribution: A 

review. Reliability Engineering and System Safety, 124, 32-55 

 

[3] Bozdogan, H. (1987). Model selection and Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC): The 

general theory and its analytical extensions. Psychometrika, 52, 345-370. 

 

[4] Carrasco, M., Ortega, E. M. and Cordeiro, G. M. (2008). A generalized modified Weibull 

distribution for lifetime modeling. Computational Statistics and Data Analysis, 53, 

450-462. 

 

[5] Cordeiro, G. M. and Lemonte, A. J. (2014). The exponentiated generalized Birnbaum-

Saunders distribution. Applied Mathematics and Computation, 247, 762-779. 

 

[6] Cordeiro, G. M., Ortega, E. M. M. and Popovic, B. V. (2015). The gamma-Lomax 

distribution. Journal of Statistical Computation and Simulation, 85, 305-319. 

 

[7] Cordeiro, G. M., Ortega, E. M. M. and Silva, G. O. (2014). The Kumaraswamy modified 

Weibull distribution: Theory and applications. Journal of Statistical Computation 

and Simulation, 84, 1387-1411. 

 

[8] Delgarm, L. and Zadkarami, M. R. (2015). A new generalization of lifetime 

distributions. Computational Statistics, doi: 10.1007/s00180-015-0563-0 

 

[9] Dennis, J. E. and Schnabel, R. B. (1983). Numerical Methods for Unconstrained 

Optimization and Nonlinear Equations. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. 

 

[10] Greenwich, M. (1992). A unimodal hazard rate function and its failure distribution. 

Statistical Papers, 33, 187-202. 

 

[11] Griewank, A. and Corliss, G. F. (1991). Automatic Differentiation of Algorithms: Theory, 

Implementation, and Application. SIAM Proceedings, Philadelphia. 



 
 Saad J. Almalki and Saralees Nadarajah                                                 729 

 

 

[12] Gupta, R. D. and Kundu, D. (1999). Generalized exponential distributions. Australian 

and New Zealand Journal of Statistics, 41, 173-188. 

 

[13] Hurvich, C. M. and Tsai, C. -L. (1989). Regression and time series model selection in 

small samples. Biometrika, 76, 297-307. 

 

[14] Kundu, D. and Raqab, M. Z. (2005). Generalized Rayleigh distribution: Different 

methods of estimation. Computational Statistics and Data Analysis, 49, 187-200. 

 

[15] Lai, C. D. and Jones, G. (2015). Beta hazard rate distribution and applications. IEEE 

Transactions on Reliability, 64, 44-50. 

 

[16] Lai, C. D., Murthy, D. N. P. and Xie, M. (2011). Weibull distributions. Computational 

Statistics, 33,282-287. 

 

[17] Lai, C. D., Xie, M. and Murthy, D. N. P. (2003). A modified Weibull distribution. IEEE 

Transactions on Reliability, 52, 33-37. 

 

[18] Lawless, J. F. (1982). Statistical Models and Methods for Lifetime Data. John Wiley 

and Sons, NewYork. 

 

[19] Liddle, A. R. (2004). How many cosmological parameters? Monthly Notices of the Royal 

Astronomical Society, 351, 49-53. 

 

[20] Lin, Y. -J., Okasha, H. M. and Lio, Y. L. (2015). Prediction intervals for future order 

statistics from a generalized modified Weibull. Communications in Statistics—

Simulation and Computation, doi: 10.1080/03610918.2014.1002847 

 

[21] Mudholkar, G. S., Srivastava, D. K. and Freimer, M. (1995). The exponentiated Weibull 

family: A reanalysis of the bus-motor-failure data. Technometrics, 37, 436-445. 

 

[22] Mudholkar, G. S., Srivastava, D. K. and Kollia, G. D. (1996). A generalization of the 

Weibull distribution with application to the analysis of survival data. Journal of the 

American Statistical Association,91, 1575-1583. 

 

[23] Murthy, D. N. P., Xie, M. and Jiang, R. (2003). Weibull Models. John Wiley and Sons, 

New York. 

 

[24] Nadara jah, S., Cordeiro, G. M. and Ortega, E. M. M. (2015). The exponentiated G 

geometric family of distributions. Journal of Statistical Computation and Simulation, 

85, 1634-1650. 

 



 

730  Comparing the exponentiated and generalized modified Weibull distributions  

 

[25] Nadara jah, S., Shahsanaei, F. and Rezaei, S. (2014). A new four-parameter lifetime 

distribution. Journal of Statistical Computation and Simulation, 84, 248-263. 

 

[26] Oluyede, B. O. and Yang, T. (2015). A new class of generalized Lindley distributions 

with applications. Journal of Statistical Computation and Simulation, 85, 2072-2100. 

 

[27] Ortega, E. M. M., Cordeiro, G. M., Hashimoto, E. M. and Cooray, K. (2014). A log-

linear regression model for the odd Weibull distribution with censored data. Journal 

of Applied Statistics, 41, 1859-1880. 

 

[28] Peng, X. and Yan, Z. (2014). Estimation and application for a new extended Weibull 

distribution. Reliability Engineering and System Safety, 121, 34-42. 
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