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1 Morningstar (2009), p. 12. 
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3 Very often investors take their decisions on the basis of both Expected Returns and Standard Deviations parameters. 
4 For example, Quadratic Utility function provides an excellent approximation of Logarithmic Utility function, which exhibits 

decreasing absolute and constant relative risk aversion. Using historical security return data, Pulley (1983) shows that the 
approximations are very good, and in many cases the optimal portfolios, computed with the maximization of the expected 
logarithmic utility, are virtually identical compared with those obtained maximizing appropriate mean-variance formulations. 
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6 In any case, the behavior does not change if the measure of risk is the Expected Shartfall, as shown in Corradin and Sartore 
(2016). 
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