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Plan of presentation

1. Metropolisation in CEEC (before the crisis)
2. Spatial dimension of the crisis in CEECs

3. Crisis impact on capital-city regions (including
case studies)



Metropolisation — main territorial outcome of
globalisation in CEECs
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Restructuring of capital-city regions
Change of GVA in pp 2000-2008
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- ,Deindustrialisation towards informational city” — Sofia, Vilnius, Warsaw, Tallinn, Riga, Ljubljana
- ,Industrial heritage combined with business service sector development” — Prague, Bratislava
- ,Petrification” - Budapest

- ,Other development model — simple sevices” —Bucharest (quality of statistics?)



Global connections of CEECs capitals
— business service sector

City CEB Richard Ellis (2011) GAWC (P. Taylor) (2000}
Rank (197 Number of global Rank (315 Connectivity index
cities) AFPS comapnies cities) for 100 global AFS

(max: 350) companies
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London]

12 140 £1e (.42
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21 126 24 (043
Bucharest 29 110 8.3 025
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Global connections and size

Mumberof global companies
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* (A) metropoliran area size (population)
(supply — labour market)

— important factor of global service firms
location

* (B) national economy size (GDP)
(demand — services)

— quite important factor of global service
firms location



Real GDP growth 2008-2013 (2008=100)
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Real GDP growth 2008-2010
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Performance of capital city regions (NUTS3) in CEECs
2008-2011
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Metropolis — region: relationship

The gap in GDP per capita between metropolis (MA) and its outer regional
hinterland (RH) (ratio MA/RH)
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Structural impact of the crisis

o Change of GVA in
percenatege points
(pp) 2008-2011

100

5,0

M Industry
Construction

Simple services

0.0

o 0@ O@ 0“\ O\S\ 0‘} 0@ @0@ 0"'\ ‘!ko‘} M Business services
iyl i 5

3 & © o e}«@ = a Public services

A

-5,0

-10,0

-15,0

- ,2Joward informational economy” — all (except Vilnius; petrification of structure in Warsaw)
- ,Short term industry problems” — reindustrialisation: Bucharest, Sofia, Baltic States capitals
- ,Outcomes of real estate bubble still visible” — Baltic States and Bucharest, partly Ljubljana

- ,Simple service problems” — Bratislava, Prague, (Bucharest — statisitical data)
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Riga labour market — change during the crisis 2008-




Labour market structure change in Warsaw
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Winners (1): Finance and insurance, Professional services, IT sector
Loosers (2): Manufacturing, Real estate, also trade and repairs, leisure

Soft landing (3): Health Care, Education, Public administration, Construction (public investment)



Modern office spaces in Warsaw
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General conclusions

 CEECs and especially metropolitan regions have
manifested resistance to the recent crisis (but with some
exceptions)

* On-going metropolisation processes: advanced business
services — main drivers of development (all cases)

However. some interesting changes in general pattern in
the period of crisis:
— Metropolitan macroregions convergence (functional ties?)

— Informational economy development is the main trend, but also
reindustrialisation took place in some metropolitan areas

— Impact of real estate bubble still visible



