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A Shift-Share Analysis of Environmental Industries and Their Relative
Regional Competitiveness in South Korea
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Abstract

Throughout the past decade, the Korean government has initiated policies to stimulate growth
in environmental industries. However, little research has been conducted to identify and measure
the size and the trends that affect these industries. This study analyzes the regional growth of
environmental industries based on the number of firms and employment growth from 2007 to
2012. Using employment data and employing a shift-share analysis, this study examines changes
in the relative competitiveness of environmental industries by region(metropolitan cities and
provinces), and by industry (manufacturing, construction, trade, and service industries). The results
show that environmental industries experienced faster growth than other industries over the past 5
years. In particular, the environmental service sector showed a substantial growth rate. The analysis
indicates that the relative competitiveness of environmental industries in local provinces rather
than metropolitan cities has increased significantly since 2007. Environmental industries can thus
be considered as a potential new economic base for economically-stagnant provinces in South
Korea. In addition, the results show that each province is competitive in different environmental
industries. This suggests that policy makers should pursue economic growth initiatives by
identifying the environmental industries in their region with relatively high competitive potential.
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LB BRO| ME AFYH L BAK £ (2007~2012)

Table 1. Number of establishments and employment in environmental industries by industry classification (2007-2012)

BHAMH Environmental Industries TE Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PeI:cl—e%nt Cha:s:)?NZ"/f;)l(Z:hange

odmp| oA M EY | ALYM 4 Establishment 29,724 28,349 28,570 30,227 32,629 35,708 26.1% 5,984 20.1%

Pollution Management | & AfA}4 Employment 391,098 392,179 388,773 424,082 458,121 481425 31.5% 90,327 23.1%

777 4 HEME =N AP M| 4 Establishment 1,867 1,762 1,739 1,828 1931 2,082 1.5% 215 11.5%

2= =Y Cleaner Products ZE AtRFS= Employment 28,200 28,643 26,736 29,097 31,541 32,253 2.1% 4,053 14.4%

Environmental | At@lzte] 23 M= AP K| 4= Establishment 14,079 13,418 13,822 14,558 15,352 16,453 12.0% 2,375 16.9%

Manufacturing | Resource Management |Z A{R}4 Employment 362,707 338464 340,097 359,127 373,521 375,809 24.6% 13,101 3.6%

A7 Subtotal AN 4= Establishment 45,670 43,529 44,131 46,613 49,912 54,244 39.6% 8,574 18.8%

& AFRH4: Employment 782,006 759,286 755,606 812,306 863,183 889,487 58.2% 107,481 13.7%

QM| H AL A AP 4= Establishment 14,394 14,856 14,530 14,065 14,425 15,135 11.1% 741 5.1%

S SR Pollution Management | ZAtA}4 Employment 68,521 78,993 87,499 96,350 85,828 82,315 5.4% 13,794 20.1%

a;r;fm'zml Arelata) mtal AMQ [ AFYA4 Establishment 5821 5,998 6,270 6835 7,774 8,217 6.0% 2,396 412%

CERSEEHER Resource Management |Z& AtA}4 Employment 57,771 64,382 68,872 96,754 90,606 83,748 5.5% 25,977 45.0%

27 Subtotal At K| 4= Establishment 20,215 20,854 20,800 20,899 22,198 23,351 17.1% 3,136 15.5%

& AR Employment 126,292 143,374 156,371 193,103 176,434 166,063 10.9% 39,771 31.5%

o@AE MY SEN At K| 4= Establishment 2,142 2,176 2,293 2437 2,606 2,901 2.1% 759 35.4%

o o) Pollution Management |Z&EAtA}4 Employment 10,004 10,295 10,736 11,470 11,986 12,576 0.8% 2;572 25.7%

Erronments| | TR 22 2B §52  [ALRIXS Establishment 18,878 20,542 21,503 22,530 24,630 25,460 18.6% 6,582 34.9%

Trade Resource Management |Z AlXf4 Employment 45,129 48,152 51,864 53,208 56,499 57,567 3.8% 12438 276%

7 Subtotal AP K| 4= Establishment 21,020 22,718 23,796 24,967 27,236 28,361 20.7% 7,341 34.9%

ZE AR Employment 55,133 58447 62,600 64,678 68,485 70,143 4.6% 15,010 27.2%

o®ata| 2tad MH| AN | AFY K % Establishment 14,961 15,980 16,829 18,869 20,220 21,970 16.1% 7,010 46.9%

124 M| A Pollution Management |Z& AtA}4 Employment 202,658 219,155 247,757 253,227 284,141 266,636 17.4% 63,978 31.6%

I::_n;ronm_er?ral A 2ta] 23 MH|AQ | AFQM| 4 Establishment 6,183 6,275 6,789 7423 8,219 8,906 6.5% 2,723 44.0%

Sarvics Resource Management |Z&EAtA}4 Employment 98,125 108,604 117,313 125,701 125,002 136,947 9.0% 38,823 39.6%

27 Subtotal AP K| 4> Establishment 21,144 22,254 23,618 26,292 28,439 30,877 22.6% 9,733 46.0%

& A RH4= Employment 300,783 327,759 365,070 378,928 409,143 403,583 26.4% 102,801 34.2%

& StAMY AP K| 4= Establishment 108,049 109,355 112,345 118,771 127,785 136,833 100.0% 28,784 26.6%

Total Environmental Industries & A RH4 Employment 1,264,214 1,288,866 1,339,647 1,449,015 1,517,245 1,529,276 100.0% 265,062 21.0%

M2 = MY AN 4= Establishment 3,262,925 3,264,782 3,293,558 | 3,355,470 | 3470,034 3,602,476 - 339,551 10.4%

Total Industries Z AFRF4 Employment 15,943,674 | 16,288,280 | 16,818,015 | 17,647,028 | 18,093,190 | 18,569,355 - 2,625,681 16.5%
=EAY | 215



B2 ANEE oAb ARHH 2 AR 5= (2007~2012)
Table 2. Number of establishments and employment in environmental industries by region (2007-2012)

A% Region T £ Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 % National Ind. % Regional Ind.| ‘07~'12 % Change
29l Gangwon At K4 Establishment 2,929 3,030 3,131 3,282 3,526 3819 2.8% 3.1% 890 304%
CE ZAFAFZ: Employment 24,361 27,326 29,325 29,721 31878 31,860 2.1% 6.1% 7,499 30.8%
27| Gyeonggi AtH M| 4= Establishment 28448 29,231 29,762 32,253 34,729 37,362 27.3% 5.0% 8914 31.3%

EAAS Employment 330,356 341,546 352425 381,563 418,359 398,548 26.1% 9.9% 68,192 20.6%
Lk Gyasnghst AtH M4 Establishment 8,433 8,618 8,893 9,492 10,403 11,328 8.3% 4.7% 2,895 34.3%

ZAA}$ Employment 114,424 116,545 120,879 127,512 132,655 141,662 9.3% 11.3% 27,238 23.8%
#= Gyeongbuk AtH M4 Establishment 5,865 6,115 6,399 6,865 7,598 8416 6.2% 4.2% 2,551 43.5%
i) ZAHREE Employment 72,488 72,054 74,152 87,231 88,714 91,784 6.0% 9.5% 19,296 26.6%
= Gwangju AtA K4 Establishment 2,942 2,926 3,110 3,185 3,358 3,585 2.6% 34% 643 21.9%
< ZALRES Employment 39,012 38,914 35,583 42,918 42,759 47412 3.1% 9.1% 8,400 215%
= Taegu AP K2~ Establishment 6,077 6,259 6,405 6,798 7,131 7,544 5.5% 3.9% 1467 24.1%

ZALRES Employment 41,797 45912 49861 51,053 53,274 52,855 3.5% 6.3% 11,058 26.5%
Ch Dagjeon AP K2~ Establishment 3,000 3,131 3,228 3431 3,715 3,975 2.9% 38% 975 32.5%

- ZALAt4 Employment 37,737 39,725 42,306 42,024 45534 45,149 3.0% 8.7% 7412 19.6%
St Busan AL M4 Establishment 8,954 8,778 9,014 9,175 9,617 10,028 7.3% 3.7% 1074 12.0%

= ZALR4 Employment 74,196 74,528 75,196 80,130 83,947 85,969 5.6% 6.7% 11,773 15.9%
M2 Seoul AL M4 Establishment 17,201 16,929 17,170 17,466 18,787 19,787 14.5% 2.5% 2,586 15.0%

ZAHR4 Employment 170,566 171,588 186,905 211,235 201,241 201,450 13.2% 44% 30,884 18.1%
At K| 4= Establishment - - - - - 192 0.1% 2.9% - -

MZ Sejong

ZAFRES Employment - - - - - 7,100 0.5% 15.3% - -
G5F Jisdn AF2I 8|2~ Establishment 2,326 2,289 2,357 2,581 2,776 2,967 2.2% 4.0% 641 27.6%
= ZAFRES Employment 70,607 71400 70,127 72,309 73,394 75,916 5.0% 16.8% 5,309 7.5%
BI7] Tnchaen AF2IH|2~ Establishment 6,815 6,687 6,693 7,069 7493 7,996 5.8% 4.5% 1,181 17.3%
= ZARFS Employment 80,792 80,127 80,235 86,102 85,113 88,399 5.8% 10.1% 7,607 94%
1k [semrar AFOIH|Z~ Establishment 3,129 3213 3,338 3482 3,750 3,998 2.9% 3.0% 869 27.8%
=a ZAX}4 Employment 46,228 43861 45,627 46,528 51,361 52,720 3.5% 8.8% 6492 14.0%
i bl At M| 4= Establishment 3,083 3,214 3,437 3,686 4,008 4,365 3.2% 3.2% 1,282 41.6%
=i ZALAH$ Employment 39,625 41,808 44,981 49,646 51,783 52,660 3.4% 8.7% 13,035 32.9%
: At M4 Establishment 864 860 930 972 1,031 1,098 0.8% 2.2% 234 27.1%
X2 Jeju

T Z TR Employment 6,759 6,532 7,673 9,012 8,751 8,894 0.6% 4.2% 2,135 31.6%
e At K4 Establishment 4,374 4,374 4,656 4,958 5,498 5,712 4.2% 4.0% 1,338 30.6%

= Chungnam
=g ¢ Z R4 Employment 75,309 75,309 78,930 83,021 94,990 94,456 6.2% 127%| 19147 254%
=2 chungbuk At K| 4= Establishment 3,609 3,701 3,822 4,076 4,365 4,661 3.4% 4.1% 1,052 29.1%
== 9 Z AP R4 Employment 39,957 41,691 45442 49,010 53,492 52,442 3.4% 92%| 12,485 31.2%
®2 Total At M4 Establishment 108,049 109,355 112,345 118,771 127,785 136,833 100.0% 3.8% 28,784 26.6%
ZAFRIE Employment 1,264,214 1,288,866 1,339,647 1,449,015 1,517,245 | 1,529,276 100.0% 8.2% | 265,062 21.0%
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Figure 1. Employment shift in all environmental industries by region (2007-2012)
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Table 3. Regional employment changes in environmental industries by regional shift (2007-2012)
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