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m. ¥4 23 Abstract
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A U E v &£ FA @ ° 2 98] 752 %4 ¢ (offshore aquaculture)’s]]
g T o] AA F7HEA AT ol = i FE FA Y A ATFE FA o HiE)
N Fe7F ol ek 2 H gl ‘4* e Z0g 77 gEolth E& A2 i F
T Al T4l AL sl M T E AN EN AEE T4 T AFAHAA A
Abo] 7158 AL R 7ld § 7] i Fo]7] % 3 tHINOAA Fisheries, 2007; Hoagland et
al., 2003; Kite — Powell et al., 2003).

A4 020089 89 119 A=A A} 20089 99 119 A3 20083 99 199
*Z Y S Y A7) § B R 447 A A (Corresponding author: 051-720-2081, kimdh@nf rdi.re.kr)
RO S Ao 8 A o sy
EFE AR FAAT Y FH A

1) Offshore aquaculture-& 7] & 2] A& AN 71 FE) A 3 g2 ¥]2A B vl $4lo] 722 oA AL
$& st s Pajo g, ‘Al ¥4l (deep-sea aquaculture) , ‘Y u}tid 2 (open-sea aquaculture) ,
'Y A3 Y44l (open-ocean aquaculture) 5 thF g o] § 02 Bl 7 YX| T B FANME" 987}
FE %A L2 5l AHEE g
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ZF9 A 02 ujFo| A 200730l 287} 2] %2 ¥ (Offshore Aquaculture Act)S

AR, BAH Afol] G FAHI L RIZA, FAEZEFZ, 1L 3ol 5o
A AEAIEE AT ok Vel A9 R AQrtFE A wE o F 8T
2.4go] 7tEH o JF YA 0] A E I YLH(E FFALT, 2008), 2= FAFAAE
Fol AN ZAAGo) ksl wheh FA ol I FTEREFAIE Y oo A RF
HI JE At 9] 291, 2006; 747 & 291, 2002). o] T FHH £
ZAANYY dgo 2 gastF g gl g A A B0 FtEL AoH, 27
A A 7tFFAd =l FA AHAIE S B3 22 U

LU a7t F G4 Y A-AY S 200560 FE FUHAFAS UTIhe] F
F02 Foslyg AFE BARAGAA PFHAL Ut FFA BRI 3.5km 3]
% 10had] o) 3 3'd 7H2005.05~2008.05) A'A X2 ALY W E 718 L, L
ZEE o8 7H5 1) oka] A 4 (Seastation 3000™) 322 £ Y362 £83 27 ¢l
kA ) AFE © 2 = EE(oplegnathus faciatus)o] AR Ho] Y4 - A& EH I Y=
ol ANWHAIY NAELZ 7|E FANFFHY ANZATEE JT & AS BT o
Ut A5 A AZA7FA 7 B2 2 o|F 22 7| EH A7 Wt

e 7tFE G Ay EAAH AP E AsiHE FARTD I3 24, AxF
29, 283 A AAAQ 2 T vl HEI AF3] YA ok gt o] FAA
ZAAAQ 829 AL AYER HrtE T3l FHALLEAN Y B A7 E A
sof sr). 53] et FFAEY B NGB HE AT AL 2HN E F
AA T ol /|INEFE £ FAE L3 £F7v], 13 Y AEFH EF4A
A AAH v L Fo g FHNE § YL BE AAHAA AHEZHEH L ok F F
23 .H o) 1 H BEFAAY HAAF " Lol FFF FHFAE] AT
2 gel i FAE ALA HI, ¥ EFA AAH v LS AFANNE F
AE T FHQ wete] A7HA XE A A AR FHAY 2 =2
T A 4.

o]Z g AT WeAS HMALE B AFdAME A8S 1o FAANEA

Z(von Neumann-Morgenstern, VNM)<¢] 7]t 88 9]

2) 0|2 98715 E FAANLL YA B o)lfE A, HE Tl 3 ALE Aol AFHUL
I 7 75 Rt 225402 8 S o) e AR WEoIATHel A 9 9] 491, 2006).

3) Q| 7tF el %o e AIPdEFAARA 2 Jin et al(2005)9} Kam et al(2003) Sof o)sf & Ao}
Jin et al(2005)2] A7 AME FYFAS G2 A ¥ o) F(Atlantic Cod) &8 772 %4 & W
0 JY4Ze AN -EAEY S F23o] AL B4 ¢t 182 Kam et al(2003)2 3¢
o] %) o Pacific threadfin 913715 2] %2l ol )& 7132 AEE ol &3t FALAE 245 ¥
Aol QN = AR, ALEH], Y4 F So e AT £ AAEe ZF W] Bigd iE
AA H3E YA
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A9 sl A Y AT FAY FRAANER) BE AT

E(expected utility theory)& vlgt o 2 3 &4 A =71 (certainty equivalent
method) S ©] &3] EE e a7t F I P FAYGAEY P& F
Y, ALGEIZ A S B4 Edth 240 oM AHAY 292 AZFH
T3P ABE WFLE 4 AFAHL FRAYAEAAYA £H/MHLE AYE
S BAHEE, S22 GAYT/HEA A8 EM A A9 v B3to. §3)
FAQ 57 A AGErFAE EA dAME FAA g EFLAS I A
OE Pz En gy FES Py, old mE NS HEE FAFHOoE 3
otz B gttt

B AT TR0 24 A2ANE dsATARNGY AT BHE 9
@ olE L W, B AR Batel, 1T ABFAAE £4 S slEs
Ao 2 A4 AL B4 Aol e Lok $F AT FHY AL 9
A S AES YowA B ATE AR

M ebe gl Xj@

=
.= S8

1. 24 0| H WY

2,
offl

S
lo

2 97 BEAYRD o} AAH FAPo) B3 ERAARRL 9
g BA v 0 2 = 3 71 (net present value method, NPV)e| 713 da] AlE-5
o] gtch(Fong et al., 2005; Kam et al., 2003; Sottorio, 2002; Jolly and Clonts, 1997;
Shang, 1990). &8 7IH(NPV)L 7hh3] Tal, 2] (1)ollA B vie}l 7o), B2 ¢l
steod LA E ng 77K FUY BE AF 5 Elcash flow(CF): ¢t A1 W] F49
(RYN A LG & 5 0 Z(CHS W FA]& HHT AL A AL L& A7}
2 Yeho] 7] FA4H &) vZ e 2N FAALEY R AIYE G4 4
o] §3t= 71'g ol th.

==

M

NPV=§) CF,

AR A 4 (1)

AT =HPY 9 m"— B2 A5 EH HEE A A oz &S 2T W
o] kX mE Y FERE/ AL FAEAZES T o dSHALD A GEA &
48] RS 7}@6}_1_ Ao vz, AiF R AZ7HA o HFolv, 9731
gto] & v FEFN EFAH ol AT A FHAHA FRAYAAH
B4y o] obd & QIuH(ErAg 4] 9 291, 2007; Jolly and Clonts, 1997).

e FHMHY FAYE REdte Aoy BFAAd S TR Hube HA

o oln £ 4

9
SRS
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TR ERREE

3] vt 8}7) & FAALE A v 59 st A F P oIH ol f1d 0l Al
Z, 2848 v FFIES Aol B0l gl FAF A AFHES
ZAR32, 0 FAF HFEES FHHNAER EAstY FX¢H 7 & H7tehe
o). 7| A, FAA 57 FAHLE FAAEC] EFLE F£934 FEH &
£ 7IAGEGY e 48 £9& ujdith o|d wet o] FHUAYFIM
o AGL BEFHA stolA Tz AEg S Adle ExolUt-E2AFEHE
(VNM)9] 7| & &o]E202 B FAHo 2 HdgE 4 Uth

Z, SR W Fw) oo g FEE pEtE 34, o] SHAYG o
3 71N F Y [EQ]S o9 4 (2)3 2o] verd & A "t

E(@)= 3. paw; 4

a3 ANA EEFFE u( )L MR B, SHAY (@ HE a&
(@]9 71N EEFFEQ@IE A B)F A (D) o] 7z vekd 4 37 Ao

u(g) =3, piuw) 4 3)
u(E(@)=u( 3, pawi) 2 (4)

VNM9] 7 Z&o)&o) 2™, 7|+ FU3E Y3 FAZF S T4 o
2= 9ol BHANE 7R AT /U E S FHSE B e FA
AR L B29] 7Y 5wt ol gt H(risk)S 2 3HA Hoh metA AEA B8
AREL 1HH FAYA AR 9 71EL d¢d] ALY St ety IR LY =
tf 7} ¥ ti{Jehle and Reny, 2001).

I8 2 VNMY 7t E &0 &0 JAME TS Aol the ehxel wat 58
o) ezt A 372 R AT 2, A4l e 25 3 (Jensen’s inequality)$} 2
o] 33‘@4“94 221 v EA S’ )7t Q)T FOoH @ <0) E§FF= LA 3
223 FejE 7HAA =, ol & Bl =& 9 ¥ 3] 9 (risk aversion)2}t3 ot T2 3

lm

w =008 ELITAHNL HNYoZ FH, o= Y¥ZH(risk neutrality), =3 u” ) 0
AL FLINL AHA da) BEE3HA I, ol FHNE AP S(risk loving)z}
3 3o

=P 9RE By A EAAAZAANY Fo Uz FAAH4FME el AR EAE
¥ (risk adjusted discount rate method)o] Sit}. o]& FAQNA 7ldHE AFIES FANE LS
R U ENEE FAste £HE ALY FANE HrtsE el dAT FF 5
A 7)17¢ ot v 7| Znbeh YRR LA AL ste] TS HorskE AL 238 AHEHA BE
& glon, £ 7| 7EE GE AEZAAALEE FHse Rol AL Hrtol o 2318 & &
ERAAS 7 = sls B3ol Ath
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A9 SN Y el RNY FAAAAGA BF AT

ghok, gl R E-9] AA EA A 7t stE whek o], A AR AL

o] Pyt (TP 1) 3 Zo] A s 2R FeAE 7ME 49, 9 R EFAL

A sl A o] 71 &8 u(E(g)el 1, olol] &3t 712 E(g)7t . &gt

NHELH FY 88L& FE= 592 CEJ E43t} o714 CEXLS G457

Hol Ao AT AL ulsty, 4 (5ol B uiet 7o), B AY 59

NNHEEH LS FE Fe olg 43 A5F A (BT Ao
£ 9 ¥ = v A(risk premium, P)o] 23 gt

P=E(qQ)-CE 4] (5)

duzange sl 2o YT FAA7L FAb) WAL AGL Hah] 9
& AEsteE FHML)LE, AR AE 2548 VHAEEFEHS BT L
EAE JerZ AF = dP)S AXA Bt ool wet A HA 7]EL
NE EAbe) BE 75U e S 87 APLYH YL G gt Ak Bk,

123 Pratt(1964)3} Arrow(1965, 1971):= VNM 7|2 & &5 4] (6)3 79]
Bl Y8524 9 13483 24438 ko] vl & & 53 /A E@]Y EFAAAOIHS
99 B4, 97 EARY AP N HES HIROE @ APTYT AL 4
(7)z 7+o] A 3¢ h(Davies and Satchell, 2007; Levy and Levy, 2002;
Montesano, 1991).

u(q)

v

E(q) Ws w
(3% 1) sy 2 VNM 2224 ¥ gz2(0)y
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u” wilE(q)) E(@)-CE

Q) m2—% # (6
p=[E<q)—CE1;—%—I’} A (N

A7A, u s 930 od F229 B ©(Pratt-Arrow risk aversion
attitude, D=E, 229 AJ3 A=)/t 245 £ v 7[d 5o g E34
(o)) EETE AI=ZYnAP)E AAA ot 2L A (DS A (5)ol o Y 3
AAdEH A4 57 B E G4 AS5CE)2 AFH2E 4 8)F 7o) F=d
T Aot

CE=E(q)-P 2] (8)

ANEEGIES MO E AFAYG AT FHYOA)Y 7]Hh5 9 [E0A) S
4 (9% 2o dehd + 93, BOAE 283 EVeln £718 4% /IHE$85E
4 (1003 ] Zz ekd & Aot

Z CF, A
E(OA)=ENNPV)= E(Z 1+ 5 —1Ip) 2] (9)

u(E(OA)=u(EV) 2] (10)

83 4 (1009 NN ELTFE HHF - 22 E 3 (mean-variance model)ol] 3 &35}
3,2 ()% sy S4TSR ©BE 44
revenue, NPVcg)2 7033 t1S9] 4 (113 Zo] veld & A Eti(Jin ef al.,
2005; Cruces et al., 2003).

A3 57} (certainty equivalent net

NPVeg= [ él%—lo —%A 4 (11)

Holx B st o), FAYT/IEY A AFH @ S 2] T4}
2% 24 A 993 224 B AT PG 302 TR A B3, 4
dzeng gol YOET 2 A3 FYYSAS @GR 37 BHA @
o wer /4o BYAN S TR Aol tle BEe] me} gz e ol
37 AAY AS FUATAA L SAAARY T Z2s A6, old] vt A
REgel dF EAANAR S 2B o FAAAEYS Tk S5 QA

],
}.
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A% sl NS AT ALNY RAAA Y] BE A7
Hh
.2y Xz

AFA G A7t F2 FHHY AP B4 AAME QX 4T FA
A REE uF SR 2005~2007d 71t AEANY A Y dAERE &
2 A=Y ABAESE, AT, TF F)% FAHYL ARNALAFAE §9 2
g, =P T HEFHE, AR E SIE g2 R st

e 7tFe FHAAN AAE FAHEY, (F 1) oA B ups} ZFo], 2005 84
&l 778 270200 F 40T gl o] EF Aoj(vtElF 5~10g)F Y23t 2007 1
gl F108F FE7H LIRS B EFFS 4 300g A= 2 eI ow, AE
&L HF 90%, 183 ALEAF(FCR)E oF 1.35 32 2 H7t= Aith

CEL) Qali7hFa| LAl Al-HAIY M4k 2ot

HoF A A
YA 400,0007}&j(w}2] 2 5~10g)
FALES 108E
P AES 90%
BE EHTF 300g
A8 A 4 (FCR) 1.35

defi7tFE 22 FHNT U F +FA8HE 9.7 A FELE, o] FAA
toly §& X289 AU Y HFo] o 35%E M 1, T2 E ALEH] 16.7%,
2747 12.56%, 18] 3 Ao Y] 124% & 22 vettth s 7tF e FAA A
ARACNZIE AT 7] FARLL ofd] (K 2) A Al | vt} 7ol 715E, 1
=, 2FWAE 5 X6l % 6.79 9 AE 4289 Ao g FAH{Y. 28y 7
ANEAEEY W&AFE 7Hrel(cages) ¥ I E(nursery nets)e] A9 Ff 83, 2F
H AH F2 569, AIHEY)E F 10d I == HrhE A

A QM= $A olE REE HEFOE AF A cH/PEE o] &3t 937t
TG EY AHEGA S B S Bokth AAHEFGA B0 oA AA A W
2 ANSH AL 8%E /MY LH, ol & o] &3ty FF 104 7|2HF ¢S] NPV
@S Hrislgc 287 8 WSS I3 AA A £UWHSEE S (stochastic)
Hglste] TR 53 F X0 & I Fd(NPV)Y] Wl E ZHMER
(monte carlo) A|E# o] 71 & o] &3t FA& Bt &7t FAd 99
Aol A= 53] A =& (survival rate, s), AL A +(FCR), & 3} 3 Z(weight, wt), 12
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CE2) Z7| QAN SRR 0120 27HA2H|

. Weds  odue F7ue A Zrbazx o

e Q) (B9) Te R (2Q) ¢
7158 8 306,519 2 613,038 76,630 90.1
aE 8 8,085 2 16,170 2,021 2.4
AAg A AN 10 4,000 1 4,000 400 0.5
2F w7y 5 20,000 1 20,000 4,000 4.7
EY 10 20,000 1 20,000 2,000 2.3

A 673,208 85,051 100.0

*r A A| A Eo t) & A7 777 = A o H(straight-line depreciation method) 2 = A) 4= 32

(E3) &HEXN Ho HEE T J{E (Case 114 Case 2)
kil

- RTAde L Case 1 Case 2
AEE(s) 90% ND(muv,, mv,£x) %,=5% xs=10%
/\}‘E 7“ ‘)F‘(FCR) 1.35 ND(vaCR, muUrcr ix) XFCR= 5% XFCR= 10%
23 Z FHwt) 0.3kg ND(mv,, mv,tx) X =5% X = 10%
A A& 7+3 (mp) 20,0009 /kg ND(mupp, MUy £x) Xmp = 5% Xmp = 10%

F AN &7} A (market price, mp) 50 $L3 AFE et FAFHLE E449 3l
ojA o] WFE AUAY Z2AZRE T2E HU ¥ HAX HHd He AAER
(normal distribution, ND)Z 7}A 8}, ¥ & ZtHmean value, mv)d] sl 2tz +5%
o +10%9 ‘:”-‘?'1 7} & 2714 7 $-(Case 13} Case 2)8 7t 3H(CE 3) F=X) 7
Caseol] @} & 33 103 717 E<He] NPV H3lE B4 & Bk,

w3 F349 7—} Case®d NPV EHowrv)S 2] (9] thdst, AE3 o g
ERAA HEDNE S RAZ 7MAFoEN g7t FHFAAS 79
[EWPV 3 9382 udP), 2 o] E9 2ol FAAF T/ (NPVer)S 24
3 718 Hgkoh o 714 A9 ¥ 9) = King and Robinson(1981)3} Jin et al.(2005)¢] &
FAAE FT3 1074~1071 Alo] 2 A A 3] 24 o o] &3t AT

5) 8o e REE AR JaAME 2 i AALAEE ol &3 d M 3E Aol §F
s, B 7R R e S 27 A el o FNTAA AAGARE E& Ro] HFHL
Z 27153 vEia B AT E ARAYLZRE E28 4 HeSY Haws FAHLE 4
223 Fuge A E AFELE HAsg o, 2t Wse) 8448 FHAig sty A8 Ad
Fat AAghe] MY S +5% 18l +10%2 zhzt DA 3te] B4 o] &35ttt

6) FAAI AP ANFY B4 A= K+ @2 7D, AYFHEY 2+ A= 90), 232 A48
38U ASE A A(-)9 7L JHAA ok TR APz #F A dT7EAAE EHER,
B AAGELS P3P Ao 2 el cH(Binswanger, 1980). 12X k24 o] do] ¢4
AL JPHEE A 23 ZF 98359 ¥ 22 ety 2 v (Kumbhakar, 2002), =4 443
o]AAE S AP theh ZALA ol N E AR ol AL 48%7 AFFHEE 22 UniAle
EE A¥ANEA AL BAHUT 53] 9439 Y FAME 3 50% FEE AGI A g
Tt obF &L Ao 2 Jehytth(Eggert and Martinsson, 2004).
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A9 sel A JelT SN FAAANAG) BH A7
. 24 gt

2005~20073 i 7HFE ¢ AEAN 2R £ e 1L FAF
A A8 E w22 &4 %(deterministic) B¢ W E °] &5t APETHS B4
& A, FHANZATADE FHTYLE F 2169 Y22 Yebd v, FH G
&2 5 9.7 L= Yehgrh olo] meh F4old2 o 1199 9o HIHJ
32X 51037k AFEF e NPV EX A3, A3 A 2080 8% 7+
T A AFA S o) 7HFE F4 AIHAG A NPVE 9k 469 902 FAHHAT".
ToE (E3)NMG o, F2 AEFH I FAH dr] T FEH EX
2L 7HREt] Jal7F ¢4 AHAR A NPVE £4% 234, Case 19] 7|t
JINPV)E (19 2) oA B uhe} o], {4 F 5.29 9(0.79 9~9.59 4)
o2 BN od W F8 MeEe AU Haghel B 34 7MY E
Case 22| 7IHFAWPV)S (1¥ 3) oA 7o, A oF 449 Y22 Case 19
PEARG S Ao EAEUT 82T Case 29 7t EXHA(-3.79 9

NPV

0.06 -

0.05 -

0.04 -

0.03

Probability
Aouanbaxg

0.02

0.01

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 9.0

o4

{2l 2> Case 19| 7|L{ U (NPV) EX

TINPV £40] 310} ALSl 8 FA 82 Ha L o}F F23tth g7 5 F4 Y AAN LY #AE A
PAT AN E Jin et al.(2005)9) ZF 1% FAEE A&kl £ ol §3 L, Kam et
al.(2003)2 10%2] ¥A&-& AHgshel ststol AR Ash7HF el Y Bl EEHATh £ A7
o1 A& 8% AHS Y S &(HS TS o, BBAYE 2 sty o) YU &P A WHER
48 Fbs) Hytvh 1 A, oA S 4% /YT B NPVE 8139 9, 5% 2§ 7.159 4,
10%% 79 3.29 9, 2213 1298 3% NPVE 29 902 247 245 0) A8 % 8912(5e]
5% NPVE Zaste 202 #4590
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A=F - AFE - A9

NPV

Probability
KLouanbaayg

0.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0 12.0
94

{12! 8) Case 29| 7|} $ANPV) 2X &

(E4) 82 2EAUY (o) +Z00 02 2/ =2|0|H 2t A YSIY Het
(29:9 9)

Case 1: 6*(NPV)=2.25 Case 2 : 6*(NPV)=21.66
AJI =) AU JEEZEH0G FAAEFHY Zld 49 =R FAAS7HY
[E(NPV)] (P) (NPVcg) [E(NPV)] P) (NPVcg)
A=10"* 5.19 0.0001 5.19 4.43 0.0005 443
A=10"? 5.19 0.0011 5.19 4.43 0.0048 443
A=10"? 5.19 0.0113 5.18 4.43 0.0475 4.38
A=10"" 5.19 0.1125 5.08 4.43 0.4750 3.96

~15.59 )= Case 120+ AR W& A2 yehted, old wa 7|t 5= J(NPV)
o] (=)o) & F& T3 Case 18t AR £ RS2 HrHHA F, 7IthF9
W E4Ho)) A7 AZLFE vy ZINF WPV i 834 2844 %
o] FolAlE AL g FAHUH-

7} Case’d NPV E2Hokp) 3 A F ol g F429] Bl =(DE 4 (9] thYd
ate] Q&) 7tF 2 g ANEAE S 71 [EWPV)]S @ Z 2| v 4(P), I 3L °]
ZEQ Aol FAANS/HY NPV S 77 B7He e (E 4) o Uk vie}
Zoh ¢4, AR o2 T2 HE3 T ZHDol FHEFE AJZ Y0 AP 7
Fo] ol E AL 2 Yextow, ojd wet A F /A WPVer)S Fasdhes A2
2 EAHAT BHE, B 4835 AgA)o] RorAFE AP AP £
3 Aol R E Yetow, o] FAxe f A3 B EHA 0] 77t

T
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A9 st Mol SatT GG FAANEY) BF A7

A5 E 9 Y2 Y8 (risk-neutrality)d = o] 71t A2E3 FAZS7IH o] A Zo}R
= A0 2 Y=o

FAHCZ, Case 19] 3¢ FxA] A8 31 Z3HAo] ¥2 W(A=10") P =
0 FEL 0.00019 Pl A FRAT, HAET FFo] oldFE(A=107)

39 AHA] R FAF(A=10") 9P =v] g F£F2 0.00059] 9 =2 WA
el Aok, S E 3y Aol gold AL(A=10") JA=rIdE IA F/HE A
(04759 YHo 2 BA )

FAA 57N (NPVep) 7152 2, Case 13} Case 2 27 sl A& AV E84
(o) F ool wet i Aoly UAT, FAA G HE FYho] A9, 2NF
AR g, 283 APz A S B gET & AWPVee) 0022 H7iE o] AJHA}
HAFAFAG e 7tFAFAE Y AHEEZAC] Je AL E EAHUY. o] 8 ¢
A7 F ] FH A-AIG Y] AMHEFA S FU FAAHCE Hrtels] fE (E 4)
A EAE 7|4 F 7} Cased FHUAFF714 €& vg o2 & WESFJEIRRS
Adete] AHEH, (E 5) A B vte Zo], 43k g WEFIE
(IRRcg) B #0] Case 19] 2% 16.1% 127 Case 29] 3% 15.6%% 212} 715 QA
o &, A BEZFAAH()0] S71E 4 E ol d g AA A ¥ §o] F7tsle] W&
FAEURRc) 8 Tadtes A2 2 e

CES) AL 224 M (o) T80 I HF T E0RR) Hst

(2% %)
o1 = = IRRcg
AR A=A EURR) Case 1 Case 2
A=10"* 16.2 16.2 16.2
A=10"? 16.2 16.2 16.1
A=10"? 16.2 16.1 15.9
A=10"" 16.2 15.9 14.0

V. QoY HE

AFAG A7 FY AUAGCZRE £YE ARE WFOR FUYFoHY
g o1 g3tel 1Y BRUYE TAT AT FHYY TAANEY BYL &
Wohw, AUERH S £HY 2 WA 2L 0N FAYF AL A F
ol tha BE A0 BIH U HAY AYH BHYYo] F5F /Y49
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X B FERREE

BERAE7 ANA H32, 1 A3 ARGl 34 a5 ¢ AE A2 AT=HA
o £3 983 BFAA FEol ot w oo i HEH(HI = r|d)] A
AR, IA2FGHHA 7RSS FLee 22 F45300
7l Case 134} Case 2914 7} @ A o] 422 7o thg EF LA (0)°) A
AL, - 9B Fo] Fob A Az guigoe] AA Frtste] FAG SIS
0% 34 Z2sdAY, IR 2 E 4(0) T2 1 o3t Hriso AFAHYU «&7L
Hol A Hrtg Ao 24 HrhE £ 5 US Aolvh watM AdH EFAA sl
A EAGANEYE BT A AFAHA €@ AF FAGAER WA 01T
AT BEFAAd LS TFEE B AR PP FAFH o Aot
AFAYG Ja7tF A Y ALEFA B oM HEFEoZME dAH,
ALEY], X o] o] 28 WFE vdehy £4AE B TV A E olE
Wao] e 7ol WA A2 FAHNT. T A4 M= BES,
AAES] Fol FLF A2E UeEd, AESF AZEES TEANIIL FA4717
T% @AY F AT FAA Y F940) A Fobd + A2 A2 ALHA

o
. o] YOI E A7 E T FAFAR Fhl obF L HFLE, U FF ALY
o
o

X

Zol wal ANFrrFo) & A 1 s E P wet FAZA Gl A A
e F e Ao sHd

B Aol A g 7R FA A AARBBA S AFA Y 98 FRHA S
o, 4% o] ¥uA Fol ¥4 A7 AP, 53] dF@WXIE 7t A
)7 AEALG ol EHE thad B8 43 st A A H AT wekA AFA G 97t
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A Study on the Investment Decision of Offshore
Aquaculture under Risk

Kim, Do-Hoon, Choi, Jong-Yeol and Lee, Jung-Uie

Abstract

This study is aimed to establish an investment decision model for offshore
aquaculture project of rock bream in Korea using a certainty equivalent method
(CEM) based on the expected utility theory and to investigate its economic
viability under risk and uncertainty. In the analysis with CEM, the effects of risk
attitude and risk level on investment and risk premium were examined and the
impacts of various risk and uncertainty factors on the investment decision were
also assessed. In addition, the outcomes were compared to those evaluated by the
traditional net present value (NPV) method. Results show that risk premium
grew as the investors became more risk averse and uncertainty level (the
variance of NPV) increased. Consequently, the certainty equivalent value was

predicted to decrease from the value assessed by the traditional NPV method.

key words : offshore aquaculture, certainty equivalent method, expected
utility theory, risk, aguacuiture economics
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