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FHE J1gue RNl tig APl 433 AUWE HRE AFsted ol8se E4ETold. add)
BaAe sl TEZEL A zdEe EAZAE vlE-gHaEEd P ZEEe L RYThE Al 4
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3 2 Hglo Ho AfFA TEEER9
A 8ES A9 4 slon] FEg gy

l. M

M

7149] Aego|&d FolF FHlA A&H B+
?(sustainable competitive advantage)® #
Hote FRE 243l A8 7o Az
ARstn 7HeAdE wjEste Aot adEz
HHALMEL 7199 AgERY A$AHA B
THE FHsted o] Wi F88 2otk

TEZE9 BAE 7IHule] HEmdi(strategic
business unit: SBU)o| et zepddke] 443} 2}
e T2E Aokt {8 BNzt 1
de 7k ZEEZe|L ¥4 RdHE o3t &
Me A% 7 LEELQ Tdo] e 19 A
A gAYl =yeg, 43 Hadd sle
FEEZS RdEe $AZARE Hlm-FHetm2H
B} el A-duEE 2FE & A "ok

F&3t XEZE L 299 dAHS IHH] 4
& Mdsold 4e3 TEZL Rd A4 &

BAAE AAAL, F2 aldAale] F#H
Heto] of&shs o] glom EXXEEELE
AEd ¢+ Sle E&F TEEoY MgS ol 43l
2 Rstx ok, ¢ AFAYH XEEEC 2Y
£ E8F ZEEIE ot 4 A AR, R
Z3 oy A3t BddA tFo|A s A
ES TFsA Edhe @AHE AYx
Agse F7H TEEYL 2d 39 st &
&3 Z2E(efficient frontier)& & 4 3l
A dte AFARY xEZL 299 4 HF
A Eel] 3t 2ol hed A

olA7tA] R BITET|EM
dTEZe= STRATPORT =€ (1982), Corstjens
9} Weinstein® 97(1982), Wind®} Robertson
9] d(1983), Mahajan® Wind®] Q(1985)
2 »xt9] SD/BPM ¥£4(1989) &l 3dt.

2 d7dME AFAEE TEZEe 2dY &

=2 ¥$d 1 96.3  AMEIY : 97 2

T ol R 19954 e EAGe] FRAA dvld osid d7Hen. 19959 ¥=RYE EASedTEHE A

Y WE&S 3 289 ot



3

3

R

EA]ul(Stochastic Dominance : SD) H@H#%
A F 7123 TEEZQ B FoA H-83t 2|
&% B4 234 (Analytic Hierarchy Process
: AHP) AHIWE $eiuet 7Idel 343l #3
Al 24 & 24stnz} gt

SD/AHP ¥4 SlojA, WA SD Ao
2 BHUA7IAY 9418 AsE BYdle A%
2 SD AIWYH d&A8E E4de £4 SD
2wl e, o T ATHEE T4l
Heste] 1 BMAFHES vla - A o
ae]3 AHP £42, A 33 JAER S
A3 BAH AFTZE AT Fol, AN F
Foll &g 7]z #HNA FAAU L, & 7
Fo] AA F8% 2 7 71Fd #A¥E s
Azzol Uizt JAAR A dke] 7] &3t o] F
o] At}

% Ao AL 71E9 TEEFe EdE9
2AA dAHE FEE 4 e SD/AHP
F3lal 71gel ARALuES AA3,
Yoyt olgjg 53 ATE PFeEn SD/
AHP B9 4843 FANE ot slele Aot

544;

Il. 0|2 1@

1. SD/AHPEAM9| 3=

B dPoMEe (2¥ DA Ee bt 2o A
E(AIR)el 7129 ZEER L B 7}edlA A
23 Zd(customized model)ol &3le AHP
A Wi AFAEH 2d(finance - oriented
model)?! SD AZ2WHE E¥T SD/AHP #A

454

g ANsel F1de A Ao B 433
A78 A gt

SD/AHP #4¢ olsh go] 4z R
Sl SD W2WWF AHP 42 P 47 A8
s $AAHE BE5T g LB R
o2 7 FPae WL YIWAE & gy
B @AEE 38Y & geddn B

2. SD M=y

2.1 SD 4+%%

Markowitz(1959)7} AAE AE-+Y (risk-
T -4 (mean-variance: EV)iF

Lﬂﬂ fA8e
71 2

return)
o glojA & JdFYor
oz Zzt ZHHT, FAAEL
Bt ofsted 4=ol3t g el Ak J&?ﬂ N
g}, Zldigdely BA4L FA)Ee 99
X e B4 JUehle M B 3=
ol7] o XTEEZE|Q9 Y HRAN ojAHx
MEHE Z3 oo HopA,

ady ggolge YN E ), HA-E4
71Ee ¢ AE 2U3AAT 48 5 A%
E HEe A HAY & BE¥5U 23]

94—4 BEFEIL AFEED ARl -

71Eol 3 &&AY Aol 8 + Utk
]94' Ze P-4 H2PEd A vy 2
#2 SD TtHc] LU, SD TFH L FAAE
Aze Bz(EE3F)e dstd AFE F e
a3 AYgwe sPgstn, oled 39 "k
A 71 K39 QA S AAstn .

SD AL Quirk®t Saposnik(1962), Fish-
burn(1964), Hader®} Russell(1974), ¥ Ha-

i m
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12FSD(FSD) AAH 28
| SD?r%LEzi}SD(SSD) —

34SD(TSD)
AFAE
H3H FEZFL
H A
AHP A &= % ¥ Hu]mg—ﬁfz}%
LIRS

A A AZYA
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¥ 3

mmond(1974) Sl 23 /gt 12]3 o]
g SD TrEe APsr] AY BEFH ¢neEe
Levy$} Hanoch(1970), Levy$t Sarnat (1970),
Porter, Wart 2 Ferguson(1973) Sl 2j8} 7i2
HAoh AFHeE] 3ok SD ol Levy®
Hanoch(1970), Levy® Sarnat(1970), Porter$}
Gaumnitz(1972), Porter(1973), Porter$} Bey
(1974) 2 Vickson®@ Altman(1977)% <&
AzAo2 AUt £F SDFH L thig 2
EINA EFsle Axrh ojFolAn YUk A9E
HopoflA]  SDTAe] HEE dEH drEe
Bass(1974)¢] “¢#Ae](brand switching)el #
g A#7h gler, Weeks(1985)« A4taeol&
o MdA 712E EANTY] AT e 2
Wi SD HES A8ATeE dFE dglen,
Kroll# Levy(1986)c lognormal efficient
frontier& zHetdle=dl SD 14S o &3stn Utt.
a1 o)9ex= Mahajan, Wind ¥  Bradford
(1982)¢ AE LEEZL L ¥4 ST S A&
3t o, Mahajan® Wind(1985)€ BY¥IE
Zzle RdE Agsted SD HEE ol &st
2 gtk ¥ "zH(1989)€ SD HwWyel 9]
A Gt F3F wde] o3 A8l FUt
A71Z, AAE slEZ 2o QlojA mE X%
ASAAE F71 Bo gl -3 BUFEE
2lo g sdstd AFH AFE

2.2 SD HIwye 3

28448t oA EHE A SD HHE 3
7K /3 o #2

@O 12 BEXl(first-order stochastic domin-
ance : FSD)

456

@ 2x #EAH (second-order stochastic
dominance : SSD)

@ 3a HEA
dominance @ TSD)

SD THHES A8%re] Fyo 3 /ME 1
g3l £E2HJT efe] U, U, U 2 U7}
E&gre 1 1A, 23, 9 33 =@5E 44
Yepdohd, FSD#EE U208, SSDHHL_ U’
208 U'<08, 28z TSD AL U'=20,
U’<0 ¢ U208 47 7Hatn dd. &
FSDt&e] 7% &8l 12k =37t dAde
Z (+)olth. z#E2 FSD 732 H@XdZ(risk
preference), 918%™ (risk indifference), Tx 9
#3)9(risk aversion)® ZF &3t SSD W
< 22 287t ey (+)7F ohviehs Aoy
Ed A3NEE AT epAHeE TSD 73
o] Bfde ALY 33 =FF7 ofHo Ay
()7} it o3 @ 7P oA HezPolr
azy o] JHgES -2 HY Ik A
U HgdgA+E R 24 Asdse sHEG
oty 27, SD A o] HHXEZe
2 e o9 e o3 met g 4 gt

@ FSD 32 3718 =9 a&drE %
© BE AR A B TEEEL TS
AAgE,

@ SSD T&& @A ELe] Afdste A A
Exlad A 287 TEZ L AE A g

@ TSD 32 AdgsAsst 2(E)4
F7te met adte A93ny FapaelA 24
A YEEP|L ATE AN

37k4] SDFEE d d&8EHFE ALHA
o a2y HERES P8 FdeA ¢+ 9
cng 3743 SDTAL ZEEZEL ddd A&

(third-order stochastic
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ks SD/AHP =Y

371 HAsiA oSS o8t ¥ F2E

F4ote Aol dasit

SD FowHe #4743 L g 2o

@ FSD. SSD. TSD #3& o|&3ld SBUZ
o B84 48 PP

@ SBUZt F¥AH(covariance) & 4 V}‘:}

@ @9 F2Z2HUE ol8dld 4 XEEZY)
geoldt Ay gof whel ‘ﬂéﬁ‘—?‘ﬂ%ﬂr 2ig
g

@ FSD, SSD, TSD &g o|&3ls @9 é
B2 vehd TEEZIOE 71U E8A TE
I08S MRS, 1 JMeuME AR ;?ig&m
XEZE|0E SSD, TSD 3 & A&
Aoz Yehd TEEZF o},

@ 7149 AHAYuEL @A Tetg b

A& REEF L 7pEA|oln, o|F o] &3ld
714 el Agul eSS £

3. AHP Y

3.1 AHP 4+4%%¥

o2 Jiud AHPHIWY LS
2749l A% (hierarchy) 2.8
TAE F2E gy I, EAFAE B8 Al
A FMe(relative priority) & Aste 7]HE
o|n gt (Saaty 1980, 1986: Wind and Saaty
1980). & AHP w2 gAdor & E3J,
4 Ave e, 9]*}37&9‘ A% A7 e 2
Aol & gidhEZ FAE ASTEE 59 &

Saaty°l 93 A&
Asjol & FAE

CBBINT 263 M2 19974 58

SN

2 EAC A HAHJAARE BAE + de
AR A9 Alx"lojtt, AHP #Hrke & 7|E
(criterion)el] #¥E UI¢E (alternatives)d] o
g Hdzx fdohizt AWAH  EX(overall
goalell & 7z AHA 9 7 7|FE9] A
2 Za%0 A JAAARY] wdd] 72
o84 ol B2 AAA R x4 AY
Yok ohz AR|AQA ARAZ ZAsr ¥k
(Wind$} Gross 1980: Dyer$ Forman 1991).

Saaty7} 1970\3chel] 2 M o|FE Be
A7} galdHri(Harkersh Vargas 1987). AHP
Aol ol&3 A8 #F F8 AM7L glod
(Saaty 1980: Saaty 1982: Saaty$} Vargas
1982: Dyer®} Forman 1991), OR#} 7433t &
opllM= AHP o tigt df=ie] Bo] LRHJ
(Saaty 1977: Wind$} Saaty 1980: Cook, Falchi
2 Mariano 1984: Golden, Herner ¥ Power
1986: Harker 1986).

AHP A€ o83 2 d75%E Ay
B 23 2ok Accola(1994) 9 HA(1995)
T 7199 Adujde] B gAEFE A=Y
o Accola(1994) & AgulEg % dAER &
Al 71&9 AE-+ T2 HAFTH 89 ¥
244 FUlet] AFsET. Accola® dFE
8] ZledT B Ay £X9hE g
7}3}1‘531‘“ Hex guin BHu BZAAHe] =

HeES Hrlsted Fapete] Hrld o] &3
‘4. EZF Accolaw ARSIl 7t AEd 49
£ AHPE ol &3l HAZAQ] BFd4e &
Zleted ZA3AT. Accola® BEEEUNY A
o} o] @7HA] HAEALE ArshA] ¥a RE
e Auiste digEy Ao FAY 58
A W (efficient plane)S A stdct 28z
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de HFAHY FARNY MY &3 g F
Atel el Zgate] A, 9 2 BFdiel o
3 Mz 43 oo Hgm Hgkh B
(1995) HAAAUAMEAYE 98 SD/AHP &
o ZHE AAtR, olF HAES Adste
KAt A g3t Az eujo] A A3 &
A% SD 3 AHP H2dy #4438
HlwelE SD/AHP £4& Bé 4F54 9d+E 3
Art.

Stout, Liberatore ¥ Monahan(1991)2 4
TFEARN A EAAAY R B ATE
3tk Khaksari, Kamath ¥ Grives(1989)&
ARYEZe o9 Hifd Y A7E dgon,
Armacost, Hosseinni ¥ Javalgi(1990)¢} Ja-
valgi, Rao ¥ Thomas(1991)= 238, 28 ¢ H
9& AFYsedl  AHPE HEsidch agln
Nydick? Hill(1992)& 3894t A5 g 4+
£ 3191, Dyer, Forman ¥ Mustafa(1992)<
FuoH AR #HF AFE skAck FH
Spires(1991) ¥ Chan® Lynn(1991) & A%
g %rRkled AHPE o|&¢ A7E it
Chan® Lynn(1993)& 24N #d A%
g vl it Yo7k Curry$h Moutinho(1992)
e AgH Age #sl, 18lm Partovi
(1994) A7l AF o) Bl AHPE A&
3 A+E ATt

add] AHP HIZHgel o84 7|2& Adst
1 9en, AAR A} digsA 2 A& g
| 233y, HIEg FFsed AHdEE 3x
of EAZF gittn v#Ee AFEERER UK
Belton® Gear 1985: Dyer®t Wendell 1985:
Dyer 1990). 184 Saatys2 &g AHP A
T g vHAEC] AHPY ]84 7|12E

o]

458

AL olglstn glon, AHPE E&<l&(utility
theory)2h= 719 E@Holgte HE B0 =4
31 Stk (Harker$} Vargas 1987,
1990, Harker® Vargas 1990).

o|A 749l AHPO] g ATARE AHEY
AHP I 548 Aoy, dA9 o
FEAI7E HEGA oM A& #AE A7}
A& B3 Qi

Saaty

3.2 AHP He #4344

AHP H2WHe & 22 49A Y E43%
& AXA @t

@ A 194 -

A4S0l e EX 7|2% oJAEF EAE
#AAU L, 71 2 AlgHd figte g FE
st SJAMAR Y AZ
et

@ Al 29A :

AUl digt 7 71ES AdiH]al(paired
comparison) A58t 71zl gt 2t diqhe] diulm
A8E FTch

@ A 394 :

oA a4 A JHEAE Hkskrl A A
2dAlolA BAIE vlEZ e THA] (eigenvalue)
A A8

@ A 494 :

2} 39 9AE9 FHAY AL (priori-
ty) & A7l s AFH 7 o gAaEA

489 U4 71 E TP

(decision hierarchy)& %
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HYXHUEE 9% SD/AHP #4

ll. AHXIHES KIS SD/AHP 24

Q7led e EHUR7IAS A AduEe #
& AR s 719 AuA Asd Wt &
A BANY SD iR oAEAAe 8
A gdolu AAS FF EAPINA AHP H2%
HE 47 Agstd 4354 $42 stax o
o4 nF FEAM A9 & uie} o] FzHg
P*?M SiE o F7HA H2Ee £A23E )

EHstnzd Brk FeHQ Aduee] B
é%‘ﬂ] =2 £ A 2 Aol

TAWIIGLE 7 3/ B9 el rldes
7HAAEE Adetel 24 AEAF(SBUYER o
dALDA7E =0l e 7MY KAtk 719 A
A7 sApds SBUY BA diste] 9y g a3
22 2 dydME 7S AR @

SD AdWHogs
o e
gte & 7e> SD W] sled, o 71/ 3
WS A Feste 2 ENERES £33
A} g,

AU 944 Aa
454 SD WY 43488 B

=l ru 2

1.1 254 SD A2yl 9@ ¥4

(B D& KA 670 SBUY 9542 Vel
I Sl 7 SBUS 9§49 #XE A944
A8 (1991~1995)9% <&A8 A9 54348
A&(1996~2000)0Ith. od7]dl 9] &L
ROI)efo]of

A€ (return on investment :

REBHT ®26H ®2% 19974 58

SEAI R, K Ate] 74 AbEAtel ojal g wEo) A
A2 SBUEEZE BExf 91 £ 4&dan A %o
(£ 1) SBUY $oEN

7] z
SBU 1991~1995 1996~2000

BAFAE| B A |HEsdE| 24
SBU 1 | 5.860 | 1.351 | 7.432 | 0.418
SBU 2 | 1.365 | 12.739 | 3.264 | 1.215
SBU3 | 049 | 7.418 | 1.135 | 4.280
SBU4 | 6.275 | 17.651 | 8.763 | 3.841
SBU5 | 3.249 | 6.465 | 3.158 | 7.392
SBU 6 | 6.942 | 4.276 | 4.169 | 0.741
22 AN F71 gle Aot gutdog By
£ f8td ERAFYE Ao 2 dge|yE
& AHESIAIRE, B AFoME KA AR o Bl

& Aol ES dAl AMEEl At ik

AL EZE 2 (optimal portfolio) & FA3}
Ao EV 133 SD 3| KA 678 SBUY

F&4E H2E] K8 AT, 1 dge
(B 2yl 8959 ledl, g3 2e LH%% o]
olska ioh

@ SBU 12 EV, FSD, SSD ¥ TSD &4
oA BEZHQ SBUR HEt

@ SBU 6% EV 113 # FSD 73 93 &
&40|11, SBU 4& FSD #d| ofsjMst a&
A9l Ao g Yyt

@ SBU 2, SBU 3 ¥ SBU 5& 471 #FHd
o8 vl Z&A<Q SBUR detE At

SDHE & o|&dle IEEIE sudsiEd,
HA BE Vs EEEY 2 (feasible portfolio)E
Tsol @tk ol A o A dg =¥
o & neToEN sHFA Wig A7 4

459



43

]

(& 2) 67} SBUoll izt EV &zt SD w1&2| HB&nH1991~1995)

At SBU

524 49
SBU EV FSD SSD TSD &4 24
SBU 1 2.34.5 2.35 234,56 23456 1
SBU 2 6
SBU 3 2 2 5
SBU 4 2 2.3.5 2.3.5 235 3
SBU 5 9 3 23 23 4
SBU 6 2.4.5 235 2345 2.34.5 2

Auf) %= SBU 1.6 1.4.6 1 1

) rows columne =i,

ofg 2¥EE THE dart Sk

Wi>2 (i = 1,4.6)
Wizl (7 = 2,3,5)

A71M, Wi = SBUicl g Aduful&(Wi=1
2 5%% Jehd)

7 SBUC W& AtgulEe] $7heE 5% ¢
3, 7k EEE LS #7H UF Bol SD #34

AHgol BrbsdiAle AE W8] Y3 Z&A4
THE 2>8 EUZ sl E&A] ¥2 SBU 1.
SBU 4, ¥ SBU 64 tig Adui&r & 10%
oj4eg i, E&Ao]l ¥& SBU 2, SBU 3
2 SBU 59l thigh A& 5% o]do] o
E=F gt o942 Agzusire] JteRE
E2l9 & 7927 olt},

(& 3)v 7ts RTEEZE 254 U&lH EV 74,
SSD 73 ¢ TSD &< B&¢ 245 e

(B 3) KA ZEE2|2 E4 @ A XZ(1991~1995)0f 8t EV,SSD % TSD &l gZn}

¥EEQ AiA) ghe TEEE L FEZYQ AW IS)
No. B2 em | RV ssp TSD| 1 2 3 4 5 &
THE
49 4116 0072 | * 025 005 005 025 020 020
87 4212 0089 | * 0.25 005 005 020 020 025
192 4337 0095 | * . 0.25 005 005 020 020 025
197 4472 0113 | * 025 005 005 020 025 0.20
246 4316 0065 | * . 030 005 005 020 025 015
283 4439 0097 | * . * 1030 005 005 015 015 0.30
326 4711 0394 | * . 030 0.05 005 010 020 0.0
428 4613 0295 | ° . 035 005 010 015 025 0.10
479 4453 0306 | * 0.35 005 005 015 025 0.5
562 4379 0361 | * 035 005 005 015 020 0.20
591 4784 0409 | * . 0.35 005 005 015 015 025
595 4982 0732 | * . 0.35 0.05 005 015 0.0 0.30
656 4896 0857 | * . 0.35 0.05 005 010 010 035
674 4825 0493 | * . 040 005 005 010 020 0.20
786 4963 0.769 | * . 040 005 005 010 015 0025
A FEEA G 4295  0.861 0.237 0.131 0.109 0.128 0.136_0.243 |
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ELPEEES

#{3l SD/AHP £4

1 gtk wA EviEE A& A3 1579 &
8 YEZ2E HA¥ & A%ed, o] 7k
A 10747+ SSD EEEE e Afd TEHAUL,
thi SSD REEEe H3rbedA A7 TSD
TEEZZS Al ETFHT wiE o] LEET
o7t HA XEEFQo|t

(F 3 4 zeZed) dA9 XEZE
Bz glemg o 2 ARRE 48 & sith

O KA #Ae TEZew M EeA
Aegn B 4 gleng HA XEZEQ (No.
283)9] A2 o|FAIACk ot o] Aol #
SBUC tig z-gul ] go] 2apxAl 8.

@ dA9 TEZe 9 A% Bt AdulE H|
&% © Edob & SBUv SBU 1, SBU 4,
SBU 5, SBU 6 oit}. 12lz A4 TEZYL
o] A% Hoh A uiE &g wFojol ¥ SBU
¥ SBU 2, SBU 3 ojt}.

(F 4 FHIEZY9 dNTEZE L &

440 s e 43

A A Az 7|2

sl A#FE FHse ddle 247 e Roln
ageg oy EAHE S5 A8 ddHE

ool 4E 12l dEARE EUR 3o A

& FHsks Aol wddsivta Alsdr.

KA &2 8(1996~ 2000)9 A% (F 2)
oMot Ze wyoz SDHAS A4 A ot
® SBUY &84 9% SBU 1, SBU 4, SBU
6, SBU 2, SBU 5, SBU 3 olt}. watAd 67
SBU gt Hl& AzAE Z+ SBUY #E&A
¢4& zelstd 2Bt 84 & SBU
1. SBU 2, SBU 4 ¥ SBU 6°l tig Aduj&
HlE2 10% 4oz dx, &4l ¥& SBU
3 9 SBU 59 oigt AHgujEn]| &L 5% o|4e]
HEE s odd AgzAstAY /HeZE
Zg29] F& 79271 olth. g&& 671 SBUC
et ZldejEulSof digt Atz

AuFu)g-9] 20](1991~1995)F YL Ut} @ Z SBU g+ Al E57He& 5%0°]tt,
(F 4) ZYZEED|2Q HMZEEC|R9 XiodfFu|8e %0[(1991~1995)
SBU
FEZZ]Q No.
1 2 4 5 6
283 0.063 -0.081 -0.059 0.022 0.014 0.057

1.2 7% SD A <3 &4

7199 A FAAEAM FHeivHE 2 4
P2 vge] AHA o]Fo AuE, FALHR
2o AT AFHe| FHL HAY ol FA
7t vl A&seee sHgEdA Thesid 2
dd ddis} ol RE AYEHl sty F

TS BT ®26H M2% 19974 59

@ SBUY Agul2H &< 3H(W 7
g Yehd)
® SBU 1, SBU 2, SBU 4, SBU 6 g
AQup e g 3 ¢ Wi>2 ( i=1,
2. 4, 69 A%)
® SBU 3% SBU 5¢l i@ Ahdul#u] &)
s Wizl (7= 3, 59 49)

=1 ¢ 5%

461



(E 5) KA ZEE2|2 34 : GEXIE(1996~2000)0) Ch3t EV, SSD ¥ TSD 749 HEzn}

TEEYS AEpEa] e FEZEQ XEEYL FHFA(W 28)
No. H s EV  8SD TSD 1 2 3 4 5 6
164 4.874 0.852 * 0.20 0.10 0.05 035 005 0.25
197 4.854 0.833 * * 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.35 0.05 0.20
273 4.830 0.685 * * 6.02 015 005 030 005 0.25
293 4791 0.584 * * 0.20 0.10 005 030 005 0.30
342 4.740  0.582 * * 025 010 010 0.30 005 0.20
439 4.762  0.571 * * * 025 0.15 0.05 025 005 0.25
455 4.805 0.650 * * 0.25 010 005 025 005 0.30
524 4.772  0.514 * * * 0.30 0.15 0.06 020 005 0.25
558 4.721  0.594 * 030 0.10 0.05 020 005 0.30
591 4.786  0.599 * 0.35 0.10 0.10 020 0.05 0.20
652 4.754  0.496 * 0.35 0.10 0.05 0.25 0.05 0.20
736 4.681  0.485 ' 035 0.10 0.10 025 0.05 0.15
4 REERS 4472  0.574 0.237 0.131 0.109 0.128 0.136 0.243

(B 5)& ol Aduiulgo g Aokzn
oA 71 EEEZE 24 did EV 74, SSD
T4 2 TSD 3¢ 4% 232 Uehln ¢
. EVIAE Hedozd 12709 5g4 XE
2 oE H 4 dglen, o TEZQ 7}
SHA 777F SSD FEEZF S Ao T g9
I, B o] ZhedA 2709 EEEE] 2 (No.439,
No.524)7} TSD TEZge Ag] TIHEUTH
HlE o] LEZE| o7} HARXEZ oo|t}
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2.3 A 3 94 4

A 3 AN e FEAU LY 7IEY ol
A 2 digke] dig AU AFAE A&
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/
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4=21 4 (0.024) —=2]23(0.064)

Al LA A42=0.052
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Zt}, o BYA vl HAwD A9 EIA
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gotated® f83it. add oleg BdAE
AHPY AZE A% oA AY, Fx 753
AE A% Ee GRS Af T P
AHPY 7% #4702 dHg dBde 7ug
7 gk dAl2 EYA) HEo] 0.10 o]dto™
dolsdnt sx9 0,108 23§ A Soe BY
X9 991& gHetsfol gt
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SD/AHP Analysis for Optimal Resource Allocation

*

Cheong-Gwon Kim
Abstract

Portfolio analysis is the useful approach used in the decision of strategy direction and
resource allocation to SBUs. It should be acknowledged that the various portfolio models
tend to emphasize different portfolio objectives and offer different resource allocation
guidelines. Therefore, it might be desirable to avoid using a single portfolio model and
instead to integrate the various portfolio models to utilize their unique capabilities. Such
an integrated portfolio analysis could reduce the risk involved in employing a single
portfolio model as a basis for portfolio analysis and strategy.

The objectives of this research are to investigate the following substances.

(1) The development of SD/AHP for optimal corporate resource allocation.

(2) SD/AHP analysis can solve the limitations and problems of existing portfolioc models
and present the reasonable guidelines for optimal corporate resource allocation.

(3) The understanding of the usefulness and limitation of SD/AHP analysis through an
empirical study.

The SD/AHP analysis for evaluating and selecting an optimal portfolio was illustrated
for the 6 SBUs of K Electronic Company in Republic of Korea. The results of SD
approach were compared with those of AHP approach, and then the optimal resource

allocation was determined.
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