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1. INTRODUCTION

 From the ages people change their living place for various reasons. According to the UN data at present approximately 2.9 percent of all world population are emigrants (Kasnauskienė, 2006), therefore the importance of emigration recently is constantly increasing all over the world, and in Lithuania as well. Emigration is not only positive or negative phenomenon by itself. Research show that long-term migration makes significant harm to the state and society: local demographic and social situation change, national gene-fund vanishes, system of social network changes, and when able-bodied population departs, means that were invested in their education or incoming from their taxes are lost (Aidis, Krupickaitė, Blinstrubaitė, 2005; Barcevičius, Tauraitė-Kawai, Martinaitis, Kuzmickaitė, Žvalionytė, 2005; Kalir, 2005; Kazlauskienė A., 2006; Motieka, Adomėnas, Daniliauskas, 2006). Cultural disparities of emigrants cause conflicts, increase experienced stress, and make more difficult the process of adaptation in a new country (Bhurga, 2004; Petuškeinė, 2009; Ryan, Dooley, Benson, 2008; van Ecke, 2005)

On the other hand, emigration could have positive consequences for the society or a person also. A problem of unemployment could be solved shortly in the sending country, emigrants working in the different cultural conditions improve their professional skills and accumulate new experience; and earned money are invested in their homeland as improvement of living condition of their relatives or stimulation of economical development in the homeland (Aidis et al., 2005; Barcevičius et al., 2005; Martinaitis, Žvalionytė, 2007; Stulgienė, Daunorienė, 2009). However emigration also forms an understanding that emigrational behaviour is a decision of the modern person, which helps to solve arising difficulties. The emigration acquires social support in a society and emigrant returns home as a hero who conquered great obstacles and helped one’s household (Kalir, 2005). So, emigration in the society often is accepted as a positive or even welcomed behaviour (Kalir, 2005), and this could even more stimulate the new flows of existing emigration. All these assumptions show that mostly mentioned profit from any form of migration is economical – the largest part of the earned money are spend on their home economy, and a new work force motivates the growth of economics in the accepting countries. Still there is no sufficient analysis of defined profit and harm for each person who migrates.

Studies on emigration phenomenon in Lithuania becomes specifically relevant because of its wide extensions, especially that there is no precise data about new emigration wave of Lithuanians (which began after 1990), and different sources indicate different numbers. During the last 20 years from 300 000 (Kasnauskienė, 2006; Lietuvos statistikos metraštis, 2009; Motieka et al., 2006) to 500 000 (Barcevičius et al., 2005; Merkys, Baršauskienė, Antinienė, 2006) Lithuanians emigrated to foreign countries and this makes approximately 13 percent of all population in Lithuania. Research show that more than a half Lithuanians would like to emigrate; and quarter of them really emigrate (Barcevičius et al., 2005; Motieka et al., 2006). Even though studies indicate that till 2008 number of Lithuanians who wish to emigrate decreased, in 2009 number of emigrants increased once again, and amount of emigration still remains fairly high (Motieka ir kt., 2006; Statistikos departamentas, 2010), both economical and social consequences of emigration are very negative, also.

It is necessary to admit that real reasons of such large emigration rate are not known and clear (van Dalen, Henkens, 2009), and we lack official data about the reasons of emigration and characteristics of emigrants. Studies on Lithuanians emigration till this time are not sufficiently comprehensive (Martinaitis, Žvalionytė, 2007; Motieka et al., 2006). On the other hand, research show that factors determining emigration can depend on peculiarities of the country (Groenewold, de Bruijn, Bilsborrow, 2006; Võrk, Kallaste, Priinits, 2004). So, it is not clear whether peculiarities of emigration found in other countries could be applied in explaining emigration from Lithuania. For this reason our study is aimed to disclose psychological and social assumptions of emigrational intentions and emigration, and thus to evaluate peculiarities of Lithuanian emigration.  
1.1 Scientific novelty of the study 
Since long specialists of different areas are greatly interested in the emigration problems, and emigration is widely discussed in various aspects in scientific literature. Most authors agree that social and economical factors such as poor economical situation of a state, high level of unemployment, small salaries, bad work and life conditions, non sufficient career possibilities in the homeland are most important factors determining emigration (Kalir, 2005; Kazlauskienė, 2006; Justman, Levy, Gabriel, 1998; Groenewold et al., 2006; George, Shyamsundar, 2007). But some scientists do not find direct correlations between emigration and country’s economical indicators (Boneva, Frieze, 2001), and these findings permits to affirm that economical and social factors do not explain all phenomenon of emigration (Justman et al., 1988; Groenewold et al., 2006). It means that it is necessary to pay attention to other – psychological – factors in order to explain and to understand emigration comprehensively. The more so as the newest research show that psychological factors could enhance explanatory predictability of emigration twice (Groenewold et al., 2006). Still till this time phenomenon of emigration in a scientific literature was mostly analyzed as a social problem that raise great risk for all society (both for accepting emigrants as well as sending). Therefore economical, social and demographic reasons and consequences of emigration are emphasized. Analysis of psychological factors explaining emigration gives a new meaning in the studies of this phenomenon: a possibility to analyze emigration in individual’s level appears. Nevertheless emigration theories pay little attention for analysis of the internal reasons determining human’s behaviour (Groenewold et al., 2006; Sam, Vedder, Liebkind, Neto, Virta, 2008). At present attempt to find links between emigration and individual’s psychological characteristics are observed in scientific research (Boneva, Frieze, 2001; Dalgard, Thapa, Hauff, McCubbin, Syed, 2006; Jokela, 2009; Kirkcaldy et al., 2005; van Ecke, Chope, Emmelkamp, 2005). But only single psychological factors and their correlations with emigrational behaviour are analyzed.

In order to evaluate threats for our state and society peculiarities of new emigration of Lithuanians in recent year’s research were started in Lithuania. But all these studies are directed to the analysis of economical and social indicators of emigration or are oriented towards finding means to change these indicators or to stop the emigration (Barcevičius et al., 2005; Kazlauskienė, 2006; Motieka et al., 2006; Šmigelskas, Starkienė, Padaiga, 2007), but little attention is paid to analysis of psychological characteristics of Lithuanians and their correlations with emigrational intentions and emigration.

So, the novelty of this work is that a wide range of personal psychological characteristics including stable personality characteristics and changeable indicators of psychological well-being are analyzed, and a strive to estimate the importance of these psychological factors in predicting emigrational intentions and emigration of Lithuanians is made.

In most cases emigrational studies are focused on the analysis of intentions to emigrate or on the studies of emigrational behaviour, however there is a lack of research that integrate both of these trends (de Groot, Manting, Mulder, 2007). So, it is difficult to say whether the same factors are uniformly related both with emigrational intensions and real emigration. The more especially as research show that not all persons intended to emigrate realize these intentions and emigrate (de Groot et al., 2007; van Dalen, Henkens, 2008). In the studies of emigration conducted in Lithuania potential emigrants are analyzed usually with intention to evaluate factors related to emigration, such as age, education, attitudes towards emigration etc. And only one comprehensive research on Lithuanian emigrants is performed with analysis of economical and social factors related to the “intellect flow” (Kazlauskienė, 2006). So, the novelty of this work is an attempt to disclose the psychological aspects of Lithuanian emigration by analysis of emigrational intentions and comparison of Lithuanian emigrants with individuals living in Lithuania.

Most studies conducted in foreign countries analyze characteristics of immigrants and investigate possibilities of solution of their adaptation problems comparing them with population of accepting country. Mostly analysis of changeable factors of subjective well-being related with instant evaluation of respondents’ life situation or experienced difficulties are analyzed, but the whole portrait of a new-comer is not revealed. While in this work attention is concentrated into analysis of emigrational phenomenon with the task to establish the peculiarities of an emigrant personality and to compare them with characteristics of inhabitants which are left in the homeland. This helps to disclose the importance of not only changeable but also of stable personal characteristics for the emigrational process and permits to raise assumptions about differences between emigrants and those who remain in the homeland.

1.2 Theoretical and practical significance of the dissertation 
The aim of the work is to evaluate relationships between wide-range of psychological and social characteristics and Lithuanians’ emigration. Theoretically, complex analysis of emigrational intentions and emigration allows enhancing conception of emigration as a phenomenon of socio-economical nature. Assumptions about various importances of personality traits, personal identity, psychological well-being, socio-demographic and socio-economical characteristics for prediction of Lithuanians’ emigration allow designing certain hierarchical structure of emigrational factors. Such explanation of emigrational intentions and emigration will help to discover uniqueness of Lithuanians’ emigration both theoretically and practically.

On the practical level complex explanation of emigration could help better understand the emigrational phenomenon in order to control it by adequate means. Ž. Martinaitis and D. Žvalionytė (2007) indicate that in the meanwhile studies performed in Lithuania are insufficient, and proposed means for prevention of emigration foresee diminishing consequences of emigration but not eliminating its reasons. Thorough disclosing of psychological and social characteristics of Lithuanians who intend to emigrate would be important to foresee possible guidelines for emigration control both for governmental level and individually.

On the other hand, for Lithuania as the emigrants sending country is important to help Lithuanians’ who emigrated to adjust to the other societies as well as to retain contacts with them (Boneva, Frieze, 2001). Thus, broader understanding of emigrants’ personality will be useful for creation of corresponding psychological interventions, that would facilitate their adaptation or to foresee the main directions of promoting remigration.
The object of this research is a long-term emigration and its peculiarities are disclosed by analysis of emigrational intentions and emigration itself. The main aim of this is to disclose what psychological (personality traits, personal identity or psychological well-being) and social (socio-demographic and socio-economical) factors and how are related to Lithuanians’ intentions to emigrate and emigration.
1.3 The aim and objectives of the research

The aim of this study is to determine relationship between psychological and social characteristics and Lithuanians’ intentions to emigrate and emigration.   

In line with the aim, the following objectives have been set: 

1. To determine differences in psychological and social characteristics of emigrants and individuals who remain in Lithuania (in both males and females groups).

2. To determine differences in psychological and social characteristics of Lithuanians who intend and not intend to emigrate (in both males and females groups).

3. To evaluate the importance of psychological and social characteristics in explaining Lithuanians’ intentions to emigrate and emigration. 
4. To distinguish the most important social and psychological factors related to Lithuanians’ intentions to emigrate and emigration.
1.4 Theses to be defended

On the basis of the research review presented in the dissertation, the following theses have been set for defense: 

1. Emigrants and individuals intending to emigrate are more similar according their psychological and social characteristics in comparing with individuals who do not intend to emigrate. 
2. Psychological characteristics are more important in prediction of Lithuanians’ intentions to emigrate than social factors.
3. Emphasis added not only at social but also at psychological characteristics is useful and provides additional information in Lithuanian emigration analysis.
1.5 The structure of the dissertation


The dissertation contains theoretical and empirical parts. Three chapters of literature review allowed raising the presumptions for this research. The empirical part covers chapters which represent research methods, results of the research, discussion, conclusions, and recommendations. The results are presented in 13 tables and 9 pictures. The results of statistical analysis are represented in 12 affixes. The list of references contains 272 items. 
2. CONTENT OF THE DISSERTATION

2.1 Theoretical issues


An overview of literature and analysis of previous research results is completed. Firstly, the understanding of migration process and basic methodological issues in migration research are discussed. Also, the concepts of emigrational intentions and emigration are defined; the links between emigrational intentions and emigration are described. In the second chapter main economical and social migration theories are presented. Finally, economical, social and psychological factors which contribute to the emigrational intentions or emigration are described, controversial results from other studies are discussed and new presumptions are derived for the current study.
2.2 Research methods

2.2.1 Study design and sample

Research about the importance of psychological and social characteristics on emigrational intentions and emigration of Lithuanians was implemented in 2006–2009 at Vytautas Magnus University. Lithuanian State Science and Studies Foundation partly funded the study. This cross-sectional survey with self-administered questionnaire was conducted using “snowball” and “intercept” methods. 34.7 percent of the data were obtained through the Internet. The questionnaire was placed at a site http://www.publika.lt/. The e-mails with invitation to participate in the survey were sent to Lithuanian Associations in Ireland, Germany, Great Britain ect., and to potential emigrant and non-emigrant participants through personal contacts. Another 65.3 percent of participants completed a paper-and-pencil version of the questionnaire. No significant differences in social or psychological characteristics of the participants due to questionnaire administration mode (internet versus paper-and-pencil) were found. 

 The total sample consisted of 1032 Lithuanians. 53.8 percent of participants (194 males and 361 females) lived in Lithuania; other 46.2 percent of subjects (181 males and 296 females) were Lithuanian emigrants. Participants’ age ranged from 18 to 62 years (mean 31.9, SD = 9.84), no age differences between emigrant and non-emigrant men (U = 16984.50, p = .585) or between emigrant and non-emigrant women (U = 51497.50, p = .425) were found. 

Participants who lived in Lithuania were divided into two groups: 323 Lithuanians who reported intentions to emigrate (118 males and 205 females), and 232 Lithuanians, who declared the decision to stay and live in their country of origin (76 males and 156 females).
2.2.2 Assessment methods

For the purpose of this study various questionnaires used in previous research were combined as well as some scales were constructed.

Emigrational intentions were measured with 2 questions by asking participants if they ever had any thoughts or clear plans to emigrate and if they were certainly decided to stay and live in Lithuania. Meanwhile emigrants were asked to indicate the residence country and the length of their emigration. 

Gender, age, education level, marital status, residence place of a partner, number of children, and profession were investigated as the main socio-demographic characteristics. Satisfaction with salary and subjective evaluation of living conditions were selected as indicators of socio-economical factors. As additional social factors of emigrational intentions, the social network of close relationships in Lithuania and former emigrational experience were measured also. 

Based on the Theory of Triadic Influence (Flay, Petraitis, Hu, 1999; Flay, 1999; Petraitis, Flay, Miler, 1995), the questionnaire included 3 major groups of psychological characteristics: personality traits, personal identity and psychological well-being characteristics. 

Seven personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness, risk propensity, aggressiveness) were investigated as the main personality correlates of emigrational intentions and emigration. The Big Five Inventory (44 items) was used to measure extraversion, (Cronbach alpha – .69), agreeableness (Cronbach alpha – .60), conscientiousness (Cronbach alpha – .68), neuroticism (Cronbach alpha – .67), and openness (Cronbach alpha – .74) (Benet-Martinez, John, 1998; John, Donahue, Kentle, 1991; John, Naumann, Soto, 2008). The risk propensity scale involved 12 dichotomous questions about one‘s risk-taking in career or daily life situations, while making investments or gambling (Cronbach alpha – .78). Items in this scale were based on Jackson risk-taking scale. Aggressiveness scale was developed using 10 items on impolite, rude or aggressive behaviour with other people or their property (Cronbach alpha .80).

General self-efficacy, self-esteem and national identity were selected as personal identity characteristics. The 10 item general self-efficacy scale (Cronbach alpha – 0.89) was used to evaluate person’s self-beliefs to cope with a variety of difficult demands in life (Schwarzer, Jerusalem, 1995). The Rosenberg self-esteem scale (10 items; Cronbach alpha – .82) describes one‘s overall evaluation of his or her worthiness as a human being (Rosenberg, 1989). Based on K. Helkama et al. (2007), five uncompleted sentences with the beginning “I am …” were used to evaluate person’s national identity. After content analysis, subjects who answered “I am Lithuanian” or “I am from Lithuania” were considered as identified with their nationality. Meanwhile other subjects who indicated their psychical, psychological or social peculiarities were labelled as not emphasizing their national identity. 

To assess psychological well-being correlates of emigrational intentions and emigration the scales of satisfaction with life, psychosocial stress and depressiveness were used. Satisfaction with life scale (5 items; Cronbach alpha – .84) indicates subjective judgement on person’s global quality of life compared to their own standards (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, Griffin, 1985). As a measure of perceived psychosocial stress in daily life situations a 4 items Reeder stress inventory was chosen (Reeder, Chapman, Coulson, 1968), the Cronbach alpha coefficient of this scale according to the data is .77. Depressiveness was measured with 21 item Beck Depression Inventory (Cronbach alpha – .88) (Beck, Ward, Mendelssohn, Erbaugh, 1961) or 7 items from Hospital Anxiety and Depression scale (Cronbach alpha – .72) (Zigmond, Snaith, 1983). Research indicates that both scales could be used to evaluate the level of depressive mood in healthy population (Basker, Moses, Russell, Russell, 2007; Mykletun, Stordal, Dahl, 2002; White, Leach, Sims, Atkinson, Cottrell, 1999). 
 All scales in this study were based on Likert-scale scoring and constructed in such way that major score indicates more intensively expressed characteristic. Due to the different possible choices under different items, standardized T-scores of each scale were used for statistical analysis.   
The PASW Statistics 18.0 package was used for statistical analysis of empirical data. Descriptive statistics were used to describe variables; in the analysis of the data the following statistical criteria were used: cross tabulation with (2 criteria, Spearman's correlation coefficient, Kruskal-Wallis test, covariance analysis with LSD criteria, binary logistic regression, cluster analysis, scale reliability analysis by Cronbach alpha coefficient.
2.3 Results

2.3.1 Differences in social characteristics among Lithuanians who do not intend to emigrate, who intend to emigrate, and Lithuanian emigrants 
The results indicated that men who do not intend to emigrate were older compared to emigrants or Lithuanians with emigrational intentions ((2 = 62.8, p < .001). Women with emigrational intentions were the youngest and women without emigrational intentions were the oldest compared to emigrants ((2 = 23.2, p < .001). 

The analysis of marital status showed more men (48 percent) and women (41 percent) with intentions to emigrate were single, while more both emigrant and those who do not intend to emigrate men (up to 65 percent) and women (up to 72 percent) were married or lived in cohabitation. Up to 62 percent of male and up to 76 percent of female emigrants and those who do not intend to emigrate indicated having at least one child compared to those who intend to emigrate (men: p = .046; women: p < .001): 58 percent of men and 63 percent of women with emigrational intentions had no children.   

No difference in education level among three groups of male subjects was found: about 50 percent of men had secondary or professional education ((2 = 7.8, p = .253).  More emigrant women indicated having university education compared to women with or without emigrational intentions (46 percent versus 35 percent; (2 = 29.6, p < .001).  The majority (up to 60 percent) of emigrant participants reported being blue-collar workers. Meanwhile more intended to emigrate men and women (up to 28 percent) indicated having no job or being a student (p < .001).  

The majority of participants living in Lithuania (regardless of their emigrational intentions) were unsatisfied with their salary and evaluated their living conditions worse compared to emigrant men and women (p < .001). 
Research indicated that intended to emigrate men had larger social network of close friends or relatives in Lithuania compared to those who do not intend to emigrate (U = 1189.00; p = .043). No difference in social network between women with or without emigrational intentions was found (U = 6109.00, p =.447). 
2.3.2 Differences in personality traits among Lithuanians who do not intend to emigrate, who intend to emigrate, and Lithuanian emigrants 
T-scores of personality trait scales were compared among three groups of participants and the analysis revealed some differences. Further covariance analysis with control of socio-demographic factors (age and education) on differences in personality traits was conducted. The analysis of separate personality traits revealed only few significant differences in men group. Emigrant men scored higher on extraversion compared to other two groups of male participants (F = 9.12, p < .001). Intended to emigrate men had lower conscientiousness T-scores compared to both emigrants and those who do not intend to emigrate (F = 6.09, p = .002); and reported higher risk propensity compared with whose who had no intentions to emigrate (F = 3.05, p = .049). 

No differences in any personality trait were found between emigrants and intended to emigrate women when controlling possible influence of their age and education. The results showed that women who didn’t intend to emigrate reported lower extraversion (F = 4.79, p = .009), openness (F = 6.01, p = .003) and risk propensity (F = 5.82, p = .003) compared to both female emigrants and those who do not intend to emigrate. Emigrant women had higher T-scores on conscientiousness (F = 2.73, p = .066) and agreeableness (F = 2.33, p = .098) compared to women without emigrational intentions.  

Emigrant and intended to emigrate men reported higher risk propensity (p < .001) and aggressiveness (p < .001); and lower extraversion (p < .001), agreeableness (p < .01), conscientiousness (p < .05), neuroticism (p < .03) and openness (p < .02) compared to both emigrant and intended to emigrate women. Men and women without emigrational intentions differed only on one personality trait: men scored higher on risk propensity (p < .001). 

In order to specify the relations of personality traits to emigrational intentions and emigration a cluster analysis was conducted. The analysis resulted in 3 cluster solutions for male participants (see pic. 1). The biggest group of men belongs to the undefined cluster with highest risk propensity scores and mediocre other six personality traits. This cluster covers 46.5 percent of study population. Another group explains 29.5 percent of analysed data and represents participants with relatively low scores on neuroticism and aggressiveness, but higher on extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness scales. The cluster was named as lower neuroticism personality profile. Finally, the last group includes participants with opposite – higher neuroticism personality profile (higher neuroticism and aggressiveness T-scores and relatively lower other personality trait scales) and explains 24.0 percent of the data.
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1 picture. Profiles of personality clusters in male group (N = 359)
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2 picture. Profiles of personality clusters in female group (N = 614)
Only two, but similar, clusters were suggested by the cluster analysis for female group (see pic. 2). 48.7 percent of women could be described by lower neuroticism personality profile with lower neuroticism and aggressiveness and relatively higher other five personality trait scales. While 51.1 percent of studied female population belong to opposite – higher neuroticism cluster.  The scores of risk propensity didn’t differentiate two profiles of personality traits in women. 
The results showed that more emigrant and intended to emigrate men could be described with lower neuroticism or undefined personality traits profiles, and more men without emigrational intentions were represented with higher neuroticism personality traits profile ((2 = 11.97, df = 4, p = 0.018). More emigrant women belong to lower neuroticism cluster compared to participants living in Lithuania regardless of their emigrational intentions ((2 = 25.07, df = 2, p < 0.001).
2.3.3 Differences in personal identity and psychological well-being characteristics among Lithuanians who do not intend to emigrate, who intend to emigrate, and Lithuanian emigrants 
No significant differences in personal identity characteristics were found. The research indicated that Lithuanians, who do not intend to emigrate, intend to emigrate and emigrants (both males and females) reported relatively high self-efficacy and self-esteem scores. Only 8 to 12 percent of subjects in all three groups were labelled as emphasising their Lithuanian nationality.

 The analysis of psychological well-being characteristics showed that Lithuanians not intended to emigrate, intended to emigrate and emigrant men didn’t differ in satisfaction with life, psychosocial stress and depressiveness. The comparison of psychological well-being characteristics among female groups (with control of age and education influence) revelled that women who do not intend to emigrate reported higher psychosocial stress compared to emigrant women. No other significant differences were established. 

2.3.4 Social and psychological factors related to emigrational intentions of Lithuanians
In order to determine which social and psychological characteristics predict emigrational intentions of Lithuanians two binary regression analyses were conducted. In the first block of regression all social factors (age, education level, marital status, residence place of a partner, number of children, profession, satisfaction with salary, subjective evaluation of living conditions, size of social network and former emigrational experience) were included using Enter method. In the second block psychological characteristics (7 personality traits, 3 personal identity variables and 3 psychological well-being characteristics) were added using Forward LR method. 


* in pictures, where summarized results of regression analysis are placed, scores of exponent B are presented.
3 picture. Factors, which explain emigrational intentions in males
The regression model for prediction of male’s emigrational intentions in the first block with only social factors included, didn’t meet all statistical criteria to fit the data ((2 = 35.95, df = 26, p = .093), but the second block of analysis (both social and psychological factors) was significant for prediction ((2 = 42.94, df = 27, p = .027) and explained 34.8 percent of variance. The model indicated that any higher than basic education and higher risk propensity predicts emigrational intentions of Lithuanian men (see pic. 3).   


4 picture. Factors, which explain emigrational intentions in females

The prediction model of women’s emigrational intentions’ fits all statistical criteria. The model explained 30.2 percent of variance ((2 = 57.70, df = 28, p = .001) in the first block including only social factors. 39.2 percent of variance were explained in the second block of regression when including both social and psychological characteristics ((2 = 77.75, df = 32, p < .001). Such variables as living with partner, not having children, higher extraversion, higher depressiveness, lower satisfaction with life and lower psychosocial stress significantly predicted intentions to emigrate of Lithuanian women (see pic. 4).  
2.3.5 Social and psychological factors related to emigrating of Lithuanians
Four binary logistic regression analyses were conducted in order to determine the importance of social and psychological factors related to emigration compared to Lithuanians with no intention to emigrate ant to those who had emigrational intentions. Social factors (age, education level, marital status, residence place of a partner, number of children, profession, satisfaction with salary, and subjective evaluation of living conditions) were used as predictive variables in the first bloc of the model; and in the second block psychological characteristics were added (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness, risk propensity, aggressiveness, self-efficacy, self-esteem, national identity, satisfaction with life, psychosocial stress, and depressiveness). All four models of regression met all statistical criteria of a model’s fit. In the first block they explain 37 – 52 percent of found variance, and in the second block they explain 51-63 percent of studied variance.


5 picture. Factors, which explain emigrating of males,                                                    in comparison with those with no intentions to emigrate

The first regression analysis in a men’ group showed that being a Lithuanian emigrant increases the possibility to be younger, married, satisfied with salary, not being a student or manager, also to score higher on neuroticism and risk propensity and to belong to low aggressiveness group compared to those who reported no emigrational intentions (see pic. 5).  


6 picture. Factors, which explain emigrating of males,                                                    in comparison with those intend to emigrate 
In the second regression analysis a comparison of emigrant and intended to emigrate men was made. The results indicated that being an emigrant predicts younger age, not having children or not answering to this question, being satisfied with salary or not answering to this question, higher openness and lower satisfaction with life (see pic. 6). 

7 picture. Factors, which explain emigrating of females,                                                         in comparison with those with no intentions to emigrate

The results of the study indicated that being an emigrant female is related to younger age, being married or being divorced, having higher education, not being a manager, satisfaction with salary or didn’t answer this question, higher scores in conscientiousness and depressiveness, and lower scores in satisfaction with life and psychosocial stress scales (see pic. 7).

Younger age, divorced status, having at least one child or not answering to this question, not being an employee, not answering to the question about satisfaction with salary, and lower aggressiveness predict the possibility that a person is emigrant female in comparison with those who intend to emigrate (see pic. 8). 


8 picture. Factors, which explain emigrating of females,                                                   in comparison with those intend to emigrate 
In summarising predictive models of Lithuanian males and females emigration it could be stated that psychological characteristics included into the regression models significantly increase the explained variance and importance of some social variables. Based on the results it could be concluded that age, family factors and satisfaction with salary are more common social factors explaining the emigration. Personality traits were the most important psychological characteristics explaining male emigration and female emigration compared to those women who intend to emigrate. Meanwhile psychological well-being characteristics were the most predictive variables of female emigration compared to women with no emigrational intentions. 

2.4 Discussion

Contrary to our expectations, Lithuanians who do not intend to emigrate and Lithuanian emigrants were found to be more similar according to their socio-demographic characteristics compared to males and females who have emigrational intentions. The study showed that more individuals who intend to emigrate are single and don’t have children, while most emigrants or individuals who do not intend to emigrate reported having life partner or family. Such results partly confirm the hypothesis that having a family reduces emigrational intentions (Antinienė, Merkys, 2006; de Groot ir kt., 2007; Fouarge, Ester, 2007; Merkys ir kt., 2006; Võrk ir kt., 2004). However, married people also emigrate (George, Shyamsundar, 2007; Krieger, 2004) or they have already married after their emigration from Lithuania. 

The study confirmed previous results that younger males and females intend to emigrate or emigrate (Aidis ir kt., 2005; de Groot ir kt., 2007; Fouarge, Ester, 2007; George, Shyamsundar, 2007; Kasnauskienė, 2006; Kazlauskienė, 2006; Krieger, 2004; Statistikos departamentas prie LRV, 2010van Dalen, Henkens, 2008; Võrk ir kt., 2004; Zaiceva, Zimmermann, 2008a, 2008b). Young people are more flexible and adapt more easily to the new socio-cultural environment after emigration (Aidis et al., 2005) or they have less steady ties in Lithuanian labour market or social life (Aidis et al., 2005; Fouarge, Ester, 2007). It was found that approximately 50 percent of women with emigrational intentions declared having secondary education, it means that highly educated people express less emigrational intentions due to the fact that most emigrants get less qualified and less paid jobs (Zaiceva, Zimmermann, 2008a, 2008b). 
Opposite results were obtained from the comparison of socio-economical variables among all three groups. Both male and female Lithuanians regardless of their intentions to emigrate are unsatisfied with their salary and evaluate their living conditions more negatively compared to emigrants. These results might emerge due to the objective differences in social and economical circumstances between Lithuania and other European countries. Still, study shows that subjective evaluation of socio-economical situation is not the main reason of Lithuanian emigration (Antinienė, Merkys, 2006; Merkys ir kt., 2006; Stulgienė, Daunorienė, 2009). 
No differences in any personality trait were found between female emigrants and those who intend to emigrate when possible influence of age and education is controlled. Study revealed that women who do not intend to emigrate reported lower extraversion, openness and risk propensity compared to both emigrant and intended to emigrate women; and lower conscientiousness and agreeableness compared to female emigrants (Jokela, 2009; Paulauskaitė et al., 2010; Silventoinen et al., 2007; van Dalen, Henkens, 2009). These results show that emigrant and intended to emigrate females have more positive portrait of psychological characteristics. The same results were confirmed in male group: more positive personality traits profiles (lower neuroticism profile with higher scores of other personality traits or undefined profile with the highest risk propensity and mediocre scores of other personality trait scales) were characteristic for male emigrants and those who intend to emigrate. 
Another interesting result comes out from comparison of males and females personality traits. The data confirmed results of previous studies and showed that male emigrants and those who intend to emigrate are found to be more prone to risks, more aggressive and less extravert, less agreeable, less conscious, less neurotic, and less open to experience compared to females (Costa, Terracciano, McCrae, 2001; Eagly, Steffen, 1986; McCrae ir kt., 2004; Schmitt ir kt., 2008). Meanwhile no gender differences in personality traits were found in group of Lithuanians who do not intend to emigrate. Schmitt et al. (2008) and Costa et al., (2001) found that greater gender differences in personality traits are observed in more economically developed societies with expressed individualistic values. Thus, it can be assumed that traditional understanding of sex roles is more characteristic to Lithuanians who do not have emigrational intentions (Costa et al., 2001; McCrae et al., 2004).

Personal identity characteristics studied in this research were found to be not related to emigrational intentions or emigration of Lithuanians; and this contradicts to the findings of other studies (Groenewold et al., 2006; van Dalen, Henkens, 2008). According to Allik (2005) these results reflect culturally universal generally positive self-evaluation. On the other hand, such results might be affected by social desirability effect (Fisher, 1993) or confirm the necessity to develop an emigration-specific self-efficacy scale (Groenewold ir kt., 2006). 
The study didn’t reveal any differences in male psychological well-being characteristics. Satisfaction with life, psychosocial stress and depressiveness were significant factors in explaining female emigrational intentions and emigration. Lower satisfaction with life and higher depressiveness increased the possibility that women intend to emigrate or belong to female emigrants (Lu, 1999; Pei-Shan Liao, 2000; Silventoinen ir kt., 2007). Whereas general satisfaction with life and domain-specific satisfaction (satisfaction with salary or living conditions) were found as predictive factors of female emigration, it can be concluded that women associate their emigration with possible improvement of their psychological well-being (Diener et al., 1985; Krieger, 2004).  

Contrary to expected results, lower psychosocial stress significantly predicted female intentions to emigrate and emigration. Opposite to Berry’s (1997) findings, our results could be interpreted that emigration doesn’t enhance the stress, but lower perceived stress is an additional resource for coping with difficulties during acculturation or adaptation to new environment. 
Based on literature it was assumed that social and psychological characteristics significantly contribute to the explanation of emigrational behaviour (Groenewold ir kt., 2006; van Dalen, Henkens, 2009, 2008). The results showed that social characteristics alone do not predict male emigrational intentions, while social factors together with psychological characteristics explain 35 percent of the variance and indicate that psychological variables are the most important predictors of male emigrational intentions. Social factors were significant predictors for female emigrational intentions, but when psychological characteristics were additionally included the amount of explained variance increased in 9 percent (from 30 to 39 percent); and psychological well-being characteristics had the most important value. 

When social and psychological characteristics were included, the explained variance of male and female emigration (compared to those who intend to emigrate) increased only in 3 to 5 percent. Meanwhile the explained variance of emigration, compared to males and females who do not intend to emigrate, increased in 15 to 17 percent when social and psychological variables were analysed together. The research indicated that such social characteristics as family factors and satisfaction with salary mostly differentiated Lithuanian emigrants from those who intend or not intend to emigrate. Psychological well-being characteristics were the most significant in explaining female emigration compared to those who do not intend to emigrate, while personality traits were found to be the strongest factors related to male emigration.

2.5 Conclusions

1. Emigrants and Lithuanians who do not intend to emigrate are similar according to socio-demographic characteristics in comparison with those who intend to emigrate: more emigrants and those who do not intend to emigrate are married or live in cohabitation, and have children. Lithuanians who intend to emigrate are younger, mostly are single, and have secondary or professional education.

2. Both males and females who intend or not intend to emigrate are similar according to their socio-economical characteristics in comparison with emigrants: more individuals living in Lithuania regardless of their intentions to emigrate are unsatisfied with their salary and evaluate their living conditions more negatively than emigrants.

3. Lithuanian emigrants and Lithuanians who intend to emigrate are more similar according to their psychological characteristics in comparing with those who do not intend to emigrate, but trends of similarity of psychological characteristics are different for males and females:
3A. Lower neuroticism or undefined personality profiles are more characteristic for male emigrants and those who intend to emigrate; and higher neuroticism personality profile is more typical for males who do not intend to emigrate. No differences in personal identity or psychological well-being characteristics in male group were found.

3B. Female emigrants and those who intend emigrate do not differ according to personality traits and psychological well-being characteristics when possible influence of age and education is controlled. Lowest scores in extraversion, agreeableness, openness, and risk propensity are more expressed for females who do not intend to emigrate.

3C. Gender differences in personality traits of emigrants and those who intend to emigrate were found: male emigrants and those who intend to emigrate are found to be more prone to risks, more aggressive and less extravert, less agreeable, less conscious, less neurotic, and less open to experience compared to females. No gender difference in personality traits were found in group of Lithuanians who do not intend to emigrate.

4. Psychological factors enhance explanatory probability of Lithuanians’ emigration and intentions to emigrate; and also increase the significance of social factors for explaining emigration and emigrational intentions.
5. Age, family factors, education and satisfaction with salary are social factors mostly explaining intensions to emigrate and emigration of Lithuanians. Personality traits (risk propensity, extraversion, aggressiveness) come out as the strongest psychological characteristics explaining male intentions to emigrate and emigration and female emigration (comparing with females who intend to emigrate); while psychological well-being characteristics (satisfaction with life, psychosocial stress and depressiveness) acquire the biggest explanatory value in explaining females’ intentions to emigrate and emigration in comparing with those who do not intend to emigrate.
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6. REZIUMĖ

Lietuvoje emigracijos reiškinio tyrinėjimas įgauna ypatingą aktualumą dėl didelių jos mastų. Įvairūs šaltiniai nurodo, jog  per pastaruosius 20 metų į užsienio šalis gyventi išvyko virš 300 tūkst. lietuvių (Lietuvos statistikos metraštis, 2009; Motieka ir kt., 2006), tai sudaro apie 13 proc. visų Lietuvos gyventojų. Tyrimai rodo, kad daugiau nei pusė Lietuvos gyventojų norėtų išvykti į užsienį; apie ketvirtadalis jų iš tikrųjų emigruoja (Barcevičius ir kt., 2005; Motieka ir kt., 2006). Lietuvių emigracijos mastai vis dar išlieka pakankamai dideli, o ekonominės ir socialinės emigracijos pasekmės yra itin neigiamos: keičiasi demografinė ir socialinė vietovės situacija, nyksta tautos genofondas, keičiasi visuomenės socialinių ryšių sistema, išvykus darbingo amžiaus žmonėms prarandamos lėšos, investuotos į jų išsimokslinimą ar gaunamos iš jų mokamų mokesčių (Aidis ir kt., 2005; Barcevičius ir kt., 2005; Kalir, 2005; Motieka ir kt., 2006).
Reikia pripažinti, kad tikrosios tokios gausios emigracijos priežastys nėra žinomos ir aiškios (van Dalen, Henkens, 2009), o oficialių duomenų apie lietuvių emigracijos priežastis bei emigrantų charakteristikas beveik nėra, iki šiol atliekami lietuvių emigracijos tyrimai yra nepakankamai kompleksiški (Martinaitis, Žvalionytė, 2007; Motieka ir kt., 2006). Kita vertus, tyrimai rodo, jog emigraciją lemiantys veiksniai gali priklausyti nuo šalies specifikos (Groenewold ir kt., 2006; Võrk ir kt., 2004), vadinasi, neaišku, ar kitose šalyse nustatyti emigracijos dėsningumai gali būti tiesiogiai pritaikomi Lietuvos gyventojų emigracijai aiškinti. 

Daugelis autorių sutaria, kad emigraciją kaip reiškinį daugiausiai nulemia socialiniai ir ekonominiai veiksniai, tokie kaip prasta šalies ekonominė situacija, nedarbas, maži atlyginimai, blogos gyvenimo ir darbo sąlygos, nepakankamos galimybės siekti karjeros gimtojoje šalyje (Kalir, 2005; Justman ir kt., 1998; Groenewold ir kt., 2006; George, Shyamsundar, 2007). Tačiau kai kurie mokslininkai neranda tiesioginio ryšio tarp emigracijos ir ekonominių šalies rodiklių (Boneva, Frieze, 2001), kas leidžia teigti, jog ekonominiai ir socialiniai veiksniai visapusiškai nepaaiškina viso emigracijos reiškinio (Justman ir kt., 1988; Groenewold ir kt., 2006). Vadinasi, siekiant išsamiau paaiškinti ir suprasti emigraciją reikia atsižvelgti ir į kitus – psichologinius – veiksnius, juo labiau, jog naujausi tyrimai rodo, kad psichologiniai veiksniai emigracijos atvejų paaiškinamumą gali padidinti net iki 2 kartų (Groenewold ir kt., 2006). Šiuo metu moksliniuose tyrimuose vis dažniau bandoma susieti emigraciją su psichologinėmis asmens charakteristikomis (Boneva, Frieze, 2001; Dalgard ir kt., 2006; Jokela, 2009; Kirkcaldy ir kt., 2005; van Ecke ir kt., 2005), tačiau analizuojami tik pavieniai psichologiniai veiksniai ir jų sąsaja su emigraciniu elgesiu. Taigi šio darbo naujumą sudaro tai, kad analizuojamas platus psichologinių asmens charakteristikų spektras, apimantis stabilias asmenybės charakteristikas ir kintančius psichologinės savijautos rodiklius, ir siekiama įvertinti šių psichologinių veiksnių svarbą lietuvių emigraciniams ketinimams bei emigravimui.

Emigracijos reiškinio tyrimai dažniausiai fokusuojami į ketinimus emigruoti ir jų analizę arba į emigracinio elgesio studijas, tačiau abi kryptis apjungiančių tyrimų yra labai mažai (de Groot ir kt., 2007), todėl labai sunku pasakyti, ar tie patys veiksniai vienodai susiję tiek su emigraciniais ketinimais, tiek su realiu emigravimu. Todėl nauja šiame darbe yra ir tai, jog psichologinius lietuvių emigracijos aspektus viename tyrime siekiama atskleisti per ketinimų emigruoti analizę bei emigravusių lietuvių palyginimą su Lietuvoje gyvenančiais asmenimis. 

Šio darbo tikslas – nustatyti psichologinių ir socialinių asmens charakteristikų sąsajas su lietuvių ketinimais emigruoti bei emigravimu. 
Disertaciniame darbe ginami šie teiginiai:

1. Ketinantys emigruoti ir emigravę asmenys tarpusavyje yra panašesni pagal psichologines ir socialines charakteristikas lyginant su emigruoti neketinančiais asmenimis.

2. Lietuvių ketinimai emigruoti labiau priklauso nuo psichologinių asmens charakteristikų nei nuo socialinių veiksnių. 

3. Ne tik socialinių, bet ir psichologinių charakteristikų išskyrimas yra naudingas ir teikia papildomos informacijos analizuojant lietuvių emigravimą. 

Tyrimas atliktas 2006–2009 m. Vytauto Didžiojo universitete. Dalį tyrimo 2008 m. finansavo Lietuvos valstybinis mokslo ir studijų fondas. Tyrime dalyvavo 1032 lietuviai: 477 (46,2 proc.) emigrantai ir 555 (53,8 proc.) Lietuvoje gyvenantys asmenys, 58,2 proc. jų išsakė ketinimus kada nors išvykti gyventi ar dirbti į užsienį. Tiriamųjų atranka vykdyta kombinuojant „sniego gniūžtės“ bei „laiko ir vietos“ atrankos metodus, apie atliekamą tyrimą elektroniniu paštu buvo informuotos daugelio Europos Sąjungos šalyse gyvenančių lietuvių bendruomenės. Daugiau nei pusė tiriamųjų į pateiktus tyrimo klausimus atsakinėjo raštu, jų anketavimą atliko specialiai šiam darbui paruošti tyrėjai. Taip pat buvo parengta elektroninė tyrimo instrumento versija, ir dalyvauti tyrime buvo galima į klausimus atsakant internetu svetainėje http://www.publika.lt/.
Siekiant įvertinti psichologinių ir socialinių veiksnių svarbą lietuvių emigraciniams ketinimams bei emigravimui, buvo sudarytas tyrimo instrumentas, kuriame naudojami kitų autorių moksliniuose tyrimuose aprobuoti klausimynai, kai kurios skalės buvo modifikuotos arba sudarytos specialiai šiam tyrimui. Naudojamų skalių patikimumas yra aukštas ir tinkamas didelėms grupėms tirti. Sudarant tyrimo instrumentą buvo išskirtos pagrindinės socio-demografinės (lytis, amžius, aukščiausias įgytas išsimokslinimas, šeimyninis statusas, vaikų skaičius, sutuoktinio (partnerio) gyvenamoji vieta bei profesija ir darbo turėjimas) bei socio-ekonominės (pasitenkinimas atlyginimu bei savo gyvenimo sąlygų vertinimas) tiriamųjų charakteristikos. Remiantis Triadinės įtakos modeliu (Flay ir kt., 1999; Flay, 1999; Petraitis ir kt., 1995), darbe analizuojamos trys psichologinių charakteristikų grupės: asmenybės savybės (ekstraversija, sutariamumas, sąmoningumas, neurotizmas, atvirumas patyrimui, polinkis rizikuoti bei agresyvumas), asmens savimonės charakteristikos (saviveiksmingumas, savigarba ir tautinė savimonė) bei psichologinės savijautos veiksniai (pasitenkinimas gyvenimu, patiriamas psichosocialinis stresas ir depresiškumas).
Atlikus tyrimo rezultatų analizę gautos šios išvados:

1. Neketinantys emigruoti ir emigravę asmenys tarpusavyje yra panašesni pagal socio-demografines charakteristikas lyginant su ketinančiais emigruoti lietuviais: daugiau neketinančių emigruoti ir emigravusių asmenų turi sutuoktinį arba nuolatinį gyvenimo partnerį, gyvena kartu su juo ir turi vaikų. Ketinantys emigruoti asmenys yra jaunesni, daugiau ketinančių emigruoti lietuvių neturi šeimos ir yra įgiję vidurinį ar spec.vidurinį išsimokslinimą.

2. Ketinantys ir neketinantys emigruoti vyrai bei moterys panašesni vertinant jų socio-ekonomines charakteristikas lyginant emigravusiais lietuviais: daugiau Lietuvoje gyvenančių asmenų nepriklausomai nuo jų ketinimų emigruoti yra nepatenkinti gaunamu atlyginimu už darbą bei savo gyvenimo sąlygas vertina blogiau už emigravusius vyrus bei moteris. 

3. Ketinantys emigruoti ir emigravę tiriamieji yra panašesni pagal vertinamas psichologines charakteristikas lyginant su emigruoti neketinančiais tiriamaisiais, tačiau vyrų ir moterų psichologinių charakteristikų panašumo tendencijos yra skirtingos:

3A. Daugiau  ketinančių emigruoti ir emigravusių vyrų būdingas žemesnio neurotizmo arba nediferencijuotas asmenybės savybių profilis, o daugiau neketinančių emigruoti vyrų gali būti apibūdinami aukštesnio neurotizmo asmenybės savybių profiliu. Asmens savimonės ir psichologinės savijautos charakteristikų skirtumų vyrų grupėje nenustatyta. 

3B. Ketinančios emigruoti ir emigravusios moterys nesiskiria pagal atskirų asmenybės savybių bei psichologinės savijautos charakteristikų išreikštumą, kai kontroliuojama galima jų amžiaus bei išsimokslinimo įtaka. Neketinančioms emigruoti moterims būdinga silpniausiai išreikšta ekstraversija, sutariamumas, sąmoningumas, atvirumas patyrimui bei polinkis rizikuoti. 

3C. Ketinantys emigruoti bei emigravę vyrai ir moterys skiriasi pagal asmenybės savybių išreikštumą: vyrai pasižymi didesniu polinkiu rizikuoti bei agresyvumu, o moterims būdinga stipriau išreikšta ekstraversija, sutariamumas, sąmoningumas, neurotizmas bei atvirumas patyrimui. Neketinančių emigruoti vyrų ir moterų asmenybės savybių skirtumų nenustatyta.

4. Psichologiniai veiksniai padidina Lietuvos gyventojų emigracinių ketinimų bei emigravimo paaiškinamumą, taip pat padidina ir socialinių veiksnių svarbą aiškinant ketinimus emigruoti ar emigravimą.

5. Tiriamųjų amžius, šeiminės aplinkybės, išsimokslinimas bei pasitenkinimas atlyginimu yra socialiniai veiksniai, dažniausiai reikšmingai paaiškinantys Lietuvos gyventojų emigracinius ketinimus bei emigravimą. Aiškinant vyrų ketinimus emigruoti bei emigravimą ir moterų emigravimą (lyginant su ketinančiomis emigruoti tiriamosiomis) svarbiausiomis psichologinėmis charakteristikomis tampa asmenybės savybės (polinkis rizikuoti, ekstraversija, agresyvumas), o aiškinant moterų ketinimus emigruoti ir emigravimą lyginant su neketinančiomis emigruoti tiriamosiomis didžiausią paaiškinamąją vertę įgyja psichologinės savijautos veiksniai (pasitenkinimas gyvenimu, patiriamas psichosocialinis stresas bei depresiškumas).
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				Cluster		Aukštesnio agresyvumo		183		51.404494382		48.4126984127

						Žemesnio agresyvumo		173		48.595505618		45.7671957672

						Combined		356		100		94.1798941799

				Excluded Cases				22				5.8201058201

				Total				378				100

				a		Lytis = vyras
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		Centroids(a)

						BFI_ekstraversija_missing_T				BFI_sutariamumas_missing_T				BFI_saminingumas_missing_T				BFI_neurotizmas_missing_T				BFI_atvirumas_patyrimui_missing_T				POL_RIZ_12klaus_T				Agresija_missing_skale_T

						Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation

		Cluster		Žemo neurotizmo		55.113		8.843		59.865		7.250		57.582		8.018		45.180		7.840		52.734		9.176		46.194		8.372		42.798		4.202

				Paskandintas		52.057		8.620		46.408		7.575		48.256		9.218		49.647		9.762		52.644		8.921		56.128		9.014		52.762		10.467		VYRAI

				Aukšto neurotizmo		40.254		6.362		44.429		8.069		43.596		7.870		56.570		9.204		41.849		8.291		43.068		6.216		52.770		9.875

				Combined		50.132		9.976		49.907		9.988		49.893		10.062		49.987		9.982		50.084		9.967		50.066		10.037		49.822		9.993

		a		Lytis = vyras

				Centroids(a)

								BFI_ekstraversija_missing_T				BFI_sutariamumas_missing_T				BFI_saminingumas_missing_T				BFI_neurotizmas_missing_T				BFI_atvirumas_patyrimui_missing_T				POL_RIZ_12klaus_T				Agresija_missing_skale_T

								Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation

				Cluster		1		44.934		8.459		44.886		8.815		44.583		8.184		54.452		8.824		45.934		9.238		50.643		10.331		53.903		10.112

						2		55.201		8.772		55.436		8.219		55.712		8.518		45.369		8.927		54.636		8.733		49.275		9.603		45.352		6.197		MOTERYS

						Combined		49.934		10.022		50.023		10.025		50.002		10.029		50.029		9.963		50.172		9.987		49.977		9.999		49.739		9.452

				a		Lytis = moteris

				Centroids(a)

								Predicted Value for BFI_ekstraversija_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_sutariamumas_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_saminingumas_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_neurotizmas_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_atvirumas_patyrimui_missing_T				Predicted Value for POL_RIZ_12klaus_T				Predicted Value for Agresija_missing_skale_T

								Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation

				Cluster		1		47.855		0.454		49.201		0.954		48.338		0.502		49.603		0.919		49.381		1.253		49.955		2.746		50.617		0.822

						2		52.327		0.319		50.965		0.586		51.909		0.121		50.104		0.661		50.746		0.920		50.227		1.150		49.264		0.031

						Combined		50.028		2.273		50.058		1.189		50.074		1.825		49.846		0.841		50.044		1.297		50.087		2.127		49.959		0.898		VYRAI PREDICTED

				a		Lytis = vyras

				Centroids(a)

								Predicted Value for BFI_ekstraversija_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_sutariamumas_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_saminingumas_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_neurotizmas_missing_T				Predicted Value for BFI_atvirumas_patyrimui_missing_T				Predicted Value for POL_RIZ_12klaus_T				Predicted Value for Agresija_missing_skale_T

								Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation		Mean		Std. Deviation

				Cluster		1		48.849		1.655		49.081		2.279		48.380		1.994		50.997		1.979		48.644		2.740		49.727		3.870		51.179		2.481

						2		52.116		1.342		51.790		1.540		53.135		0.991		48.086		0.691		52.922		2.096		50.389		2.823		47.027		0.762		MOTERYS PREDICTED

						Combined		49.938		2.190		49.984		2.425		49.965		2.829		50.027		2.157		50.070		3.245		49.947		3.567		49.795		2.851

				a		Lytis = moteris
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				VYRAI, NORMALIOS SKALES

						Ekstraversija		Sutariamumas		Sąmoningumas		Neurotizmas		Atvirumas patyrimui		Polinkis rizikuoti		Agresyvumas

				Žemo neurotizmo (29,5 proc.)		55.11		59.86		57.58		45.18		52.73		46.19		42.80

				Aukšto neurotizmo (24 proc.)		40.25		44.43		43.60		56.57		41.85		43.07		52.77

				Paskandintas (46,5 proc.)		52.06		46.41		48.26		49.65		52.64		56.13		52.76

				Combined		50.13		49.91		49.89		49.99		50.08		50.07		49.82

				Lytis = vyras

				Cluster Distribution(a)

								N		% of Combined		% of Total

				Cluster		Žemo neurotizmo		106		29.5		28.0

						Paskandintas		167		46.5		44.2

						Aukšto neurotizmo		86		24.0		22.8

						Combined		359		100.0		95.0

				Excluded Cases				19				5.0

				Total				378				100.0

				a		Lytis = vyras

				VYRAI, PREDICTED SKALES

						Ekstraversija		Sutariamumas		Sąmoningumas		Neurotizmas		Atvirumas patyrimui		Polinkis rizikuoti		Agresyvumas

				Aukštesnio agresyvumo (51,4 proc.)		47.86		49.20		48.34		49.60		49.38		49.95		50.62

				Žemesnio agresyvumo (48,6 proc.)		52.33		50.97		51.91		50.10		50.75		50.23		49.26

				Combined		50.03		50.06		50.07		49.85		50.04		50.09		49.96

				Lytis = vyras

				Cluster Distribution(a)

								N		% of Combined		% of Total

				Cluster		Aukštesnio agresyvumo		183		51.4		48.4

						Žemesnio agresyvumo		173		48.6		45.8

						Combined		356		100.0		94.2

				Excluded Cases				22				5.8

				Total				378				100.0

				a		Lytis = vyras
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Aukštesnio agresyvumo (51,4 proc.)

Žemesnio agresyvumo (48,6 proc.)



		

				MOTERYS, NORMALIOS SKALES

						Extraversion		Agreeableness		Conscientiousness		Neuroticism		Openness		Risk propensity		Aggressiveness

				Lower neuroticism (48.7 percent)		55.20		55.44		55.71		45.37		54.64		49.27		45.35

				Higher neuroticism (51.3 percent)		44.93		44.89		44.58		54.45		45.93		50.64		53.90

				Combined		49.93		50.02		50.00		50.03		50.17		49.98		49.74

				Lytis = moteris

				Cluster Distribution(a)

								N		% of Combined		% of Total

				Cluster		Aukšto neurotizmo		315		51.3		47.7

						Žemo neurotizmo		299		48.7		45.2

						Combined		614		100.0		92.9

				Excluded Cases				47				7.1

				Total				661				100

				a		Lytis = moteris

								Žemo neurotizmo (29,5 proc.)

								Aukšto neurotizmo (24 proc.)

				MOTERYS, PREDICTED SKALES

						Ekstraversija		Sutariamumas		Sąmoningumas		Neurotizmas		Atvirumas patyrimui		Polinkis rizikuoti		Agresyvumas

				Aukštesnio neurotizmo ir agresyvumo (66,7 proc.)		48.85		49.08		48.38		51.00		48.64		49.73		51.18

				Žemesnio neurotizmo ir agresyvumo (66,7 proc.)		52.12		51.79		53.13		48.09		52.92		50.39		47.03

				Combined		49.94		49.98		49.96		50.03		50.07		49.95		49.80

				Lytis = moteris

				Cluster Distribution(a)

								N		% of Combined		% of Total

				Cluster		Aukštesnio neurotizmo ir agresyvumo		396		66.7		59.9

						Žemesnio neurotizmo ir agresyvumo		198		33.3		30.0

						Combined		594		100.0		89.9

				Excluded Cases				67				10.1

				Total				661				100

				a		Lytis = moteris
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