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ABSTRACT According to “The Renewable Energy 3020 Implementation Plan”, offshore wind power accounts for 12 GW of the total
new capacity of 48.7 GW. Like the south-west 2.5 GW offshore wind farm case, government-led development has had difficulty in
securing the residents’ acceptability. This study contributes to the study of local acceptance by analyzing the perceptions of Maldo
residents. To this end, in-depth interviews were conducted with the head of a village and fishing village chief, and the entire contents
of the interview were revised and analyzed. The cognitive structure of the stakeholders could be confirmed using semantic network
analysis, which analyzes the network structure among words. Based on the analysis results, focusing on the identity frames related to
the compensation process from previous national projects, gain vs. loss frames act as the dominant frame in terms of profits from
offshore wind turbines. To invigorate offshore wind farms, the policy implications as follows. First, a negotiation organization should
be organized to deal with strategic opposition by fishes. Second, installing offshore wind farms on a public water body will result in
demands for compensation from various actors, and a licensed fishing territory as an offshore wind farm installation site should be
considered.

Key words Offshore wind(3}] A2 2), Acceptance(5=84)), Residents recognition(3= 51 ¢14]), Frame analysis(Z & ¢ £4])
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Table 2. Keyword frequency and centrality of the head of
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Opposition 7 0.150 Characterization
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Suhyup 7 0,239 Identity
FE’;;E 6 0.318 Identity
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Village license 5 0,132 -
Unimpeded 5 0.003 Risk
Negotiation 5 0,167 Conflict management
Expectation 4 0.0014 Gain vs, loss
Mal—do 4 0,140 Identity
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Complete 4 0,166 Gain vs, loss
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Table 3. Keyword frequency and centrality of fishing village

chief
Word Frequency Eigenve.ctor Frame
centrality
Three islands 21 0.502 Identity
us 20 1 Identity
They 19 0.914 Identity
Opposition 16 0.675 Characterization
Stakeholder 11 0.434 Identity
Consent 9 0,199 mai‘ggﬁn )
Residents 9 0.132 Identity
Approval 9 0.474 Characterization
Compensation 7 0.642 Gain vs, loss
Public meeting | 7 0.094 mcnc;ngfiitem
Damage 7 0.259 Risk
Benefit 7 0.339 Gain vs, loss
Mal—do 6 0,237 Identity
Our island 6 0.397 Identity
Buan 5 0,312 Comparison target
Saemangeum 5 0,235 Comparison target
Fishery 5 0,246 -
Demand 5 0.465 Characterization
State 4 0,293 Social control
Kunsan Univ, 4 0,197 -

Table 4. Comparison of frames frequency

Frame Head of a village | Fishing village chief

Identity 7

Characterization

Conflict management

Social control

Risk

Gain vs, loss

Comparison target

W | W W | |D|DN DUt
DO | DO | DD | = [ [ DD | W

Ete,

2o shFe] el Sols AT 15 W R
= Sl el uebir, 25 2
S 5ok AW, B, WY 5 a7

o O

3 g

Ot ‘A '8 = dasithe ol Uehdth 9

S gee] Tolrt ALgEel 1S Fash A
OReThs Ao UeRtoLy, WAY, I, ‘ghny,

e 50] thol7) ARGE o] o]ejolA SAEE AL
o] YA|BH= S WA gt 7|7} Atk AFS Ko
Fcth, o] Hro= vlwrAte e Hepie, Heb Ak,
TS Ak doi7t ARgEIRleH, Ve dejEes Al
uf, oRErs], SETEA], o, T Sol ARE I

o] YEAEL A Tl 119 Aol P25 1
ofFni, ot of&AAe] BA Tl ko] Y=Y T

25 A9 EEL?%]"?E ig, 31} Fig, 49} &}, oo
RIS ol 2] Sl S 2 A
s

) o] A BAESI ehiol, o4
79 1Ay o) olol Ml FAA AL, olEARe] 7S
Selol a0 ojol e FHA A4t /g ¥ U

ERSATE.

Fig. 4. Word network analysis of fishing village chief
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