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Introduction

ThemayoroftheSeoulMetropolitanGovernmentdoesnothavetheauthority

tosetupthetrafficlanesinSeoul.Thetrafficmanagementjurisdictionbelongsto

thepoliceoftheKoreancentralgovernment.ThegovernoroftheGyeongGiprovin-

cialgovernmenthadtohaveanauthorizationbythecentralgovernmentwhenhe

successfullyattractedtheforeigndirectinvestmentbythePhillipsCompanyto

buildaLCDpanelplantinthenorthernGyeongGiarea.Forthelasttwodecades

however,thepoliticalpowersoftheprovincialandlocalgovernmentsandtheirtop

executiveshavebeenmuchstrengthenedthatthelocalgovernmentsarecalled

・thelocalautonomousrepublic,・notwithstanding.

Itisoftenpointedoutthatthevaluesofdecentralizationtowardlocalgovern-

mentslieinpromotingdistributiveefficiencyanddemocracy.Thoseinthetradition

ofpublicchoicearguethatdecentralizationleadstomorediversetax-servicepack-

agesoflocalgovernments,andletcitizenstochoosethosepackagesinaccordance

withtheirpreferences,resultinginhigherdistributiveefficiency（Ostrom,Tiebout,

andWarren,1961;Tiebout,1956;Wolman,1990）.Decentralizationisanecessary,

thoughnotsufficient,conditionforlocalautonomy.Localautonomywouldthen

promotedemocracyasitrelievesthedominationofpoliticalpowerbythecentral
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Abstract

ThekeyfeaturesofthedecentralizationinSouthKoreaoverthelasttwodecades

canbesummarizedasfollows:1）Althoughmanyadministrativefunctionsaredele-

gated,somekeyauthoritiessuchasmarketregulatoryauthoritiesareyettobetrans-

ferredtoenhancetheefficacyofthelocalgovernment;2）Thelocalautonomyhas

beenespeciallyconstrainedbythelackoffiscalautonomyandthedominanceofthe

centralpoliticalpartiesinlocalpolitics;3）Thegeographicaljurisdictionofthelocal

governmentsarefrequentlynotmatchedwiththeeconomicboundariesshapedby

the21stcenturyknowledgeeconomy.Decentralizationisaninstrumentalconceptfor

achievinggoodgovernanceatthelocallevelthroughlocalautonomy.Thereason

whyweshouldsupportlocalautonomyisthatitcanimprovethevalueforthead-

vanceddemocracy.Thus,realizingadvanceddemocracyshouldbetheprimeobjec-

tiveofdecentralization.Toaccomplishtheadvancementofdemocracythrough

decentralization,thefocusshouldbeputontheissuessuchascitizen-centereddecen-

tralization,enhancementofthefitbetweentheeconomicboundariesandadministra-

tiveboundaries,balancingandenhancingthefunctionalcapacityofthelocalities,

andthestrengtheningoftheaccountabilityofthelocalgovernment.



government,facilitatescitizenparticipationandpoliticaleducation,andcould

strengthentheaccountabilityandresponsivenessofthelocalgovernment（Rondi-

nelli,1981;Sharpe,1970;Stoker,1996;Wolman,1990）.Theepistemologicalstatusof

theimpactofdecentralizationondistributiveefficiencyanddemocracyisessen-

tiallyahypothesis.Asthepoliticaldecentralizationdoesnottakeplaceinvacuum,

itscontextmatters.Then,whathasbeentheimpactofdecentralizationintheSouth

Koreancontext?

LocalautonomyinSouthKoreaseemstohavebeenevolving,atleasttosome

extent,withoutdesign.Asthelocalcouncilwasformedin1991,andthemayorsand

governorswereselectedbythepopularvotein1995,thenewarenasoflocalpolitics

andintergovernmentalrelationshipsstartedtoevolve.Then,whataresomeessen-

tialcharacteristicsofdevolutioninSouthKorea?Inparticular,howhasthecentral-

localgovernmentalrelationshipbeenevolving? Whatisthedirectionthatitis

currentlyheadingtowardto?Issuchadirectiondesirableforthelocalautonomyin

SouthKorea?

Thepurposeofthispaperistoinvestigatesomekeycharacteristicsofthedevo-

lutiontowardlocalgovernmentforthelasttwodecadesanddelineatetheirmean-

ingsandimplicationsforthelocalautonomyinSouthKorea.Itwillalsotryto

exploresomepolicyagendatobeaddressedformoreresponsiveandaccountable

localautonomy.

I.DimensionsofDecentralization

Decentralizationisamulti-dimensionalconcept.Particularly,Wolmanpointed

outthatdecentralizationcouldbemeasuredintermsofthefunctionalandlegal

dimensions,resourceoccupancy,andresourcedependency（Wolman,1990）.The

functionaldimensionofdecentralizationstandsforthenumberoffunctionsthelocal

governmentperformsincomparisonwiththecentralgovernmentwhilethelegal

dimensionmeansthescopeanddepthofthelegalrestrictionsthatthecentralgov-

ernmentimposesonthelocalgovernment.Theresourceoccupancyisusuallymeas-

uredintermsoftheportionsofthefinancialandpersonnelresourcesthatthelocal

governmentpossessesincomparisonwiththecentralgovernment.Theresource

dependencymeanstheextenttowhichthelocalgovernmentreliesonthecentral

governmenttocreateitsrevenue.Decentralizationcanbeaverytrickyphenome-

non.Forexample,theresourceoccupancyofthelocalgovernmentcanincrease

evendrasticallyinthetimeofexpandingwelfareserviceswhileitsactualpowerof

policymakingisbeingreduced,whichisoftenthecasefortheagingsociety.Thus,

somemulti-dimensionalconsiderationsmightbenecessarytoassessthemeaningof

thedecentralizationinintergovernmentalrelationships.

GurrandKinghavepositedtwodifferentkindsofconstraintsupontheauton-

omyofthelocalgovernment,namely:theTypeIandTypeIIconstraints.TheType

IconstraintiseconomicandsocialwhiletheTypeIIislegalandpolitical（Gurr&

King,1987）.TheTypeIconstraintprimarilycomprisestherestrictionuponthelocal

governmentincreatingrevenues,theexistenceofstrongbusinessentitiestodelimit
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thelocalpolicyagendasetting,theexistenceofstronglocalsocialmovements,etc.

TheTypeIIconstraintsareimposedbythecentralorhigherlevelgovernment.The

typicalexamplesofthistypeofconstraintsincludetheconstitutionalstatusofthe

localgovernment,thekindsandscopeofadministrativefunctionsplayedbythe

localgovernment,oversightsbythecentralgovernment,thecontroloflocalfinan-

cialmanagement,andsoon（GurrandKing,1987;PageandGoldsmith,1987）.

ThecentralgovernmentofSouthKoreahasbeenrelinquishingitsadministra-

tivefunctionstothelocalgovernmentfrom 1991whenthelocalcouncilwasre-

instigated.・LocalDevolutionJointReview Committee・wasestablishedinthe

MinistryofGovernmentAffairsin1991bytheexecutiveorderofthePrimeMinister

withthepurposeoftransferring2,008centralgovernmenttaskstothelocalgovern-

mentforthenext8years.TheKimDaejungadministrationestablishedapubliclaw,

・LawtoFacilitateDevolutionofCentralPublicAdministrativeAuthorities・,in1999

andformedtheLocalDevolutionCommitteeonthesameyear.

TheRhoMuhyunadministration,whichespeciallyputlocaldecentralization

anddeconcentrationthetop-prioritynationalagenda,passed・SpecialLawforLocal

Decentralization・andestablished・thePresidentialCommitteeforGovernmentInno-

vation�LocalDecentralization・.Thispresidentialcommitteeespeciallyputforth

suchagendasascitizenvoteandrecall,promotionoftheautonomyoflocalfinancial

management,JejuSpecialAutonomousProvince,etc.TheLeeMyungbakadmini-

strationenacted・SpecialLaw toFacilitateLocalDecentralization・andformed

・LocalDecentralizationFacilitationCommittee・in2008.Incontrastwiththeprevi-

ouspresidentialcommitteefordecentralization,thiscommitteeparticularlyfocused

onthemergeroflocalitiestostrengthenadministrativeandfinancialcapacityofthe

localgovernment.

EventhoughthecurrentParkGeunhyeadministrationhaslargelycontinued

theagendaoftheLeeMyungbakadministration― mergingoflocalgovernments

andbuildingcapacities― theParkadministration・sapproachtowardsthelocal

governmentisstillsomewhatdifferentinasensethatittriestoreform thelocal

publicadministrativesysteminarathercomprehensivemanner.・SpecialLawfor

DecentralizationandLocalPublicAdministrativeReform・enactedinNovemberof

2014,andthesubsequent・ComprehensivePlanfortheDevelopmentofLocalAuto-

nomy・,reflecttheParkadministration・sfociinreformingthesystemoflocalpublic

administration.Itespeciallyputforththeagendastostrengthentheaccountability

ofthelocalgovernmentanddiversifythepowerstructureofthelocalgovernment

whiletransferringmoreadministrativetaskstothelocalgovernment.

Thetransferofmoreadministrativetaskstothelocalgovernmenthasconsis-

tentlybeenthepolicyofthecentralgovernmentoverthelasttwodecades.Table1

summarizesthetransferofadministrativetasksfrom thecentraltolocalgovern-

ment.However,suchtransfersofadministrativetasksdonotnecessarilymeanthat

thepreviousfiveadministrationshavesimilaragendaandprioritiesforlocaldecen-

tralization.Thisstudywillmakeuseofthedimensionsofdecentralizationsug-

gestedbyWolman（1990）,aswellasGurrandKing（1987）,toinvestigatethe

characteristicsofthedecentralizationforthelasttwodecadesanddelineatetheir
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meaningsforthelocalautonomyinSouthKorea.

II.StateofDecentralizationinSouthKorea

Localdecentralizationisoftendefinedastheextenttowhichthelocalgovern-

mentcandecidepoliciesconcerningtheproblemsunderitsjurisdiction（Rondinelli,

1981）.Thisdefinitionofdecentralizationislargelyhintedbytherelativepositionof

policy-makingpowerofthelocalgovernmentvis-�a-visthecentralgovernment.As

GurrandKing（1987）havesuggestedhowever,itisnotonlythecentralgovernment

butalsoeconomicandsocialconditionsthatconstrainthepolicy-makingofthelocal

government.

Therehavebeenseveralimportanteconomicandsocialhistoricaleventsthat

significantlyaffectpolicymakinginthelocalgovernmentofSouthKorea.Those

eventsincludethefinancialcrisisin1997,theslow-downoftheeconomicgrowth

after2007,theagingofthepopulation,theincreaseofdemandforwelfareservice,

etc.Whiletheseeventshavelargelyforcedthelocalgovernmenttobemorefrugal,

theyseemtohavebeenconduciveforlocalpolicymakinginitiatives,especiallyin

theregionalandmetropolitangovernments.Amongtheseregionalinitiativesare

theSondodevelopmentoftheIncheonmetropolitangovernment;theestablishment

ofJejuspecialautonomousprovince;theattractionofPhillipsLCDpanelfactoryof

theGyeongGiprovincialgovernmentdespitethestringentregulationofthedevel-

opmentactivityinthecapitalarea;etc.Itseemsthattheregionalgovernmentshave

becomemoreactiveininitiatingnewprogramsastheyareforcedtorespondtothe

economicandsocialchanges.Italsohastobenotedthattheeconomicandsocial

forcesofchangeandregionalresponseshavecreatednewtensionsinintergovern-

mentalrelationships.

A.ConstraintsonAdministrativeFunctions

Themostrecentsurveyofthenation・sadministrativetaskshasrevealedthat
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Table1 TransferofAdministrativeTasksfromtheCentraltoLocalGovernment

Sum

CommitteeforDevolution

Local

Decentralization

Facilitation

Committee

Sum

KDJ

Administra-

tion

RMH

Administration

LMB

Administration

・00 ・01 ・02 ・03 ・04 ・05 ・06 ・07 Sub-
total

・08 ・09 ・10 ・11 ・12

Decidedtotransfer 3,101 1,514 185 176 251 478 53 203 80 88 1,587 54 697 481 277 78

Transferredtasks 1,982 1,466 185 175 250 466 53 191 68 78 516 45 336 110 23 2

Transferinprogress 1,119 48 ― 1 1 12 ― 12 12 10 1,071 9 361 371 254 76

Source:MinistryofPublicAdministrationandSecurity,2013



theSouthKoreangovernmenthas46,005administrativetasksonthebasisofmore

than4,000publiclaws（PresidentialCommitteeforLocalAutonomyDevelopment,

2014）.Thelocalgovernmentcarriesoutabout27％ofthoseadministrativetasks.A

comprehensivesurveyofadministrativetaskswasconductedjointlybyKoreaRe-

searchInstituteforLocalAdministrationandKoreaInstituteforPublicAdministra-

tionin2002.Table2summarizesthedistributionofadministrativetasksbetween

thecentral,provincialandbasic-levelgovernmentsdrawinguponthestudy.

Itisnotonlythequantitativedistributionofadministrativetasksthatdelimits

thepolicymakingatthelocallevel,thewayshowadministrativetasksaredistrib-

utedhavealsoconstrainedtheautonomyofthelocalgovernment.Firstly,thecen-

tralgovernmentdelegates1,063administrativetasks― about2.5％ ofthetotal

administrativetasks― totheexecutivebranchofthelocalgovernmentandholds

theexecutivebodyofthelocalgovernmentdirectlyaccountabletoit.Theprevious

LeeMyungbakadministrationtriedtomakestringentdistinctionsbetweenthe

centralandlocaladministrativetasksandrearrangethem.ThecurrentPark

GeunhyeisalsoplanningonestablishingtheBulkDelegationLaw.Thejuryisstill

out,notwithstanding.

B.ConstrainsonPersonnelManagement

Theratioofthecentralgovernmentemployeeswasonaslightincreasefrom
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Table2 DistributionofAdministrativeTasksbetweentheCentralandLocalGovernment

Sum 41,603

Centralgovernmenttasks

（30,240;73％）

Centralministry 17,172

Speciallocaladministrativeagency 3,798

Subsidiaryagency 9,090

Contractingout 180

Localgovernmenttasks

（11,363;27％）

Provincialgovernment

（chi,do）

（5,318;47％）

Localautonomoustasks 2,365

Delegatedcentralgovernmenttasks 947

Central/provincialtasks 2,006

Basic-levelgovernment

（chi,gun,gu）

（2,950;26％）

Localautonomoustasks 2,370

Delegatedcentralgovernmenttasks 210

Re-delegatedcentralgovernmenttasks 13

Delegatedprovincialgovernmenttasks 128

Central/basic-leveltasks 229

Province/basic-level

tasks

（3,095;27％）

Province/basic-leveltasks 1,443

Centrallydelegatedprovince/basic-level

tasks

141

Central/province/basic-leveltasks 1,511

Source:KoreaResearchInstituteforLocalAdministrationandKoreaInstituteforPublicAdministration,

2002



2000to2003sothatthecentraltolocalemployeeratiowas64.5isto35.5.After2004

howeverandwiththeinaugurationoftheRhoMuhyunadministration,theratioof

thelocalgovernmentemployeesincreasedupto63:37.Duringthatperiodoftime,

thelump-sum personnelexpenditurewasadoptedthatprovidedthelocalgovern-

mentflexibilityinpersonnelmanagementwithinwhatcanbeallowedunderthe
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Fig.1 ChangesintheNumberofCentralandLocalGovernmentEmployees

Source:MinistryofPublicAdministrationandSecurity,2015

CentralGovEmployee（％） LocalGovEmployee（％）
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Table3 TheNumberoftheCentralandLocalGovernmentEmployees

Year Sum
Central

gov

Local

gov

Centralgov

employee

ratio

Localgov

employee

ratio

Rateof

increaseforthe

centralgov

employees

Rateofthe

increaseforthe

localgov

employees

2000 855,063 549,992 305,071 64.3％ 35.7％ ― ―

2001 850,032 548,003 302,029 64.5％ 35.5％ －0.004 －0.010

2002 871,066 562,373 308,693 64.6％ 35.4％ 0.026 0.022

2003 896,579 579,448 317,131 64.6％ 35.4％ 0.030 0.027

2004 916,265 589,148 327,117 64.3％ 35.7％ 0.017 0.031

2005 910,452 571,982 338,470 62.8％ 37.2％ －0.029 0.035

2006 936,158 590,169 345,989 63.0％ 37.0％ 0.032 0.022

2007 953,352 604,714 348,638 63.4％ 36.6％ 0.025 0.008

2008 968,684 607,628 338,435 62.7％ 34.9％ 0.005 －0.029

2009 970,690 609,573 338,394 62.8％ 34.9％ 0.003 0.000

2010 979,583 612,672 343,218 62.5％ 35.0％ 0.005 0.014

2011 981,927 611,968 345,753 62.3％ 35.2％ －0.001 0.007

2012 991,274 616,253 350,638 62.2％ 35.4％ 0.007 0.014

2013 998,940 615,726 358,792 61.6％ 35.9％ －0.001 0.023

2014 1,008,929 622,108 362,023 61.7％ 35.9％ 0.010 0.009

Source:MinistryofPublicAdministrationandSecurity,2015



limitoffixedtotalpersonnelexpenditure.Thistrendofincreasingratioofthelocal

governmentemployeehasbeencontinuingtothepresenttime.

TheSouthKoreangovernmenthastherankingsystem comprisingnine（9）

gradeswithOne（1）beingthehighest.Theratioofthehigh-gradegovernment

employeesatthelocalgovernmentkeptondecreasingfrom 2000to2004.Sucha
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Fig.2 ChangesintheHigh-rankingEmployees

Source:MinistryofPublicAdministrationandSecurity,2015
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Table4 ChangesintheRatiooftheGrade1�4EmployeesattheCentral

andLocalGovernment

Year Sum Central Local

Central

employee

Ratio

Local

employee

Ratio

Central

employee

increase

Local

employee

increase

2000 6,413 3,762 2,651 58.7％ 41.3％ ― ―

2001 6,623 3,940 2,683 59.5％ 40.5％ 0.047 0.012

2002 6,764 4,055 2,709 59.9％ 40.1％ 0.029 0.010

2003 6,941 4,190 2,751 60.4％ 39.6％ 0.033 0.016

2004 7,145 4,323 2,822 60.5％ 39.5％ 0.032 0.026

2005 7,306 4,384 2,922 60.0％ 40.0％ 0.014 0.035

2006 7,718 4,641 3,077 60.1％ 39.9％ 0.059 0.053

2007 8,000 4,850 3,150 60.6％ 39.4％ 0.045 0.024

2008 7,886 4,734 3,152 60.0％ 40.0％ －0.024 0.001

2009 7,998 4,770 3,228 59.6％ 40.4％ 0.008 0.024

2010 7,967 4,692 3,275 58.9％ 41.1％ －0.016 0.015

2011 8,061 4,733 3,328 58.7％ 41.3％ 0.009 0.016

2012 8,239 4,785 3,454 58.1％ 41.9％ 0.011 0.038

2013 8,407 4,854 3,553 57.7％ 42.3％ 0.014 0.029

2014 8,517 4,943 3,574 58.0％ 42.0％ 0.018 0.006

Source:MinistryofPublicAdministrationandSecurity,2015



trendhasbeenreversedafter2009.Overall,however,theratioofthehigh-grade

governmentemployeesisbiasedtowardthecentralgovernmentbyabout20％.

C.ConstraintsonLocalFinance

Thelocalfinanceisprobablytheareawheretheprogresstowardslocalauton-

omyisslowest.Theportionoflocalbudgetwasontherisefrom1991to1995when

themayorsandgovernorswerefirstelectedbypopularvotes.However,thetrend

reversedasSouthKoreawentthroughthefinancialcrisisin1997.

DuringtheRohMyhyunadministration（2003�2007）wherethedecentralization,

de-concentrationfrom thecapitalregion,andbalanceddevelopmenthadthetop-

priorityonthenationalagenda,thegrowrateofthelocalbudgetasashareofGDP

greatlydecreasedbutthiscanonlybeconsideredasaphenomenonratherthana

calculatedeffect.indeed,itwasanironythatthepolicyfordecentralizationwasnot

compatiblewiththebalanceddevelopmentpolicy.Asthebalanceddevelopment
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Table5 ChangesintheSizeoftheCentralandLocalGovernmentBudgets

（Unit:100,000,000Won,％）

Year GDP Changerate Centralbudget Changerate Localbudget Changerate

1991 2,388,770 ― 329,287 ― 199,038 ―

1992 2,732,670 14.4％ 345,341 4.9％ 220,787 10.9％

1993 3,100,740 13.5％ 372,680 7.9％ 237,003 7.3％

1994 3,660,540 18.1％ 427,947 14.8％ 302,800 27.8％

1995 4,289,270 17.2％ 514,981 20.3％ 366,673 21.1％

1996 4,811,410 12.2％ 584,808 13.6％ 449,953 22.7％

1997 5,303,470 10.2％ 639,621 9.4％ 507,650 12.8％

1998 5,244,770 －1.1％ 745,432 16.5％ 509,893 0.4％

1999 5,768,730 10.0％ 840,798 12.8％ 446,635 －12.4％

2000 6,351,850 10.1％ 926,022 10.1％ 576,532 29.1％

2001 6,881,650 8.3％ 1,020,084 10.2％ 714,607 23.9％

2002 7,619,390 10.7％ 1,096,298 7.5％ 845,082 18.3％

2003 8,109,150 6.4％ 1,146,642 4.6％ 965,040 14.2％

2004 8,760,330 8.0％ 1,196,447 4.3％ 972,309 0.8％

2005 9,197,970 5.0％ 1,364,585 14.1％ 997,142 2.6％

2006 9,660,550 5.0％ 1,478,668 8.4％ 1,090,904 9.4％

2007 10,432,580 8.0％ 1,711,721 15.8％ 1,182,428 8.4％

2008 11,044,920 5.9％ 1,815,858 6.1％ 1,330,400 12.5％

2009 11,517,080 4.3％ 2,049,475 12.9％ 1,449,206 8.9％

2010 12,653,080 9.9％ 2,052,235 0.1％ 1,350,250 －6.8％

2011 13,326,810 5.3％ 2,148,604 4.7％ 1,407,068 4.2％

2012 13,774,570 3.4％ 2,237,034 4.1％ 1,512,643 7.5％

2013 14,282,950 3.7％ 2,102,878 －6.0％ 1,454,315 －3.9％

2014 ― ― 2,201,825 4.7％ 1,346,192 －7.4％

Source:MinistryofGovernmentAdministrationandHomeAffairs,1992�2014
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Fig.3 ChangesintheCentralandLocalBudgets

Source:MinistryofGovernmentAdministrationandHomeAffairs,1992�2014
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Table6 ChangeintheSharesofCentralandLocalBudgets

（Unit:100,000,000Won,％）

Year Nationalbudget Share Centralbudget Share Localbudget Share

1991 528,325 100.0％ 329,287 62.3％ 199,038 37.7％

1992 566,128 100.0％ 345,341 61.0％ 220,787 39.0％

1993 609,683 100.0％ 372,680 61.1％ 237,003 38.9％

1994 730,747 100.0％ 427,947 58.6％ 302,800 41.4％

1995 881,654 100.0％ 514,981 58.4％ 366,673 41.6％

1996 1,034,761 100.0％ 584,808 56.5％ 449,953 43.5％

1997 1,147,271 100.0％ 639,621 55.8％ 507,650 44.2％

1998 1,255,325 100.0％ 745,432 59.4％ 509,893 40.6％

1999 1,287,433 100.0％ 840,798 65.3％ 446,635 34.7％

2000 1,502,554 100.0％ 926,022 61.6％ 576,532 38.4％

2001 1,734,691 100.0％ 1,020,084 58.8％ 714,607 41.2％

2002 1,941,380 100.0％ 1,096,298 56.5％ 845,082 43.5％

2003 2,111,682 100.0％ 1,146,642 54.3％ 965,040 45.7％

2004 2,168,756 100.0％ 1,196,447 55.2％ 972,309 44.8％

2005 2,361,727 100.0％ 1,364,585 57.8％ 997,142 42.2％

2006 2,569,572 100.0％ 1,478,668 57.5％ 1,090,904 42.5％

2007 2,894,149 100.0％ 1,711,721 59.1％ 1,182,428 40.9％

2008 3,146,258 100.0％ 1,815,858 57.7％ 1,330,400 42.3％

2009 3,498,681 100.0％ 2,049,475 58.6％ 1,449,206 41.4％

2010 3,402,485 100.0％ 2,052,235 60.3％ 1,350,250 39.7％

2011 3,555,672 100.0％ 2,148,604 60.4％ 1,407,068 39.6％

2012 3,749,677 100.0％ 2,237,034 59.7％ 1,512,643 40.3％

2013 3,557,193 100.0％ 2,102,878 59.1％ 1,454,315 40.9％

2014 3,548,017 100.0％ 2,201,825 62.1％ 1,346,192 37.9％

Source:MinistryofGovernmentAdministrationandHomeAffairs,1992�2014



policyhadtobecentrallypursued,thecentralgovernmentbudgetwasrelatively

increasedattheexpenseofthelocalbudget.Theratioofthelocalgovernment

budgetseemstohavenotbeenrestoredevenastheconservativeLeeMyungbakand

ParkGeunhyeadministrationshavetakentherein.

Thecentralandlocalbudgets,assharesofthetotalgovernmentbudget,have

remainedabout60:40despitethataround2000administrativetaskshavebeentrans-

ferredfromthecentraltothelocalgovernment.Theincreaseofthecentralgovern-

mentbudgetin1999and2010reflectsthecentralgovernmentinterventioninthe

economytoovercomethefinancialcrises.

Despitesomefluctuations,theratioofthecentralandlocaltaxrevenuehasbeen

around80:20forthelasttwodecades.SouthKoreahasaverylargesystem for

balancinglocalgovernmentbudgetswherethecentralgovernmentcollects80per-

centofthetotalgovernmenttaxandthelocalgovernmentspendsabout40percent
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Table7 SharesofNationalandLocalTax

（unit:100,000,000Won,％）

Year
Tax Nationaltax Localtax

Amount Share Amount Share Amount Share

1991 362,425 100.0％ 282,074 77.8％ 80,351 22.2％

1992 416,343 100.0％ 321,721 77.3％ 94,622 22.7％

1993 502,866 100.0％ 392,606 78.1％ 110,260 21.9％

1994 604,897 100.0％ 472,619 78.1％ 132,278 21.9％

1995 720,914 100.0％ 567,745 78.8％ 153,169 21.2％

1996 823,549 100.0％ 649,602 78.9％ 173,947 21.1％

1997 883,334 100.0％ 699,277 79.2％ 184,057 20.8％

1998 849,460 100.0％ 677,977 79.8％ 171,483 20.2％

1999 936,893 100.0％ 754,772 80.6％ 182,121 19.4％

2000 1,132,963 100.0％ 929,347 82.0％ 203,616 18.0％

2001 1,224,327 100.0％ 957,928 78.2％ 266,399 21.8％

2002 1,355,513 100.0％ 1,039,678 76.7％ 315,835 23.3％

2003 1,379,877 100.0％ 1,049,257 76.0％ 330,620 24.0％

2004 1,519,974 100.0％ 1,177,957 77.5％ 342,017 22.5％

2005 1,634,431 100.0％ 1,274,657 78.0％ 359,774 22.0％

2006 1,793,380 100.0％ 1,380,443 77.0％ 412,937 23.0％

2007 2,049,834 100.0％ 1,614,591 78.8％ 435,243 21.2％

2008 2,127,857 100.0％ 1,673,060 78.6％ 454,797 21.4％

2009 2,097,085 100.0％ 1,645,407 78.5％ 451,678 21.5％

2010 2,268,782 100.0％ 1,777,184 78.3％ 491,598 21.7％

2011 2,446,813 100.0％ 1,923,812 78.6％ 523,001 21.4％

2012 2,569,530 100.0％ 2,030,149 79.0％ 539,381 21.0％

2013 2,630,880 100.0％ 2,103,981 80.0％ 526,899 20.0％

2014 2,709,280 100.0％ 2,164,529 79.9％ 544,751 20.1％

Source:MinistryofGovernmentAdministrationandHomeAffairs,1992�2014
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Table8 ChangesinLocalRevenueandCentralTransfer

（unit:100,000,000Won,％）

Year

Localrevenue Centraltransfer

Sum
Local

tax

Otherlocal

revenue
Sum

Revenue

sharing

Local

concession

Central

grant

1991 201,337 80,351 120,986 64,155 34,524 5,570 24,061

1992 249,907 94,622 155,285 69,061 39,251 12,306 17,504

1993 265,903 110,258 155,645 80,026 44,124 14,211 21,691

1994 311,591 132,286 179,305 96,493 48,214 16,961 31,318

1995 360,634 153,169 207,465 116,539 56,746 18,701 41,092

1996 450,075 173,965 276,110 140,283 65,239 25,744 49,300

1997 496,609 184,977 311,632 154,527 70,146 28,772 55,609

1998 465,157 171,483 293,674 179,865 73,345 28,855 77,665

1999 483,197 185,686 297,511 195,123 69,187 29,061 96,875

2000 518,931 203,616 315,315 220,555 84,494 37,134 98,927

2001 626,232 266,399 359,833 281,562 123,501 46,281 111,780

2002 738,682 315,836 422,846 328,880 124,791 41,901 162,188

2003 861,859 330,620 531,239 337,043 150,378 44,120 142,545

2004 905,470 341,594 563,876 318,206 144,753 38,489 134,964

2005 878,400 359,769 518,631 484,263 200,183 0 284,080

2006 930,529 412,818 517,711 560,167 217,346 0 342,821

2007 1,003,570 435,316 568,254 475,916 252,394 0 223,522

2008 1,051,738 458,351 593,387 569,028 310,943 0 258,085

2009 1,088,759 451,914 636,845 608,310 284,512 0 323,798

2010 1,006,624 500,799 505,825 602,323 281,990 0 320,333

2011 1,014,672 523,001 491,671 642,324 319,377 0 322,947

2012 1,092,384 539,381 553,003 703,109 352,063 0 351,046

2013 970,720 526,899 443,821 719,789 351,378 0 368,411

2014 750,896 544,751 206,145 692,590 316,006 0 376,584

Source:MinistryofGovernmentAdministrationandHomeAffairs,1992�2014

Fig.4 ChangesinLocalRevenuesandTransfers

Source:MinistryofGovernmentAdministrationandHomeAffairs,1992�2014
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ofthegovernmenttaxrevenue.Asthecentralgovernmentisdistributingtaxreve-

nuestothelocalgovernments,theequalizationandbalancingiscarriedout.

Theexistenceofastrongnationalbudgetbalancingsystemisreflectedinthe

relativelylargeportionofthecentralgrantsinthelocalgovernmentbudgetas

depictedinTable8.Theportionofthelocalgovernmentrevenue― localtaxand

otherrevenue―amountedto76to77percentuntillate1990・s.In1998andthereafter

however,itsportiondroppeddownbelow70percent.Asof2013,theportionofthe

centraltransferinthelocalgovernmentbudgetwas42.6percent.

III.SomeStylizedFactsabouttheDecentralizationinSouthKorea

Basedbothonconceptualdiscoursesandempiricalanalysis,thefeaturesof

decentralizationoverthelasttwodecadesinSouthKoreaareasfollowing:

Firstly,manyadministrativefunctionshadbeentransferredfromthecentralto

localgovernments.However,thereisatendencythatsomekeyadministrative

functionsandauthoritiesusefulforregionaldevelopmentareexcluded.Forexam-

ple,someeconomicregulatoryauthoritiestoissuespermitstoopenupneweduca-

tionalandservicebusinesseshavenotbeendelegatedtotheJejuSpecialSelf-

GoverningProvince.

Secondly,thedelegationofadministrativetasksisyettobematchedwiththe

necessaryfiscaldecentralization.Thisphenomenonseemsevidentespeciallyinthe

areaofwelfareadministration.Thedecentralizationrevenuesharingsystemintro-

ducedin2004hasactuallyservedasastoppercontrollingtheexpansionoftheex-

penditureonentitlementprograms.

Thirdly,thecentralpoliticalpartieshavedominatedthelocalpoliticsbywayof

nominatingcandidatesformayors,governors,andcouncilmen.Asaresult,thelocal

politicsisonlyweaklyaccountabletolocalresidents.Besides,thereseemstobeno

strongevidencethattheparticipatorydemocracyatthelocallevelisenhanced

despitetheenactmentforadoptingvariousinstitutionsofdirectdemocracy,suchas

citizenrecall,citizenvote,participatorybudgeting,etc.

Fourthly,thepoliticalpowerandstatusofmayorsandgovernorshavebeen

considerablystrengthenedoverthepasttwodecades.However,thisincreasein

politicalpowerhasnotbeenaccompaniedbytheenhancementintheircapacityto

govern.Sotospeak,localchiefexecutives・powertorule― ・power-over・― isnot

supplementedbytheirpowertoinitiateandexecutepolicies― ・power-to・（Stone,

1980）.

Lastly,theinconsistencybetweenlocaljurisdictionaldistrictsandareasfor

economicactivitieshasincreased.Nevertheless,theSouthKoreanlocalsystem of

publicadministrationhasmadelittleimprovementinenhancingthecooperation

betweenlocalgovernmentsandredrawingtheboundariesoflocalgovernments.

HessandSharpe（1991）classifiedthelocalgovernmentsystemsintothreebroad

typesonthebasisoftheleveloflocalautonomydeterminedbythedegreeoflegal
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andpoliticallocalism:the・Franco・group,the・Anglo・groupandthe・NorthorMiddle

European・group.Thedegreeoflegallocalismreferstotheextentofdiscretionlocal

governmentshaveanditdependsontheconstitutionalstatusoflocalgovernment,

thelevelofthesupervisionoflocallytakendecisions,andthestrengthoffinancial

regulationssetbythecentralauthorities.Whereas,thedegreeofpoliticallocalism

istheextenttowhichthepoliticalinfluenceoflocalpoliticalelitesuponnational

decisionisstrong（Goldsmith,1995）.

LocalauthoritiesofItaly,Belgium,SpainandPortugalbelongtothe・Franco・

group,andthistypeoflocalgovernmentshaspoliticallocalism-centeredlocalauton-

omythanfunctionalautonomy.The・Anglo・typeoflocalgovernmentstowhich

localauthoritiesoftheU.K.,theRepublicofIreland,Canada,Australia,NewZealand

andtheU.S.belonghasthelowdegreeofbothfunctionalandpoliticalautonomy1.

LocalauthoritiesofScandinaviancountries,Netherlands,Germany,Austria,Swit-

zerlandandJapanbelongtothe・NorthorMiddleEuropean・group,andthistypeof

localauthoritieshasthehighlevelofpoliticalautonomyaswellasthehighlevelof

functionalautonomy,asessentialactorsforaccomplishinglocaldemocracy（Gold-

smith,1995;HessandSharpe,1991）.

Beforethelocalgovernmentelectionswereadopted,bothlegalstatusandpoliti-

calstatusoflocalgovernmentsofKoreawereweak.Overpast10years,thosepoliti-

calstatusesseemtohavebeenstrengthenedconsiderably.However,theproblemis

thatthosefunctionalstatuseshavenotbeenenhancedcorrespondingtostrength-

enedpoliticalstatuses.AccordingtoHessandSharpe・s（1991）typologyoflocal

governmentsystems,thetypeoflocalgovernmentsofKoreaispassingfrom the

・Anglo・typewhichhasweakpoliticalandlegalautonomyintothe・Franco・type

whichhaspoliticallocalism-centeredlocalautonomy.

Anotherfeatureofthe・Franco・typeoflocalgovernmentsystembasedongener-

allyautonomouscommunitiesandalonghistoryofpoliticalregionalismisthatlocal

governmentsareoperatedlikethepatronage/clientelisticmodel（Goldsmith,1992）.

Thislocalgovernmentmodeliscontrastingwiththeeconomic-developmentmodel

whichcanbeoftenfoundintheU.S.,Canada,andAustralia;thewelfare-statemodel

whichismarkedbylowpoliticsand・locally-based,butnationallyorganized,highly

professionalpaidofficials;andthemarket-enablingmodelwhichisemerginginthe

U.S.,theU.K.,andotherScandinaviancountries.

LocalgovernmentsofKoreaaccomplishedmassproductionandsupplyofpub-

licservicesinashortperiodoftimeandthisachievementbuttressedastonishing

economicdevelopment.Beforethelocalgovernmentelectionswereadopted,local

governmentsofKoreahadweakpoliticalstatusandweakfunctionalstatus.How-

ever,asdecentralizationhasbeenadvanced,itspoliticalstatushasbeenenhanced

primarily.

Alocalgovernmentmodelthatapoliticalsystem supportsshouldbeselected

boththroughpoliticalandsocialagreement.Over10years,thelocalgovernment

modelofKoreaisclosertothe・Franco・typeorthepatronage/clientelemodel.In-

steadofmaintainingthistendencybygivingbothmoreadministrativeandmore

fiscaldiscretion tolocalgovernments,thosefunctional/legalstatusescan be
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enhanced.Inthatcase,thelocalgovernmenttypeofKoreawouldbeclosetothe

・NorthorMiddleEuropean・typeor・welfare-state・model,butwaystoenhanceac-

countabilityoflocalgovernmentsshouldbeconsideredatthesametimewhenKo-

reanlocalgovernmentsaimatsuchmodels.

IV.AgendasfortheFuture

Thereseemstobenoruleorprinciplefordecentralization.Rather,thewaysof

decentralizationshouldbesearchedwithconsideringboththevalueofmainobjec-

tivesandthecausalrelationshipbetweenwaysofdecentralizationandprimary

policyobjectives.Basedonthecriticalstudyandanalysispreviouslydiscussedin

thispaper,decentralizationneedstobeadvancedwithfollowingvaluesandlines/

doctrines.

A.FocusingonthePurposeofDecentralization

Decentralizationisaninstrumentalconceptforachievinggoodgovernanceat

thelocallevelthroughlocalautonomy.Thereasonwhyweshouldsupportlocal

autonomyisthatitcanimprovethevalueofadvanceddemocracy.Thus,realizing

advanceddemocracyshouldbetheprimeobjectiveofdecentralization.Toaccom-

plishtheadvancementofdemocracythroughdecentralization,thefollowingvalues

shouldbeaimed.

1.EnhancingNationalCompetitivenessThroughDecentralization

Therapidchangeoftheeconomictopographycausedbyindustrializationand

urbanizationaggravatesinconsistencybetweenadministrativedistrictsandareas

foreconomicactivitieandtheworsenedinconsistencyincreasetransactioncostsfor

thesociety.Tomakemattersworse,localgovernmentsofKoreahavenotenforced

effectivelyeconomicdevelopmentpolicieswhichthoseofrivalcountrieshaveper-

formed.Forlocalgovernments,especiallymetropolitanorprovincialgovernments,

toovercomeTypeIrestriction,thelocaladministrativedistrictreformisnecessary.

2.Citizen-orientedReformofIntergovernmentalRelationship

Decentralizationhasbeenmainlyregardedasamatterofrelationshipbetween

thecentralandlocalgovernment,whilelargelyneglectingtheeffectsofthechanged

intergovernmentalrelationshiponcitizens.Thetransferofpolicy-makingpowers

betweenthecentralandlocalgovernmentitselfdoesnotconstituteapurpose.It

onlyhasaninstrumentalvalue.Sotospeak,decentralizationshouldfocusonthe

relationshipbetweencitizenandlocalgovernmentsaswellastherelationshipbe-

tweenthecentralandlocalgovernment.

Governmentexiststoservethepeopleandtheultimatetargetofgovernmental

services,regardlessofwhichlevelofgovernmentproducesuchservices,isalsothe

people.From citizen・sperspective,therelationshipbetweenthecentralandlocal

governmentismerelyamatterofverticaldistributionofaffairs.Therefore,decen-

tralizationshouldbeapproachedinthecontextoftherelationshipbetweencitizen
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andgovernmentalorganizations,regardlessofthelevelofgovernmentandbeyond

theunderstandingoftherelationshipbetweengovernments.Forexample,whenthe

fashioninwhichlocalautonomouspolicesystemisoperatedisconcerned,weneed

toapproachthismatterwithconcernaboutwaysreducingcrimesandalleviating

trafficproblemfromthecitizen・sperspectiveratherthanconcernabouttheauthor-

itydistributionbetweenthecentralandlocalgovernments.Inaddition,reforms

performedbythelocallevelandthosebythecentralgovernmentlevelneedtobe

linkedwithreducinggovernmentalcostandimprovingthequalityofpublicserv-

ices.

3.EnhancingbothFunctionalCapacityandResponsibilityofLocal

Governments

Generally,thefunctionalabilityofindividuallocalgovernmentsisseriously

weak.Toimproveboththequalityandtheamountofpublicserviceswithcitizen-

orientedpolicypriority,thecompetenceofeachlocalgovernmentneedtobeim-

provedbutitshouldbeaccomplishedwithimprovementofpolitical,legal,and

professionalresponsibilities.

4.GuaranteeingEqualOpportunitybetweenLocalGovernments

Inadditiontoweakfunctionalabilityofindividuallocalgovernments,serious

competencygapbetweenlocalgovernmentsisalsoaproblem.Competitioncan

makeindividualgovernmentstrytoimprovetheircompetenceforpublicservices

supply,butguaranteeingequalopportunityisnecessaryasaprerequisitetoencour-

agethecompetition.Topursuethesediscussedvalueseffectively,followingme-

thodicalroutesneedtobeadopted.

B.HowtoDecentralize

1.Citizen-orientedDecentralization

Citizenshouldbetheeventualbeneficiariesofdecentralizationandlocalself-

governancesystem.Attheearlystep,decentralizationwasmainlyregardedasa

matterofrelationshipbetweenthecentralandlocalgovernment.Overthepast

decade,decentralizationhasbeenpursuedwiththisperspectiveandthewayof

decentralizationneedtobesoughtwithcitizen-orientedperspective.Devolutionof

affairsthatthecentralgovernmentperformedtolocalgovernmentshastwosides;it

enhancestheauthoritiesofthelocalandincreasedutiesandresponsibilitysimulta-

neously.However,aneventualcriteriondeterminingdevolutionofanaffairtolocal

governmentsshouldbewhetherthedevolutionofanaffairimprovescitizenwelfare.

Therefore,theconceptofcitizen-orienteddecentralizationshouldbeinstitutional-

izedintheprocessofdecentralization.Aswaystoinstitutionalizethisconcept,

decentralizationimpactanalysis,reestablishingthedecentralizationmanual,encour-

agingcitizenparticipationindeterminingdevolutionofaffairsandsoforthcanbe

considered.
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2.ImprovingLocalGovernmentSystemSuitableforthe21stCentury

EconomicEnvironment

Globalizationandknowledge-basedindustryarethepredominanttraitsof21st

centuryeconomicenvironment.Underglobalizedeconomiccircumstance,global

urbanhierarchyhasbeenformedandurbanregionsontheearthcompetewitheach

othertotakehigherrankintheglobalurbanhierarchy.Aneconomicboundaryof

anurbanareaisgenerallyinconsistentwithitsadministrativeboundary.Inthecase

ofKorea,theeconomictopographyhasbeenchangedquiterapidlyduetotheindus-

trializationandtheurbanization.Forthelastcenturyhowever,thereisnosignifi-

cantchangeinlocalgovernmentsystem andadministrativeboundariesbetween

localdistricts;therefore,theinconsistencybetweeneconomicandadministrative

boundarieshasbeenaggravated.Moreover,increasedtransactioncostsofsociety

causedbytheworsenedinconsistencythreatenKorea・sglobalcompetitivenessseri-

ouslyatthistime.Thus,administrativedistrictreform andreestablishinginter-

governmentalcooperativesystem needtobeconsideredaswaystoresolvethe

inconsistency.

3.BalancedImprovementofIndividualLocalGovernment・sFunctionalAbility

Withouttheconsiderationoftheimbalancedcondition,decentralizationcauses

inevitablytheimbalanceoffunctionalabilitybetweenlocalgovernments.Asindi-

catedbylongdebatesaboutregulationonthecapitalregionandtheimbalance

betweensouthernandnorthernSeoul,balancedregionaldevelopmenthasbeenan

importantvalueinKorea.Thecitizensarebeneficiariesofenhancedabilityoflocal

governmentsbuttheproblemisrelativedeprivationthatresidentsinotherdistricts

whichhaverelativelyweakfunctionalabilitycanfeelwhenalocalauthoritywith

strongfunctionalabilitygivesgreatbenefitstoitsresidents.Therefore,waysto

strengthenfunctionalabilityofindividuallocalauthoritiesevenlyshouldbeconsid-

eredatthesametimewhenaffairswhichlocalgovernmentsperform wellusing

thoseabilitiesaresoughtanddevolved.

4.EnhancingAccountabilityofLocalGovernments

Overthelastdecade,thereisnosignificantimprovementofeachlocalgovern

ment・executivepowertomakepoliciesandaccomplishthemasintended,whereasits

rulingpoweroverindividuallocaldistricthasbeenreinforced.Themainsourcesof

theexecutivepoweroflocalgovernment―thosefunctionalability―areitsadmin-

istrativeauthorities,financialresources,anditsadministrativecompetence.Atthis

pointintimewhenrulingpowerofeachlocalauthority― especiallyitshead・s― is

muchstrongerthanitsexecutivepowerduetotheasymmetricalreinforcement,the

problemiswhetheritsfunctionalabilitycanbeimprovedwithoutfurtherreinforc-

ingitsrulingpower.Aboveall,tosolvethisproblem,enhancingtheaccountability

ofeachlocalgovernmentisnecessary.Toenhanceitsaccountabilitythrough

checksandbalances,thelocalcouncils,thecivilsocietyandthelocalmediashould

necessarilyandproperlyplaytheirownrole.
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C.TasksforDecentralizationandOrderofPriority

Table9summarizeskeyissuesthatthepolicyofdecentralizationinSouth

KoreashoulddealwithwhileTable10listsuptheessentialtaskstoaddressthose

keyissues.Especially,policyprioritiesthatareassociatedwiththeorderofperform-

ingtaskaredeterminedaccordingtofourcriteriawhicharejointlyexhaustiveand

jointlyexclusive:・importanceinpeoplewelfareandnationdevelopment,・・causal

order,・・feasibility・and・theleveloftheprogressofatask.・Therearealsopriorities

amongthesefourcriteriabasedontheorderofwhenthetasksaredeterminedtobe

performed,asfollows:.・Importanceinpeoplewelfareandnationdevelopment・is

appliedpriorto・causalorder・precededby・feasibility・followedby・thelevelofthe

progressofatask・.Itlookslikeasequenceofcriteriabutitdoesnotmeanthata

criterionisconsideredafterapriorcriterionisfullyacknowledge.Rather,allcriteria

shouldbeconsideredatthesametimewithpriorities.

Whenwedeterminewhichtaskisperformedfirst,weshouldconsidertheprob-

lemof・whatisthemostimportanttaskforboththepeopleandthenation・above

all.Thejudgmentbasedon・importanceinpeoplewelfareandnationdevelop-

ment・isvaluejudgmentwhilejudgmentsbasedonotherthreecriteriaarefactual

judgment.Unlessaccomplishinggoalsofataskisusefulforincreasingpeoplewel-

fareanddevelopingnation,nomatterhowfeasiblesuchtasksare,thosedonotneed

tobeperformedwithapriority.Onthecontrary,ifataskshouldbeperformed

promptly,itisregardedasapriority,evenifataskishard.

Whenwemakefactualjudgments,・causalorder・ispriorto・feasibility.・Ifper-
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Table9 KeyDecentralizationIssuesforSouthKorea

Keyissue Expectedresultswhenthegovernmentdoesnotre-

spondtotheissueeffectively

Howcanthegovernmentmakepeo-

plefeelthebenefitsofdecentraliza-

tion?

―aggravated cynicism aboutlocalpolitics and

admin.

―declineddemocracy

Howdoesthegovernmentrespondto

theinconsistencybetweentheeco-

nomicand administrativebounda-

ries?

―weakenednationcompetitivenessduetoineffi-

ciencyinresourceallocation

―deepenedconflictbetweenlocalgovernments

Howdoesthegovernmentrespondto

aggravatedimbalancebetweenrul-

ingpowerandexecutivepower?

―weakenedmerit-system duetostrengthenedpa-

tronage/clientelisticrelationship

―factionalism inlocalpoliticsstrengthenedpatron-

age/clientelisticrelationship

―aggravatedcorruptioninlocalpoliticsandadmin.

―weakenedaccountabilityoflocaladministration

How doesthegovernmentimprove

functionalabilitiesofregionalau-

thoritiesinbalance?

―aggravatedimbalancebetweenregions

―standardizeddownward

Source:BytheAuthor
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Table10 EssentialTasksforDecentralization

Line Goals Tasks

Citizen-oriented decen-

tralization

―citizen-oriented affair

distributionbetweenthe

centralandthelocal

―organizingpromotiongroupforde-

centralizationandmodifyingstan-

dards

―applyingcitizenparticipatoryplan

―decentralizationimpactassessment

―improvinglocaleducationalauto-

nomysystem

―organizing speciallocaladminis-

trativeagencies

―introducinglocalautonomouspo-

licesystem

Improvinglocalgovern-

ment system suitable

forthe21stcenturyeco-

nomicenvironment

―resolving the inconsis-

tencybetweentheeco-

nomic and admini-

strativeboundaries

―reestablishing govern-

mentalcooperativesys-

tem

―thelocaladministrativedistrictre-

form

―strengthening cooperative rela-

tionsbetweenmunicipalgovern-

ments

―improving Competence for con-

ciliationofdisputesbetweengov-

ernments

―strengthening cooperative rela-

tionsbetweenthecentralandlocal

governments

Balanced improvement

ofindividuallocalgove

rnments・functionalabi-

lity

―improving localgov・ts

ability for self-

governance

―improvingfiscalcapac-

ityoflocalgovernments

―improvingverticaland

horizontal equity of

localgovernments

―improvingspecialactionformetro-

politancities

―expandingfiscalcapacityoflocal

governments

―mitigatingrationallyimbalanceof

localfinance

―Guaranteeing equalopportunity

betweenlocalgovernments

―strengtheningfiscalautonomyand

applyingmarketprinciples

Enhancingaccountabil-

ity of local govern-

ments

―strengthening checks

and balances within

government

―guaranteeingthemecha-

nism ofexternalsuper-

vision

―promoting competition

between localgovern-

ments

―improvinglocalgov・telection

―strengtheningcitizendirectdemoc-

racy

―vitalizingthelocalmedia

―improving fairnessofpersonnel

managementinlocalgovernments

―promotingpersonnelinterchange

―improvinggov・tevaluationsystem

andgradedincentivesystem

―improvinglocalcouncils

―improvingauditsystem

―introducingmunicipality

―bankruptcysystem

Source:BytheAuthor



formingTaskAcannotachieveitsintendedgoalwithoutaccomplishmentofTask

B,performingTaskAfirstlyismeaninglessuntilTaskBisaccomplished.・Thelevel

oftheprogressofatask・isalsoacriterionwhichshouldbeconsidered.Concentrat-

ingeffortsfirstlyonataskwhichcanbecompletedwithlittlefurthereffortsis

betterthanallocatingmanyresourcestoataskwhichstillneedsmanyefforts,ce-

terisparibus2.Onthecontrary,iftasksareundersimilarcondition,astootherthree

criteria,placingaprioritytoataskwhichisaccomplishedleastisdesirable.

Notes

1 LocalgovernmentsoftheU.S.havestrongerpoliticalstatusthanthoseofothernations

whichbelongtothistype,the・Anglo・group,andlocalauthoritiesoftheU.K.havethe

higherleveloffunctionalautonomythanthoseofCanadaandAustralia（Goldsmith,

1995）.

2 Allotherthingsbeingequal
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