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THE MAIN IDEA

THOUGH “DISTANT METROPOLIS IS NEVER PERCEIVED IN
PERFECT MATERIAL TERMS™ AND ACTIONS ARE DRIVEN
BY ITS MEANING (D. LEY) BUT STILL, OBJECTIVE
DIFFERENCES IN WELL BEING, MOSTLY RELATED TO
DIFFERENCES OF INCOMES (EMPLOYMENT AND
SALARIES) PLAYS IMPORTANT ROLE REDISTRIBUTING
POPULATION IN VARIOUS LOCATIONS, ESPECIALLY WHEN
THESE DIFFERENCES ARE HIGH

THIS REDISTRIBUTION SHOULD RESULT IN CHANGING SOCIO-
DEMOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE OF LITHUANIA, AS MIGRATIONS ARE
SPATIALLY SELECTIVE




METHODS AND DATA

IT'S AN INDUCTIVE RESEARCH BASED ON
EMPHIRICAL SPATIAL ANALYSIS OF
STATSITICAL DATA

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATISATICS AT
MUNICIPAL LEVEL (LAU 1)

POPULATION CENSUSES 2001 AND 2011
(LAU 2 AND CENSUS TRACK LEVEL)



1. OBJECTIVE ECONOMIC REGIONAL
WELLBEING — 3 MAIN ASPECTS

1. OBJECTIVE (HARDLY EXISTS) — SUBJECTIVE
(HARDLY MEASURABLE) 2

2.ECONOMIC WELLBEING (TOO NARROW) —

SELF SATISFACTION OF LIFE (NO DATA AT LOW
LEVEL)?

3. NATIONAL - REGIONAL — LOCAL? (WHAT
AREA IS MOST SUITABLE FOR THE ANALYSIS
FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT OR HUMAN PROSPERITY?)



SUBJECTIVE VS OBJECTIVE WELLBEING

SUBJECTIVE ONE GAINS MORE AND MORE ATTENTION (DIENER, 2000,
JORDAN, 2008, SCHVANEN AND ATKINSON 2015, ALA-MANTILA ET
AL, 2018, MORRISON AND WECKROTH, 2018, ETC.... ).

IN 2014 1/4 % OF QUESTIONED YOUNGSTERS IN LITHUANIAN
PERIPHERY DECLAREAD THAT THEY LIKE EVERYTHING IN THEIR TOWN BUT
STILL THEY WANT TO LEAVE IT... BASICALLY AT THE SAME TIME CARRIED
OUT SOCIOLOGICAL REQUEST IN LT DIDIN'T FIND ANY HAPPY PERSON
IN TAURAGE COUNTY...

HOWEVER SPECIALISED TARGETED (COSTLY) SURVEYS ARE NEEDED FOR
THE REVELATION OF SITUATION AT MUNICIPAL LEVEL... SO WE MUST
BELIEVE THAT OBJECTIVE WELLBEING (OR RATHER OBJECTIVE DATA) IS
AN IMPORTANT FACTOR (INDICATOR) OF SUBJECTIVE WELLBEING,
SATISFACTION WITH LIFE OR HAPPINESS...



OBJECTIVE™ WELLBEING

SET OF INDICATORS DESCRIBING SITUATION IN
VARIOUS AREAS (REGIONS, LOCALITES, PLACES)

USUALLY SEVERAL GROUPS OF INDICES FORMING
SOME SYNTHETIC ONE (I.E. 11 GROUPS IN CASE OF
OECD STUDIES)

PROBLEM (APART FROM OTHER)— ONLY A FEW OF
THEM ARE AVAILABLE AT LEVEL WHERE EVERYDAY
LIFE TAKE PLACE (HOME-WORK-LEISURE, I.E.
MUNICIPALITY)

SO: WAGES AND EMPLOYMENT...



CONTEXT: SHRINKAGE OF JOBS IN THE MAIN

ECONOMIC SECTORS 1990 - 2017:
1/3 OF ALL EXISTED JOBS WERE LOST IN INDUSTRY AND
AGRICULTURE IN 1990 - 2010
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DIFFERENT AGE GROUPS HAVE DIFFERENT SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION
PATTERNS AND THIS HAS VERY STRONG CONSEQUENCES FOR
LABOUR MARKET AND CONSEQUENTLY EMIGRATION
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PART 1 - REGIONAL (LOCAL) CHANGES OF
OBJECTIVE ECONOMIC WELLBEING IN POST

COMMUNIST ERA - CHANGES OF EMPLOYMENT
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1995 - 2010
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LABOUR MARKET: UNEMPLOYMENT  2010-2017

1997 - 2009

Average unemployment rate
2010- 2017
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WAGE DIFFERENCES

2017
1995
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average salary, 2017 (%)
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WAGE GROWTH DIFFERENCES -

2009 - 2017
1995 - 2008

Wage growth difference,
deviation from an average,
2008 - 2017 (%)
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2. EMIGRATION (VOTING WITH FEET?)

2010 - 2017

1994-2009
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Net migration, % from total
population, 2010 - 2017
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RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CHANGE OF
EMPLOYMENT AND MIGRATIONS
1995 -2015 (PAERSONS COEF. - 0,58)

Employed persons
1992-2015 (%)

Migration
1995-2015 (%) ‘
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CHANGE OF THE NUMBER OF POPULATION
(MEASURE OF WELBEING?)

Change of population,
1994 - 2017 (%)
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WHERE TO%?

TO FIND A JOB (OR A NEW JOB) IN A PLACE ONE USED
TO LIVE WAS NOT AN OPPTION FOR THE MAJORITY OF
RESIDENTS OF PERIPHERAL PLACES UNTIL RECENT AT
LEAST. IT SHOULD HAVE BEEN A NEW PLACE - SO THE
ONLY QUESTION — WHERE?<<¢

FAR ENOUGH - TO EMIGRATE OUTSIDE LT¢

FAR BUT NOT ENOUGH — TO COMMUTE ON
MONTHLY - WEEKLY - DAILY BASISC

NOWHERE — SO REMAINING IN PLACE BUT OUT OF
PLACE...




MIGRATIONAL REGIONS OF VILNIUS, KAUNAS AND
KLAIPEDA METROPOLITAN CENTRES (DOMINANT
DESTINAITONS OF INNER MIGRANTS)

2001 AND 2016




STRUCTURE OF INTERNAL
MIGRATIONS

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF POPULATION CENSUS DATA REVEALED
THAT MIGRATIONS ARE HIGHLY SELLECTIVE

Y OUNG, EPMLOYED WITH GOOD JOBS GO TO 3 METRO REGIONS
OLDER AND JOBLESS GO TO PERIPHERY

TO SUM UP:

NOT THE NUMBER OF POPULATION BUT THE REDUCING QUALITY
OF POPULAITON IS THE MAIN PROBLEM OF PERIPHERAL AREAS

NOT THE ATTRACTIVE METROPOLITAN CITIES BUT THE
,,UNATRACTIVE® PERIPHERIES SCHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE MAIN
FACTOR OF SHRINKAGE OF POPULATION IN PERIHERY.



4. Conseguences

The main factors of change in 1990-2011 related
to inner migration flows

1. Profound changes (polarization) of social structure of
metropolitan areas — result of concentration of economy and
population in the country:
Increase of high status groups up to 25-50 % in last 10 years;
Increase of unskilled by approx. 5 %.

2. The sprawl of metropolitan areas involving rural areas with
distinctive social and often ethnic and age structure;

3. Increasing social segregation at country level as MA
peripheries concentrate lower class residents



4. Spatial Consequences of migrations
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RESIDENTIAL DIFFERENTIATION OF PROFFESIONAL
GROUPS: “ID"” BETWEEN HIGH AND LOW
OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS (MAN AND PROF. VS
UNSKILLED)

Index of dissimilarity
between high and low
ISCO groups, 2011

Index of dissimilarity
between high and low
ISCO groups, 2001
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RESULT OF INNER MIGRATION: DIFFERENTIATING URBAN

LANDSCAPES

(CONCENTRATION OF RESIDENTS WITH THE HIGHER OCCUPATIONAL STATUS IN LAU

2 REGIONS IN 2001-2011; P.P)

Due to migrations urban
space is being
differentiated — the

social ,,upgrading® of | ...~
Lithuanian metropolitan |« .«
areas doesn’t result in
upgrading of certain
urban spaces KAUNO MR
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The result metropolisation of the country
Growing socio-ethnic segregation inside metropolitan regions
Capital city (2011)

Unskilled workers in Vilnius city Ethnic minorities in Vilnius city

Location quotients
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Another result — groving political differentiation both in the
country and inside the metropolitan areas

The support for centre-right wing political parties in Vilnius MA in 2000 and 2012

2000 2012

Deviation from national average (percentage points)
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CONCLUSIONS

THE SPATIAL CHARACTER OF UNEVENESS OF ECONOMIC
WELLBEING HAVE BEEN FORMED IN EARLY 90-IES OF LAST
CENTURY AND PERSIST TILL THIS DAY.

THE MOST SIGNIFICANT AND VISIBLE NEGATIVE TREND OF
DEVELOPMENT OF PERIPHERAL PLACES IS RELATED TO THE
EXTREMELY FAST RATES OF DEPOPULATION, AS THESE AREAS
HAVE LOST MORE THAN 1/3 OF THEIR POPULAITON JUST IN
TWO DECADES. THIS LOS IS MOSTLY RELATED TO
DECREASING JOBS IN INDUSTRY AND AGRICULTURE.



TO SUM UP

THERE ARE NO RELIABLE EVIDENCE THAT FAST ,,SHOCK TERAPHY" OF
90-IES IS MAKING VISIBLE IMPACT ON EMPLOYMENT, UNEMPLOYMENT
AND ESPECIALLY INCOMES IN PERIPHERAL AREAS IN POST CRISIS
PERIOD. EMIGRATION COULD BE A REASON FOR THIS ABSENCE (SO
NEO-LIBERAL ATTITUDES ARE RIGHT?).

THOUGH THE MAIN ,,WINNERS" OF LATEST DEVELOPMENTS SEEM TO BE
SUBURBAN AND PERIURBAN AREAS OF METROPOLITAN CITIES, NAMELY
THESE AREAS ARE THE MOST SOCIALLY SEGREGATED ESPECIALLY IN A
MOST ,,PROSPEROUS" CAPITAL CITY REGION.

DISTANT PERIPHERAL AREAS MAY NOT SEEM TO BE THE MOST
ATTIRACTIVE PLACES FOR MIGRANTS, THEY DO NOT SUFFER FROM THE
MORE INTENSE JOB LOS OR MORE SLOW INCREASE OF WAGES, BUT
CHANGES OF THEIR SOCIAL STRUCTURE HAVE CLEARLY NEGATIVE
TREND. EMIGRATION PROBABLY IS HELPING TO SOLVE SOME LABOUR
MARKET PROBLEMS IN PERIPHERY BUT DEMAGES ITS FUTURE.



Erﬁ‘t_y “central kolchoz settlements”
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Thank you for your attention!




