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E@X A B R P P (Stochastic Dominance) FEHE|ZONT

——EVHEE > o Hira iz t,“c—— ‘
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A—br7x 04 « 22y YORBRBIKEOTE, <=2y vy (H M
Markowitz) @ BIFF{E—438 (An Expected ReturnVeriance) ZEHED2S, = 3% T,
BEE L EEREOHEL LTEERS A, Lhd, 2CAVLRTER, +
Dz EVEIEZ, $xOBREEEL R - 7+ VA giick v CEET
BETERD, Ll, COREE, DREOERITCLER AR
BT R AR EAGOEEIET AR BT, S DREC L - TEE
SHEBTh 50, HHONS: b EMEYE T, S OIHRRIEEY
RS 5H%T, BEEREMIE (Stochastic Dominance) DREMES S, EVEER
Kb HETHE LEET FMEL, B, RRGOhE, olEofhs
WHILCa B &, Quirk & Saposnik 23, S DAEEOCEFMLEEEERL,
%ic, Hadar & Russel + Whitmoro #%, % OFE% R s 3k

1 chiz EV oS-35,

2) flats, Tobin DAREFER (separation), Sharpe @#jﬁaﬁ% F, Rl (systemanc
risk) 20,

® E. F. Fama, “The Behavior of Stock Market Prices,” Jouma[ af Business, Jan. 1969 ;
W, Breen and J. Savage, “ Portfolio Disiributions and Tests of Security Selection
Models,” Journal of Finance, Dec. 1968; B. Mandelbrot, “ The Valnation of Certain
Specutative Prices,” Journal of Business, Ocl, 1963. ' ’

) Rk SD omEE V-5, ’

5) J. P. Quirk & R. Saposnik, * Admissibility & Measurable Utility Functions,” Review
of Economic Studies, Vol. 29, 1962, : ’ '

6) J. Hadar & W. R. Russel, " Rules for Ordering Unceriain Prospects,” American
‘Eeonurnic Review, March 1969 ; G, A. Whitmore, * Third Degree Stochastic Dommancc
American Economic Review, June 1970.
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C BEL—A %Eﬁj_j' %, %7, Hanoch & Levy % Levy & Sarnat 2 Porter
UL FORBA AR H— b T4 VA - 2L 7Y 5 VDR O R R
AR E CREML (v o/, ¥ 2°C, FE T, Markowitz jii EV Hfe
DESLHIC I\ T, SRETRHASNTE LRIEARA TS 2 3thk, = ok
St 0 e ¢, BHEATAEE L L ToRE SRt 205 SDERYILE
HT, ToRFARERRRSTG, Riic, - oZkEN, gk se
EREOHTIREL -2 L LT, EVERIMRbZEEDREDRT, D%bh,
BRI (eficiency) DHRYETEOTHANE 3LV S FEP, WHOE
BEaEELRRL, R TW L,

1 EVEEZEOMER

T, EVERC ST 3HHAONRL R SMBALELS kT 5, EV
By, W R IO HES AN 2 ISE L OB L v o0 R T
— X —OEETE > THORBETH L EHET Lird, #BERODAN
B — A B PLER T B 2 2y, L QUE, EEEAE O WEBIS R
B TR AR ORE - TV Eh e W5 AR RERE L BEL TU
29, ChLOEEOTIEC TR LEE LA B0 T 2 v 5 kEd
ST d\Tik,  RDRIE (eficiency) OBk & HIAE (expected utiticy) OB
SHRBEN — L & HEBRIED 7 DA R FEE OBBEE R LT 5, =
DARARIFEE, MRC, BRLB, REOHES MM TR OW
S B RREORELEATHBRY, =, SORENATELE

7) G. Hanoch & H. Levy, “ The Efficiency Analysis of Choices involving Risk,” Review
of Economic Studies, JTuly 1969; H. Levy & M. Sarnat, Fnvestsnent and Fortfolio
Analysis, 19727 R. B. Porter, “ An Empitical Comparison of Stochastic Dominance and
Mean-Variance Portfolio Choice Criteria,” Jowrnal of Financial and Quantitative
Analysis, Sept. 1973. '

8) coEakoREx, Tobin & Markovitz DXIEBEEI i\ (J. Tobin, * Liquidity,
Preference as Behavior toward Risk,” Review of Econvrmic Studies, Feb. 1958; H. M.
Markowitz, Portfolic Selection, 1959),
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PHEEL G AT B, 22T UT, ©OFECHET o HEELHEL T,
EVEEFATGHALSEEATABLL LI, .

CERT, BORER, NEOHESMFE D047 A —F—Th3HifFEE
DT b o T A RS &4~ EDBE T 5. = oSk b
BUH AR, S EOISENERI AT EET 2 b ORE e+ o BT D
BHRERV-EWI L Th S, ZOREMNERD 517D, Fama,Breen &
Savage % Mandelbrot V5333 D ZEED BT B RELHET - 722 F,
BB 1317 3 IS ORERGHM, o0 AF 22 —inBEEEE SV —¥
¥ (stable Paretian) S HOEEERFELY, Db, bE-EOLMICEZLIX
WS, MLy, Lipd, A0 (EESM OERERF-> T L eE
BLAPLThHD, FLT, LTOSMEAROERR (il 2L 0EEICE
THEIEORVESREGEERL Y - TED, 20LDE, FHROBENE
B Cofinitey OB 2% 5, Zinb o OREREONHOBER LY, HROH
HoE S FIRT I EVORBTEREE L K¥RBRERELLIILTHS 5,

9) E. F. Fama, “ The Behavior of Stock-Market Prices,” Jowrnal of Business, Jan. 1965,
op. 34-105; B. W. Breen & S. J. Savage, " Portfolio Distribution & Tests of Security
Selection Models,” Jorrnal of Finanee, Tec. 1968, pp. 805-819; B. Mandelbrot, “ The
Variation of Certain Speculative Prices,” Journal of Business, Oct. 1963, pp. 394-419.

10) ﬁ%f\vf ST vSTEERD X 5 Rt oM ofrbfgr (characteristic functlon) g,
log £(t)=log E(e“%)
. =dde—y|£|*[L+E8Ce/ It] Jew(z, a3]
TE L, w i BEEER

t R

i=+—1
) =tanZ%  (a%1)
glog I Ce=1)

b @ﬁ#ﬁ@%ﬁti&@!oon FA— - ITEHL T3,
8 1 fE (location) M.4F 2 — & — (HIfHE : a>1DE &)
7 : B (scale) DT A— 5 — (53\&0)-27 =2 DFE)
8 BaDAT A— &~ (—<p<], W j=0 D E)
a ; iEigE (characteristic exponent)
0<a<@ DEE, WROTEWRIG,
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£ 0k REEMRORRICIEST, SUOTEL L TOREIT 5
ﬁﬂé?%ﬁ?%tb@,%%&:tf%éﬁotﬁ%,%@ﬁk,%ﬁ@ﬁﬁ
TR HT LG IRIES Y — > ABERL GRS R BEL Thnih
P s & ) adFREN R AIECMEE RASL Te b, ZORL-EiRSR
P2 o KRR 7 MTEHSR U A BRI BRHLL TS B = 2 %, IR2E O RBEY
BRI INA T > CTAE - Th, HHEEOME TLEAD & EpRy
EWHRED AT A E—ThHBILERFLTOEY, Lil, FHE IEE0
RS MR DB ST, ShiE Y OB CITRERY, BT,
EXBLVILERELVTHS S, JOBARL, BRSHOMHEN —0
CIEEIZERIL TWABEIT BT, ML EoRipns, HFRowv
7 DEFHCE D CERO B E S FFEREL TS, Z O, Tsiangs
Feldstein L7z & 57T 45530, BULALHEEE 513 ¥ ORRICE
BBHENTHS 5, - | B
R, CORECBEICHTBMBEMAY FTROWETH 2B RE S
L BHROERZ $ 00 E VS RALHH LY b, FTROBEE COHE
BIZ X >, A0SR EDT - LAk B OmE 30, DY, £
N EOBROTEE G, BHOMELRTHSKEER ) PLETHEN
EoheELBIETHSHY, . o .
22T, WREOT 78 - F R ESCTRRIIET S 20 X 3 RERMR
HEMEEREY S L A<, ENEREBLT, MRIMBHEEX S 25 %
FHIRTG, KOBETHANS S DEEOEETHD, Lind, TOHEEDY

11> Fame, op. cit., po. 102-105. \

12) S. C. Tsiang, “ The Rationale of The Mean-Standard Deviation Analysis, Skewness
Preference, and The Demand for Money,” The American Economic Review, June
1972, n, 5. p. 358; M. 3. Feldstein, “ Mean-Variance Analysis in the Theory of Liquidity
Preference and Portfolio Selection,” Rewiewe of Economic Studies, Jan. 1960,

13) BH=NEROLFERLEFFICART, PRATEEOMBELRL 2ICHITOW T, . %
FYh BEEFEES O To—EEE), EERY, BeLEE LR 1021 - SeslEas
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BT 2 — D DKL T B B IEL L, o
ST OMIEE, BEROMNEEEATT S HAROHEOEA T, &
F, BEROMAMES EREHO REAORTH 5 2 #EEL T 55
EEFEADEL LS, COEECHTBHLEN, OB «()>0,
w"(r) <0, u(r) =a-+br+er® BN REREEL T B E B B, L
GBI R, 29, RRAMSECHS LA @S0 &, r<ZE
OTEREEWNL, TOHBICRCT, RERIFRNILTHET 5L 2w
T TIT, i, REO LR K=50THh3ETay, & 0KOEEEL
NiZ, AOREMAL S FAEREVRIREL b & 2R IR R 2 v 5 B
b, BEFOLEHRTELIES LS BENRFENET Y, B,
COEEE, KU TFoslXh -8 st aliEoasiifbriihgs s
PN ELIBRARBD. DFD, OB, BERATSCHEHESEE O
o RIREED ERME (K) &, % O 51 2 BREOMBER v KD &
S B MRS EE SR B L E, ChERATAESRAR L O Th
5¥, #iEL, Lhi, ﬁ‘@ﬁﬂ@?‘;%@’c‘ﬁé, iz, BEULREOTFIC :}*oL‘C

14) ##L, JhrE—CERMLFETE <, T W. Pratt, K. J. Arrow &2 iajﬁby‘_k_t't
5HaM, IORTGCHESHFISEEBELTARS,
9, MEAEREHOBERRITEE o) » —u Cr) (Bﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁwiﬂﬁ%ﬂfi:%) Th

BEL LS, RAREE w@)=adtbrtco?) unoi*aé'ér#& 7l Eﬁ—&ﬁﬁé%ﬁ[%*ﬁb
BE,

w{=b+2cr
W’ (r)=2c
2335, ©OEERACT o) ofgER
a(r)=—u”(r)= —2e
w(r) ~ btier

LELThD,

ZOMMOBRHEELRDIE, PORRE o (T)—_zcr)e>0

Tibh, BrEOASFTHL Lo T, GREBOBENNSOEMER TS ok 2
ma,

COREERIE, EEFRVEBbIREEE, ﬁ&@ﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ WAL T, o mCEERS
BEGIBRO— P ERSEAT I —POFETHB L LTHEAINE LI 5 TS Uil
EERM BRI D T O—H g0, BRI, BRI R, L1517~ ),
| 15) R (optimal) xR, BEFOFACHTIREMME ST B Y, Bhom
R ES (minimal efficient set) #{FET 2L 53 LEHO L THE,
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EVOuEiaf e Mo MRS & v 5 REBHREESERS LMD
T, FAREREELTY, UEEFRHATILERELRNE WS
T MET S ENLETHA ™,

BT, BRI RIS — AT i FEIREDEA (a concave utility function) €
BB EREEL TV BBEEELTRL 5™,

OREI BT DA, — e B R ST B MIE IR L T T
T, MESHEELHCT BUMcHL CoxsMETH 3, —Di,
RS OBE LR T RIS L S8R LI T 52 — & — i kil
LTWaEnasBEThE, JOBSICRGTE, BBEORESFHHIFFITR
IO ThH 2 L2 MET 52, FERSEABIKOR w)=algr
L OEBERADOILIE T, BEAREATOERE, TOEBRSEEL T
R REA = R BBV, FOin, ORI S &4, BED
BRI 3o\ B ARRRME & 58S, SR EEITEN T, FRFRIED 2T 2
— 2 —OEETHL, 2% b,: oM T 4 — X = (two-pafameter distri-
bution) T3 I L¥RET B, LirLkdtd, Z0BATE, SHofEo
AN OB it b iR {, FERNRAGEOBIRBNES L5 £iERD 5,
i, TERSBIEML ORI E BECIEEL Ry REATE A AL Ty
LLEThBY, Thig, < Wn'ﬁ%é%ﬂ-ﬁ%%ﬁ#: AEEEL - T, BlLE
Gt o LR L DR, —2i, ToCKEOBREHER AN EE I
ELTHWBENIBETHD®, §5—Dit, T OO 4T 3 RERAMHH

16) Tz, "YRESAZE® (Quadratic Utility Criterion) i Tl MIEERLENETH S
(H. Levy and M. Samnat, Investment and portfolio Analysis, 1972, pp. 385388 G.
Hanoch and . Levy, “ Efficient Portfolio Selection with Quadratic and Cubic FTtility,”
Jowrnal of Business, April 1970, p. 186), )

17 Zhid, @G>0 S v’ (<0 Db 3 b, ERERNOBEFXF-EET 40
Thsd, ‘

18) Teldstein, o, cit., pp. 6-7; G. Hanoch and H. Levy, “The Efficiency Analysis of

. Choices involving Risk,” Revierw of FEconomic Studies, July 1969, p. 342.

19) IL levy & M. Samnat, op. c¢i., p. 313,

200 Thid, pp. 311-315; Hanoch and Levy, op. ci., p. 343
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EROMOETHS (22T, MOZETS LV REELEL LEW £ 35
BETHED, “hoOHEEFR, WIhic® ), EVEEQ—#EYEIT 5
IR B, TARERHES LW BEEROBE R B LTVWB T L

T o . - , \
BLEI 3\ T L C ¥ 7o E VA O FERATEE, SoHEn S B2 B 58k
L, EHRREL - AR RET AERE 2 AAL TV A IGENEL, CONBE
BICEL B Lt RS O, BRIMEFELLD, TARPRBMORY
BLAREL D LARVEWIRED TR 2 0ENERECEA TS D,

CThIZELLSDHEER, EVEERESTERAESGLES A S0 HREN,
Tt S DEEOERECREN — AR, W, EXThB,

I Ry nmEl D) g

EY, SDEMEIHITAIRANRHIETZLLES,

D EEEORIE AT SRR SR B L ¥, BRI
PSS OMVEETS - CHREB 2 LI 3, .

2D FhFEhORERENIE r=r =1, 2..) OEEGETTH - THRENLHEE
ROMAIBY, rneR ThiLT s, = oT, EHL, r OFE# i< Thh
i, r<rThY, FORAMEE ry THHEL LI, |

) WEROMFN u() HAeTOTREMAEROES UDKich Y,
w@PeU THaEFs, Libd, TOMM u() E—FoRREr KHLT,
FhEFRAERER S, SO E (nitial wealth) T1 - THEPZITA L
PR LT 55, ‘ :
BLEOHRAHO T I S0 TR SR 3 S DEROEANRFRE, —Dk,

FTORRNAICHT HEUS TN TH D, Lid, ZOSMEENOR

21) Levy & Sarnat, op. cit., pp. 311-312; Feldstein, op. cit., p. 7; K. Borch, “A Note on
Uncertainty and Indiﬂerenw Curves,” Review of Economic Studies, Jan. 1969, p. 4.
22) £TO w20 kLT, wlwtr)=ul) PErTs,. =PL, MEOFER w ThiL§

-




6 e 7 mi0s me-sE
e B B RN RIS R 2 2 ThD, & 3—ol, BEROW
FRBINCCBAT B HI AR, MR R E R TS L IERMShE LTS
Bo SO, BEIGLETIEMIMEEL LSV 2b R B
BEROSDAMMIZ T 5 AN EFCOREREIS 02 BIFT, BLT
OBAMSCET 22 ER AR REAIL T, FOEANRBREEL X
BIEFTS Lo s ZMOS DEREHLpRTDILEL X, '
E, ﬁ%ﬁ#&thﬁ%ib%%vﬂﬁ%wﬁivt — R T R e R
T AHEThB, “OLEE, &ﬁ%ﬁ@@ﬂ%é@%ﬂiﬂ'ﬁ&hﬁb TS Th S e
VIR OAE AT B L ThD, - ORI OH K BHENECT
bh, 2% b, £TO reR KHLTC, #()>0 O&fd 3 DL TOTEERE
ABEOELS Ul Th 3 L dard, £, &0—00 H0AFERT 3
TR LS, VR D — RO HER R 5T, —AMO TR BRIER (1 general
efficiency eriterion) Th bV, Fr, H WEESCKETEL, Lnd, SD
HECRELFTHL L LT, %R EBEREE (first degree stochastic
dominance} Th & X Eh TV 5%,
:,&ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ.#j,ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%®%ﬁQ%ﬁ%ﬁT%tmﬁﬁ
EOBETHB, OLE, BERAEREEOESEE $5 LV 3B TR
W, BEFOR MR, WoMmEdcine T REASAMSERTLLE VS
SHERET B, DO, DHEOETREBESATHY, £TO reR iz
LT, w30 Lind w7 <0 0%&fHE § 24 ToOTMELARKO£E
25U, Th 3o ERFT, Binh, & OGO TS 2Ry RIEER Tk
EES ORERYE L Tn50T, ﬁﬁﬁlﬁlﬁ@ﬁ%é@ﬁ {(a risk aversion efficiency
criterion) T b, BIBL 7B OBEDRMEL AT, TR EHFTEH
BLEdb LT, H T KHRMEMEIEE (second degree stochastic dominance)

23) R.B. Porter & J. E. Gaumnitz, “Stochastic Dominance VS. Mean-Variance Portfolior
Analysis: An EranrJCEl] Evaluation,” The Ameﬂcan Economic Review, June 1972, p.
439.



LB (Stochastic Dominance) H#E 20T : (385) 47
Thieheshs, ' \ :
Bikic, @ERE, Bpcndr, o%b, [SEEMLTAGE, BR
EEOBEZRAT S L5 bR ET 5L VS BATH S, COLY, BE
FOMERBUE, ThETOTODKMHINLT, HAOEZHEMBNSET

C BBIVIRERET B, CO&ME, £TOreR LT, #G)>0,0()

<0, Ldnd «#7() >0 OFE% éo%f@ﬂﬁ%t%)ﬁﬂiﬁ%ﬁ@%ﬁﬁ U; Th
ZorEmd, LT, hHOEHOTREFINRNRERER H=R
E@Eﬁﬁ@@@]ggﬁ (third degree stochastic dominanee) T 5, :
LlE, SEOMENESDERZBRTELTLE ®, 0T, 2h¥h
DHEI 3517 5 T ORIMLH D B &0 FREA — A w H S LTk

-

2o ,
T OREA L, COORERESTAT, —FORENEEIhE DL
B, BEHOIAEF WD LT - CHbL, Thiliitl s hdfeids:
THD (ChAERNEREDEETHEM. Lk, SOREL-AOEEE,
EVHERIC s 3@ s Mk, ERLEROWELETOMETE, PRY
BADLIFFBARED @REAEID) LEESTEIEThHS, ZO@E
ERTHRIEL -, BT, TREREHT S LBERE, Rl 200
BEOHRERZ f() & g0) THBLTE, o
GC: HHREMN g(r) VKRR F() I~ TEHY 5 o &2 AT BE+
SEEED, £TO n<N ERLT, GOI<RG) Thh, Skt
ry EHLT GOr) <RGD Thi. 2REL, AG)=Lf0), Gi(n)
= 36, HI=f), Go(r)=g(r) =1, 2 ..., N, |
RAC : #EEBEIE g(r) PHERBIE f () KR TEET 6 & 2R TLE
+4r4ME, £TO 2N KHLT, GrI=Er) Thb, 4kl

-2 GL A Whitl.i;lore, * Thixd-Degree Stochastic Dominance,” The American Econemic
" Review, June 1970, pp. 457-459. B ;
250 =fo SD EEx, GC, RAC, TSD 5%, BT, Avs o ticd s,
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b7 KA LT Gl <BRGO ThB, 7EL, Fard=5LEG)dra,
Gar)= 5 GG dri, Fo(r) =0, Go(r)=0 (2=2, 3., N, dryy=r,
—rido

TSD: BREH () v ﬁ%@ﬁﬁ F) RHSTEBET S L 2 RTAE
TadthiE, £TD 2N LT, Gilr) <FK(.) Thh, 2klx
b i KHLT GO <B(r). ThY, Lird, Glr)<F() Th5,
222l Fi(rd =5 BIRO) TR, Gir) =5 LG +G,

Dy B() =0, Gi(r)=0.®=2, 3,..., N, dr,_j=ri—ri_(),

Bk, ERNREFEOREO T BT 3 EEOREL — A BLRIcT 5
ZETh T, =00 S DEEOCTEAR LIRS BHICE /28 £ Th? 3,
o, ALESRAVT, EVERCRTIREL-LERLTADL,

EV : BB 20D pHERBIH /0D N TRIFT B & & 20T SbhE,

wmzug ThY, o’ <ol PRALTE L ETHS, AL, HHORERE

CRRBICRAT T 52 28R Egp=un, Exy=wus, Vin=02 V=0,

D 2T, SDEEFSTTREE, CoBELLEL T ERREE L TARE,
—8, BERELTZL\w3 22D T, ZooREC kT IEFEL S (F
REERD BRA—TH3 > SBERREFT, EVEESSHLL, Ko
BERTC LiL L 3%, -

F Ia
IO F@ g
5 : o1 0
10 0 0.3
15 09 05
20 ' 0 0.1
1.0 1.0
14 | 14
3 3

26y AL, TOFCEE E E Wiliam O%RHEMT S itL T, LrL, MELREE
D=b Vw2 AR, EEE BELZLORHAWS (E. E. William, Investment Analysu,
1973, pp. 351-852), .



TEER B (Stochastic Dominance) B DT
=on S DEEY - OFRITE S TRER,

i 1 2 3 4
r; 5 10 15 20
Ficey 0.1 0 0.9 0
2D 0 0.3 0.6 0.1
Frd 0.1 0.1 10 10
GG 0 .03 © 09 1.0
B 27
-Gy (+0.1) (—0.2) 01} {0
Folrd) 0 0.005 0.010 0.060
Galrd 0 0 0.015 0.060
F,—(, (o (+0003)  (—0005) @
Furd 0 0.000125  0.000400 10.00225
Ga(rd 0 0 0.000375 0.00225
CFy—G, 0 (+0000125) (+0.000125) )

Th 3™,

1
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FoT, BREA—ARTT FO)—G() ®%{¢E’tﬁjﬂ‘b“€%\5c‘: Fia)

By ZERT BT,
ERRERTNEE S A,

RIE 5,5
LB,

20 ¥ TOMIZIVTEL BTHS 2
GCEEEIZ B TE, IRZFIOD L &

RACHEZIHELVTR, WHILOEE, FOEMFBATH-T, BROEZDOD

27y GC @i 5 RBERSAR
FOLHREETE > Tmdz

EHEES,

28 Folr)=0.1x0.054-0. 1>0 05+1 0x0. 05

=0. 005--0. 005--0..05-

=0. 060

Fi(r)=0.5[(0+0. 005} x0. 05+ (0. 005+0. 0107 x0. 05

+(0. 010+9. 060) X 0. 05]

=0. 5x0. 05(0. 005+0. 01540. 070)

=0. (25 0. 090
=0. 00225

EREY



50 (388) - . BB Ha-5%
CRMEER#EZL TRy, L, ShiRLT, TSDEBICECTE, 0
MRS, By, EO0.000125C 4 - T, ﬁ#éﬂ(ugobtbqf fallhall
BT, g0 B FO) BT A D e WL kB,
%fﬁu,ﬁk@ph®ivﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂf%5#,SD%E@WKEV(@
T S DEESR T RERREL 2 LB, | '
B, He ORERCET B RAOHRCETOT, L, @D, BES
EITLABUESE SV A S TE o b o ﬁﬁﬁ%%%&ﬁA RPN 2
—ATHDEVIBERTS »C, SDERRKEVAEL Y IEALELL O
ThB LMLk - ThHS S,
~EEQSDE$EkH5kEE%&@,&%i®ﬁﬁ%ﬁtﬁ?%ﬁﬁﬁ
ﬁ%%#%m&asat,%Hhéﬁﬁ%&ﬁﬁ&@ﬁﬁ%ﬁ&f%:a%ﬁ
LT 2%, = OERME (efficiency) QIR X VIBRTE - T, SDIEEE,
EVESCL - TROBREI, FRCBRALOTHEHE 5505 ME
, &Kz, BETAELLL 3,

I 3hEf (efliciency) 73R

T, SDEEOCHIPEOMMEYR, Porter & Gaumnitz OEIESH® % M
T, WEHIrinT s, ¥9, FRO, TOMEYRNLATE YL R
ublgo}LLwy&(;Hmmwnﬁ{xamwmﬁ%@aﬁuﬁwéﬁa
DEHDF — & —2FBLT, iz, H. Levy & M. Sarnat™ %ifii« D3t

29) MRS, A LEPERRAR I oL To—E (1), BERE SRIEELS, 12249,

30) R. B. Porter and J. E. Gaumnitz, “Stochastic Dominance VS, Mean-Variance Portfolio
Analysis: An Empirical Evoluation,” The American Economic Review, June 1972, pp.
440-445_

31) H. Levy & G. Hanoch, “Relative Effectiveness of Efficiency Criteria for Portfolio
Selection,” Jowrnal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, March 1970, pp. 70-74.
32) H. Levy and M. Sarnat, " Alternative Efficiency Criteria: An Empirical Analysis,”
The Jouwrnal of Finance, Dec. 1970, pp. 1155-1158 ; Investment and Portfolic Analysis,
1972, pp. 410-415; M. Sarnat, “ A Note on the Prediction of Portfolio Performance from

Ex Post Data” The Journal of Finance, Sept. 1972, pp. 904-906.
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OF - Z ORI BHFOMREEL T, THk, k¥ SBLshi K-
b7 a0 FTHBE S mutual fund ©F — 2 — & FuT®, A OHEY
HFEED P RS, O E, Levy & Sarnat {3, G CEAMERRML
HEER, SOWPHER LS BECHRELRET 510BE RV, T,
RACERILEVTE, »RIDEVHRILFLIL, Lrd, ToHEEE0
HHLC 35\ T, EVIREERTRD 3 145 35 T 2T, tk b OELLL
CRREBETHZ BN LT 33‘)0 % 7-, Levy & Sarnat <> M. Sarnat
i, mutual fand DA IGTE, S DMK EVEED MA@ OIS,
o DDLU R ER RIS 2 2 LR 29, D oREE, DS
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