HEART o] RRWH RED T

i 5 i
1. ¥ i Requirement
0. &8 9 HSHEA RS REE V. #prisiest Emmi
. @EEHe Minimum Service V. &% &

I. ¥

1. 7] BiY

AWz basic-nonbasic &S FEAt] EBWY
ol srpel A HEBERT ﬁ%ﬂ') BEY s st
e O = BiYel ith

) SRy KEdel ¥ S PR
g Zefifhy BBkkel Y12 F £ 3ol 0}431' ks
B Ax L&A Ae T3 HHEE
7} 8 sE Bkl ok o =: HNE A

28y Hiie 2 EEEeE EFEYF glon
L4 (hinterland) 9}o] HERBFIA S A
=S B BASE BEAA #ESL. 222
e R BEE A 5 —iE AR EESA
AE HMIHEBEES T $EE2 2 v
A 2 EEEH LY MRS #EE
GBSl

olel g #itihs =gl Al city-serving empl-
oyment £ A7 o =4 £l KHEHY BEE
Wk Hikol &2 K KHolF Fa BT Hel
23 Y.

A7zl Biye Urban Economic Base #fzee] &
B Hkoz dag A45+E Minimum Requirem-
ents Method 71 $RBRY #riRgE A SEAATEER S}
2 Az, Hhid Eikibetel 4RI HERB
Fol A w@E #irt 59 3k SR ko] d ekt
=9 basic-nonbasic &] ¥]gz FAHZ lon o
2 ulglo 2 #ifiAkel ohel S Mt AW
Ve HffEA st 6 ok

2. W3 TGk

o] FEERY REEAHTOl B —ETE HKE (bench-

marks) 5ol 3.gstch, #ie ACEHK Bige #

12

)'.i
£

FE ot

Bt s BREE Aol oz Hikimete] M
Rl A Ag=ch 2e=z & CEMET &
fu ke kg (larger economy)of] o} 3le] o]y
o 249 = Aol o,

ol 97k QJgel A &5 AH&E  Fjiko] location
quotients o] v} ©] AL 2 BRI Bl A &
iBl B 7FE¥)‘E!’J FHES Y £ = "9
v e RERBES Tl & e 23 HEke
E uogd,

o] 7] ol Morrissett¥ 3= Alexandersson ¢ “K” value
(Gunnar Alexandersson: The Industrial Structure of
American Cities, Cincoln, University of Nebraska
Press, 1956)¢] @43 5th percentile (5 percentile
ranked city) & A}8-3+9) o},

2 KRS JEHRITS BEEY ELe Ao
2 @ty 29549 il o ste] Higp
2 group {1,3F5i v}, =] = geographical location =}
city size 9} pEIA]A EFrhe] MR MES HWrst
5.

ZhlE 195048 A1l Census ZH-E 1 #o] Ak &
i 740 ol H3be] FEEZE wel AR
5th, 50th, 90th percentile & [H# 25 fEFste “K”
value & 3192 “Employment-Ratio” distribution
& Eae] HTHMS location o] weh FEEHEEE
ek ch RO AEAVE ojgFL
W g Ansh Sobekel we RS #
LS BR A2 FrEmEgel LEG BHEREE
#wREsEd FAEE ¢ A& Aol g

o]e] #3s}e] Ullman 3} Dacey®+= 5th percentile
Rox 47702 minimum percentage & A}-§-3}
ot} o] 52 o] minimum requirement & service

or internal need o] A} 2 B otw o]rcth S

i



FAFAHE excess employment 2}319] c}b. o] Ak
& export-internal or basic-service ratio approach <)
e AL ofv #iliE viawsted AFz
Az JQ & HEE AFE Ao Tag
ghel =} 39l et

o] &-& Morrissett &} o] #-& #iis HRo=
A k3 random Gl £} st} 1008 o] A #ifi
+ 1408, zolol9 FiiMA AL BEE A4
th, 28] 2 regression line o] 9)3te] {EBIKRT
excess employment 2 A AFgFo 2 A #EifY K
Hy H5tEE w3ty o,

ol 7]o] #3to] Richard T. Pratt® = location quo-
tient ¢} minimum requirement technique Fj3 2 u] AL
dAA g2 vHS JHE kv Ao Az

Mo 2 “The Maximum Requirement Tech-

nique”®] 2H4-& Al kahgioh.

o] ¥]go] oj3}le] Ullman”-& mnimum requirem-
ent technique Bzl B H4 % AFetw v
AE THgozA 2 A4 & F243%3

3o 7k o] &} Z+& minimum requirement A}H| 2 A
FeA LolEd o e e 28T KR B
B S5A % A whban placed] AAEA FL
Hrcsl ol oF 3tz A A A 24 ¥ F de o
A7 AP,

2822 o FAAE BAM EEelA basic-
nonbasic 9] A 2§t A el & o B rhA] EES Y2
1} minimum requirement = A A F o2 dz| o]&
Hx e AAol .

AHZe Ak 9 A] minimum requirement o] £} 3}
“K” value & 3} ZiiS kS0 H-2 Morrissett
9] WEHES Ed 2 33l

Brlc BECHEEREY i ddx A&
19604 A Censusol A A0 3% o]49] #ii(&
HE)E HROE table 10]4 2= ule} Zo] #ifi
el whet BERS skl

Table 1. Class intervals and number of
urban units

Urban Population Number of Cities
30,000~ 50,000 17
50,000~ 80, 000 13
80, 000~200, 000 9
200, 000 and over 6

Totals 45

Morrissett o] #7ee AR 1H ol A9 #Hiis #

ROE Styov AHEE B i 9T
s|3tz =3 3Eol st #iis FREENY) B
IREEARE 33} HH79] oz o] o) 5o
2 A 983l

22 2 table 1ol A 2= whelzro] Hiiliel REfE S
Eoel e B EAEE dEdes Aoz gAw
2 I KT AASHE AL sle] 9%
o 208 ol A4 #iliE Feroup 02 9} 208
o] 4e] HitiE 118 group 02 AL AL Wikl
o] FEtel Al [BAd @B BEES GERE B
BEE A ARBS L e, L4, 94,
Bl ot ol g FF ol AY An#E A WF
o AL =g

i WERE Byl s #igel s
SEolste] #iE FHy ANrLolEE ould A
HESTH 5~108< /NI, 10~508S HsTf,
50~1005 A&, 10080l 4S EHABHZ B
Sl 2 BB BLARABREHE & 1k A 1970
)] od} 5Eo]El, 5~108, 10~25%, 25~50
&, 50~100%, 100& o]4°oz HMEstz i+t

HEE AR ADREES gz 349
TAEST, AN, T, KEH AEReE &
e Aol

2obgol HEAIEHIS A ANS) Percentage
& Fohz oAL HEE @ BEEAA BT
@A £A4 o2 Nasg

Morrissett &= R#HiBES] HEfolA #EY T
#RFFel A 5th percentile & #rizl Yebd B S
—ERERTY —EER ClNE e KREEH
city-serving percentage employment 25 -4 3} 9] o
) 0] A& Alexandersson ] “K” value o] &) 33}=A
ojch, el x gyt 10 fEHA P&l A& lowest
value & 5th percentile 2 |8}z 20{& #Bili group
of A= K& FAEY 29 HTNIES] HREE 5
3lgd et = Washington D.C&} 7o ZHEJ &
Be Hitis ABETE A9

Aol A& el RG] ot 2 Zeo] &
o 27 0] @ 2 necessary minimum requirement 7} 3=
A ek Aol ol Aol A 0FE Wl
2}, z#lA] 5th percentiled] 33l Hife=
Ullman 3 Dacey ¢} minimum requirement technique
£ A &3te] B R THfEE non-basic employ-
ment & A A3}9 o},

22 TR K R BRSOl 28l
FLs = A& BiIESI] §18te] —E&HS) EEA



b EkERo] fE{bE SELETY REEs BKEXS
HF—k EEADS ¥ go] W goB = KM
o] F59 2.3k EETAA B AHH L2 T3
e ZRERE A9 5t 3ELE #4787 4508
#i7T el #HRel =

Morrissett = #i| 2 E53tg o AWRE %
THCL A 2 e T8 =7 ofd A &eA]
oS Bul ol FL& BWARAA FA—3 el
R BTN A ki) FEEho] el 2 Aol
7} EA @& Aoz o AEnR location o] F
AL FF3A G 2HEE —ME] LR
A48 ot

EZE 19604 o] F EHPAEATRIS Ad o R B
7t A—EEEHI R Aol B o] dqAH =
2 BREL A7z FRANS o & F71 S
St MRS Yoo

28] = Morrissett ] Specialization Index &} #3ii
Higo] o3t A minimum, median, 90th perce-
ntile 8] Employment-Ratio distribution & #H o5k
24 BMHRCE #EE SAL BRI BHiREL)
bl w2 HIEEEEE St o

I. B8 BSEA L MER

AubH 22 of o 3 FHEKRIQ Eaeol JEVEBKAYQ
Wi ol AAAE ALHE ASE T3
=g =% 2ol wrh. o] ik Al T
b= 3 Fikihete]l MR A4 i TR &
EETE LR EiHE Zlold B HHEE
HRoz U Mgl A4 Zloloh. 2B
Wy FERY deE e HAEY EFEE Jd=
T @Rkl #hiol ®Ase dv we e
= Ztx Yt

o8E BRI HR e MEs 49
Bxb, AA ol 4] & Morrissett 1 Ullman, Dacey
o] WEelA BRE 4T AX Y ubanized area
1} standard metropolitan area data = 918 4= gl o

Frdd G TR BN 3 Aol e} o]
TBESC] 3 BHE )48 + A& AT
Feo] BEETHE —EY 71EN] AR &84
uk @A 2 BEGE H2E TREES 142
2 FIEEN Angs: =dste —FE&lipiENed =
BNEE 433 23stz 4. zyeg a2
23 TREE S #riiiie] 2t A & Al =
A BRE 48 bl gl

v} PGRke) #ridiEel A A E B d44q
HElE 77t 8 &x m2y Hpe e =

3 EEETL 2R 23 AEE A ok B
Stoner 7} QI =&Ffie] KEEEMAIHAA 2 vl
Zro] FEEBKAM Y HE#V EREBBET A S8
ol A %z +HFIAE BESH JoH E
RS RIEE AL BEhke] Ao RES
Jormg FEEHHAY FEmet EXREDH Ml
A=A fds € A2k 3 gk, o
A whetd #BUT A e S Al A
T BEANE zdd 444 it
TBIREE Fel A—% %22 #Hie non-basico
vlgo] Aoz ol Ao e} EERE
Bipiel T—BHRL A2z BEN HE
A % city-serving needs & Z2%shital 1L 4= Q)
3 Zbskg ok

WEtERle] ERES 94 19504 U.S. Censust
36 employment categories Q1 ¥ w]d}e] EEES] 1960
£ AR Census o] A = 9{F9] categories o] =2 #%
REZHTel wl¥]Ad & leh. 2y Ullman 2} Dacey
B 0988 #5%E=E v Yol minimum require-
ment 7} A3 @2 287} ¢le] 14 industry types
= A4T Ao E nof mEe EENSFE AAA
o2 Bo BEANEEAZS S AoE B

AFwacell A = 9 categories Hio Al SIS} Sy
BITRES] E¥S A3 7categorieso] 93} &
EREE o

I. 33 9 Ba%, I~0 s, N R,
V ER Gas JGE 9 #EAw 2%, V f W
HERE, RERD BEXE W Ay &%

. #&EFHFe] MINIMUM
SERVICE REQUIREMENT

Ullman 3} Dacey ¢] minimum requirement techni-
que] i3] Qlojal AThE W Frigdx 99
9l B o]zl c}(Table 2). Stoner 9] Morrissett
o] 5th percentile o] ¢ /3470 WY EEL A9
A EE#TS] K" value 9} A9 4= A
dA 999 Adete A4z 9ok

w2 HHHE HRO S 5th percentile & A%
KEETHS o =#pifiol ¥ “K'value 8} Epiigirt
& #Eo) A minimum requirement & A}-4-3% A
37t A9 vl &dhehe Aol A ot A2 il
A% Ullman 3} Dacey ¢ F54o] &.544 ol 2f 425
ok 223 ulE Aozt HTEEL AR
ERE SRR Bk Jdelz o 49
K" value £ o9 gl A=A FEE 4 Aot

£ AL Add FE Relh



TABLE 2. Gross Service Requirement

Summary

Industry | U.S 1950 |KOREA 1960INDIA 1951
Mining ] 0 0 —
Dfurable manu- | o 4

acturing :
Nondurable | 6] 1.9% 8.2 10.8
manufacturing :
Trade | 2% | s 13.1
Transportation

and utilities l 2.9% ’ 8.1 ‘ 25
Construction l 3.5% ’ 2.2

} 19.9

Service 1‘ 15.2% ’ } 25.4
Total | a7% | s34 | 463
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1. #piseEel Minimum Requirement 2 eyt A% w2l minimum requirement
PREd WHEE A REGE ModoezH — £ 453tz Yo (Table 3).
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Table 3. Minimum Service Percentages Employed in Cities
of Varying Size Classes and National Percentages, 1960

Population

. National |
National values 30, 000~50, 000 | 50, 000~80, 000 | 80, 000~200,000/ over 200,000
Industry type percentage

I 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2
0.0 0.3)

I~1 8.2 20.5 13.1 8.2 12.9 - 17.7
(22.3) (22.6)

v 2.2 5.2 2.2 3.1 2.8 4.1
(3.8 (5.2)

V'l 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5
0.4 .7

i 14.5 25.0 14.5 14.9 20.4 20.1
(24.6) (5.7

i 3.1 6.4 3.6 3.1 5.8 3.9
6.1) (5.0)

Vi 25.2 40.2 25.2 35.0 36.9 31.6
(42.8) (40.5)

Total 53.4 (100) 58.8 64.5 79.2 ¢ 78.1
(100.0) (100.0)
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Table 4. Base Calculations of 5th, 50th and 90th
percentile. Rankings by Industry and Size of
City 1960

) Class [ l Class VI

City size | 5th | 50th | 9oth | 5th | 50th | S0th

30~50 0.00 0.2 o048 14 5‘l 20.7 33.7
50~80 0.00 0.1 0.4 14.9, 25.4 31.4
80~200 0.1 0.2 0.3 20.4 24.4 28.6
200+ 0.2 0.3 0.4 20.1] 23.8 24.4
Class 1—1 l Class VI
30~50 13.1 19.9 26. 1{ 3.6/ 7.6] 12.5
50~80 8.2 16.0 20. 6] 3.1 7.6 10.2
80~200 12.9 20.9/ 25. 3l 5.8 7.9 9.0
200+ 17.70 22.0] 24. 3i 3.9 5.9 9.3
Class W |  Class VI
30~50 2.2 3.4 5.3 25.2| 36.3 41.4
50~80 3.1 4.5 6.2 35.0; 41.3| 53.2
80~200 2.8/ 3.4f 5.0 36.9] 41.6/ 45.6
200+ 4.1 4.7 5.3 31.6] 38.5 43.8
Class ¥ '

! * 5th percentile
30~50 0.2 0.5; 0.8 accordant with
50~80 0.2l 0. 5{ 0.7  minimum

requirement
80~200 0.3 0. 6' 0.8 all population fig-
200+ 0.5 0. 6} 0.8 ures in thousands

o8 F b o] BRE AEHiw IETH 2ol EEM
7' %4t (diversification) = 2 ¢-&-& & &1},
B L ig# (specialization index) & ta-
ble 5ol A] vtepid AN AF3] ghoh, KR A
AR bEE E¥ =t #hiske =2
of uwhel wi-9- 2ot FEEH IETAA HbiE
e 8UEEe] a3 service 2 22 w]d 100

Table 5. Ratio of 90th Percentile to Median

Industry | 30~50 | 50~80 | 80~200 | over 200

I 4.00 4.00 1.50 1.33
I—I 1.29 1.28 1.17 1.07
v 1.51 1.34 1.38 1.10
v 1.60 1.40 1.33 1.14
n 1.13 1.22 1.16 [ 1.01
VI 1.56 1.52 1.02 1.41
i | 1.14 1.27 1.07 1.12
Average 1.23 1.27 1.12 1.10

® The ratio of the 90th percentile to themedian provide
one measure of specialization

® Overall measures of specialization can be found by
taking the ratio of the average 90th percentie to the
average median.
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The Economic Structure of Korean Cities

Summary

The aims of the paper are to analyze the econo-
mic structure of korean cities by the of basic-
nonbasic employment structure.

It is well known that cities cannot exist exclusi-
vely by taking in their own washing. They export
and import commodities and services and also provide
some of their own commodities and services intern-
ally. Therefore, some finite percentage of all persons
employed in any city is needed to serve the city,
while the remainder supports the existence of the

city by serving a region greater than the ctiy itself.

Young-Han Park

Such economic studies of urban areas are receiving
a great deal of attention in recent years. And
these studies abound in the literatures of economics,
geopraphy and regional science.

The primary purpose of the study is to test the
notions of basic-nonbasic employment structure in
Korean regions of different economic development
stages compared of Western areas.

The principal purpose of the study is to show how
urban economic structures are related to city size,

To explain the

nature of a city’s economic

structure, We need some benchmarks.
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Location quotients have sometimes been used. The
‘K’ values suggested by Gunnar Alexandersson make
probably more useful benchmarks. Alexandersson
used the 1950 Census of Population to obtain the
occupations of employed persons, by industry grou-
pings, for each city with a population of 10,000 or
more.

For each city he calculated the percentage of emp-
loyed persons working in each industry. Then, for
each industry, the cities were arrayed by these per-
centages and the fifth percentile from the bottom
was designated as the “K” value for that industry.

Morrissett used the five percentile ranked city,
regionalized the United States into the industrialized
northeastern part and the less industrialized south and
west. The cities were divided into twelve groups.

From his data he constructed industry curves
depicting fifth, median and 90 th percentile employ-
ment, related to increasing city sizes.

Ullman and Dacey used the Minimum Repuirements
Method which is an alternative procedure for underst-
anding the urban employment structure.

This paper used the actual minimum percentage
of the ranked groups of indutsries egiuvalent to
Ullman and Dacey’s Minmum Requivements Method
rather than the fifth percntile.

And the economic structure of Korean cities is
analized in the same manner as in the study by
Morrissett.

To avoid the influence of numerous small cities the
minimum city size is decided 30, 000. For each set of
data, the cities were grouped into size classes (Table 1).

Morrissett attempted to regionalize his data, the
author of present study does not.

The Korean Census of 1960 have just nine
categories. Seven of these were distinctly non-agrical-
tural, as follows.

(1) Mining and quarring. (I ~ [I) Manufacturing
(IV) Construction. (V) Electricity, gas, waterworks
and health services. (V) Commerce, (V[) Transport-
ation, warehousing and communication. (V) Serv-
ices.

Conclusions of this paper are as follows,

1. The most interesting results of this study are

the close correpondence of the service requiremenst
of each industry inspite of the data problems and
qualitative differences between Korean and American
cities (Table 2).

Only
difference. This may be expressed in terms of Alex-

the manufacturing exhibits a significant

andersson and Morrissett as manufacturing being

more “sporadic” inlocation in the United states and

more “ubiquitous” in Korea. And Service requirem-

ent is very high in Korean cities.

2. The gross minimum city-serving requirements
of Korean cities are considerably higher than those
of the United states. It was found that the gross-
minimum requirements are larger for the large cities
than for the small cities (Table 3).

3. It was found that most of the “K” values
are larger for the large cities than small cities. But
the most industries are ubiquitous without influence
of city size.

4. The range of employment proportions is smal-
ler in the largest size of cities.

It indicates that the economic structures of large
cities are more diversified than of small cities(Table 4)

5. The degree of specialization of each industries
is very low and similar, both between industries
and between cities of different sizes. (Table 5)

But the specialization indices are much less for

large cities than for small, although there are little

differences.
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