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Abstract

Impacts of planning at the regional level have been controversial. Supporters argue that
regional efforts enhance economic competitiveness of the region, while some studies find that
regions under parochial planning systems generate better economic performance. This paper
aims to identify the effects of city-county consolidation, an example of regional planning, on
urban growth and its growth patterns in South Korea.

A simultaneous equations model with 3 stage least squares is employed to identify the
impacts on urban growth. Specifically, four growth indicators, including population growth,
employment growth, urbanized area growth, and financial growth, are used as endogenous
variables, and dummy variables of consolidation types along with other control variables are
used as exogenous variables. In addition, interaction terms combining the dummy variables
with the ratio of growth differences between cities and counties are also employed.

The results show that city-county consolidation has a significantly positive impact on
growth of population and urbanized areas. Also, consolidated cities, compared to those failing
to be consolidated, show a stronger tendency to balanced growth between former central
cities and former unincorporated areas. The results may imply that city-county consolidation
brings positive influences on urban growth in terms of population and urbanized areas and
has a potential to promote balanced growth between central cities and suburban areas.
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Table 1. Effects of city-county consolidation and separation
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Table 3. Variables in the analysis

Indicator Variables| Pop. | Emp. | Area. | Finc.
ol =k
Influence Variables ratio | ratio | ratio | ratio
N EAAN OIFERA}
X7|Ez QI SAS TS
9= 215+ (Population "95) O (Population Census)
Al . \ S8 WIARHEAL
X7EHE 0L .
Xt 4= 118 (Employment "95) O (Census on Establishments)
] N ] . SlAE EX|TEX|C
A7|EHE A|7ISHHE S -
=~ 7|HE A|7FSHHA (Urbanized area "95) O (Land Coverage Map)
, . YRR XM S
'A% XHE (Finance(tax revenue) "95) O (Local Tax Data)
AF NetERH|E #eke (Higher education ratio) O|lO|O| O
il STSSCTHIE B2 ommuter ratio (Population Census)
- - HolX|4= L8 (Aged-child ratio) OlO|O|O
EAN ZFEIEZAL
ZEH A [=) o T o
Z=EH 2= (Number of houses) O @) (Housing Census)
. SAE TZARRIZ=AL
AFA S S/l'c w
F2IH| 2= (Number of companies) O % (Census on Establishments)
= SEWEE EZ| (Ministry
AAZER] 7He A T e
i! MA|ZEX] 712 & (New town development area) oO|lO|O| O of Land, Infra. & Transport)
- = 7HAHEE A (National industrial complex area) OlOo|lO | O
QHFALEE THA (General Industrial complex area) O|lO0 | O] O
S&CHX| HA (Rural Industrial complex area) Ol O] O | O 6,_I——_‘:,lﬁg,“:,_fx|—g—'3. A
(Korea Industrial
=7AHEE AR (National industrial complex productivity) O O Complex Corp.)
5y | LEHAEE WA (General Industrial complex productivity) @) O
o
s SSTHK| AP (Rural Industrial complex productivity) O O
bS]
M= QH| 8B (Change ratio of manufacturing industry)l O | O | O | O EAN MTARAK|ZA
APICIEAX| 4= (Industrial concentration ratio) Ol o | o | o |Censuson Establishments)
2] 2z mSH o= (Seoul metropolitan area (dummy)) Ol O |]O | O
X -
= | A|UCHZA[H 2ot ofF (Other metropolitan areas (dummy)) | O | O | O | O
55308 (city-county consolidation (dummy)) @ Olo|lO| O
Eazt o HalAkt HIg o
= (Population change ratio of city to county) @
S st 18 HalAK HIE o
= (Employment change ratio of city to county) ®
e Est A71tHE Hol AKX} Hig o -
(Urbanized area change ratio of city to county) @
2'1: @ x @ ASZEE L (interaction term) O
h @ x @ AZEE == (interaction term) O
@ x @ MSEEB (interaction term) O
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of variables

Mean Min. Max. Std. D
Variables c.onsol— sepa- c.onsol— sepa- c.onsol— sepa- c'onsol— sepa-
idated | rated | idated | rated | idated | rated | idated | rated
(n: 38) | (n: 6) | (n: 38) | (n: 6) | (n: 38) | (n: 6) | (N: 38) | (n: 6)
Population change ratio 104% | 112% | 72% | 73% | 189% | 174% | 29% | 32%
Employment change ratio 133% | 142% | 83% | 111% | 241% | 191% | 32% | 26%
Urbanized area change ratio 239% | 251% | 105% | 109% | 578% | 426% | 92% | 94%
Finance change ratio 330% | 325% | 204% | 208% | 637% | 543% | 102% | 106%
‘95 Population 211.8k | 533.7k | 92.2k |110.2k | 508.8k |984.6k | 108k |270.7k
'95 Employment 61.3k | 1552k | 184k | 32.7k | 187.1k | 337k | 40.5k | 96.8k
95 Urbanized area(m’) 12m | 273m | 45m | 35m | 446m | 47m | 7.1m |144m
‘95 Finance(tax revenue, #W1000) 59.6m [163.2m| 15.6m | 358m | 179m | 336m | 41.1m | 97.3m
Higher education ratio 16% | 22% | 10% | 16% | 26% | 26% 4% 4%
Commuter ratio 59% | 67% | 56% | 58% | 63% | 94% 2% 13%
Aged-child ratio 1373 | 913 | 434 | 520 | 2798 | 1317 | 675 | 271
Number of house 715k | 2084k | 25.7k | 37.7k | 163.5k |453.8k| 37k |127.7k
Number of company 16.1k | 46,5k | 5.5k | 10.6k | 36.1k |1019k| 9.3k | 28.4k
New town development area(1,000m’) 1.2k 5.9k 0 531 | 10.7k | 125k | 1.9k 3.8k
National industrial complex area(1,000m?) 7.4k 1.2k 0 0 9.7k | 42k | 17.8k | 1.8k
National industrial complex productivity 266 0 0 0 3.7k 0 673 0
General Industrial complex area(1,000m’) 2.7k 7.1k 0 0 144k | 25.7k | 3.2k 8.9k
General Industrial complex productivity 313 329 0 0 2k 552 444 212
Rural Industrial complex area(1,000m’) 630 433 0 0 1.3k 1.5k 413 515
Rural Industrial complex productivity 228 75 0 0 872 203 167 83
Change ratio of manufacturing industry 91% | 70% | 48% | 50% | 178% | 85% | 22% | 12%
Industrial concentration ratio(H-H index) 0.14 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.34 0.15 0.06 0.02
Population change ratio of city to county 123 | 094 | 046 | 049 | 175 | 122 | 031 | 025
Employment change ratio of city to county 088 | 069 | 014 | 039 | 159 | 097 | 031 | 021
Urbanized area change ratio of city to county | 078 | 079 | 023 | 051 | 185 | 129 | 034 | 030
Table 5. Comparison of human capitals between consolidated and non-consolidated cities
category group 1985 1995 2010 chaii;egfate cha?]sgelsate
nationwide(total) 40,448,486 | 44,608726 | 47,990,761 110.3% 107.6%
Population | consolidated city(avg.) 206,689 211,834 227,126 100.8% 104.0%
separated city(avg.) 429,621 533,790 681,156 121.2% 111.8%
nationwide(total) 0.23 0.40 0.98 177% 243%
aged-child . .
ratio consolidated city(avg.) 0.29 0.60 137 201% 227%
separated city(avg.) 0.24 040 091 170% 226%
higher nationwide(total) 0.07 0.14 0.23 207% 163%
education | consolidated city(avg.) 0.04 0.10 0.16 277% 176%
ratio separated city(avg.) 0.05 0.12 0.22 252% 196%
52 | T=EAZ, F52¥ 1= (2017)
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Table 6. Comparison of industrial structure between consolidated and non-consolidated cities

e nationwide consolidated cities separated cities
Industry Classification
1994 2010 1994 2010 A 1994 2010 A
sgog-ad 80,911 46,795 o | 542 | 281 o | 989 267 .
(agriculture-fishing:mining) (0.6%) (0.3%) 04% (1.1%) | (0.5%) 06% (1.3%) | (1.3%) 0.1%
M= 3,695,363 | 3,417,698 o, | 18165 | 23,604 o, | 43375 | 58110 o
(manufacturing) (29.4%) (19.4%) 10.0% (27.1%) | (23.8%) B (25.5%) | (17.2%) )
S ZH™H AN 531,640 663,673 o 2,922 3,201 o 7,295 | 10,611 o
(public administration) (4.2%) (3.8%) 04% (6.0%) | (5.0%) 11% (5.7%) | (5.4%) e
FIREAFA (finance: 887,360 1,147,415 o 3,293 3,909 o 9,071 8431 o
insurance-real estate) (7.1%) (6.5%) 0.5% (5.9%) | (5.0%) 09% (7.1%) | (6.3%) 0.8%
A 875,242 1,180,659 o 3,560 5422 o 8,839 | 13,889 o
(construction) (7.0%) (6.7%) 03% (6.3%) | (6.9%) 06% (6.1%) | (6.3%) 0.2%
2= MH|AY 2437376 | 5,678,662 o, | 11,428 | 20,602 o 26,972 | 16,631 o
(services) (19.4%) (32.2%) 128% (21.4%) | (28.2%) 69% (20.0%) | (31.4%) 11.3%
SAOY 2,252,746 | 2,617,891 o 8,928 | 10,558 o, | 22,649 | 33,294 o
(retail) (17.9%) (14.8%) 31% (16.5%) | (13.6%) 29% (17.2%) | (14.6%) 2.5%
2HFO AR Of
SHSHEY 1,152,953 | 1,766,290 0.8% 5581 8,633 0.6% 13,383 | 24,988 06%
(lodging & eatery) (9.2%) (10.0%) (10.4%) | (10.9%) (11.9%) | (11.3%)
242 626,265 992,546 o 2,555 4,006 o 6,461 | 12,023 o
(transportation) (5.0%) (5.6%) 06% 4.7%) | (4.9%) 02% (4.9%) | (5.3%) 04%
M| T AStAT 7|29 43774 | 135399 . | 281 794 L, | 414 872 .
(electricity-gas-waste) (0.3%) (0.8%) 04% 0.6%) | (1L.1%) 06% (0.3%) | (1.0%) 06%
A 12,583,630 | 17,647,028 57,255 | 83,192 ) 139,447 | 248,692 .
(total) (100%) (100%) (100%) | (100%) (100%) | (100%)
HIEBE A
Industrial concentration 0.147 0.098 -0.05 | 0.165 0136 | -0.03 | 0176 0.106 | -0.07
index
AT A, AT F WAES BE A AR FEOE HHI
110.3%°14 53 015 107.6%2 743 v, & RS 79, AARl Ao glofxe
FESHAIE 100.8%04 104.0%E 3% o1 A58t EFSShAF Ao @ TsEd A Bo Enk A=
Atk EEiEAe ASH R da T AskES F WIS ERT 52 Yo HEES Kol gl
PEE ATALES WA, T AF v
A= 10% 7HF ®Hsks Has Btk 2) AMATE MSH|m
=gt Agel Ay BE AN Z F 4 g ge 19943} 20100) AHERE A g1E
= AU BEEHA B T ol AT u geznAss A viEela] wEia)x
AskgRY g4 2 G S BYlow B8 = pmaie] A=d Ao
o]% = WshE T Wil sl Fatahs BEg AR 2 Segd A0uS Wale u
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A2 Az M| agdolrt, Ao AA AF = 3.4%E AriH o A skl 2= AH]
o el Az HAHES 19944 29.4%014  AQVe el vls) A 2 EisEa] Al
2010 19.4%= 10% 74330 EL EesreiE A g 2 S7HE Btk o= AR A 2
ojo} HISZeHA| 8.4% AASIGITE WHH, =E-a Al WAL e, AlEg] HTe] Aok AulaY]
Table 7. Results of three stage least squares analysis
Dependant variables| Population Employment | Urbanized area Finance
change ratio change ratio | change ratio | change ratio
Explanatory variables coef. |stderr.| coef. |stderr.| coef. |stderr.| coef. |stderr.
Population change ratio - - 0.1709 | 0.146 |-4.1974***| 1.137 | 0.2264 | 0.855
Employment change ratio -0.0984 | 0.092 4.5961*** | 0.994 | 0.9625 | 0.664
Urbanized area change ratio -0.0148 | 0.012 | 0.0516*** | 0.019 - - -0.0250 | 0.103
Finance(tax revenue) change ratio 0.0181 | 0.026 | 0.1223***| 0.038 | -1.3239 | 1.389 - -
Population 95 -0.0000***| 0.000 - - - - - -
Employment 95 - -0.0000***| 0.000 - - - -
Urbanized area "95 - - - - |[-0.0000***| 0.000 - -
Finance(tax revenue) "95 - - - - - - -0.0000** | 0.000
Higher education ratio 1.2027***| 0.298 | -0.1372 | 0465 | 1.5526 | 3.983 | -1.5829 | 2.865
Commuter ratio -04193* | 0.217 | -0.2361 | 0.332 | -0.9251 | 2490 | 2.0720 | 1.798
Aged-child ratio -0.1081***| 0.024 | -0.0448 | 0.045 | -0.0427 | 0.341 | -0.0494 | 0.209
Number of house 0.0000*** | 0.000 - - | 0.0000*** | 0.000 - -
Number of company - - 0.0000*** | 0.000 - - 0.0001*** | 0.000
New town development area 0.0004 | 0.001 | -0.0005 | 0.001 | -0.0176 |0.0127|-0.0205** | 0.008
National industrial complex area 0.0000 | 0.000 | 0.0000 | 0.000 |0.0000***| 0.000 |0.0000*** | 0.000
National industrial complex productivity - - -0.0000 | 0.000 - - -0.0001 | 0.000
General Industrial complex area 0.0000*** | 0.000 | 0.0000** | 0.000 |0.0001*** | 0.000 | 0.0000 | 0.000
General Industrial complex productivity -0.0001* | 0.000 0.0007*** | 0.000
rural Industrial complex area 0.0000 | 0.000 | -0.0001 | 0.000 |0.0015*** | 0.000 |0.0007*** |0.0002
rural Industrial complex productivity - - 0.0000 | 0.000 - - -0.0005 | 0.001
Change ratio of manufacturing industry| -0.0569 | 0.047 | -0.0007 | 0.069 | 0.2191 | 0.564 | 0.3925 |0.3847
Industrial concentration ratio 1.0957*** | 0.225 | 1.6179*** | 0460 | 7.5638** | 3.060 | 5.4470*** | 2.125
Seoul metropolitan area(dummy) -0.1237** | 0.049 | -0.1549** | 0.075 | 0.7102 | 0.702 | 0.4935 |0.4151
Other metropolitan area(dummy) 0.0631 | 0.054 | -0.1251 | 0.079 |3.1281*** | 0.801 |1.3102*** | 0.379
city-county consolidation (dummy)® | 0.0591* | 0.036 | -0.0080 | 0.078 | 1.0219** | 0.506 | 0.4531 | 0.383
Popule.ztlon change ratio of 1.0083%* | 0214 ) ) ) ) ) )
city to county @
Employ.ment change ratio ) - 06267+ | 0234 ) ) ) )
of city to county ®
Urbanlzgd area change ratio ) ) ) - 1534094+ | 1386 . .
of city to county @
@ x @(interaction term) -1.1116***| 0.224 - - - - - -
@ x Q(interaction term) - - |-0.6336***| 0.243 - - - -
@ x @(interaction term) - - - - -5.5296***| 1.461 - -

* 0.05<P<0.1, ** 0.01<P<0.05, *** P<0.01

54 | rZEAE, M523 1% (2017)



i) 37

T

9
pul

9]

o

=

]

A
i

AASHE W) 242 3

2M

Skl

[

™

10| EA[SE0f O%|

I
=

8 237 7

F

Es&5d

H%e) Sk Tl ekt Aste walc,

el
,_..mo

o

)
pal

sy

54

S

7hll dEF&
=]

=

[

Al7vshd A WskEst A

7hel A9 AL, A
Az Ateh el
WakEa A7k WekE

0.05%, 0.12% =7}

1

T S7hRs AR

F7he g oz A AEsie] At

Ve 7HA

3}

=
=

=

[}

o
At A Wk REoNE QT W

a8 WSS BolA
A A vebstt.

g

Al7Fsba A W3lea) A Wikge] Z4H 1% =7}
5

8 WA

1k
9

+ X

ke)
pil

o of
ok 33009 9]

3

1

Hrgarsie) A g

o

sy
[}

ARz 1]
809, Fg ] Al

s
2

ﬂﬂ
ok
=1

1
.

RERREE
A

H
1.

3
o] Zho} 2010

o]

Xe)

o RS e

Axjo]tt.
%

]

R

= 0.4%, E5 Al 0.3% 7axs} v
|
o =4 YelgTh

5

o
=
[¢)
=
hun
H

RS gIEC

13

10®
TO

sheol vA=

shEo] A7kshd A Wkl v

SEE!

601:

3

=

3} 2o,

o
=]

ol A duirw o

Al

| 55

71 Ao Q19 ag, Al

=

o Ao LEpde,

7reha A, Ao 271w (1995%) gk B vl

o

i

Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol.52 No.1 (2017)

7oA 7FE

k4

5t

Q131§ 7kahl A

5H(3SLS)S
A Z7] vla% 7E
47 Az+=

flel Bl

.

L

X

3¢ F

3



}_

=

g,

i<

Fg-iel oy u
WA, B ATl
318 2ol fol

h= ol

°©

L

R

= ek
e

=

A1) Aol
= |

7].73} SHAI A o

L
a

- om

goly
it

9

FeAt B

o H
23]

=
=

ol A R AW A

=

H bt o

A7

°

A
1
o]

ojy

)

9. =

[e3}
PR

2~
T

o] Q17 0 A71shAH ] A
of A%gE

7.;?:]]—
13
=3

=

o

E
o

)

to] ot

O]

oltt. 7ol o]
gA =

&t

S

fo) Arha ool 2 =

A

AHd
Ao e agshs

=i
=
bl

=
e

=
=,
];]_. Q)

\

FEigi Qslas) A7k A Wskel, A}

5

R,
A ey

SREES!

i
Ho
M

&+
g

o

s} H

N

o

oW
™
G

N
X

o
10°
0

o7

1

= A

72}

g4 7she

= epdth 3,
FEER EEER RS

o

F=9] A57F 242+ 1.01, 0.63,

5.34%, WA Q1318 7kspH A HskEo]

\

FATE ol

S

m= ACE LR

]

+el

kel

o
=

3%

A} A

o)

k

[e]
o

=

2] o

1

I

30l

= e, A

AL

o

BB

—0.007, —0.187°] Ht}. o

17} =17] e,

A Bwh A7 wskgol

N
N
o
i

SAEAY] QI g A VR A o] S T

T2EAZ, X524 13 (2017)

56



24

Skl

10| EAPE| OjX|=

I
=

8 237 7

E55%

], AGRTE=ATTE AxQ Y] AfrlE

=
T

¢
@.O

Al AxHLe &

2ol Fg WP

Itk ek o A

2~ 0
T

13
=

LS|
ax)

3)

Aoz

)

%
,m_.o

=
T

10°

o)
ojn

)

SEBRCEERY

J)

j—

s

el
jant

o

Ho

0
il

il
4

]l Aol wh2H, Al AR

4%

Vs

g

o]
il

3A FH A

i

Aol ¥ sk

2 HER.

7}

ol gl

1=
o

aolddE 2dd

S

Fer, o

}\01——/(’)—‘—"11 [e)

7HEo|

==
[}

|

EREX

]

Eire

Ae] skl

?:‘.;’:]L

FH| WM = =5

Vs

ERE

)A

o

o
Nd

ol sl Az v]

™, 2+ Av]

0|

a7 o)

1

7ﬂ

2}
-

73 2t

2

lo)
%

It =, Al A

2}
-

o

okl

e

Hell ¥

A

A AA AN

=]
CR

Bt e 3eA FHaaks

3]

o=

A

L)

Azt Al

o] obd, X[ 2] AA, AL3], FA], AL, 3}

7

q

=1
i
Bo

—_

EA57} B4 ¢

57

Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol.52 No.1 (2017)



- 23x|

Boly

j X N 2, T
o T B @4%%@% .
MﬂA odﬂ " 0 — o Mﬂflldl @.Hn_hll
Sy Y ! o W N "R i RER
S M a @1?x.1%_,o < o ar
LﬁE% = V%O,lm BT R |
ol Lo ~ PR = e No XN o oj ik
o Mo = O ~ N ol o
[ o 3= o w2 oF h.A Ho un & KF - .
W 3= o X o P Ly Mr ar © Kb s s B =
o o T T L or Q0 TH M TH P = Kir
ok Mﬁua o L <~ N H_wa L:_.mﬂ%umzm_aaau_TEx T
~ g Lol . Q) o B oy o | AXuy L%M_uﬂTH_f_Hﬂomoaﬂxxxa = R
mp*azoqﬂo@ Ee b T e ﬁ&Lxgo%gyh%ﬁaﬁqa@aﬁa%ﬁ
. O —_ —_ = 3. TmE o= =
B 5 TN E Y e oo Mo B 4&%% m_ATmﬁm_AuM,M,l,ﬁAéemﬁw&o_gmm U
o - Ho KT B 8% TN x my i KO M%Mnﬂx_.oOM._xTWKoOM,I,I, 0RO = W0 - i
o,aac¢ﬂaiaaogwgux oo a ¢muu%@a@xM%¥ﬂAuuaLAagz
R - 5 T w2y Ik Smar m,:TuLuuwuwmfoﬁo+m_ATxTM_mAw_i L3
: Urlﬁﬂwi =z Eo‘qu R mM|_A‘ Soom % ExTMLFAM,KK@h@mMoﬁoKDTOmA_o bl
:® X ~ X =) Ry T.eﬂw_.rx._o_u..u)MAAIKKMx_olr 0 <
ol ol P e XeORT ol U =0 | = 5 oo_._.._ﬁolx_._._oOx_‘EAAA&K.Ax(ol,
o e E s P o H o R SR Z SARAMM M aamogg;;&quuo_@w
R S w'wa i =R LS ﬁ%%&%ﬁ@aamﬁﬂ o_mﬁo@@@wawwaa
) —_ ) o |r.1 N .1.:.|rL|I«|: P \ouJI.FH/Iﬂ
& "Lyt RE TERR qsfiiiafu
= X OE e R T o P oo Wmmioe._ HH._EAAA,A,,,,@Lmo_._nm._%ﬁom._mOV% =2
T o oo o R R zm ® NF B1E O moérox_.m_ﬁu_MAl,M,l,l, o2 < G rEE
R "o R’ © N oF =0 KK;KO%EHME%A MMM,I,I,Q ,I,na/Au
i Joﬂ% RGN Emé@ﬁ wu_AAMWMWL(DWWM_«EEMN@AABNu;.omw
o o o T | & gyﬁ%QEMMJMMM%@@QMMﬂgggg
of Euzu1|®¢x_.++WMK|KA(m(E % 3 3]
T 4 oo sy AgquE%nﬁwyAMMQW&
oy W 100 X = = Eo wAI T o= =_._our“_“_| N JI@.OD_H_WN_M_IWMWO KA
i cENE %%@gwﬂ%gw — Suta tid
£ T ﬂkﬂmo_aﬂmg@a%mmﬂnz T <
e ﬂﬁ&%.ng%mg@g%x%b@u.%ﬂr.aﬂﬂ,
ot o X o Ty = o LER YD owrﬂﬁwogwovﬂuo1
%0 Ho u_xﬂaﬁL%% ~n lljuo%yo quL_sA;o
ol o w 8% o oD = Ar m ol 5 KO B No 9 W fn Ho
& A Eugio_ﬂl#% lﬂylld}gﬁﬁ B W s
0 %an%i@oﬁvodﬂui,wh %uzas}m Mo o &
5 = may%@ugzg@%%% AR SEEisee
< T %Emw%ﬁwmm1aVQﬁmqawwEﬁ%@lﬂg@@ﬁ
—_ ) N o T 53 — = o !
1 Fa
o B Vo#ozro_ﬁ xlﬁ%ﬂ_/__,oﬂj} mPﬁuﬁoﬂxll}l
I ! -~ | ~ X o e
s w&;ﬂ,io ﬂmevﬁmﬁ@ﬂ% xfow;iﬂ%o ° 1%59%%%%
o SRR o 1%L&1Ld o SRR N
Tx T % ¢ﬂw&1w@:m_ﬁﬂ a@m@.;@@_i e L b E g =
%Tmﬂ%%%%ﬂmﬁ%mﬁéioﬂ% ,ﬁ?%mﬁ ,@ﬂfrﬂ L%ﬂwﬁwo
W%ﬂﬂnﬁ%ﬂﬂ%ﬂ@@ﬁﬂéﬁ@_a 2#& mm?mwmmww@s ® o
0 —_— o ~ . K _ = X = < ) — ~
%Mﬂﬂa%ﬂ%dx B X M %a‘%tma1@w <R o T oW T @
I e theﬂl.oximﬂﬂﬂw] o = 1O _su;oTxLurmﬁﬂE fﬁoogx;&zt
%mﬂvorﬁﬂg uxo%ﬂﬁ%ﬂﬂﬁ@%ﬁ%m% Yo o 5
< = o @%EL@Sﬂr@E ﬁﬂ?ﬂ@ﬂﬂ%ﬁ@i
ey g%%%%ﬂ&ﬂ@W@@m%%
r 0 — ‘I_lwg_ﬂo ‘L x ol ﬁE ;OH X ‘UTmO_H T_
U Y Jo L.ra W} o
< T T W L o T oOt]ﬂuxo
E.deﬁﬂioogq .vmo_E
%?Elﬂ@%q
= o T X
Mo O

=13

xXa-

| X|H=
[He me x9S =

=
=

FAl EA

|

* K
(i

S
r2EA g
2, M52 12 (2017)

O 3A FHax

—Z
]

ES
58



E5EE YHTY HHO| EALF OlXE BF 24

=

2

mo > ok 1N miju

- 1995 S/ ArRMH[AY

w2g} x4E 22| 0-14M9] RaES AR o
o 654 Ol =iz 9170 gz Molsict. 3
Xok £ oM 19954 olnEAREL| B
oI5, 604 042 =HBOZ 71Fsl0 K|+

= fo
up
o0
<)
jin)

2

PSR MEME S-S BEX|(HHD
2E3IAL). EEMARRE 207 iR g2
o RHlEES %= Attt £ M&sto gt
ZO|Ct

ESAEEOIR "HYE e ALY =5
QZ S DA AO[2] J=EE CiFE0|
OfXl= X2[H Chel"2 FolxH, 2§ 7]
715X XYAUGOR s|MIMsSICE 2 o
= O0|d=(2008)9] X|HLaA[TH AEAT
ZnE 2830, XYEAIBELMD, 7,
e gFd M) W ZEEe oA,
BLA|CHd), LEEAEFHE EHolg 12 8
SleCt

T o
T RN

r

k=
x
Ir

2/
=]
2 MEXAY 28, 23 A R2SHH
ME|2QY/ 718t 3552 & THIMH| A Y

- 20108 =E FY LESY A YEMHAY/

= ofst 8 Tl MH|AQ AFAlEEE|
S AMHX|AMH[AY, DEMH[AN/ =HH
2 A ARIEX] MHAY/ o Amx QY
o7t MH| A2/ H3| W S|, 2| W
7|EF 7HQI AMH|A Y

A7) 22O RMEY S AMH|AY FHRHIE BotE

I MHAYSEX|S 2 BASE LELE Chaat
ZLHys: MYUSEX|S). MH[AY HRHE H
3tg9 3 ofct 39| JHUAES LIEFHDE HHH,
Mz HRblE HetEe 49, o /i2f o|¥X|E
HMelptne, det Yo JUHAE Hole A=
LIEFEITE 5, MEYel HRHIE0| MLUSEX|S
of XM Fets = A= i &)

60%

50%

40%

...

. AR, 2005.

. AdH o $u), 2013, A AR A FA TS
E3ke] Qe H@rle] ek A7, R

AR, 2007b. A,

A&Fd
References

L AAE-AAE, 2008, “PAT A B

g Fa 371, TaarAmd2st3)
X, , 15(3): 351-381.

Kim, S., and Kim, G., 2008b. “The Issues
and Evalutation on

SRR

Reorganization  of
Administration District”, Korean Governance
Review, 15(3): 351—381.

=X B2 2, |, Ae BA37
Kim, Y., 2005. Urban Management Theory,
Seoul: Boseoungak.

T, 17(1): 181-204.

Kim, Y., and Lee, W., 2013. “Consolidation
of Local Governments and Their Outcomes:
A Case Study of Gyeongnam Provincial
Area”, The Korean Journal of Local
Government Studies, 17(1): 181—204

L AEA, 2015, % % B BFA- T

ARAET AGAGATR] #AA7,  TEA]YAGE)
H, , 28(3): 31-51.
Kim, J., 2015. ‘Relationship between

Financial Expenses and Regional Economy of
Urban— Rural Consolidated City”, Journal of
the Korean Urban Management Association,
28(3): 31-51.

T BH A%

A w2, "EAAsEE, . 16(1):
167—-197.

Park, J., and Hong, J., 2007b. “Regional
Economic Growth Effects of City—County
Consolidation”,  Korean  Policy  Studies

Review, 16(1): 167—197.

L E=FE, 20130 AR WHEE B B =

FEGAe A
A, , 16(1): 85-98.
Son, S., 2013. “Differential Growth of

Urban— Rural Consolidated City through the

R ST RE L

Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol52 No.1 (2017) | 59



10. o]=l-3kAl4=, 2009,

ol - LEH|
Changes of Population Size”, Journal of the 103—121.
Korean Urban Geographical Society, 16(1): 12. 9<%, 1995. “E3A)o] =A/E A9 v

85—98.

CQEE-E A, 2014, “nQAG AAZEA] )
o] FALAY FAZHA A Fol mA= FFF
A7, HEAY, | 49(5): 51-66.

The 1impacts of Suburban New Town
Develop—
ment on the Decline of Inner Cities, Journal
of Korea Planning Association, 49(5):
51—66.

L rAEE, 2009, AlTEEREe &l o
& A A EA AAEEYE(ARIMA)
o] A8, b Aste, | 43(4): 285—306.
Yoo, J., and Son, H., 2009. “Empirical
Analysis  of Effects of City—County
Consolidation:  Using  Interrupted  Time
Series Analysis(ARIMA)”, Korean Public

Administration Review, 43(4): 285—306.
o1¢%, 2008. ‘A=A EH(LLMAs) ]
gk g bsAel BE A, NeEA
Ty, 8(4): 147-182.
Lee, S., 2008. “A
measurement and applicability
Labour Market Areas(LLMASs)
Quarterly Journal of Labor Policy,
147—-182.

=
=
A

the
Local

on
of

in Korea’,

8(4):

study

ATEF %9

4] o]
EESEEETEINS

A" Az EA
13(2): 75—98.

Lee, S., and Ha, C., 2009. “An Analysis on
the of

Eup—Myeon in City—County Consolidation

Economic Capacity Disparities

Area”, Korean Policy Science Review,
13(2): 75—98.

11. o] -olwkd, 1997, ““5Egs] AT
ANE olFo] MR AR A", EAIA
T, 31 103—-121.

Lee, J., and Lee, M., 1997. “Urban—Rural

Integration Conflicts After 1994’s Reform

in Korea”, Journal of Urban Studies, 3:
60 | TREAE, H52H 13 (2017)

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

8 T=A]&EA, | 30(316): 33—49.
Lim, S., 1995. “Tasks and Direction of

Urban development in Consolidated Cities”,
Urban Affair, 30(316): 33—49.

A8 51F, 2010, ‘=EEge &y 2
A7, Tekr A Aske]n, | 19(1): 363—387.
Jang, D., and Mok, J., 2010. “The Effect
of the 1995 Urban—Rural Consolidation

Policy”, Korean Policy Studies Review,
19(1): 363—387.

A0l A)7], 2000, “Al, ST AAIA
ade] #E AT7-PAR AR aARE A
o= MR 4=, 5(1):
113—141.

Cho, S., and Lee, J., 2000. “A Study on
the Economical Effects of City—County
Consolidation : in case of
Administrative—Operational ~ cost’, The
Korean Journal of Local Finance, 5(1):

113—141.

E R ARFAPS S
2 2 EX
36(5): 57-71.
Choi, K., Kim, S., and Lim, C., 2001. “The
Characteristics of Land—use Change due to
the Urban—Rural
Journal of the Korea Planning Association,
36(5): 57—71

T, 2005, A - EEFe] AU L A
b A mR g, At el §A
19y, 16(1): 299-324.

Hong, J., 2005.
Variations in the Balanced Growth Effects

A4, 2001, “EEEgel o
olgMal 547, HEAL,

Integration in Ulsan’,

“Intra—and Inter—Regional

of City—County Consolidation”, Korean
Society and Public Administration, 16(1):
299—-324

Abebe, G. A,
growth pattern

2013.
in developing countries

“Quantifying urban

using remote sensing and spatial metrics:



E5EE YHTY HHO| EALF OlXE BF 24

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

20.

26.

A case study in Kampala, Uganda’,
Master’s Degree Dissertation, University of
Twente.

Archibald, R. W., and Sleeper, S., 2008.
Government Consolidation and Economic
Development in Allegheny County and the
City of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh: Rand
Corporation.

Black, D., 1999.
theory of wurban growth”, Journal
political economy, 107(2): 252—284.
Carr, ], Feiock, R,
“Metropolitan government and

Urban  Affairs

‘A
of

and Henderson, V.,

1999.

economic

and
development”. Review,
34(3): 476—488.

Faulk, D., and Schansberg, E., 2009. “An
examination of

selected economic

development outcomes from consolidation”.

State and Local Government Keview,
41(3)L 193-200.

Faulk, D., and Grassmueck, G., 2012.
“City— county consolidation and local

government expenditures’, State and local
government review, 44(3): 196—205.

Feiock, R., 1997. ‘A
reassessment of city/county consolidation:

and Carr, ],

Economic development impacts’, State &

Local Government Review, 29(3):
166—171.
Grassmueck, G., and Shields, M., 2010.

“Does government fragmentation enhance
or hinder metropolitan economic growth?”,

Papers In  Regional  Science, 89(3):

641—-657.
Henningsen, A., and Hamann, J. D., 2007.
for estimating

“systemfit: A  package

systems of simultaneous equations in R’,

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Planning?”, Planning, Practice & Research,
23(1), 147-162.

Jimenez, B. S., and Hendrick, R., 2010. “Is
the
Government

government consolidation answer?”.
State and  Local
42(3): 258—270.

Krimmel, J. T., 1997. “The Northern York
County police consolidation experience: An
of the

services in

Review,

analysis consolidation of police

eight Pennsylvania rural

communities”, Policing: An International
Journal of Police Strategies &
Management, 20(3): 497—507.

Leland, S.,
“When efficiency is

Normative

K., 2005.
unbelievable:

and Thurmaier,

from 30 vyears of
city—county consolidations”, Public
Administration Review, 65(4): 475—489.

McAninch, T., 1988.
“Police attitudes toward consolidation in

lessons

and Sanders, J.,

Bloomington/ Normal, Illinois: a case
study”, Journal of Police Science and
Administration, 16(2): 95—104.
McDavid, J., 2002. “The

amalgamation on police services

impacts  of
in the
Halifax Regional Municipality”, Canadian
Public Administration, 45(4): 538—565.
McKay, R. B., 2004. “Reforming municipal
services after amalgamation: The challenge
of efficiency”, International Journal of
Public Sector Management, 17(1): 24—47.
Moore, A., Nolan, J., G. F,
2005. “Putting out the trash: Measuring
municipal service efficiency in US cities’.
Urban Affairs Review, 41(2): 237-259.
Nelson, A. C., and Foster, K. A., 1999.
“Metropolitan and

and Segal,

governance  structure

Journal of Statistical Software, 23(4): income growth”, Journal of Urban Affairs,

1—40. 21(3): 309—324.

Jepson Jr, E. J., 2008. “City-County 35. Owen, C. J., and Willbern, Y. Y., 1985.

Consolidation: Does it Lead to Better Governing metropolitan Indianapolis: The
Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol.52 No.1 (2017) | 61



goy - 23

x|

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

62

politics of unigov, Berkeley and Los

Angeles: University of California Press.
Parr, J., 1999. “Growth—pole Strategies in

Regional Economic Planning: A
Retrospective View Part 1. Origins and
Advocacy”. Urban Studies, 36(7):
1195-1215.

Reese, L. A., 2004. “Same governance,
different day: Does metropolitan

reorganization make a difference?”, Review
of Policy Research, 21(4): 595—611.
Selden, S. C., and Campbell, R. W., 2000.
“The expenditure impacts of unification in
a small Georgia county: A contingency
perspective of city—county consolidation”,
Public Administration Quarterly, 24(2):
169—201.

Staley, S. R., Faulk, D., Leland, S. M., and
Schansberg, D. E., 2005. The Effects of
City—County Consolidation: A Review of
the Recent Academic Literature, Indiana:
Indiana Policy Review Foundation.

The University of Tennessee Municipal
Technical Advisory Service(MTAS), 2012.
The Consolidation of City and County
Governments: A Look at the History and
Outcome—PBased Research of These Efforts,
Tennessee.

Transportation Research Board, 1998. "The
costs of sprawl-revisited", Washington.
UN-—Habitat, 2012. Urban Planning for City
Leaders, Nairobi: United Nations Office at
Nairobi Publishing Services Section.

Weng, Q., 2001. "A remote sensing—GIS
and its
the
Zhujiang Delta, China", International journal

of remote sensing, 22(10): 1999—-2014.

evaluation of urban expansion

impact on surface temperature in

| TZEAE, #5232 13 (2017)

44.

45.

Wilson, E. H., Hurd, ], D.,
2002. “Development of a model to quantify

and Civco,

and map urban growth. In The American

Congress Surveying and Mapping

(ACSM)”, The
American Society for Photogrammetry and

on

Paper  presented at
Remote  Sensing  Annual  Conference,
Washington DC: Marriott Wardman Park
Hotel.

Zellner, A. 1962. "An efficient method of
estimating seemingly unrelated regression

equations and tests for aggregation bias".

Journal — of the American  Statistical

Association. 57: 348-368.
Date Received 2016-10-06
Reviewed(1) 2016-11-09
Date Revised 2017-01-25
Reviewed(2"%) 2017-02-09
Date Accepted 2017-02-09
Final Received 2017-02-15



	도농통합형 행정구역 개편이 도시성장에 미치는 영향 분석
	Abstract
	Ⅰ. 서론
	Ⅱ. 이론 및 선행연구 검토
	Ⅲ. 연구 방법 및 데이터
	Ⅳ. 분석 결과
	Ⅴ. 결론
	인용문헌 References


