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MR A B> SRR, AP e ORI ElE sadehe S BrRR e o

RUETEC o8 Mg ERMy KE A AAs ook ao oled AAA ko] dwt
FER AEMIMS IR R YastA Ao olst &2 —HtkfER 2
2.8 o] HAREHMMe . BAERR: B BEM 282 M7 HPHE
AT MRS st 2g BRA Zlol

ANl Al AA ] [HES @4 HF ZEaE 384 H#E 3o sHsEke o
A 22AEY WHE MR SFEERAA FASE e ot BAERRSN S o @A
ol A1) o] dFolch wekA AAA G SlolA BABESNE A 2 dAAAY
zaAE frte] o] §xrh. o)Al LAY HFIE#IC] o] FolA 2 2 HEZe] AR o
FAel Fold w ANY FAAYE RS FRAREKE] #AA Hot

v v & BAHEESITC] A A PlAA A Bt o w2 #A9 A
gste] FauA e AS Ak g W2 AdelA FAF kel vl Y FHE A
Abe g o] 2] of @,

MAZl o] WAy o] Fidddl wate] Fifido] t&mile Ao 22AEE
Brhsks AAE ATl HA4 el s el BREESH S 2 A7t o r7ﬂ‘{l7l
49 FF Fife At Zlded FReln 2 - Fdel A EHS BAC] A EHT ol
oA abell W hE - (RS Al Awiale Ao R R Ee, FTE Sl
o] &3 & Tlelth

* KPR PRI, AL ABE EEEE
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e ol H @ FIEERS) A Qe BAR BES EAT] TR0 o6 ey WA
ol EAS FYE AL AY AE Aol AHA ¥4} A3H A Ge= A
QA o4 AL WS AN [ANA | F& [F04 ] o] 4-gole 4399 4 9ok,

olelg AHA olgke ¢tz AL ANA Go¥ A BEEHY 4%, zed
Eo BAS EHY MEEES 48R 334 F WM (hadow price), ez S
7 B9 A5A wE B9 FAT FEF F Q& REEH (decision criterion)s] A
Aol Bad A9 Wi A5 el 2 54 ZRAES G2 z2AEd vasn
A st #8% AFez o] §5E so|nh,

B oEgAE o 2 AR AZDANA FelA BEA ZzAEU Doz §
= A4 ] RAEASHC AEdes Addn g,

$A o] B BEEASVE 13 A9ty FAF0A BAERKSIT 2T
5 g o] A5 d3xl R shA BRR(ssues)EE FH o2 o] BH HAE et

A gk, WEtel Mz oleld BAFEES W AN s e 2AES Hr, AR,
A, AAEAE AR AH AAE, 29 Z2AE . o] F(project cycle)e] 7kt
3 A9 gl

II. RAE&SH BE®

BAEESW S TS vigk e o8 ®AEE FEIE & HEoE o e
TE BHERAS E#ES Ydst Fopste A gri@ch olg 2L ZRAES Frie
B BRI A ke A8 Jus Kl BE AFY & fiEHer zaAES 33
o] §1E A%, A4, A9 Tl viAE FfeAAA 286 deolok "

o] A¥7e = z=A EZE(project appraisal) &0 ¥ 3 #(investment planning)o] 2}
= g gler] a2 BEE o 28t

18444 =229 F#9(J. Dupvit)7} FEF AR HRANEI S @Yl = &
Atz # § ot 20ffel & 53 EKENA Hol D BWRES Hifielst & & A
ot 19304ERS WRBGES EITBRAA JKMBHZRANEY A L5 Z2AERRES &

(1) o] 53‘19?4 TERAL g4 52 BEIYS
Alan R. Prest and Ralph Turvey, “Cost-Benefit Analysis: A Survey,” in American Economic

Association and Royal Economic Society, Surveys of Economic Theory:Vol. I1I (Macmillan Co.,
London, 1968), pp.155~203, 53 pp.155~177.
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R HEH EENS dBEsd 23l

o] H#7d BET RHET HNRE Fx o] T2AERYH Kid =& FE#ES dA7
Aol A o] HEo BAL L BHY BHEEMES BT EE 49 @ AEEs Bk
& ¥ Ao

BARELESITS] Qb 23g A2 b= g3 2 AEolth

1. REBL ER2 5Ig

EEY A BRESSHY BHRo B 22AES) HEY ABS BREY Aotk 2
G o]y g A EY AFst & Hife vlX e BAS E&L o9A HET R
e FAle] &AEA ek ol AW MR ER) S AMTRE(EAE)Y A o] 44 o
oA ¢ g Aol olHg FAL o5 AU 23

BAEESFAFEZYE M2 BEZHN £ IEESEY HES et g=idh o
abnl o 7] A @49 i o] H= A Bt REMEMES Einot okt HE=RE.
winst EHe W®ingel EiEl =l &l

zzA e #il(project life) = Fo 3 HHEo 2 A Aso gt

2. BAL ERO| H{EEM(Valuation)

BA RS KREME ZASY KK ZdEE £ BElEE H#AGnput) st EH
(output)o] fEigel o 3te A& K] AoJok vk

2y gy ZEAE HEBY HEYE WF Dz BRS #ae FEsSMe HHERC
G e A A Rae AT« #AiBER AL A 2EL =EANA XE
Aoleh, =3 HiBiiEsT HREABFRE o2 Rekwms Mgzt o o949
BERE AY3A A E&E X34 X T Zlolth ol ¥ HHERS e BE
ol v} Et@ray RS eVt JEE e A2 HERE v 4¢e R ¥ H,
EEGRE 27 275

Hap opv] e} ool ntdd AAAE GibER BAT BAN BAZY Aol A=
% fgo) e W Aol LR BeEe #E nteny BAL BAFESA I3 A
F7F w2 2R o]t

EEAFE 1A FHdse o8 FAE KM ASolh. AkME HHHHERY
el FHRES = ol o}

ARz FAHE AL RAS HEREe] itEAE + ot #M(ntangibles)] A}
fE@e] e Heolo fl2 B 224 EdA BER] A nAe 55} Z2 Aol
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o] 47 o] MiHMELE EHMY RE] FR/T U RAY BEY HFE: RAES

aFE Nt HE e iR U
3. F|FHo HE

BAGEEIH A 4 RS ¢ e MEeS WK RAS ERe A-T ®olE
= #5IE Aok Bt el #1513t FlFA] vyl EES RERET %A veEd
Aolw FIFge] did FERES] BAERM 4 A4 Aolvh F ofd He] Kipel
100f8 MHES] BEE 714 evbd ojzlo] 449 FRoz Add o o4+ FITH
S35 el old AMgE & FIFHo] 10%<h 20%) #7 | gt stak. zelw 100
B9 RARMES 44 g3 2ol g el @

70 #5IA 10%9] 2% o 9lE&d

W FBIE 20%2) A9 oF 83EA.

ol & o] #I5|ARS] B RAGEESI A% 4% d8e vA7E bt o= #
lAE B A e A R o] e

Auby o2 ifigF|F 4 (market rate of interest) & B/l SRBCKH o dte zAsEA}
5 BANIBY Fu2d goiiles BEY MAKES $uiz gy 5 EEAT
Folet ¢ 4 vk whebA o] A9 ke z vehd o #B|E seule E@ry RREE
IF& (social time preference rate)=} Jib@€rfty €y 8 A% (social opportunity cost rate)e]
c}.

4. HMEl#(Relevant Constraints)

it BAL 2R BAEEMEE HAhshs 4% o 4 o7 BEs Hiyel
33t sl @

A BAT B WA AAAY S5 EEEEY 2 WEN HYe) Uk

=8 ER Hige]l At ZRAEL ER 8T ol Aut £4, Ad, o0 sbee.

2o T #lgel ik fTEHEV) o] Z2NES 3R ¥ ¢ Y= s TEREN

(2) #1312 (discount rate)®} FlF-#(rate of interest) & oj7jo] A Ao RMEFBE ol 2ot BER
189 HERXRE JGe3 3t
Yo= -, S
(A+r)t
yr »nd BREMRME, r& H51%, 222 & BHN0EA £80& Ed
(3) Otto Eckstein, “A Survey of the Theory of Public Expenditure Criteria,” in James M. Bu-

chanan, ed., Public Finances: Needs, Sources and Utilization (Princeton University Press,
Princeton, 1961), pp.450-453.
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s flz 5 4 9. =3 FiEsEN  $#(distributional constraint) & T2 ES A}
7} Bifdofde] PAE EFE w4k & oudoh. MEW F2 BRGNS W
Folvt BE bR Adu st 3= A7 el vebA el o] o

st 2to 2 FRER ik (uncertainty) o] #lfyo] et ZEAES] Aol b FEERMEO]
Aoz velA Hoh

5. WEREEE

o] 4o AEA st A ] BAS ERE FlE et FadA BAE B B
EEES mAhsls AdE AAsted o) &5 = i &= ohedt 2L AL

b EES] BERM R RAEREES s78te T2AES] ®BE; 5

Zaeny TR a0 W

b BE9 BERES BAY RERES il lud & ey BE; 5

i>r. 3
it RkEERS Igrlshe o8t go] Foslth

* B—-C__

ST Y @

B>C; (5
(F B >Cy, By>Cy,wevesy Bi>C).
ol el § WEREERELS o= g HHo] o] & rfe] wet R s FA ] A A
G&3 2 g wel2A

@ RAA BE fiF, Ce BME vehis r& it@H H5E ez 22 zaded mm
ol o,
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G D ERRERBM MR i - @l
| £ ® &
zzAdE #H3ld ER #Hile RA
MER(B-C) | EENBALB/C)
A 100 50 50 2.00
B 11 5 6 2.20
C 104 100 4 i 1.04
D 10 7 3 l 1.47
E 2 1 1 ‘ 2.00

MEEB-0oz HERELES 4l L Z2AERDG & 22AEE A5
g 7bsAel gl vk (E DelA Z2AHE A9 A9r vtz azlelvh 28y vty 2
< ZEAE flg Bs 107 Aok BHEGEGIE B 50449¢ 7tAx A #4Al Bel F
Ag o FEZS 60990 € el

MGEZERERNEY G3e Bobste o] ERHBALAEB/O 93 FA7fezAs
AR T aAERE AL & Aolvh. Kl AEH olg-g HdH 2Ae
487 23 d3lo] A Bk

6. HEEY MAERRNT2] BEMHE

ARAAAY el FkgHB Mg ANa $495e 7108 FlfE(profits) & oA
A48 fHfk(benefits)g tadhy AT YA FAFE AL o)H T FHKES AIA
A FEe 44 wdsha Egde AL it ez w33 At o)A ol &
B ges 3 s vdd 5 A

z olfrE B4 vk FAFY A WERLFERE T4 w29 o

A Al Eelelde

et mAe] AZeold e &Y BERRS o Fo BAvte AAFTY Lo Ashe]
1% stk o)A AFHoldoe] FAd FAFYSFF AdEH )4 WHE AT AR EAS
e ALgshA Sz whebd HBER-S BERSY &8 EHGndicator) 7} FA Xe
A whE o] e,

olgl g &4 43 NER Hi7h SMpEEBEEC . AEsojde] st AAAA 4
gazio] F#olgp BAMSY FUAL BAMY AARg AHE Aol BAMY T
7hA o] AR Al WEMERES g Zoioh. @it Ao & RIDHAS] ERo
Aol ol A Aol

A #8ihdel =t RS Awiddwl x5 BALELS A ZoAA Aok
weda gubd e x5 BALEC] dFRt Wddd Jdrte BAEES =Frd o
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£ AR g4 e =5E 2E&eA GFozA Flel o & Aol

e dutdor FAF AL BERMY =¥ BRAEEEY 22 AT ¥
o ol %L FlEE FAAAI 3 dndA Fx ASF KA 23z
E Aol Whel ok BEEMII THEHMM FEtx v FAF AF g2 d4
gk & Eime veb Fx ge Aol

BEDM =59 BREENES A Bl Z7be BERMAA  =F Fll sld
HE FAAAS AL o 23d A2 TR Soiglels BEEHMozYE IH
Mo mFo] o) T el whel MEES ST Aol olHT UG A ol A H
AL A8 BEHHBEAES WIA L Ao @

AR BANH FREERFN ke HBRFATFEES SarEdd BEY BRAKES 4
B FE R0 B/ st vk gk ofv et FASHAAE FIFRY F5/F HF B

| Z7e] BEO WEste EEW BRES Jeb T Aelgxn 8

ol HEE B FH TR o8Hx vk AR EeMHlE 4EFY FTFHe o
SHEF i glow AJFE Bad HHEKE o s gl YFn &
off Zoj -§-2hslch

YAz ST 53 MR, BAAE $& ol&dtd TUAde BRIz glor o
g8 wsxA e EREE] 244 o4& A =

O AE FAAAL AP BERANT FAAAEG 2 S, EE oD
B3 slol A EHBRES i@ A FE vl AAste HES REe A48
A

BHAEGSWS F33d BHT 4 BFE B AA F03Ad 94 a3 249
ZF5E o HH e R 2 RAME =od olch kel ol g S &
A7t #H = HBEES HEi AN BHES o] ZEAE it ZA wHIgAA v
o -o] o,

5
kﬂkﬁ

rlo

). o] Eo] wEA

II. 2 JiX| |BE

BHERa f1d FAE AedA 3473 BRRe] =283 Jv Foke A4 ¢

(5) FSALERBE TAA o7lsle o] &3 FA = W.A. Lewis, “Economic Development with Un-
limited Supplies of Labour,” Manchester School (May 1954) 9 A.K. Sen, “Peasants and Dualism
with or without Surplus Labour,” Journal of Political Economy(Oct. 1966), pp.425-50.
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o, 28y drlAE 2 AeEA Fag 2AE AYty FRiel FHo e $AEE T
=8 w3z g

BAEEST Yol 7t 2 H2e FEF BAS HAERK L (valuation)o]® o4 o
S5 HKS 25 HigHEge] oiel iEle At o &He HIE &9 BEMEL A
o] o,

o] FA HAEH WHH EES] BEMES At A8 g HilEE 444 F45
€ AL ot

1. BrEMta(Shadow Prices)®

zgANES FHV HAY Aded o] &3 & W& HiBHERL, REHFE T A,
Azt S99 A4 BARA, ez 44829 Feds RALES BEE 4%
4 9le Aol o3 MBEHME RARA 24 ¥AW RARAC A4 i@y B
Ae $A HgetA 3 2 # EaS BE 9715 43 ol & olfE g e ol

HAH o2 A A gol A FREFEM F5IA ZE AAaa A TR
ol wd @ A oleig A T4 v ehEelw. o 2L HAle A ERoIV B
mel Eff(valuation) = TBEBREAMS o= RAMHEE o] &3t ok shw] o] Ao o] &5
£ AMERERS BERRKIS & + A

WKl Ao T& JAoxd BAEN BEeyy At Ef(welfare)d] #n
golel waE & vk O webA BEERE AR dod e B WS B
Eob AssEg 2 s eEEREY B okvet d A Al AR g GulE
g glefok ghet.

WBEEERS Ao QoiA AAAA FHE ¢ HES vejelas AAY BRAEES
< golalAl &2 fsted Thes 2L g AATZ Y @

z2Fo] AN YA 448 BE BAS BERS Se deled F QAT F2 E

(6) S B wlold2E A4S 744 (accounting prices)d) Ad & o] $8x glom of Sl nus
Ha gt BEfK D 3E sH4 ¢ 9.

(7) L. Squire and H.G. van der Tak, Economic Analysis of Projects (Johns Hopkins University
Press, Baltimore, 1975), p.49.
B2 nojdlzy FAdcl JFfeon TAY [AHAxEF|en ZE AHS §92
Jete A5 FASE 9 FEe 4 FTHARAF22 3¢ & =R 2 9
o},
I.M.D. Little and J. A. Mirrlees, Project Appraisal and Planning for Developing Countries
(Basic Books, New York, 1974), p.145. UNIDO, Guidelines for Project Evaluation (UNIDO,
1972), B3 4@ 39)3F=.

(8) Little and Mirrlees,zop. cit., pp. 141-180, &3] H9%E H}=.
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& & g A5, T AReZ B9 BERFOE EEAS G S Aol o4
@ hike AEHES TAAE MK, BEFE, BAEE 59 FAZ TUAEL 9§35
9] Wl FAAAC) A BEA BERSS T HEA D 4 ddE el

=3 G $AFE AL 297E Az 89 ool = mAF A Bk A5G §o)
ol Qe FAE s FAAdoE BESLGE Gz AAE Aol s
T At $9e FAA, F BN 943 Hiborder prices)e] FHsE F F7
K5 E G4 BEoD o SHme wag Lolsid 251 + u.

HEAH WS FRE B, WNRE BE Y BE 4 52 fz 5 & Au. og
e FHH MRS MRS ZHIE Asst §9o] 40T WEAHES ol Eatelol o
=2 255 vloje s ols FLBMKE =5, £HY BAS HLH BALE A2t
o 7 ALAA 2 ASE LR HECD, REE 5 BEEES ARWR @
o, 29T FLEMEE A =5, X5 ARG BA 23 FLHA] #A Soz
A A Eetel o £ ow HLBMKA £4E A7 o] HAL AL RE BAAS
Eiio] FAAAoR BHD ¢ Qo A4Sz Y ©

ARGl A Eeol FAD Ao Gotel AEH KEMSS KBz o5y &
Qi A AR E REAR A Bille Feol x5 BALES A3 9 Ea
2 GRS @ BY FAFAS FREHREAA L9H dokw A Ase 5
£& =39 BRREES 2q A48 JEWG2 T 4= e Ao 2 WA
A 7h SRR ol 24 RotalEsl MR Ml 2GR A Aual
T gk =59 MOm BERAS 433 dehy 2oz ¢ £E 948 Aol

olst 2& A% WEESES Age]l BasA I ol ALEL R AX 8¢ 24
o Aol dejok weh,

953t vlelal 2t BERGES EAGE Koz Uod 2 Ae AAsiz g, oo

i\

SWch’—%(c-m). (6)

RO A ¢’ vl FFEolol 3tz F714 A4, & dF4FAY v 2z m
(9) o183 W 9% BREAGEESHY e 08¢ I=.
IM.D. Little and Maurice Scott, Using Shadow Prices (Heineman Educational Books, London,.
1976).
(10) Little and Mirrlees, op. cit., p.270.
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e AFEERY BAYAAE dehiel sk 2EFUE detE adlE 239 KR
(uncommitted) EFFTel HEE 2 vl gt
) RREEC T BRULSTE AT BEELEL & 28 Aol

SWR=¢'— —%— c. Q)

Z R(6)S BEAREE vl F3H <« KES #BngdA 289 2474408 A
Aoz v Fx2 girh

ol FAMeE Folg grshest WY

flz %o EEHMozy THEHMez oFstgrte A4 sA. zejnl BERFA
Ao A AEE 2Fe RALEEDS A2 AE Aolrh. TEHd AFE At =59
RALEG)E BROE F Zolth

EAe vl BAEEESG 9%& 2o EAfohd 29 ¥l E (mta)Et 9w e
E RAEES ST BEAY Aold AL MEMM A% Yok Y AEelA
58 el

THMIoZ ol 2528 vy 29 dFo] Folzlenz F74% AHolw wld =z
9 o] BF ausithd ol AMEE 4ulFE()e] 49 Aol EE TEWM
ol A A4te FE o]

et F A AL mY v St xvie] 9 A 292 (c-m)Q NF FUb
g Aeld o] FrE A e A FEAA LuEER TEHMY 2vFste
(c—m—a)go]l "t wd & Bre] =F5¢ o o] &3tA gux TRAAY F4E (-
m)Q F FAE AT oA 4vEE A EF AFEAS e Ao oy
e A TEHF & Bfre] 2457 TR #HAE £ dE (w9 HEE Aa
AANA =l

BEHESBL 1T FAE ZgsdA FA= Aol @

UNIDOS] BEELE EFe =53 vledlz2s F42 o7k Aol vehia Uvh
UNIDOS| E#i R8s Zo. @

il
|24

e

&

(11) A sz THF d=L &8¢ A¥= OECD, Manual on Industrial Project Analysis: (Vol. 11D
Social Cost Benefit Analysis (OECD, Paris, 1968), pp.157-58, 162-168.

(12) m>05 m=09 F A5 BEARLES] 433 A4dde oS¢ #=x. OECD, Manual, pp.
159-162.

(13) UNIDO, Guidelines for Project Evaluation, p.207.
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w¥=Z+ S (P"—w, ®

Ze x50 ARA @Eggioz AEFY ¥EY 4F w urhe ¥z A48 ng)
e St AEAES AEFAY, zez Pre 1Hf FAS R df5E 259 F&49
A < phge) 51t E depde

wpetA] P S we FAL ag vehve flEe] EES oy

olel gt F Jipkel o8 WEESER AL HET X A= A48 AE AUz g
o 09 oo o] F el APET g relElZ, 2 FfU%E (uncommitted) AHEH 4
S35} Zaue] Folo] Astn dE = Eolth,

2. RErRy 2812 (Social Discount Rate)

Autd o 7 HiFFITFERS SREKS] #BF, FrET BAAYE 559 oJFz SvEs
FES BAKES delFA Rtz g olAL =d A nH g FES BAS
A3 Z)Eel] v @QldtEz @ W SulE S EdolEHE 0§ F i R
gt

dubd oz o] @My F5lER 20 o2 @y RMELF A (social time prefe-
rence rate)- fHerAy H&e ¥ H 2 (social opportunity cost rate) & [E4E 4 Ltk 16

A ey BRI (=a)d whet 54 A= Ghgr FlEES A ddehd o
3} o] Frd F A& Aolth

SP=§<B,~c,>/<1+a>n )

o9 SPs Eel Wffizid ZEAEE D Aol o ash WHHTFEN
2oy BifE Z2AEY o5 MHHTES o $% AT d2d deES sEe
JES 23 I9%T ¥ F Je Aol F alran HHATHES F9 RS @ikl o

(14) z]-/ﬂ 3‘]— —] UNIDO, op. cit., p.205.

(15) OECDs} UNIDOS #ZFRESZS#H g vlzgrte o8 =,
P. Dasgupta, “A Comparative Analysis of the UNIDO Guidelines and the OECD Manual,”
Bulletin of the Oxford University Institute of Economics and Statistics, Vol.34 No.1(Feb.
1972), pp.33-52.

{16) @y El5lEkd A% B4 53 4L¢ F=2E A
M.S. Feldstein, “The Social Time Preference stcount Rate in Cost Benefit Analysis,”
Economic Journal (June 1964), pp.360-79.
M.S. Feldstein “Net Social Benefit Calculations and the Public Investment Decision,” Oxford
Economic Papers (March 1964), pp.114-31.
R. Turvey, “Present Value versus Internal Rate of Return,” Economic Journal (March 1963),
pp- 93-98.
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o] FFHESHA MEMEE FA32 At Hole o « REBEE WmHFTE=Z 3
g el EESEE WEUT K o1 EA 2 Aok oA AAATHL
F M7 gE 4 Sl

A+ BEHEES 25 Mg 414 AA=Ad gt vt 2ol sty Bl
o F BRMEE/ FARzY AEAY o dutd Aoz FAHAY, SBECRY
AR THFTEE) ] ptHH FHEFE(@ ZAEE Wk & Zo| o O

EE ol 8 q Bl <3l BRMIES FAA7E Ax & HikelAwt o4& HE2 4
7} AR Ao n RIEHRE A - AP P2 BREFEE 24T 5 e Aotk o
FoESEIAS HIES €% BRER e Adder By BREEE €4 7 e T
2eAEL AYee AL R ¥k
zzAEY HEE gl A A AARAE AT AL AP 0 A |
Aaule] AL 2 HPezty Afste FAadst o =ZA gl i e A
oleh,  zme{uf ole|q Aelaw H& Aeimo]e Az ghle] gt o] o 2w
Azbe Fx GehdA He o]@A Mol A dEvE FEe 2F AEdc o
B e ez AU dAEel g gy Az A &9 it B
MI#4F | (social time preference) & FA 3t A& A = o],

o}:] rO( —ln‘,

e TE sjQlEo] 10004 APEtE dAAuH gL 100096] AFats Au s
2ot Asgivhd BREEGESN T8 ol ¥ d& HEZEIES FEs Z2AE Gt
ay ®@ES 4% o A E Felaung o 24 Yo g o8 Al
ol A v>198 9frl gk

PV(B)=B+—%= —. aom

2 RAOAA A (B AAZA PVIE e Fae] t+189 Eae vz eAF
& BE 2018 ol Y B=Buoltid B> qg gniat, gAnee 3o
weh s ool A HEBEES 0x Ao ouloch

Qb o2 HMEFEe] onTh L o FEE F AN T 4 A

A
3

17) 1= & 737571 ZA 9 A Al A E W.J. Baumol, “On the Social Rate of Discount,” Ameri-
can Economic Review (Sept. 1968), pp. 788-802 H=z. H3] ola|§ Hel ¥ FAe J. Hir-
schleifer et al., Water Supply: Economics, Technology, and Policy (University of Chicago
Press, 1960) #68 L=,

(18) &L 4 HEM Afdd= 714 .
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AA, EAEC] #EkRT BES Bifste 25 &t AA4oz Hxad BES 8
fF3te ERfE (myopia) S Zts gl7] HEelvh oA WFx 2 3]

A AAAHE dAET B 2FEN AL F 5L FE FES B A8e
FAE Aotk =g RARBEBS HRle] 330l AN EROZYH dE K
A dAAN ] Ax 4 Zolch webA Ao FHEe Fds ok @b Eooth

4 s RFMAERS] REZY 8 phény HEREFES o83 2o

Tt vl 54 WA Fohrt RAMMS 22 HEY 2ad dRAAGY F BAOE
7} BgEE ] gtz spA g v RAYALS ohEa Zeo] EAT
Bpel Mol avlst gedAle] e F U=UC) A

MU(C)=aC, an
et A RS EUR U=UC, G-\ CoAd R (DL d&3) 2ol Wy 3
ol .

MU(C;) —"—"ac;". <12>
MU(C;+1) =aC,’;f1_ (13))

Cip>Ci0) 32, BAKEERS BEES AL=rthy MUC)<MUCHE 2ujsls] oA
< BER (0F F=% Aol

MU(CY)

m>l. (14

ahel HRAZRS Kb 1+act s
1+adMU(Cit)=MU(C). (15

7 Reld. RUBE -+ RAXAE Ml d 448 BREAS APH oz 27
dote 12ch & 48 FAFoloF Brhe Folh
RASE whFo] 2q)

(19) M. Feldstein, “The Derivation of Social Time Preference Rate,” Kyklos, XVIII(1965), pp.277-
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0. Eckstein, “Investment Criteria for Economic Development and the Theory of Intertemporal

Welfare Economics,” Quarterly Journal of Economics (Feb. 1957), pp.56-85.
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o] 43k o] 714 @K EI51AR et 4ule] BAKRAEMRY HRlAA TaA & A
olvf o] 78] Alle] B2 W 4vle AAgs WALLEF BHYAA Aol

uheta] o] 22 MAKAFES BIES 27ld Uz 4 v glov ol 2 H
el A= A wFe <elA AL A AQA3] FEEFES HFAA el g
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EHE WASHA vebg REe] RtEH AR (social opportunity cost rate)o] v,
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ety ol HAgH: LB REHEE A#FEE BEMBP A HEFE
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E Aol
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PV(W)=3; ﬁ%))—',— . 18)

FF 2RAEE Holx k%] KEFEE dejok 3 234 & A BEed 98 z2A
Eo] FAEE Ae] o) wpabelze g Zlolnh, oW kv AHzzAEY AU HIES
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ol &t @ty HMEBMAAS Lol A fold AL ol zlolvh  vEhd FHAH
z2H e NIk (internal rate of return)-2- 4A A4AHA % 37 AEole. ojHE
EAE FAsE G5 AAZ 545 TiBkEF ] Tz o8E T Ae KhBF
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ey FF 2RAES} phEfh KEel Wt FohE 9 KSR JAT HEA
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Eihd HiHMEE 55
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A# A 2dEe] HgH oz HE3ted 3H/Y BRESESTY 482 oHA = g
B EES] FEC o83 E WMEERS AAFozyd Frtd MRAS BERS RE

°of <kx ¥, WHER MEE Ads FH49 I+E 2% n Ao
HEE AR wEw F5iE o274 FNAARL FHA At T HTE

QA = ol AL AR AT BRERSIT AR A
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(21) &5 delgl =2t AN #BI1ZE HA AL o A& (accounting rate of interest)o] gtz A4 d
ol 35 FAFNA ARIS HAY AWJ|FL Agutel slvkz e
IM.D. Little and J.A. Mirrlees, Project Appraisal and Planning for Developing Countries
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(Basic Books, New York, 1974), p.296.
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S AR fegol Azl AHolth
Mifc : Z2HE - #0]F(Project Cycle) — R0 HEt FIR

AMo] vt kol #he]Ze) glo} Wapste] & (life cycle) F2 Bfhxto]Z(product cycle):
oz} %ol 2AEL HiEl  BITNE AX ok ¥ B F AolEol Udh. o #olF
S EEERL S dE 2 Fuje fgAddx dA2 22AEE Vgt 45
2 RAYste b dolAt: 2T #iKd Aotk

BAEZSITL o2t Z2AE » o] o] oA o] BFEE B3 FF EMEY
FUMHFe (economic feasibility study)gts o] o2 EEHAIE &),

JutH oz ZEAE .« spo]FL ol { Z A E FEE (identification)e] A ¥ ZH et F
wlAA Y] Wy Ry Hoko] g AFA FF ZTRMES] BESE ZRAES RE
(project proposal summary)-g& A& o 24 AFR},

ol#]dt kel vt B LREEPIR (pre-feasibility study)s} o] Fo] Aok o] F o
vl FE o o Ml (pilot study) 24 ohg Brfel w2 REMFAE (easibility study)
9 da4 04-‘?-{ B4R A "ok BEEREE €4 Lord AAAH Lokz vyAd 5
w BAE& B REEFES] LAE o FA I

ol WA WY WY« HATY - REMEHARY A3 FM(appraisa) A z2AESL
AAFA} & o5, gt A" Z2AEE a9 2% Ze(funding) & 78T
of ste 9 Fit(final design) BifgE AA AP A =+t

2 A B #ITBRAA #fT(implementation)d] A=+ FAZ A% BiB(monitoring.

and following-up)= o] ok 3lch.

Wolfe, ed., Cost Benefit and Cost Effectiveness (George Allen and Unwin Ltd., London, 1973},
p. 18.



