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Access the data on UNHCR’s MicroData Library 
UNHCR’s Microdata Library is a public online library containing anonymous microdata of persons 
affected by forced displacement collected by UNHCR, it’s partners and other third parties. 
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Geographic Classifications 
Lithuania is divided into 10 administrative counties (“Apskritys” in Lithuanian), representing the highest-level of 
local administration. Each county consists of a number of municipalities (“Savivaldybės” in Lithuanian) representing 
the second administrative level. In total, there are 60 municipalities across the country. 
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Introduction 
Background 
Between 24 February 2022 and October 2025, over 
5.7 million individuals are esঞmated to have fled 
Ukraine due to the ongoing war.1 Of these, more than 
101,000 have entered the Republic of Lithuania 
(herea[er referred to as Lithuania). At the ঞme of 
wriঞng of this report, more than 51,000 individuals 
held valid temporary residence permits pursuant to 
the temporary protecঞon mechanism.2 This remains 
the largest arrival of refugees recorded in Lithuania’s 
history. The populaঞon that has se�led in the country 
primarily consists of women (47%) and children (31%), 
along with elderly individuals (13%) and persons with 
disabiliঞes (6%)—groups that o[en face heightened 
risks and require targeted support and services.3 
Given the conঞnued instability in Ukraine, it is 
anঞcipated that displacement will conঞnue in 2026, 
with new arrivals seeking refuge in Lithuania and 
joining those already residing in the country. 

Lithuania has demonstrated a strong and sustained 
commitment to welcoming and assisঞng refugees 
fleeing Ukraine since 2022. The Ministry of Social 
Security and Labour leads the naঞonal coordinaঞon of 
the refugee response, while municipaliঞes and civil 
society organizaঞons play acঞve roles in providing 
direct support and services. This collecঞve effort—
driven by government insঞtuঞons, civil society, and 
local communiঞes—reflects a comprehensive whole-
of-society strategy aimed at ensuring protecঞon and 
inclusion. 

Despite these coordinated efforts and the availability 
of tailored support for individuals with specific needs, 
many refugees conঞnue to face barriers that limit 
their ability to fully sustain themselves and support 
their families. The 2025–2026 Regional Refugee 
Response Plan (RRP) builds on previous iteraঞons by 
providing targeted, pracঞcal support to host 
countries. It further aims to ensure groups such as 
older people, children, people with disabiliঞes and 

 
1 Data source: UNHCR Ukraine Situation – Operational data portal - 
link 
2 Data source: Lithuania government authorities 
3 Data source: RRP - Refugee Response Plan 2025-2026 - link 
4 The term “refugees from Ukraine” is understood to include Ukrainian 
nationals as well as third-country nationals who fled Ukraine since 24 
February 2022 and are in need of international protection, including 
people who are stateless or at risk of statelessness. 
5 Data source: RRP - Refugee Response Plan 2025-2026 - link 

survivors of gender-based violence are receiving 
specialized assistance to address their needs, and that 
they are not le[ behind as the response shi[s towards 
sustainability. 

To support a coordinated and effecঞve response, 
access to comprehensive data is crucial for the design, 
delivery, and assessment of assistance programmes. 
In this regard, UNHCR Lithuania, working in 
collaboraঞon with IOM and Lithuanian Red Cross, as 
well as other key actors engaged in the refugee 
response within Lithuania, carried out the 2025 
Lithuania Socio-Economic Insights Survey (SEIS). 

The SEIS is a collaboraঞve, inter-agency iniঞaঞve 
designed to idenঞfy the most urgent needs of 
refugees coming from Ukraine4 across key sectors, 
including protecঞon, health, educaঞon, 
accommodaঞon, and livelihoods. It aligns with the 
objecঞves of the Regional Refugee Response Plan 
(RRP) for the Ukrainian refugee situaঞon5 and 
specifically supports Lithuania’s inter-agency RRP, led 
by UNHCR. SEIS serves as a source of important and 
comprehensive data for service providers.   

The 2025 SEIS in Lithuania was coordinated by 
UNHCR and developed through a collaboraঞve effort, 
including with focal points from government, 
humanitarian actors and civil society, to ensure the 
survey maintained a mulঞ-sectoral and inter-agency 
approach. Drawing on their specific experঞse, each 
actor contributed to the design phase of the 2025 
SEIS. The process included consultaঞons at a round 
table event bringing together the key stakeholders 
involved in the refugee response. 

This final report serves as a strategic tool to guide 
humanitarian intervenঞons in Lithuania throughout 
2026 and beyond, informing the work of partners and 
stakeholders. It supports a more targeted and 
prioriঞzed response and reflects the Grand Bargain 
commitments6 to improved harmonizaঞon and 
coordinaঞon of assessment efforts. 

6 The Grand Bargain is a major agreement in humanitarian aid, signed 
by donors and agencies in 2016, to make aid more effective by making 
51 specific commitments across 10 workstreams like localisation (direct 
funding to local actors), funding flexibility (less earmarking, more multi-
year deals), and efficiency (harmonised reporting, better data) to better 
serve people in need and reduce waste. Key commitments 
include directing 25% of funds to local responders, simplifying donor 
rules, using more cash-based aid, and improving needs assessments and 
coordination.  
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The report presents a comprehensive overview of the 
needs of Ukrainian refugees in Lithuania, with sectoral 
and sub-sectoral analysis, demographic breakdowns, 
and cross-cuমng indicators, including accountability 
to affected people7 (AAP). 

Objectives 
The SEIS is an essenঞal interagency tool for planning 
and prioriঞzaঞon, decision making, and needs-based 
programme designing. The main purpose of the SEIS 
is to support the RRP planning cycle process and to 
enable planning among key humanitarian actors 
through the provision of updated informaঞon on 
mulঞ-sectoral needs and prioriঞes of refugees from 
Ukraine. Results of the SEIS will be used by all 
stakeholders under the Regional Response Plan (RRP) 
to understand the evolving situaঞon, unpack risks and 
vulnerabiliঞes and to advocate for funding from 
donors.  

In 2025, the UNHCR’s Regional Bureau for Europe 
and Inter-Agency partners aimed for further 
harmonizaঞon of core components of the SEIS by 
using one quesঞonnaire for all countries. This allows 
for be�er comparison across countries, without losing 
the trend comparison with the 2023 and 2024 
surveys. 

The key objecঞves of the regional SEIS guiding its 
country-level implementaঞon, are to: 

1. Provide a mulঞsectoral and comparable 
overview/update of the needs, capaciঞes, and 
vulnerability of refugees from Ukraine hosted in 
Lithuania, to provide the evidence base to inform 
humanitarian planning and prioriঞzaঞon process. 

2. Ensure that the changing needs and 
vulnerabiliঞes of different refugee groups are 
understood, including women, children, older 
people, people with disabiliঞes, and others who 
may face addiঞonal risks and barriers. 

3. Understand the driver and severity of needs of 
the refugees from sector-specific and inter-
sectoral perspecঞves. As a way forward, for each 
sector to idenঞfy variaঞons in need among 
populaঞon groups and geographical areas in 
order to inform response prioriঞzaঞon and 
strategic planning. 

 
7 AAP: online 

4. Ensure that the perspecঞves and preferences of 
refugees from Ukraine are reflected in the 
strategic response planning. 

5. Improve the targeঞng of assistance by gathering 
sufficient evidence and data to be�er inform 
future, data-driven decisions. 

6. Improve the accuracy and completeness of 
comparable socio-economic indicators of 
refugees to support evidence-based policy 
making and planning for inclusion.  

Geographical coverage 
The target populaঞon of the regional 2025 SEIS was 
all refugees from Ukraine who have been hosted / are 
residing in the countries under coverage at the ঞme 
of the data collecঞon. The assessment in Lithuania 
covered the enঞre country geographically and applied 
sub-naঞonal straঞficaঞon at the county level, 
ensuring that all counঞes were included in the sample 
(see Methodology/Sampling Design secঞon). 
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Methodology 
UNHCR Lithuania, together with IOM and the 
Lithuanian Red Cross, carried out the SEIS as part of 
the Ukraine Refugee Response Plan. Using a 
harmonized methodology and shared quesঞonnaire 
aligned with the regional approach, the assessment 
produced comparable data to inform prioriঞes across 
the region. The survey followed a similar 
quesঞonnaire as in 20248 to capture trends and 
changes and allowing for comparison of data between 
the two years. 

The SEIS 2025 in Lithuania was implemented through 
a quanঞtaঞve approach. Primary data was collected 
through a structured mulঞ-sectoral household survey. 
The survey was designed at the regional level, in 
consultaঞon and cooperaঞon between UNHCR and 
stakeholders in Lithuania. The face-to-face structured 
interviews included quesঞons pertaining to both the 
individual and household level for all surveyed 
households. Data collecঞon took place in two rounds, 
May–June and September–October 2025, to 
opঞmize operaঞonal efficiency and ensure data 
quality avoiding the summer period. The populaঞon of 
interest included all households of refugees from 
Ukraine se�led in the country. Interviews were 
conducted in all ten counঞes of Lithuania. The 
geographical distribuঞon of interviews was based on 
the sample methodology (see below). The main unit of 
measurement was a household, with specific 
indicators measured at individual level by asking the 
respondent quesঞons about each of the household 
members. 

Appropriate measures were put in place to ensure the 
protecঞon of personal data and guarantee 
confidenঞality in all data collecঞon and processing 
acঞviঞes. Consent of all parঞcipants was requested 
and recorded, clearly indicaঞng the purpose and 
expected use of the data. 

Sampling design 
The survey covered a total of 398 households (HH), 
including 774 household members. The sample design 
had a county quota, proporঞonal to the number of 
refugees from Ukraine living in each county 
(according to data from Lithuanian authoriঞes). As this 
process did not include a true randomizaঞon 

 
8 Lithuania 2024 Socio-Economic Insights Survey: link 
9 UNHCR Data Protection Policy: online 

procedure, the informaঞon presented here is 
indicaঞve, not staঞsঞcally representaঞve.  

The target sample size was set to a minimum of 400 
and maximum of 500 households, taking into account 
the minimum sample size required in random samples 
for esঞmates with 95% level of confidence and 5% 
margin of error (around 400 households).  
 

Data collection 
IOM and Lithuanian Red Cross enumerators collected 
quanঞtaঞve data through a mulঞ-sector household-
level survey using electronic tablets. All interviews 
were conducted at the household level, with 
individual quesঞons for each household member. 
Enumerators interviewed only adult household 
members — either face-to-face or by phone — asking 
them about the socio-economic status of the enঞre 
household. Respondents also provided informaঞon on 
any non-family members or other families living under 
the same roof and sharing resources. This approach 
was adopted because refugees o[en share resources 
and expenses, such as pooling funds for food or rent. 
For certain indicators related to health, educaঞon, 
protecঞon, and socio-economic inclusion, data was 
collected at the individual level, with respondents 
answering on behalf of all household members. 

Respondents were randomly selected, and interviews 
were conducted in public areas across the country, 
including in integraঞon centres and during community 
events. 

Throughout all stages of the exercise, all necessary 
measures were taken as sঞpulated in the UNHCR 
Data Protecঞon Policy9 in order to protect and 
safeguard personal data and to minimize the risk of 
a�ribuঞng findings to specific individuals or HH.  

In addiঞon to personal data protecঞon, the exercise 
was guided by the principle of data responsibility, 
which is the safe, ethical and effecঞve management of 
data as outlined in the Inter-Agency Standing 
Commi�ee (IASC) Operaঞonal Guidance on Data 
Responsibility in Humanitarian Acঞon.10 This included 
asking for informed consent and taking measures to 
prevent the exposure of sensiঞve non-personal data, 
ensuring data protecঞon and security in line with the 
principles for data responsibility in humanitarian 
acঞon.  

10 IASC Operational Guidance on Data Responsibility in 
Humanitarian action: online 
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Data quality was ensured through conঞnuous 
monitoring of the data collecঞon process and 
thorough data cleaning, including logic checks, review 
of interview duraঞon, and idenঞficaঞon of outliers, 
which were flagged and resolved in collaboraঞon with 
field teams. 
 

Data analysis 
UNHCR performed a preliminary analysis as per the 
Data Analysis Plan agreed at inter-agency level, to 
facilitate iniঞal interpretaঞon sessions and inputs 
from the inter-agency team. So[ware R was used for 
analysis.  

In addiঞon, the preliminary results were shared with 
key stakeholders and actors in the field for planning 
purposes and to guide 2026 response in the country. 
This report presents the results of the analysis and 
also the insights and interpretaঞons provided by the 
specialists in each of the sectors assessed. 
 

Limitations 
Representaࢼveness and margin of error: given the lack 
of complete sampling frame and locaঞons, the study 
had to use a sampling design involving a distribuঞon 
of the sample proporঞonally to the available 
informaঞon on the size of the refugee populaঞon. 
This was done to ensure geographical 
representaঞveness, combined with non-probabilisঞc 

selecঞon of HH in the last stage (convenience 
sampling), which could have introduced bias and 
prevent the calculaঞon of the final margin of error of 
the sample. While results cannot necessarily be 
extrapolated to all refugees from Ukraine residing in 
Lithuania, the demographic composiঞon of the survey 
sample shows a very similar distribuঞon to that of the 
overall refugee populaঞon as reflected in 
administraঞve data and previous studies. This 
supports the view that the final results can be 
considered as a good indicaঞon of the overall 
situaঞon of refugees in the country. 

Percepࢼons and respondent bias: indicators related to 
service provision are based on respondents’ 
percepঞon and may not directly reflect the reality of 
service provision. Certain indicators may be under-
reported or over-reported due to the subjecঞvity and 
percepঞons of respondents.  

Sensiࢼvity: respondents may have experienced a 
certain reluctance in replying to some quesঞons (e.g. 
on income and expenditures, protecঞon risks, food 
security and consumpঞon, irregular work, need for 
mental health and psychosocial support) thus 
impacঞng the outcome of the survey accordingly.  

Timing of assessment: since data collecঞon was 
conducted in two rounds, between May-June and 
September- October 2025, findings should be 
interpreted as a snapshot of the situaঞon of refugees 
at that point in ঞme.
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Results at a glance 
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Findings 
Respondent profile 
This secঞon outlines the demographic profile of the 
398 individuals who responded on behalf of their 
households, with emphasis on gender, age, and 
vulnerability. These respondents represent the 
primary demographic makeup of the households 
covered in the assessment. 

All interviews were conducted with adults, 74% of 
whom were women and 26% men. The age group 
most frequently represented among respondents 
was 35–59 years, comprising 53% of the total. At the 
naঞonal level, the average respondent age was 40 
years. 

 

The majority of households reported originaঞng from 
the eastern regions of Ukraine, notably Kharkivska 
Oblast (12%), Kyivska Oblast (9%), and 
Dnipropetrovska Oblast (8%). Furthermore, 20% of 
respondents indicated that they were originally from 
Kyiv city and Kyivska Oblast combined. In terms of 
duraঞon of stay, respondents reported having lived 
in Lithuania for an average of two years and three 
months at the ঞme of data collecঞon. 
 

 

Household profiles 
Respondents shared detailed data on each member 
of their household, resulঞng in informaঞon on 774 
individuals across the 398 surveyed households. The 
average household size was 2.0 persons, reflecঞng a 
slight decline compared to last year’s average of 2.3. 
Regarding place of residence, most households (98%) 
reported living in urban areas, while only a small 
fracঞon said they were living in rural seমngs. 

Women accounted for 60% of all household 
members. In line with respondent-level findings, the 
largest demographic group among household 
members was those aged 35–59, represenঞng 39% 
of the total. This was followed by individuals aged 
18–34, who made up 24% of the populaঞon. 
Children under 18 consঞtuted 27% of household 
members. At the individual level, the average age of 
household members was reported as 33 years. 

In terms of household composiঞon, 52% of 
households were idenঞfied as single-female-headed. 
Moreover, 34% included at least one child under 18, 
and 17% had at least one member aged 60 or above. 

Further analysis was conducted on the household 
typology, defined by adult age and the presence of 
dependents (children aged 0-17 or older members 
aged 60+). The most prevalent household typology 
was households with one or more adults aged 18–59 
without dependents, accounঞng for 52% of all 
households. By comparison, 23% consisted of a 
single adult aged 18–59 with dependents, while 14% 
comprised two or more adults with dependents. 
Addiঞonally, 10% of respondents reported living in 

17%

8%

2%

17%

46%

11%

18-34

35-59

60+

Distribution of respondents by age & gender
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households with the only adult being one or more 
older persons. 

 

When classified by gender and parental roles, 51% of 
households were headed by a single female adult – 
20% with children-, while 20% were headed by a 
single male adult, of whom only 1% had children. 
Addiঞonally, 30% of households reported having co-
heads of mixed genders. The graphic below provides 
further details on household composiঞon, including 
the presence of children. 

 

Based on the Washington Group Short Set (WG-
SS)11 of quesঞons, proxy respondents reported on 
funcঞonal difficulঞes among household members, 
covering vision, hearing, mobility, cogniঞon, self-
care, and communicaঞon. Overall, 4% of individuals 
aged over 5 were idenঞfied as having a disability level 

 
11 Washington Group Short Set of questions: 
https://www.washingtongroup-disability.com/question-sets/ 

of 3 or higher,12 meaning they experience “a lot of 
difficulty” or “cannot do at all.” This corresponds to 
7% of households having at least one member with 
this level of disability. The most frequently reported 
difficulঞes were related to vision and mobility. 
However, the most severe challenges—classified as 
“a lot of difficulty” or “cannot do at all”—were most 
commonly linked to self-care, communicaঞon, and 
cogniঞon. 

 

Priority Needs 

At the ঞme of the survey, around 78% of households 
reported having priority needs similar to last year’s 
figure of 79%. Gender dispariঞes were notable: 83% 
of all female respondents reported priority needs 
compared to 65% of all male respondents. 

Reported needs increased with age. Among 
respondents aged 18–34 years, 56% indicated 
having needs, rising to 84% for those aged 35–59, 
and reaching 90% among individuals aged 60 and 
above. The type of needs also varied by age group. 
For respondents aged 18–34 and 35–59, 
employment was the most frequently cited need, 
followed by language courses.  

12 Disability level 3 or above: the level of severity of a difficulty 
reported by a person is "a lot of difficulty" or "cannot do at all". 
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In contrast, respondents aged 60 and above 
prioriঞzed basic needs such as accommodaঞon, with 
more than half living in shared housing or collecঞve 
sites, followed by healthcare.  

Household composiঞon further influenced 
vulnerability. Female-headed single-adult 
households with children were parঞcularly affected, 
with 87% reporঞng at least one priority need. 
Similarly, households, including older persons 
showed heightened vulnerability, with 93% 
indicaঞng at least one pressing need. The presence 
of a household member with a disability amplified 
these challenges: 93% of such households reported 
priority needs, compared to 77% of households 
without a member with a disability—underscoring the 
significant impact of disability on household 
vulnerability. 

Among households idenঞfying priority needs, 
employment and livelihoods were the most common 
concerns, cited by 40%. Accommodaঞon was 
reported by 11%, while 10% menঞoned language 
courses. This reflects a slight shi[ from 2024, when 
the three main needs were employment, healthcare, 
and language courses. 

 

 

 

Protection 
This secঞon examines key aspects of general 
protecঞon, social cohesion, and related issues, 
including accountability to affected populaঞons—
ensuring their voices are heard and their needs 
addressed within the broader protecঞon framework. 

Regarding legal status, 81% of respondents reported 
holding temporary protecঞon, while 13% had applied 
for temporary protecঞon and were awaiঞng a 
decision. Only 1% indicated having no legal status, 
while the remainder had student permits or other 
types of authorizaঞon.  

Among those granted temporary protecঞon or who 
had applied for this status, 9% reported experiencing 
difficulঞes during the applicaঞon or extension 
process. The most commonly cited challenges 
included issues with the online enrollment system, 
lack of clear informaঞon, and absence of language 
interpretaঞon services. In addiঞon, respondents 
were asked about their plans to apply for a different 
legal status in the coming year; 9% indicated such 
intenঞons, primarily ciঞng asylum or refugee status, 
as well as residence permits or employment-related 
visas. 
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Language courses

Legal status in this country

Healthcare services

Main reported needs [single-choice question]

81%

13%

1%

3%

1%

1%

Granted temporary protection in
this country

Applied for temporary protection
and waiting for decision

Have a study permit

Other

No legal status

Prefer not to answer

Distribution of respondents who have registered 
for temporary protection or similar scheme
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In terms of idenঞficaঞon documents, 89% of 
household members reported holding a valid 
biometric and 2% a non-biometric passport, while 
51% possessed a birth cerঞficate. A very small 
proporঞon (1%) reported that no household member 
had any form of idenঞficaঞon. Regarding document 
replacement, 68% of respondents indicated they did 
not need to replace any documents, while 25% had 
to renew their passport. Of those requiring renewal, 
one-third successfully replaced the document, 
another third was unable to do so, and the remainder 
were unsure. The main reasons for unsuccessful 
renewals were restricঞons in consular services linked 
to new mobilizaঞon rules, followed by lengthy 
processing ঞmes. 

 

A strong sense of personal safety was reported, with 
90% of respondents staঞng they felt safe walking 
alone in their neighborhood a[er dark, while 7% 
indicated feeling somewhat unsafe. Similar results 
were observed last year, with 85% of respondents 
reporঞng a sense of personal safety. 

Overall, relaঞonships between refugees and the 
host community were viewed posiঞvely by 77% of 
respondents, with none describing them as negaঞve 
and 22% considering them neutral. More than half of 
households (59%) reported that the quality of these 
relaঞonships remained unchanged over the past 
year, while 9% observed improvements and 15% 
noted a decline in social cohesion. Addiঞonally, 17% 
either did not know or preferred not to share their 
opinion. 

Further analysis of social cohesion showed that 72% 
of HH reported not having experienced any hosঞle 
behaviour or aমtudes from members of the host 
community in the past year. In contrast, 24% 
reported that at least one HH member had 
encountered some form of hosঞlity, a similar result 
from last year’s figure of 28%. Among those affected, 
the most common type was discriminatory behaviour 
(66%), followed by verbal aggression (35%) and 
discriminatory comments in news or online forums 
(20%). These findings indicate similar type of hosঞle 
behaviour as last year’s analysis, as well as that 
hosঞlity toward refugees occurs both online and 
through direct interpersonal interacঞons. Physical 
hosঞlity, including physical a�acks, was reported by 
1% of those who experienced hosঞle behaviour. 

 

 

68%
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1%

1%
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Passport

Residence permit for
stateless persons

Refugee certificate (issued
by Ukrainian authorities)

Distribution of HH by members' 
documentation replacement needs

Very good
21%

Good
56%

Neutral
22%

Distribution of HH by perception of the relationship 
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Regarding interacঞons with communiঞes in 
Lithuania, 98% of respondents agreed that contact 
with the local community has generally been 
posiঞve—describing it as welcoming and 
supporঞve—and that relevant social, cultural, and 
recreaঞonal acঞviঞes are available. In terms of day-
to-day engagement, 26% reported being members of 
formal and/or informal associaঞons, organizaঞons, or 
community groups, such as reading circles, kniমng 
groups, or professional networks. Addiঞonally, half 
of respondents (51%) reported having between one 
and five friends from the host community or 
individuals they feel close to, while 19% reported 
having more than five close local friends. However, 
30% indicated they did not have such friendships. 
Children’s interacঞons were more posiঞve: 60% of 
households reported their children having between 
one and five friends from the host community, while 
21% reported none. 

Respondents were also asked to rate their ability to 
maintain connecঞons to Ukrainian heritage and 
culture. Among all respondents, 6% rated this ability 
as very li�le to neutral, 17% as neutral, 64% from 
neutral to a lot, and 12% as a lot. Percepঞons of local 
community tolerance toward refugees’ culture and 
religion were generally posiঞve: 84% considered the 
community tolerant, 14% neutral, and only 2% 
perceived intolerance.  

Overall, 80% of respondents stated they had adapted 
well to life in Lithuania, while 7% felt less well 
adapted, and the remainder expressed a neutral view. 

Accountability to Affected Populations 

In the three months prior to the survey, 30% of 
households reported receiving some form of 
assistance—a decline from 37% recorded last year. 
Among those who received support, the most 
frequently reported types were government social 
protecঞon benefits (55%), humanitarian distribuঞons 
(33%), and government assistance programmes 
(21%). Saঞsfacঞon with the aid provided was 
generally high, with 63% of recipients expressing 
approval. Only 35 respondents reported 
dissaঞsfacঞon, primarily due to insufficient 
assistance or delays in delivery, mainly regarding the 
two most common type of aid received; government 
social protecঞon benefits and humanitarian 
distribuঞons. 

With regard to feedback and complaint mechanisms, 
37% of respondents stated they had never used any 
available reporঞng channels. In addiঞon, 46% felt 
they received an appropriate response to their 
protecঞon concerns, while 11% considered the 
response inadequate. Only 6% of respondents 
indicated they were unaware that such mechanisms 
existed for submiমng complaints or providing 
feedback. 

Visits to Ukraine and Future intentions 

Almost a third of respondents (29%) reported that 
one or more household members had returned to 
Ukraine for a visit at least once since arriving in 
Lithuania. In contrast, 35% stated they had not 
considered the need to do so. Among those who had 
visited Ukraine, the most frequently cited reasons 
were visiঞng relaঞves (58%), accessing healthcare 
services (22%), and obtaining official documentaঞon 
(22%). Most of these visits were temporary: 46% of 
the reported cases lasted for less than two weeks, 
36% lasted less than a month, and the remainder 
extended beyond one month. Only four respondents 
reported experiencing difficulঞes when returning to 
Lithuania a[er travelling back from Ukraine.  

No, I/we haven't 
considered the need 

to visit Ukraine
35%

No, I/we haven't 
been able to visit 

Ukraine
31%

Yes, more 
than once

18%

Yes, only 
once
11%

Prefer not 
to answer

5%

Distribution of HH where 1 or more 
household members have been back to 

visit Ukraine after 24 Feb 2022

58%

22%

22%

14%

11%

10%

To visit relatives

To access healthcare

To obtain documentation

To get personal supplies

To take care of other family matters

To check / repair your property

Distribution of HHs by reason for visiting Ukraine [n=114]
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Looking ahead to the next 12 months following data 
collecঞon, 74% of respondents expressed their 
intenঞon to remain in their current locaঞon—an 
increase from last year’s figure of 67%. Meanwhile, 
14% were undecided and sঞll considering their 
opঞons. A smaller proporঞon indicated plans to 
relocate within Lithuania (5%), return to Ukraine 
(3%), or move to another host country (2%). When 
asked about long-term plans beyond the next 12 
months, assuming the full-scale war in Ukraine ends, 
64% of respondents expressed a preference to stay 
in Lithuania, 22% were undecided, and 11% stated 
they would not remain in the country. 

 Protecঞon trends observed | 2024-2025: 

In 2025, 81% of respondents reported being granted 
Temporary Protecঞon (TP) status, similar to 79% 
recorded in 2024.  

Relaঞons with the host community conঞnued to 
improve, with 77% of respondents raঞng them as 
saঞsfactory in 2025, up from 72% in 2024. Among 
these, 21% described their relaঞonship as very good, 
similar to 22% in 2024, while those raঞng it as good 
rose from 50% to 56%; the rest rated the relaঞonship 
as neutral. Reports of hosঞle behaviour declined over 
ঞme, with 24% of households experiencing such 
incidents in 2025 compared to 28% in 2024. Feelings 
of safety also strengthened, as 90% of respondents 
in 2025 reported feeling safe walking alone in their 
neighborhood a[er dark, compared to 85% in 2024. 

Future intenঞons also reflected a trend toward 
longer-term se�lement in Lithuania. In 2025, 74% of 
respondents expressed plans to remain in Lithuania, 
an increase from 67% in 2024. Meanwhile, intenঞons 
to return to Ukraine dropped from 5% to 3%, and 
visits to Ukraine became less frequent, reported by 
29% of households in 2025 compared to 35% the 
year before. 

Child Protection 
Households with at least one child under 18 (34% of 
those surveyed) were asked to idenঞfy the most 
serious risks they perceive for boys and girls. Among 
these households, 26% reported no concerns 
regarding risks faced by boys, while 27% cited 

increased vulnerability to abuse and 23% menঞoned 
heightened exposure to online violence. In 
comparison, when asked about risks for girls, 24% 
reported having no concerns, while the most 
significant risk idenঞfied was increased vulnerability 
to online violence, reported by 21% of households. 
These findings highlight the considerable importance 
placed on online risks affecঞng children. 

 

 

Respondents were also asked whether they had 
cared for a child outside of their nuclear family in the 
past year. Overall, only 7% reported having provided 
such support, while 91% indicated they had not. 

 Child Protecঞon trends observed | 2024-
2025: 

In 2025, child protecঞon concerns reflected a shi[ 
toward broader and more complex risks, with 
respondents most frequently ciঞng increased 
vulnerability to abuse, heightened exposure to online 
violence, and psychological violence within society. 
For girls, deterioraঞon of mental and psychosocial 
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24%

Boys

Girls

Distribution of HH by sharing concerns on 
possible risks faced by boys/girls
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42%
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13%
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44%

13%
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15%
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community
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well-being remained a significant issue, underscoring 
persistent gender-specific challenges.  

Compared to 2024, when psychological violence 
within the community was the dominant concern, 
followed by physical violence and online risks, this 
change suggests an evoluঞon from localized, 
community-based threats to more systemic and 
vulnerability to risks posed by the digital / online 
world. The fact that mental health deterioraঞon 
among girls was menঞoned in both years highlights 
its enduring nature, poinঞng to a need for sustained 
intervenঞons.  

Overall, the progression of concerns indicates that 
while tradiঞonal forms of violence remain relevant, 
the growing prominence of online and societal 
pressures is reshaping the risk landscape for children. 

Gender-Based Violence 
This secঞon addresses all forms of violence affecঞng 
women, men, girls, and boys, with a focus on 
awareness and access to lifesaving GBV services.  

Respondents were asked whether they were aware 
of at least one of four available services designed to 
provide support a[er a GBV incident: health services, 
psychosocial support, safety and security services, 
legal assistance, or a dedicated helpline to request 
help. Out of all respondents, 70% reported 
awareness of at least one of these services. Among 
those aware, health services were most frequently 
menঞoned, followed by safety and security services. 

The survey also explored perceived barriers to 
accessing GBV services. While 12% of respondents 
stated they did not perceive any obstacles, out of the 
rest, 25% reported being unsure or unable to answer 
the quesঞon, suggesঞng gaps in knowledge or 
confidence about service availability. Among those 
who idenঞfied barriers, the most commonly cited 
was lack of awareness (43%), highlighঞng the need 
for improved informaঞon disseminaঞon. Other 
significant barriers included language and cultural 
differences (29%), which may hinder communicaঞon 
and trust, and sঞgma or shame (20%), reflecঞng 
persistent social norms that discourage survivors 
from seeking help. 

 

Respondents with a man and/or women present in 
their household were asked to idenঞfy main safety 
and security concerns for women and girls, and boys 
and men respecঞvely. Almost a third of respondents 
reported no concerns for women (29%), while 38% 
reported no concern for men.  

 GBV trends observed | 2024-2025: 

In 2025, awareness of gender-based violence (GBV) 
services conঞnued to center on health services and 
safety and security, mirroring the trends observed in 
2024. While the types of services recognized 
remained consistent, barriers to accessing them 
showed only minor shi[s. Lack of awareness 
persisted as the most significant obstacle in both 
years, accompanied by language and cultural barriers, 
as well as sঞgma. However, in 2025, language and 
cultural barriers were cited slightly more prominently 
than sঞgma, reversing their order from 2024, which 
suggests that communicaঞon challenges may be 
becoming a more pressing issue for survivors seeking 
support. 

 

43%

29%

25%

20%

11%

Lack of awareness

Language and cultural barriers

Don't know

Stigma and shame

Fear of retaliation

Main barriers reported [n=350]

71%

62%
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Distribution of HH by perception of safety and 
security for women/men in their area of residence 
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88% of HH reported barriers survivors face 

when trying to access GBV services 
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Education 

Of the total households surveyed, 34% reported 
having at least one child under 18 years of age. 
Children aged 0–17 accounted for 27% of all 
household members, and 21% idenঞfied as school-
aged children between 7 and 16 years. The graphic 
below provides further details on the distribuঞon of 
household members within the 0–17 age range. 

 

Based on SEIS data for the 2024/25 academic year, 
79% of school-aged children (7–16 years) were 
reported as attending school in Lithuania, while the 
remaining 21% were not enrolled in the national 
education system. Further analysis of arrival time 
indicates a correlation with school enrollment: 
among children who arrived in 2025, 44% reported 
being enrolled, compared to 96% among those who 
arrived in 2022. Gender-disaggregated analysis 
shows no significant differences in school 
enrollment; however, age-based analysis reveals 
lower attendance among school-age children, aged 
12–17 compared to younger age groups. 

 

The most frequently reported barrier to school 
attendance (34%) was having already graduated, 
particularly among those over 17 years old. The 
second most cited reason was remaining enrolled in 
a school in Ukraine and continuing with participation 
in distance learning in that school in Ukraine (30%). 
Other, less common reasons included family 
preference, attending in-person classes at informal 
education facilities, and lack of information about the 
enrollment process. 

 

Among school-aged children enrolled in the national 
education system, 60% reported not receiving any 
additional support at school. Among those who did 
receive assistance, the most commonly cited type 
was language support, followed by general assistance 
services. Furthermore, 32% indicated having the 
opportunity to attend in-person mother tongue 
classes. Regarding activities outside of school, 72% 
of children reported participating in extracurricular 
programmes. 

During the 2024/2025 academic year, 31% of 
school-aged children were reported to be engaged in 
remote or online learning. This represents a slight 
decline from the previous year, when about 36% 
participated in distance education. Gender-
disaggregated data indicates that remote learning 
was marginally more common among female 
students (32%) compared to male students (30%). 
Age-based analysis shows that older children, 
particularly those at the secondary level, had the 
highest participation in remote learning, with 32% 
studying online, compared to 27% among primary-
level students. The most frequently reported form of 
online learning involved the use of online teaching 
methods, followed by cases where children were 
enrolled in a Lithuanian school while completing a 
condensed Ukrainian curriculum remotely. 

16%

38%

46%

0-5 years old

6-11 years old

12-17 years old

Distribution of HH members by age groups 
[0-17 years old]

75%

81%
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school attendance by level
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Looking ahead to the 2025/2026 academic year, 
SEIS projections suggest that around 59% of school-
aged refugee children are expected to enroll in 
Lithuania’s national education system, including at 
the university level. An additional 12% plan to attend 
international schools. A small proportion of families 
remain undecided or have no plans for school 
enrollment—an issue that continues to raise concern. 

 

Regarding future university plans, HH members aged 
16–24 were asked about their intention to pursue 
higher education in Lithuania. Fewer than half (45%) 
expressed plans to study at a Lithuanian university, 
while 37% stated they did not intend to do so, and 
the remaining respondents were undecided. 

The survey examined experiences of bullying at 
schools, revealing that 15% of school-aged children 
reported being bullied by either peers or teachers. Of 
these cases, 2% specifically identified teachers as the 
source of bullying. These findings are worrisome and 
emphasize the importance of prioritizing the social 
and emotional well-being of children in educational 
environments. 

 

 Educaঞon trends observed | 2024-2025: 

In 2025, 79% of children were reported as enrolled 
and a�ending school within Lithuania’s naঞonal 
educaঞon system, a slight decrease from 83% in 
2024; this slight difference may be a�ributed to the 
ঞme of arrival, which could affect school a�endance, 
as well as variaঞons in sample composiঞon and 
methodology between the two years. The main 
barriers to enrollment remained consistent across 
both years, with respondents most frequently ciঞng 
that children had already graduated or were sঞll 
enrolled in schools in Ukraine. Extra support services 
also presented a slight change: while 69% of children 
in 2024 reported receiving no addiঞonal support, this 
figure decreased to 60% in 2025. Among those who 
did receive assistance, language support and general 
assistance services were the most commonly 
menঞoned in both years, highlighঞng ongoing needs 
for integraঞon support. 

Parঞcipaঞon in extracurricular acঞviঞes increased 
significantly, with 72% of children engaged in such 
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acঞviঞes in 2025 compared to 59% in 2024, 
suggesঞng growing opportuniঞes for social inclusion. 
Conversely, remote learning remained stable, 
reported by 31% of children in 2025 compared to 
36% in the previous year. Looking ahead, intenঞons 
regarding school enrollment show a concerning 
trend: in 2025, 13% of parents indicated plans not to 
enroll their children in the next academic year, more 
than double the 4% reported in 2024. However, 
among the 13% of children not planning to enroll 
next year, 6% were 18 years old, 2% were aged 3–5, 
and only the remaining 5% were in compulsory 
school age. 

Socio-economic inclusion & 
livelihoods 

This secঞon presents an overview of the socio-
economic profile of households, focusing on key 
areas such as livelihoods, employment status, and 
overall economic capacity. It also includes an analysis 
of vulnerability indicators, to assess the extent of 
hardship experienced by households due to limited 
access to food and financial resources. 

Livelihoods and inclusion 

In terms of educaঞonal qualificaঞons, nearly half 
(49%) of working-age13 household members 
reported holding a university degree, an increase 
from 45% in 2024. Addiঞonally, 21% had completed 
technical or vocaঞonal educaঞon, while 24% had 
finished secondary school. Fewer than 1% reported 
having no formal educaঞon. These figures point to a 
relaঞvely high level of employability within the 
refugee populaঞon and underscore their potenঞal to 
contribute meaningfully to the labour market, 
including in posiঞons requiring advanced 
qualificaঞons—helping to address long-term 
workforce gaps and skills shortages. A notable 
gender difference emerges, 58% of working-age 
women reported having completed university 
studies, compared to 30% of men. A similar pa�ern 
appears when considering employment status, 60% 
of employed household members reported having 

 
13 Working age refers to the age range of 15-65 years 
old. 

completed university studies, compared to 48% of 
unemployed respondents. 

An addiঞonal analysis examined Lithuanian language 
proficiency among household members. Over one-
third (36%) reported beginner-level skills, 9% 
indicated intermediate proficiency, 22% advanced, 
and only 3% fluent. Meanwhile, 30% stated they 
could neither understand nor communicate in the 
local language.  
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When broken down by age group, the data reveal a 
clear trend: younger household members tend to 
have higher proficiency, which declines progressively 
with age. 

  

Addiঞonally, individuals who were employed 
reported stronger Lithuanian language skills 
compared to those out of the labour market or 
unemployed. 

 

Labour force parঞcipaঞon was examined among 
working-age household members. Overall, 
parঞcipaঞon was relaঞvely high, with 72% acঞvely 
engaged in the labour force14 in Lithuania, while 27% 
remained outside of it. Among working-age 
members, 50% reported being employed,15 with the 
largest shares working in construcঞon (13%), 
educaঞon (13%), and manufacturing (12%). Within 
the labour force, 22% reported being unemployed. In 
addiঞon, respondents were asked about involvement 
in business acঞviঞes; 17% stated they were running, 
or had run, a business during the past seven days. 

 
14 Inside Labour force: Individuals of working age employed or 
unemployed. Outside labour force: Individuals of working age 
with serious medical condition, on parental leave or studying. 

 

Further analysis explores the perceived alignment 
between individuals’ current main occupaঞon and 
their professional skills and qualificaঞons. Among 
employed working-age household members, 38% 
considered their job to adequately match their 
professional skills. However, a majority (51%) felt 
that their qualificaঞons were somewhat or 
significantly above the requirements of their current 
role. 

Addiঞonal insights relate to contractual and working 
arrangements. Of those employed, 85% reported 
having a formal wri�en agreement, while 11% were 
engaged in informal work arrangements, and 3% 
preferred not to disclose this informaঞon. 

Regarding work modality, most respondents (83%) 
were employed within Lithuania. Smaller numbers 
reported hybrid work in Lithuania (3%), employment 
with Ukrainian employers (3%), and remote work for 
employers in other countries while residing in 
Lithuania (4%). 

The average number of working hours per week 
reported was 37. In terms of payment frequency, 
69% of employed household members received a 
monthly salary, while 23% were paid hourly. The 
average hourly wage was €13, and the average 
monthly salary stood at €1,150. 

Among working-age household members who were 
either outside the labour force (27%) or unemployed 
(22%) at the ঞme of data collecঞon, 73% reported 
not having a�empted to find a job or start a business 

15 With an employment in the last 7 days.  

48%

44%

38%

33%

5%

5-11 years old

12-17 years old

18-34 years old

35-59 years old

60+ years old

Distribution of HH members reported being 
able to communicate in local language by age

42%

28%

12%

Employed

Outside the labour force

Unemployed

Distribution of HH members reported being able to 
communicate in local language by status

Employed
50%

Unemployed
22%

Inside the 
labour force

72%

Outside the 
labour force

27%

Distribution of respondents (aged 18 and 
older) by employment status (employed, 

unemployed, outside labor force)



 
 

21 
 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC INSIGHTS SURVEY | 2025 

LITHUANIA | REGIONAL REFUGEE RESPONSE 

in the past month. The most commonly cited reasons 
for this were studying (28%), reঞrement (19%), and 
having a disability or injury (8%). Addiঞonally, 13% 
menঞoned family responsibiliঞes, such as caring for 
children or older household members. 

Respondents were also asked about challenges faced 
when seeking employment in Lithuania. 
Approximately 18% reported no difficulঞes. 
Conversely, the most frequently cited barriers 
included not acঞvely looking for work (15%), lack of 
knowledge of the local language (12%), and low 
salary levels (8%). 

 

Regarding employment status prior to leaving 
Ukraine, 36% of working-age household members 
reported being employed, 26% were studying, 11% 
engaged in self-employment, 10% reঞred, 4% in 
professional training, and 1% unemployed. Notably, 
educaঞon, trade, and professional and administraঞve 
services were the most commonly reported sectors. 

 

An important indicator obtained from the 
assessment is the porঞon of youth which are NEET 
(Not in Educaঞon, Employment or Training), which 
can turn into a potenঞal future situaঞon of 
vulnerability. Data shows that 10% of the youth aged 
15-24 reached with the assessment reported being 
NEET at the ঞme of data collecঞon. The gender 
breakdown indicates that female youth represent a 
slightly higher share, at 12%, compared to 9% for 
male youth. 

Severe material and social deprivation 

This secঞon examines the extent of material and 
social deprivaঞon among surveyed households, 
focusing on their ability to meet basic needs, 
maintain stable living condiঞons, and parঞcipate in 
social and cultural life. Overall, 18% of households 
were affected by severe material and social 
deprivaঞon. 

Material deprivaঞon was assessed through 
indicators related to access to essenঞal goods and 
services. Overall, 89% of households could afford a 
meal with meat, chicken, fish, or a vegetarian 
equivalent every second day. Regarding basic living 
standards, 88% reported being able to sufficiently 
heat their homes. However, only 34% indicated they 
could replace worn-out furniture, poinঞng to 
restricted budgets for household maintenance and 
comfort. In contrast, 83% regularly replaced worn-
out clothes with new ones, and 90% had at least two 
pairs of properly fiমng shoes, including one suitable 
for all weather condiঞons. 

Access to transportaঞon and mobility was also 
analyzed: 60% of respondents reported having a car 
or van for private use, while the remaining 40% relied 
on public transport or other means. 

Financial resilience was tested by the ability to 
handle unexpected expenses. Just under half (43%) 
of households reported being able to cover an 
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unforeseen cost of €61616 without borrowing or 
paying in installments. Addiঞonally, 11% were unable 
to pay rent on ঞme, and 9% had fallen behind on 
uঞlity bills. 

Regarding social interacঞon and deprivaঞon, 26% of 
respondents reported not spending small amounts of 
money on themselves almost every week, reflecঞng 
constrained personal budgets. Parঞcipaঞon in paid 
leisure acঞviঞes outside the home—such as going to 
movies, concerts, or playing sports—was reported by 
73% of respondents, leaving 27% with limited access 
to recreaঞonal outlets. On the other hand, almost all 
respondents (95%) reported having access to an 
internet connecঞon for personal use, indicaঞng high 
digital inclusion. 

Social interacঞon also appeared to be affected by 
economic hardship. Overall, 82% of respondents 
reported meeঞng with family or friends to eat or 
drink together at least once a month, suggesঞng that 
financial stress may contribute to social isolaঞon or 
reduced community engagement for the remaining 
18% of households. 

Economic capacity 

This secঞon examines the economic capacity of 
households, focusing on expenditure, and financial 
sufficiency. 

In the 30 days prior to the survey, 52% of households 
idenঞfied employment in Lithuania as their primary 
source of income. Among these, the average net 
income reported from employment was €1,150 per 
household, indicaঞng a relaঞvely stable earning 
capacity for most working households. 

 
16 Lithuania’s 2024; monthly “at-risk-of-poverty” threshold, 
based on the income and living conditions indicator. Source: 
EU-SILC (EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions) - link 

 

Beyond employment, households also reported 
receiving support from public assistance 
programmes. Specifically, 31% of households 
received social protecঞon benefits from the 
Lithuanian government, while 11% reported financial 
support from the Ukrainian government. Notably, 
13% of respondents indicated that their household 
had no income during the past 30 days. 

Out of the 31% of households reported receiving 
social protecঞon benefits from the Lithuanian 
government in the last 30 days, 46% reported child 
or family benefits. In addiঞon, 27% reported 
receiving pensions, 18% menঞoned receiving 
disability benefits and 13% accommodaঞon 
allowances.  
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When comparing current income levels throughout 
the last 12 months, 45% of households reported no 
changes, while 11% menঞoned an increase in the last 
year. However, 32% experienced a decline in their 
household income, suggesঞng that a significant 
porঞon of the populaঞon may be facing increasing 
financial pressure over ঞme. 

 

Overall, 66% of respondents expressed 
dissaঞsfacঞon with their household income level, 
which posiঞvely correlates with those households 
reporঞng higher shares of material and social 
deprivaঞon. More than a third of all households 
(35%) reported that their income was insufficient to 
cover essenঞal needs such as food, uঞliঞes, 
medicine, clothing, and other basic expenses. An 
addiঞonal 23% indicated that their income was 
adequate for basic food but fell short when paying 
regular uঞlity bills, purchasing medicine, or buying 
new clothes. Notably, 8% of respondents reported 
not having enough income to afford food for their 
household, with almost half of them having arrived in 
the country in 2025. These findings suggest that 
some households are facing financial challenges, with 
some struggling to cover basic living expenses, 
considering that households reported an average 
monthly expenditure of €780 on food, 
accommodaঞon, health-related and other basic 
needs. 

 

Access to financial services appears relaঞvely high, 
with 87% of surveyed households holding a bank 
account with a formal financial insঞtuঞon in 
Lithuania. 

Regarding financial resilience, 27% of respondents 
stated they had enough savings to cover one month 
of living expenses in the event of an emergency, 
while 33% reported having savings sufficient to last 
between three months and one year. In contrast, 
22% of households indicated they had no savings at 
all, highlighঞng a segment of the populaঞon that 
remains parঞcularly vulnerable to financial shocks or 
unexpected situaঞons 
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 Socio-economic inclusion and livelihoods 
trends observed | 2024-2025: 

In 2025, socioeconomic indicators reveal mixed 
progress in integraঞon and employment outcomes. 
Among working-age adults, 49% held a university 
degree, similar to 2024 (46%), suggesঞng a 
consistently high level of educaঞonal a�ainment. 
Language proficiency also improved, with 34% able 
to communicate in the local language compared to 
26% the previous year, an important factor for social 
and labour market inclusion. Despite these gains, 
employment rates declined marginally, with 50% of 
working-age adults employed in 2025 versus 53% in 
2024. At the same ঞme, the proporঞon of individuals 
outside the labour market decreased significantly 
from 37% to 27%, indicaঞng higher economic 
parঞcipaঞon even if overall employment did not 
increase. 

Work modaliঞes remained largely stable, with 90% of 
employed individuals working in person or remotely 
within Lithuania in 2025, compared to 92% in 2024, 
while the share of individuals conঞnuing 
employment with Ukrainian employers remotely 
from Lithuania was minimal (3% in 2025 and 4% in 
2024). Barriers to employment persisted across both 

years, dominated by language challenges and the lack 
of decent salaries. The NEET populaঞon (youth not 
in educaঞon, employment, or training) remained 
virtually unchanged at 10% in 2025 and 11% in 2024, 
signaling a persistent gap in youth engagement. 
Employment salaries conঞnued to be the main 
source of income, though reliance on this source 
declined slightly from 59% in 2024 to 52% in 2025. 
While 78% of households in both years reported 
having income sufficient for basic needs and some 
addiঞonal purchases, severe deprivaঞon indicators 
improved: households reporঞng no income for food 
dropped from 14% in 2024 to 8% in 2025. This 
suggests that while structural barriers remain, some 
progress has been made in reducing extreme 
vulnerability. 

Health 
This secঞon outlines key health-related topics, 
addressing mulঞple aspects of well-being. It explores 
access to healthcare services, child health and 
nutriঞon, mental health and psychosocial support, as 
well as health-related spending and awareness levels. 
Together, these areas provide a comprehensive view 
of the health landscape and help idenঞfy both 
challenges and opportuniঞes for improvement. 

Access 

Data shows that 20% of all household members 
reported living with a chronic condiঞon, and 31% of 
households reported having at least one chronically 
ill member. Further analysis indicates that the 
majority of individuals affected by chronic illness 
were older persons: 78% of those aged 60 and above, 
underscoring the need for targeted support for this 
age group. 

Regarding healthcare access, 22% of household 
members reported experiencing a health issue 
requiring medical a�enঞon in the month prior to data 
collecঞon. Of these, 88% were able to obtain the 
necessary care, while 11% did not receive assistance 
and 1% chose not to respond. The most frequently 
cited barrier was difficulty securing a medical 
appointment (58% of those unable to access care). 
Addiঞonally, 32% reported language barriers, and 
another 32% indicated that costs were unaffordable. 
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Women of reproducঞve age (10–55 years) were 
specifically asked about barriers to accessing sexual 
and reproducঞve health services. Approximately 4% 
(14 women) reported encountering obstacles. The 
most common barrier was a lack of knowledge on 
how to access these services, cited by nearly two-
thirds of respondents, followed by difficulty in 
securing an appointment. 

Regarding child health, 68% of children aged 9 
months to 5 years were reported as having received 
a measles-containing vaccine. 

Mental health & psychosocial support 

Nearly 28% of households reported having at least 
one member experiencing mental health or 
psychosocial challenges. At the individual level, 19% 
of household members were reported to have 
experienced symptoms such as feeling upset, 
anxious, worried, agitated, angry, or depressed. 

Gender analysis shows a higher prevalence among 
female household members, with 24% reporঞng 
these challenges compared to 13% among males. 
Age-based analysis indicates the highest rates among 
those aged 60 and above (30%), with prevalence 
generally decreasing across younger age groups—
except for adolescents aged 12–17, where a slight 
increase was observed, reaching 17%. 

Among household members reported as affected, 
55% sought mental health and psychosocial support 
services. Accessing these services was largely 
beneficial, with 97% of respondents noঞng either 
significant or slight improvement in their mental 
health. The most commonly accessed forms of 
support included psychotherapy or counselling, as 
well as informal assistance from friends or family 
members. 

 

A correlaঞon was observed between household 
composiঞon and reported mental health and 
psychosocial challenges. Households with a single 
adult and dependents reported the highest 
prevalence, with 40% indicaঞng at least one member 
experiencing MHPSS-related issues. This figure was 
slightly lower for households with two or more adults 
and dependents (32%), and significantly lower for 
households without dependents (22%). 

Expenditure and awareness 

Over the past six months, respondents reported an 
average expenditure of €110 on healthcare services 
(excluding medicine) and €43 on medicine and health 
products per month. Combined expenses for 
healthcare services, medicaঞons, and health-related 
products amounted to an average of €57 per 
household per month. 

Regarding health insurance coverage, 72% of 
respondents reported that all eligible household 
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members were insured. Among the remaining 
households, the most commonly cited reason for 
lacking coverage was not being employed with a 
salary sufficient to afford health insurance, reported 
by 87% of respondents without health insurance. 

 Health and MHPSS trends observed | 2024-
2025: 

In 2025, the proporঞon of refugees reporঞng 
health issues requiring medical assistance 
decreased to 22%, compared to 32% in 2024, 
indicaঞng an improvement in overall health 
condiঞons or reduced need for urgent care. 
Access to required assistance also improved, 
with 88% of those in need receiving care in 
2025 versus 81% in 2024. However, barriers 
persisted, though their nature shi[ed over ঞme. 
In 2025, the most cited obstacles were the 
inability to secure an appointment and 
unaffordable clinic fees, whereas in 2024, lack 
of health insurance .  was the primary reason for 
unmet needs.  

Mental health and psychosocial support 
(MHPSS) needs also showed a downward trend, 
with 19% of refugees reporঞng related issues in 
2025 compared to 26% in 2024. Efforts to seek 
assistance increased slightly, with 55% 
a�empঞng to access support in 2025 versus 
49% the previous year. Across both years, the 
types of assistance accessed remained 
consistent, dominated by psychotherapy or 
counselling and informal support from family 
and friends. These pa�erns indicate gradual 
improvement in access and responsiveness, 
though persistent reliance on informal networks 
underscores the need for strengthening formal 
mental health services. 

Accommodation 
This secঞon provides an overview of respondents’ 
current living condiঞons, including accommodaঞon 
expenditures, security of tenure, and other related 
aspects. 

In terms of accommodaঞon type, 67% of households 
reported living in their own accommodaঞon at the 
ঞme of data collecঞon, meaning a separate 
apartment or house, either owning or renঞng. 
Addiঞonally, 20% shared their living space with 
others, and 9% resided in collecঞve sites—buildings 
such as recepঞon centers or school dormitories. 
More than half of this group residing in shared 
accommodaঞons reported having arrived in 2025. A 
further 2% reported living in hotels or hostels, while 
1% indicated accommodaঞon provided by an 
employer. The remaining respondents preferred not 
to disclose this informaঞon. 

Further analysis based on household employment 
status shows that households with at least one 
employed member were more likely to live in their 
own accommodaঞon compared to those with no 
member earning a salary. 

 

Expenditure and Security of Tenure 

On average, respondents reported spending 
approximately €327 on accommodaঞon in the last 
month. 

Regarding accommodaঞon arrangements, 79% of 
respondents indicated that they fully covered their 
accommodaঞon costs, while 10% reported paying 
parঞally (e.g., with government or NGO subsidies). 
Addiঞonally, 6% stated they were accommodated for 
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free by the government, local individuals, relaঞves, or 
NGOs. The remaining 3% reported receiving support 
from an employer or parঞal assistance from close 
friends. 

 

In addiঞon, 71% of respondents reported having a 
wri�en document to confirm their occupancy 
arrangement. Meanwhile, 21% indicated having only 
a verbal agreement, and the remainder reported 
having no agreement at all. 

In terms of security of tenure, 20% of households 
were uncertain about their short-term plans or how 
long they could remain in their current 
accommodaঞon. Addiঞonally, 66% stated they could 
stay for six months or longer. For 5% of households, 
the expected duraঞon was three to six months, while 
another 5% anঞcipated staying for two to three 
months. Only 2% believed their accommodaঞon was 
secure for just the coming week. 

 

Households with an expected stay of up to six 
months were asked whether they felt pressure to 
leave their current accommodaঞon. Overall, 8% 
reported experiencing such pressure, mainly due to 
homeowners no longer making the property available 
and rising living costs. 

Regarding living condiঞons, 81% of respondents 
reported no issues. Among those who did raise 
concerns, the most frequently menঞoned problems 
included the absence of separate shower and toilet 
faciliঞes, lack of privacy, and inability to cook or store 
food properly. 

 Accommodaঞon trends observed | 2024-
2025: 

In 2025, 29% of refugees reported living in shared 
accommodaঞons (20%) or collecঞve sites (9%), 
compared to 28% in 2024. While the overall 
proporঞon remains similar, the share in collecঞve 
sites decreased from 13% in 2024 to 9% in 2025, 
indicaঞng a modest improvement in living condiঞons. 
At the same ঞme, the ability to pay for 
accommodaঞon showed notable improvement: 79% 
of households in 2025 reported fully paying for their 
accommodaঞon, compared to 69% in 2024, 
suggesঞng increased financial independence or 
access to resources. However, despite these posiঞve 
trends, housing security conঞnues to be a concern. In 
2025, 20% of respondents reported uncertainty 
about how long they could remain in their current 
accommodaঞon, highlighঞng persistent instability 
even among those able to cover costs. This 
combinaঞon of progress in payment capacity 
alongside ongoing tenure insecurity points to 
structural challenges in achieving sustainable housing 
soluঞons. 

  

79%

10%

6%

3%

1%

1%

Full payment covered by HH

Partial payment covered by HH

No payment covered by HH

Other

Do not know

Prefer not to answer

Distribution of HH y accommodation 
payment arrangement

66%

5%

5%

2%

2%

20%

0%

6 months or longer

3-6 months

For 2-3 months

For up to 1 month

For the coming week

I am not sure

Prefer not to answer

Distribution of HHs by perceived length they 
can stay in current accommodation



 
 

28 
 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC INSIGHTS SURVEY | 2025 

LITHUANIA | REGIONAL REFUGEE RESPONSE 

Summary:  2024 and 2025 findings 
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Conclusions 
In Lithuania, more than 51,000 refugees from 
Ukraine currently hold temporary protection. Most 
refugees are women and children. For the 2025 SEIS 
report, 398 households covering 774 individuals, 
were interviewed. The majority of these households 
reported originating from the eastern regions of 
Ukraine, notably Kharkivska Oblast, Kyivska Oblast, 
and Dnipropetrovska Oblast. The assessment shows 
that vulnerability is highest among female-headed 
households with children, households with older 
persons, and those including a person with a 
disability, all of whom reported significantly more 
priority needs. 

The findings from 2025 point to a gradual but uneven 
trajectory toward integration and stability for 
refugees in Lithuania. While progress is evident in 
several areas, such as integration and inclusion, 
persistent structural challenges continue to shape 
the lived experiences of displaced populations. The 
shift in priority needs—from employment, healthcare 
and language courses in 2024; to employment, 
accommodation, and language courses in 2025—
signals a smooth transition from immediate survival 
concerns to longer-term integration requirements. 
This evolution reflects improved access to basic 
services but also underscores the urgency of 
addressing barriers to economic participation and 
housing security. 

Regarding legal status, the majority continue to rely 
on Temporary Protection (94% applied for or granted 
TP), which has been extended until March 2027. 
However, this extension does not guarantee long-
term stability. Therefore, there is a need to plan for a 
transition toward durable solutions, ensuring 
pathways that address the needs of individuals with 
specific vulnerabilities. Positive trends in community 
relations and perceptions of safety reinforce this 
outlook, even as reports of hostile behaviour, though 
declining, is a reminder that social inclusion remains 
work in progress.  

School enrolment remains relatively stable at around 
80%, with a positive trend in extracurricular 

participation. However, approximately 20% of 
school-age children are still outside schools within 
Lithuania’s national education system, and there is a 
concerning rise in the number of children with no 
plans to enrol. This underscores the importance of 
ongoing monitoring and assessment of these data.  

Economic integration remains one of the most 
pressing challenges. Despite improvements in 
language proficiency and a reduction in the 
proportion of individuals outside the labour market, 
employment rates have not increased (50%), and 
NEET (Not in Education, Employment or Training) 
levels remain stagnant (10%). Persistent barriers—
particularly language and inadequate wages—
continue to limit access to decent work. Although 
income sufficiency for basic needs is stable and 
severe deprivation has declined, reliance on 
employment salaries is weakening, suggesting 
vulnerability to economic shocks. 

Health indicators show encouraging progress, with 
fewer refugees requiring medical assistance (22%) 
and improved access to care. However, affordability 
and appointment availability remain critical 
obstacles. Mental health needs, while declining, 
continue to affect a significant share of the 
population (19%), and reliance on informal support 
networks highlight gaps in formal psychosocial 
services. Housing trends mirror this duality: while 
more households can fully cover accommodation 
costs (79%), uncertainty about tenure persists, 
pointing to systemic issues in securing stable living 
arrangements. 

Overall, the data portrays a population moving 
toward greater resilience but still constrained by 
structural barriers in employment, housing, and social 
inclusion. Addressing these gaps—particularly 
through targeted language training and labour 
market access—will be essential to consolidate 
progress and support refugees in achieving 
sustainable integration. In addition, tailored support 
for vulnerable groups such as elder individuals 
without family support, persons with disabilities and 
other serious health problems, and single parents 
with children will be critical to ensure that no one is 
left behind.  
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