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Subjektiivne heaolu on uurimissuunana oluliseks muutunud ning ka majandusteadusesse H I J K L J K M N N O P Q R R S M P T O M M P T M U V
mnete jooksul. Sellele pani aluse Richard Easterlin oma juba 

1974. aastal avaldatud uurimusega sissetuleku ja inimeste hinnangulise heaolu seoste kohta 

(Drabsch 2012: 7). W X U U R P J Y H O U T R R Q P O X O M Z N J S I R P T O T Z Z K R T O M K J P O P P O P J X T O N R P O N T M S S J [ Z L
subjektiivse seda kujundavaid tegureid majandusteaduses \ I X H M N R U J S M N T J J ] R T J K

alles 1990-L K M T O M M P T M T O N I \ J P T M N M T O P ^
Dolan et al. 2009: 98). _ I O P T J P O U P

 selle temaatika alles 

hiljaaegu esilekerkimise kohta on vastavasisuliste artiklite maht `  
L a R T O U P M L K S O Y M M P R PW b Z L c R T [ S R P U Z Z L K M Y S M H M L K J P T O M K J P O M ] T R U N O R K V N O S M M R N S M [ P R P M N K J Y Q M R K U Z N S M M P T M T O N

1986̀ 1990 avaldatud artiklit 
S a ] U P I L M K O d M I L L ^

happiness), eluga rahulolu (life 

satisfaction e Q I R P J Y H O U T R R Q L O X O M Z N J ^
subjective well-being), samas kui 

M R L J V U P R
2011. 

aastal oli selliseid artikleid juba 146 (Stutzer, Frey 2012: 2). " � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � 	 	 � � � �
eri

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
, millest 

tulenevalt ka subjektiivse heaolu definitsioonid varieeruvad 
� � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � ! � � � � � � � �

 .  seda on kirjeldatud 
� � � # � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

(nt Dolan et 

al. 2009: 95) 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

mille kohaselt subjektiivne heaolu seisneb � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �
 (nt Diener 2009: 3). Esimesel juhul on � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � 	 � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

puhul uuritakse naudinguid ja kannatusi, positiivsust 

ja negatiivsust, mida isik kogeb kindlatel perioodidel ning seega peegeldab subjektiivne � � � 	 � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
. 

� � � � 	 � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � 	 �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
est ning seega vaadeldakse subjektiivset heaolu edaspidi 

kui inimese hinnangut oma heaolule tervikuna. " � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! �
erinevaid aspekte inimese elus: 

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � 	 � 	 	 ! � � � � � �
  vajaduste 

rahuldamise astet, sotsiaalse k
� � � � 	 � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � �

 Taoline subjektiivse heaolu hinnang � � � ! � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � ! � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � ! � � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � ! � � � � 	 � � � 	 � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � 9 � 	 � & 0 2 2 , f ; 0 � �
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( � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �
peamiselt sis

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � 	 � � � �
subjektiivsete indikaatorite abil. 

� � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
ning tarbimisele suunatud indikaatoritest (sissetulek, tarbimine, omamine), siis 

praeguseks on esiplaa
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � ! � � � 	 � � �� � � � � � � � � " � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � ! �� � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

et al. 2004: 429; Dolan et al. 2009: 97). Viimast � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
ku hinnanguna kolme- 

� � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � # # � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � g � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �� � � ! � 	 � � � � h i � 5 	 � � �
et al. 2009: 97). j � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �

hinnangute k
	 � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � !

(World Values Survey), Gallup World Poll, Eurobaromeetri  uuringud (Eurobarometer 

surveys), Euroopa Sotsiaaluuring (European Social Survey
� � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

Sotsiaaluuring (the US General Social Survey) (Hanssen 2012: 5). 
( � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! �

suurema ulatusega on Gallup World Poll
� $ � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � 	 � � # � � � � � � � � �� � � � 	 � �

aastate ning 
� 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � # � � � � 	 � � � �

toimuvaid muutusi.  

Nimetatud uuringud on laiaulatuslikud nii vastajate arvu kui ka kogutava informatsiooni � � � � � � �  � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � # � � 	 � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � * 	 � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � 	 � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �
sesot mitmete sotsiaal-

� � � 	 ! � � � * � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � # � � 	 � 	 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � ! � � � $ � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � # � � � � � � � � ! � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � .  intervjueeritaval palutakse anda hinnang oma elule ning 

selle hetkeolukorrale kui tervikule. 
% # � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � �

ning nende kaudu inimeste subjektiivse heaolu alase teabe kogumise kohta annab � � � ! � � � � � � � � 2 �
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et al. 2009; Dolan et al. 2009; 
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�  
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+ 
Luttmer 2005 
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� ¬ ¬ � F l > ? E D E
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+ Dolan et al. 2009 �  Luttmer 2005 

U-kujuline Dolan et al. 2009 ® F � F � F = � D > @ � ¬ ¬
 + Meier, Stutzer 2008 
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+ 
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 + Baker et al. 2005 
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teiste inimeste ª F k D C > ? E

lt elu 
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Religioossus + Dolan et al. 2009 < l � � > � ? E � F � E
inimeste usaldamine 
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Dolan et al. 2009; Helliwell 2006; ¥ � ¨ � � � � 	 � & 0 0 ¦
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Georgellis et al. 2009; Johnson, 
Krueger 2006 
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Deeming, Hayes 2012; Caporale 
et al. 2009; Kahneman et al. 2004 ² n = E C F ? E C ? G = � E C° E � E ª F ? � ° � F C E � F
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Stutzer, Frey 2012 
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 27 

) � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � �
konkr

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � �# � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � .  erinevatest makromajanduslikest, poliitilistest ning � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �
ja riigis elada � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � " � � � � 	 � � � 	 � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � , � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � * � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � �� � � � � # � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � �

 

Ehkki valdavalt ollakse seisukohal, et s
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � 	 � � �

negatiivset seost subjektiivse heaoluga, siis on leitud ka vastupidise seose olemasolu �  � � � � � �  � � � � � & 0 0 ¦ , & 0 3 � � " � � � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � 	 �
konkreetsesse uuringusse kaasatud. Nimelt o

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � # � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � % � � � � �
-Ameerika riikides keskmine � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � # � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � ! � � � � � � � � �( � � � 	 ! � � � % � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � �

madalamad (Dolan et al. 

2009: 108). � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � * � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! �� " � � � � � � 	 � � £ 	 � * � � � & 0 0 1 , 3 � � � � ! � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � ! � � " � - � �& 0 2 0 , 1 � � " � � � � 	 � � � 	 � 	 � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �
nduslike trendide tajumine ning sellest � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ( � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � * � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � " � � � � � ! � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �

finantsidele ning sageli ka kuritegevusele, mis on omakorda seotud subjektiivse 

heaoluga (Stutzer, Frey 2012: 8). 

Sarnaselt mikrotasandi teguritega on makrotasandil subjektiivse heaolu seisukohast 

oluliste tunnuste ring mitmekesine. Ehkki erinevate makromajanduslike, 

sotsiaalpoliitiliste ning muude 
� � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � �

riiklike � � � ! # � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � �
irilises osas kasutatavatest andmetest ning 

uurimismetoodikast 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 



 28 

Konkreetne hinnang subjektiivsele heaolule kujuneb nii mikro- kui makrotasandi � � ! � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 � � � 	 � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � �
l kogemustel, tajudel ning � � � � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

tuolude ilmnemine � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ' � � ! � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � ! � � � �
 

� � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
heaoluga seost omavad tegurid Euroopa sotsiaaluuringu viienda vooru andmetele 

tuginedes. 

  



29 
 

 

 

 

 

2. SUBJEKTIIVSE HEAOLU HINNANGUID 
KUJUNDAVATE TEGURITE  EUROOPA 
SOTSIAALUURINGU VIIENDA VOORU ANDMETE 

 
 

2.1. Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu andmed ja metoodika 

Uurimaks subjektiivse heaolu seost erinevate indiviide iseloomustavate tunnustega, on � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � �
ma

! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � $ � � 	 	 � � " 	 � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � $ " S .  European Social 

Survey) viienda vooru andmetel. 
( � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � �

 
� � � � � � 	 	 � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �

mitmeid 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � ! � ! � � � � � � � � � � �

 laiaulatuslikke uuringuid, mis � � � � � � � � � � � � �
inimeste subjektiivset heaolu ning sellega seost omavaid tegureid � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � 	 	 � � " 	 � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � ! �

kaasaegsete, esinduslike ning mitme
� # � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � �

hea 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � % � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � !

pakub 

laialdast informatsioonisubjektiivse heaolu uurimiseks
� 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 peamiselt kahel esimesel 

voorul (tuginedes seega vastavalt 2002. ja 2004. aasta andmetele). Seega on oluline 

uuemaid andmeid kasutades kontrollida eelnevalt leitud seoste olemasolu ning kaasata � � � � # # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

Euroopa Sotsiaaluuring on rahvusvahelin
� � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � 	 �# � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � 	 	 � � � � � & 0 2 & � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � �

 uuringus osalevates Euroopa riikides 

valitseva
� � � � � � � � � � � � � �

i
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �

d ning nende varieerumise nii 

riikidevaheliselt kui k
� # � � � � � �

Uuringut on perioodiliselt teostatud alates 2001. aastast � � � ! � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � 	 � � 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �



30 
 

� � � � 	 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 ! � � � * � � � � � � � �
itajate kohta Euroopa 

riikides.  

ESSi viienda 
� 	 	 � � � � 	 � 	 �

 tegemist aastatel 2010 ja 2011 kogutud andmetega. Uuringu � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � # � � � � � � � & f
 riigi elanikke, kokku oli vastanuid 50 781 (ESS5... 2011: 9). j � � � � ! � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � ! � � , ¥ � � ! � � � ¥ � � ! � � � � � � ³ � � � � � � � # � � 	 � � � ´ � � � � �

Saksamaa
� � � � � � � $ � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � " 	 	 � � � + � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � �

ik, Kreeka, 

Horvaatia, Ungari, Iirimaa, Iisrael, Leedu, Holland, Norra, Poola, Portugal, Venemaa, 

Rootsi, Sloveenia, Slovakkia ja Ukraina. Andmed koguti 
� � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � !

andmefailid on vaba
� � � � � � �

saadavad. Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringus kogutakse andmeid 

struktureeritud intervjuude vormis. � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �
i

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � �
Euroopa sotsiaaluuringu andmebaasi muutuja stflife  ehk � � � � � ! � � # � � � � � g � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � ! � # � � � � � � � 	 � � � � h i

 Sama � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � $ " " � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Blanchflower 2009; Caporale et al. 2009

� � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
de 

algandmete korral (
� � � � � � � 5 	 � � �

et al. 2009; Sacks et al. 2013). Rahulolu eluga on � � � � � � � � 2 2
-

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 0 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � g � � 	 � � # � � � � � � � � � i � � � ! 2 0� � � � � � ! � � g � � ! � � � � � � i � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
al 

	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
h

� � 	 � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � # # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 " � � � � � � � � 	 � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � " � - � �

et al. (2013) ja Verkuyten (2008). 

Individuaalsele heaolule antavaid hinnanguid selgitavad tunnused on mudelisse valitud � � � � � � � � �
ii 

� � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � �
 varasemates 

uurimustes kasutatud ning nendes subjektiivse heaoluga statistiliselt olulist seost 

omanud tunnustest kui Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu viienda vooru andmebaasi � � � � � � � � � � � �
. Seejuures o

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Lisaks heaolu 

hinnangule on 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � �

tujatena vaatluse all veel mitmed teised tunnused, mida � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � ,
 



31 
 

· demograafilised tunnused: vanus ja vanuse ruut (jagatud sajaga), sugu, ametlik 

perekonnaseis1; 

· sotsiaal-majanduslikud tunnused: haridustase, hinnang tervisele, religioossus, � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � �
 leibkonna kogusissetulek 

� � � � � � � � � � � � �
selles, mitmendasse detsiili sissetulek konkreetse riigi siseselt kuulub), staatus � � � � � � � �

;  

· 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � , � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
riiklike institutsioonide suhtes; 

· inimsuhteid/perekonda iseloomustavad tunnused: laste olemasolu, pere ja � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � �
; 

· geograafilise tunnusena vastaja elukohariik. 

Kui 
� � � � � ! � � � �

 juhtudel sai 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # # � � �

 kasutada otse Euroopa 

Sotsiaaluuringu andmebaasis toodud andmeid, siis mitmete tunnuste puhul otsustas 

autor algandmeid 
# � � � � � � � � � � ! # � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � $ �

am
� � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

aolu, 

et algses andmebaasis oli toodud 
� # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � * 	 � � � � � � 	 	 �

 ning tunnused said 

omandada rohke
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � ( � � � � � � � � � 	 � � $ " " algses 

andmebaasis haridustase jagatud ISCED (International Standard Classification of 

Education
� � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � �

eks, kuid autor 
# � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � !

kodeeris need # � � � �
 nii, et haridustase jaguneb kolmeks .  esimese, teise ning kolmanda taseme 

hariduseks
� � � � � � � � * 	 � � � ! � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � �

i
� � � � � � � # # � � �

kasutatavate muutujate, � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 ja vajadusel ka 

# � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � 	 � � 	 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � �
magistri

� � � � � � � � 2 �
 

Kolmel juhul moodustas autor ka ise uusi muutujaid, mida originaalandmebaasis ei 

olnud. Nendeks olid vanuse ruut jagatud sajaga 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � .  � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

este ja usaldus institutsioonide suhtes. Kui neist esimene oli 

leitav lihtsa matemaatilise tehtega, siis kahel viimasel juhul kasutati muutujate 

                                                 
1 

« > > B @ A = F D A D E @ ? F G � A � > = > B B F B � G D � > � E l @ F ? G � F C F � E � E D > @ @ G ? G = � E ? � F F � G ? � � @ G > C � > > l F ? �
adekvaatselt 

� n D ª E B C F � F � ? A � > � F � l G G � G ª F � µ G � A A
pa Sotsiaaluuringu andmebaasis ei ole ning 

erinevate muutujate kombineerimisel oleks kasutatavate vaatluste arv oluliselt kahanenud. « E E � F A B � F F � D G ? E F D D F l E � D > @ ° E � E @ A B B F ? E > ? E E D C G ? E D � E � E B F l > @ E � F F � D G ? � E @ A � � F D � n D ª E B C F � ? E E
ka tegelikku suhtestaatust. 



32 
 

� 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � * � � � 	 � � � � � # # � �
 

� � � � � � ! � ! � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � # � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � ! � � � � � � � �
da omavahel tugevalt korreleeruvate selgitavate 

muutujate arvu.  ¢ � � � 	 � � � � � # # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � .  hinnangud � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
l saab inimesi usaldada, kui ausalt enamik 

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 kui 

abivalmilt enamik inimesi k
� � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

usaldust riigi � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � # � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �
ei vastu. Ehkki 

autor eeldas nimetatud muutujate koondumist kaheks faktori
� � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � �

inimeste vastu ning usaldust pol
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � * � � � 	 � � � � � # # � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � * � � � 	 � � � � � � * � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � � � ! � � � � * � � � 	 � � � �

ortogonaalse rotatsiooni tulemusel moodustusidki eelnevalt nimetatud faktorid, mis on 

koos faktorlaadungite ning Kaiser-Meyer-Olkini teststatistikuga (KMO) esitatud � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � 6
. 

 

Tabel 3. 
¢ � � � 	 � � � � � # # � � � � � � � � � � � �

 ¡ k ? > l G ? µ G � A A ° F « A � ? > F F D G G � > B � G ?
 

Faktorid ¶ y p r · x y ¸ s ¹ v q w y z t p w z
inimeste suhtes 

Usaldus riiklike 

institutsioonide 

suhtes < D C > ? E D � = > B B F � E ? �
 

@ F ? � E > E F � � F � E ? � � > �
enamikku inimesi usaldada? 

0,7220 

 

º > C F � E F � � F � E � @ F ? E B F l G ? > B > l E ? > ° k k F @ ?� E > C � � > l F D G ? E @ A � � F D n � F @ F ? G � F C F � � >@ n > � G � F C B F C ° > � E l F G ? F D � �
 

0,7336 º > C F � E F � � F � E � @ F ? E B F l G ? E F ª F ? � ° k k F � F C
inimesed olla teiste suhtes abivalmid 

� � >= A A D > � F C B F C E B B E @ � > @ E > ? E E B C F ? � �
 

0,6743 ¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E � > > � > ° F � D F l E B � > �
 

 

0,8380 ¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E � > > � > � > � G ? ? k ? � E E l > �
 0,7754 ¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E � > > � > ° A D > � ? E > C �
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(protsentides). 

Isikut iseloomustav tunnus 
Osakaal kogu 

valimist 
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Osakaal 
enamusrahvusest 
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Osakaal � n = E l G ? � F = � G ? E ? �
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Ametlik perekonnaseis 
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Hinnang tervisele 
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Etniline kuuluvus 

V
n = E l G ? � F = � G ?

 6,1 0,0 100,0 

Enamusrahvus 93,9 100,0 0,0 » w p p w x y w ¼ ¼ w x v x r
 ½ � > � F � G C

 39,3 39,2 40,2 � ¬ ¬ � G
 6,6 6,4 10,5 

Mitteaktiivne 54,1 54,4 49,3 
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Ei ole lapsi 48,0 47,4 56,9 ¾ u ¿ z · p y w z | p À Á ¿ w x s q y z y p | z · x y
 

Harvem kui kord kuus 11,3 11,2 12,4 ¡ A � C @ G G ? @ G B > @ A � C B n C F D F ?
 44,3 44,5 41,2 � > = E C F l > B > @ G > @ A � C B n C F D F ?
 44,4 44,3 46,4 

Osakaalude leidmisel on kasutatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu andmebaasi soovituslikke 
disainikaale. 

Allikas: Euroopa sotsiaaluuringu viienda vooru andmed, autori arvutused. 
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	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

30,3 

protsenti ja 20,2 protsenti valimist). " � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
kogu valimi 
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konkreetsest valuutast ega hinnatasemest riigis. 

+ � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
iseloomustavad kirjeldavad statistikud on toodud tabelis 5. Tabelist on v

� � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � �
(vanuse ruut, usaldust iseloomustavad standardiseeritud muutujad). 

 

Tabel 5. 
+ � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 

Muutuja Valim Aritm. keskmine Mediaan 
» w p { · p v · ¿ u r t z

 

Subjektiivne 
heaolu 

Kogu valim 6,74 7 2,374 

Enamusrahvus 6,78 7 2,350 ® n = E l G ? � F = � G ?
 6,14 7 2,649 

Vanus 

Kogu valim 50,03 54 20,897 

Enamusrahvus 50,43 55 20,851 ® n = E l G ? � F = � G ?
 43,89 41 20,650 

Religioossus 

Kogu valim 4,50 5 3,008 

Enamusrahvus 4,45 5 3,004 ® n = E l G ? � F = � G ?
 5,22 5 2,983 

Leibkonna 
kogusissetulek 

Kogu valim 4,90 5 2,761 

Enamusrahvus 4,94 5 2,758 ® n = E l G ? � F = � G ?
 4,38 4 2,748 ® F D > l > � E l F = G C  @ A � G � F D > l B Â Ã � ~ } � Ä E B F l G ? � F = � G ? B Â Ã Å Æ Ã Ç Ä � n =

emusrahvus n = 1 266. 
Statistikute leidmisel on kasutatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu andmebaasi soovituslikke 
disainikaale. 

Allikas: Euroopa sotsiaaluuringu viienda vooru andmed, autori arvutused. 

 

Tabelist 5 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � " � � � � � 	 � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � 	 � � � � 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! �� � � � � � � � ) � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

e vanus on madalam ning keskmine � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � ! � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

Kontrollides eelnevalt nimetatud pidevate tunnust
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

- � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � �
-testi abil, selgus, et olulisuse nivool 0,05 ei esinenud 
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statistiliselt olulist erinevust 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

- ning � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ( � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � �
se 

puhul keskmine hinnang enda heaolule madalam kui enamusrahvuse esindajatel. Samuti 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 � � � � 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � �
madalamad kui enamusrahvuse puhul. 

) � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
religioossust ke

� � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 �� � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

Subjektiivse heaolu ja seda kujundavate indiviidi iseloomustavate tegurite vaheliste 

seoste uurimiseks kasutatavatest meetoditest on levinuimad lineaarne regressioonimudel 

(
� � � � � � �

 Sacks et al. 2013; Tella, MacCulloch 2008; Verkuyten 2008) 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � �

logit- 
� � � � � 	 � � �

-mudelid 
� � � � � � � �

Dluhosch et al. 2012; Stevenson,Wolfers 2008). Ka 

Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu andmetele tuginevates uuringutes on eelnevalt kasutatud nii 

lineaarset regressioonimudelit (Layard et al. 2008) 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 ! � �

-mudelit 
� � � � � � � �

Caporale et al. 2009; Georgellis et al. 2009; Layard et al. 2008)
� " � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � �� 	 	 � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

nimetatud meetoditest kasutada (Blanchflower 2009: 159 . 160; Frey, Stutzer 2005: 

212). Viimast kinnitab ka Layard et al. 
� Ã Å Å } � ° A A D � D n � > � > > C G C G G � > B �

, kus paralleelselt 

rakendati nii lineaa
� � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � �

-mudelit. 

K
� � � 	 � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � �

uuritakse subjektiivse heaolu ja seda kujundavate indiviidi 

iseloomustavate tegurite vahelisi seoseid lineaarse regressioonimudeli abil2, kus � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � 	 � � �
luga ning selgitavateks muutujateks 

# � � � � � � � � 2 :
 

eelnevalt nimetatud muutujat. 

 � � � � � � � � # # � � � � 	 � �

asutatud statistikapaketti Stata 11. " � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � # # � � �
(nagu ka 

eelnevas kirjeldavas statistikas ning fak
� 	 � � � � � # # � � � �

kasutatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu 

andmebaasis toodud soovituslikke 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 valimi disainist tekkida � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � �
. 

 

                                                 
2 
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-
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2.2. Subjektiivse heaolu ja seda kujundavate tegurite vaheliste 
 Euroopa riikides 

Ehkk
� � � � � 	 � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � * 	 	 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � ! � � 	 � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! � � # � � � � � � � � �

keskmiste 
� � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � ' � � ! � � � � 	 	 � � � & � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � 2 2

-

pallisel skaalal inimeste poolt antud keskmisi hinnanguid oma heaolule vaatlusalustes 

riikides. 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � & �
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Joonis 2. 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

a 11-pallisel 

skaalal), autori koostatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu viienda vooru and
� � � � � � � � � � �

 

Hinnangute leidmisel on kasutatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu soovituslikke disainikaale. 

Vaatlusaluste riikide keskmine hinnang heaolule (6,56) 
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) � � � � � � � �
eri riikide elanike keskmisi hinnanguid subjektiivsele heaolule, 

	 � � � � � � � �
madalamaks hinnatakse heaolu ee

� � � � ! � © � �
-Euroopa ning endisesse 

( � � � 	 ! � � � %
iitu 

kuulunud 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

- 
� � � ! + � � � �

-

Euroopa riikides. 
( � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 	 � � � � � � � �

teoreetiliste seisukohtade ja 

eelnevate rahvusvaheliste empiiriliste uurimustega 
� � � � � � � � 5 	 � � �

et al. 2009: 108). 

Seejuures tuleb jooniselt 2 selgelt esile, et 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � �

on 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 Seega on subjektiivse � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � # � � � � �
majanduslikku, kultuurilist ning sotsiaalset keskkonda iseloomustavatel 

riigispetsiifilistel efektidel. ' 	 	 � � � � � � & � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
heaolule vaatlusalustest 

riikidest madalaimad Ukrainas, Bulgaarias, Leedus, Venemaal ning Ungaris. 

Vastupidiselt 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � 	 � �

 
� � � � � � ³ � � � � �

i, Norra, Rootsi ning 

Belgia 
� � � � � � � � � ) � � � � � � 	 � � 	 	 � � � � � �

 
# � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � 	 	 � � � � � ! � � � � � � �

kohaselt 

on 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � �

 
� � � 	 � � # � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � ! � � �

 ) � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � $ � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �
keskmiselt 

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � ! � & : � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � �
emus. ' � � ! � � � � � �

 
� 	 	 � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

kirjeldatud 
# � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

ate vahelised seosed 25 Euroopa 

riigis 
$ � � 	 	 � � " 	 � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

. Kuna regressioonimudeli � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Breusch-

Pagani test kinnitas mudelis heteroskedastiivsuse olemasolu, on kasutatud 

heteroskedastiivsuse suhtes kohandatud robustseid standardvigade hinnanguid. ) � � � � � � � � � � �
 meetodil hinnatud lineaarse regressioonimudeli teel saadud tulemused on � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � ¦
. " � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

21 789 vaatlust, ning rakendatud on ka juba eelnevalt nimetatud ESS andmebaasi 

soovituslikke disainikaalusid, 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 

parameetrite hinnangutes. Tabelist on lihtsuse 
� � � ! � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 huvides � � � � � � � � � � �
riigispetsiifilisi efekte iseloomustavad fiktiivsed muutujad ja nende 

hinnangud, kuid need olid siiski mudelisse kaasatud. Fiktiivsetes muutujates kajastuvad 

riikidevahelised erinevused, mis ei tulene indiviidi tasandi muutujatest. 



40 
 

Tabel 6. Heaolu hinnanguid Euroopa riikides iseloomustava regressioonimudeli 

tulemused (standardvigade robustsed hinnangud). 

Muutuja 
Parameetri 

hinnang 
Standard-

viga 
Olulisuse � � E B n A ? G ? °  

Standardi-
seeritud 

beeta 
Vanus -0,062** 0,007 0,000 -0,514 

(Vanus)2/100 0,064** 0,007 0,000 0,532 

Sugu: naine 0,140** 0,043 0,001 0,029 � E � � > ? E ? E > ? G B C � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  = F D � �
 

Keskmine 0,940** 0,080 0,000 0,183 

Hea 1,580** 0,081 0,000 0,324 ½ F � > C G ? � F ? E � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  E ? > l E ? E � F ? E l E = F � > C G ? �
 

Teine tase -0,040 0,055 0,472 -0,008 

Kolmas tase 0,097 0,066 0,146 0,016 « � F F � G ? � ¬ ¬ � G � G D � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  F @ � > > � B E �
 Þ ß ß à á

 -0,616** 0,102 0,000 -0,058 

Mitteaktiivne 0,175** 0,058 0,002 0,036 

Leibkonna kogusissetulek 0,094** 0,009 0,000 0,106 ± E � E @ A B B F ? E > ? � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  F � > E D G ? �
 

Lahutatud/lesk -0,505** 0,061 0,000 -0,092 

Vallaline -0,259** 0,071 0,000 -0,050 

Laste olemasolu 0,073 0,065 0,258 0,015 « G = � E C ° E � E â D n = E C F ? � E � F � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  @ A = � G l > B E = F � � E l @ G > @ A � C @ G G ? �
 

Kord kuusã ä å æ ç è é ç ê ë ê ì  0,409** 0,083 0,000 0,083 í å î ä ï ð ä á ñ ä å æ ç è é ç ê ë ê ì  0,665** 0,087 0,000 0,135 ¡ G G D G l > B E � F = � G ? � n = E l G ? � � G ° ° >
 -0,093** 0,069 0,001 0,010 

Religioossus 0,055** 0,008 0,000 0,066 

Usaldus inimestesse 0,463** 0,034 0,000 0,152 
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Vabaliige 5,975** 0,242 0,000  " � � � � � � � � � � � � , � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �
 

Vaatluste arv = 21 789; p = 0,0000; R2 = 0,3559.  
**p<0,01.   � � � � � � � � 	 � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � * � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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elgitava
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aolu 

seisukohalt on hinnang oma 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �# � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 

 

2.3. Subjektiivsele heaolule 
 ' � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 
� � � � # # � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � ! � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � ! �

 enamus- 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

Mitmed � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
- ja enamusrahvuse hulka kuuluvate isikute 

subjektii
� � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � �

oluliselt varieeruda 
� � � � � � � � " - � � � * � � �

 2011; 

Verkuyten 2008). " � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � �# � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � " � � � � � � � � � � �
enamus- 

� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � �
se subjektiivse heaolu varieeruvus osaliselt ka erinevast � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � " � � � � 	 � � � 	 � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � # � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � 	 � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

ka 
� � � � 	 � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

kultuurikeskkonnas elamisel on negatiivne efekt heaolule. 

Erinevust enamus- 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

aolus kinnitavad ka Euroopa 

Sotsiaaluuringu viiend
� � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � ' � � ! � � � � 	 	 � � � 3

 iseloomustab enamus- ning � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � 	 � � � � � 	 � � �
e vaatlusaluses 25 

Euroopa riigis. Ehkki esitatud tulemuste t
� � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

silmas pidada, et erinevate � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 � � ! � � � � ! �
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� � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
ajate hulk, tulevad joonisel siiski 

� � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 subjektiivse heaolu hinnangute erinevuse osas. 
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Joonis 4. 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � 2 2

-pallisel skaalal). Hinnangute leidmisel on kasutatud Euroopa 

Sotsiaaluuringu soovituslikke disainikaale. Autori koostatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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Jooniselt 4 on esmapilgul 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � 	 � � �

mille kohaselt elukohariigis 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �

subjektiivset heaolu 
# � � � � � � �

madalamaks kui sama riigi enamusrahvuse esindajad. Siiski � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � 	 � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � 	 	 � �" 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

� � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
on olukord ka � � � � � � � � � � � � ) � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � !

enda subjektiivsele heaolule 

on enamusrahvusesse kuuluvate inimeste keskmisest hinnangust 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � �

Poolas, Venemaal, Sloveenias ning Ukrainas. Kontrollides joonisel 4 avalduvaid 

erinevusi t-testiga, selgub, et olulisuse nivool 0,05 esineb statistiliselt oluline erinevus 

konkreetse riigi enamus- 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � 	 � � � � � # � � 	 � � � $ � � � � �  	 � � � � � � � � © � � � � � � �  	 � � � � � � � %

eedu, Rootsi ning Poola 

andmete puhul. Seejuures saab joonise 4 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � �

erinevused enamus- ning � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � # � � 	 � � �  	 � � � � � � � � © � � � � � � � � � !
Eesti korral. � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

alapunktis hinnatud ning 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

regressioonimudel kinnitas, et kuulumine riigi enamus- 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 �

subjektiivse heaolu seisukohalt oluline tegur. Seejuures on ametlikust kodakondsusest � � � ! � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
nimene ise samastab end � � ! � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � �

 Hinnangute erinevusest tulenevalt 

on 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 uurida, kas erinevad muutujad omavad heaolu hinnangutega � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
imetatud erinevused � � � � � � � � ' � � ! � � � � � � � � � # # � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 

alapunktis kajastatud
� � � � � �

valimisse kuuluvaid 
� � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

regressioonimudelis. Siiski kuna enamus- 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � �

kaks 

eraldi mudelit, siis on vastav tunnus ise mudeli selgitavate muutujate hulgast 

eemaldatud.  

Nii enamus- 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

e kohta eraldi hinnatud regressioonimudelite 

parameetrite robustsed hinnangud ning nende olulisuse t
� � � � 	 � � � � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � �

esitatud tabelis 7
� " � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � # � � � � �

 kogu valimit 

kirjeldava regressioonimudeliga olid ka siinkohal mudelitesse fiktiivsete muutujatena 
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� # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 �
suurema 

# � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � !
nevast 

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

 

Tabel 7. Heaolu hinnanguid Euroopa riikide enamus- 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

iseloomustavate regressioonimudelite tulemused (standardvigade robustsed hinnangud). 

Muutuja 

Enamusrahvus $ u ¿ z s x y v p ¿ t x y
 

n= 20 523 
R2=0,362 

Prob>F=0,0000 

n=1266 
R2=0,407 

Prob>F=0,0000 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p 

Standar-
diseeritud 

beeta 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p 

Standar-
diseeritud 

beeta 

Vanus -0,064** 0,000 -0,520 -0,104** 0,003 -0,974 

(Vanus)2/100 0,063** 0,000 0,517 0,105** 0,001 0,990 

Sugu 0,151** 0,004 0,028 -0,060 0,798 -0,027 � E � � > ? E ? E > ? G B C � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  = F D � �
 

Keskmine 0,981** 0,000 0,185 0,963** 0,007 0,248 

Hea 1,617** 0,000 0,338 1,364** 0,000 0,356 ½ F � > C G ? � F ? E � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  E ? > l E ? E � F ? E l E = F � > C G ? �
 

Teine tase -0,105 0,096 -0,014 -0,221 0,438 -0,018 

Kolmas tase 0,026 0,735 0,019 -0,425 0,233 -0,072 « � F F � G ? � ¬ ¬ � G � G D � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  F @ � > > � B E �
 Þ ß ß à á

 -0,792** 0,000 -0,061 -0,798 0,178 -0,052 

Mitteaktiivne 0,180* 0,011 0,036 0,372 0,211 0,034 

Leibkonna 
kogusissetulek 

0,091** 0,000 0,093 0,129** 0,004 0,141 ± E � E @ A B B F ? E > ? � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  F � > E D G ? �
 

Lahutatud/lesk -0,524** 0,000 -0,097 -0,541 0,080 -0,071 

Vallaline -0,274** 0,001 -0,056 -0,255 0,417 -0,034 

Laste olemasolu -0,125 0,094 -0,022 -0,165 0,653 -0,071 

Suhted pere
â D n = E C F ? � E � F � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  @ A = � G l > B E = F � � E l @ G > @ A � C @ G G ? �

 

Kord kuusã kord è é ç ê ë ê ì  

0,427** 0,000 0,084 0,953* 0,011 0,075 

Rohkem kui kord è é ç ê ë ê ì  

0,678** 0,000 0,135 1,404** 0,000 0,176 

Religioossus 0,047** 0,000 0,063 0,022 0,545 0,045 

Usaldus 
inimestesse 

0,493** 0,000 0,156 0,718** 0,000 0,145 

Usaldus 
institutsioonidesse 

0,430** 0,000 0,153 0,498** 0,000 0,212 

Vabaliige 6,207** 0,000  7,266** 0,000  " � � � � � � � � � � � � , � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �
 

**p<0,01; *p<0,05.   � � � � � � � � 	 � � # � � � �
tud ka riiki iseloomustavad fiktiivsed muutujad ning kasutatud on 

Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu soovituslikke disainikaale. 
Allikas: autori koostatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu viienda vooru 

� � � � � � � � � � � � �
. 
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Kuna 
� 	 ! � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � �

 valimist 
#

lekaaluka osakaalu 

moodustavad riikide enamusrahvused, siis enamusrahvusgrupi osas on tabelis 7 esitatud 

regressioonimudeli tulemused 
	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

esitatud 

kogu valim
� � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � ! �

. 
) � � � � � � � � � � � �

 
� # � � �

uutusid 

parameetrite arvulised hinnangud, kuid siinkohal ei olnud aset leidnud muutused � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � �
olemust.  

Endiselt ilmneb 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � ! � � � �

statistiliselt oluline seos 

subjektiivse heaolu ning vanuse ja vanuse ruudu (jagatud sajaga) vahel. Seejuures on 

esimesel juhul seos negatiivne ning teisel juhul positiivne, mis 
� � � � � �

, et taas on 

tegemist U-kujulise seosega. P
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � �

 on leitav, et 

enamusrahvuse esindajate subjektiivne heaolu madalaim 49,2 aasta vanuselt. 

Enamusrahvuse puhul on subjektiivne heaolu 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � �

samasuunaliselt seotud veel soo, terviseseisundile antava hinnangu, leibkonna 

kogusissetuleku, isiku religiooss
� � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � 	 � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! �# � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 	 �

ide suhtes. Seejuures on hea � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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heaolu seisukohalt oluline roll sissetulekul, kuid 

� � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � !� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

Oaxaca-
¥ � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �

- 
� � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � ! � � � ! � � � � � � �

erinevuseks. Antud juhul on 35,5 protsenti koguerinevusest selgitatud ehk tuleneb � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � " � � � � � � � � 	 �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � 	 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � �
evatesse inimestesse, leibkonna kogusissetulek ning 
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� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � ! � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
hinnangut heaolule. 

$ � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
madalam, suurendades seega selgitatud erinevust, on 

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �� � � � � � � * � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � �
 " � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � ! � � 	 � � � � � � �

kujundamisel. Kuna igasuguse riigipoolse sekkumise peamiseks e
� � � � � ! � � � 	 � � � � � � � �� � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � ! � � � � 	 �

inimeste tajutava heaolu seisukohalt olulised. 
( � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

ist, usa usaldust 

i
� � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � # � � 	 � 	 	 ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

 Lisaks heaolule 

tekkivale efektile on taoline teadlik heaolu kujundavatele tunnustele keskendumine � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

� � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
produktiivsemad). " � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # # � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � �

i
� � � � � � � ( � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � # # � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

ning kontrollida kas ja kuidas uute tegurite lisamine muudab saadud 

tulemusi. Seejuures tuleks kaaluda ka mitmetasandilise modelleerimise abil � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � * � � � � � � � * � � � � � �
kujunemisest. Kuna rahvu

� ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � 	 	 � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �
rieerumisest etnilistes rahvusgruppides ning selle 

muutumisest ajas. 
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kirjeldustest 
iseloomustab hetkel @ � > � E ° F � E l > B > � E > E
ametlikku 
perekonnaseisu? 

1� 7, kus 

1� ametlikus abielus 

2� ametlikult 
tunnustatud vabaabielu 

3� ametlikult eraldatud 

4� ametlikult lahutatud/ � F � F F � > E D G � k = > ? � F � G C
 

5� lesk 

6� l > � � E k @ ? @ >
eelnevatest 

7� F � > E D G � k = > ? � F � G C
 

1� 3, kus 

1 �  ametlikult abielus � � > � F � F F � > E D G ?
 (ESS 

1� 2) 

2 �  lahutatud/lesk (ESS 
3� 5; 7) 

3 �  mitte kumbki 
eelnevatest (ESS 6) 

Haridustase Milline on Teie @ � � � E > l = F � > C G ? � F ? E �
mille olete 
omandanud? 

0� 55, kus 

0� ° A D E � � > l F D > @k = > D C F C F P « Q µ R
tasemetega 

1� ISCED I  

2� ISCED II 

3� ISCED IIIb 

4� ISCED IIIa 

5� ISCED IV 

6� ISCED V1 

7� ISCED V2 

55� muu 

1� 3, kus 

1� esimese taseme 
haridus (ESS 1� 2) 

2� teise taseme haridus 
(ESS 3� 5) 

3� kolmanda taseme 
haridus (ESS 6� 7) 
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S � � � T > U �   C
 

 
Regressiooni-

mudelites 

kasutatav 

muutuja 

J ¸ y q s x y K x v Á Á L p
Sotsiaaluuringus 

o x x w x M p t N q s p r q À x ·t u u v w x y z · K x v Á Á L p
Sotsiaaluuringu 

andmebaasis 

Regressiooni-

mudelites kasutatav 

kodeering 

Hinnang tervisele 
< D C > ? E D � = > B B F � E ? �
milline on Teie 
tervislik seisund? 

1� 5, kus 

1� � n � F = E F
 

2� hea 

3� rahuldav  

4� halb  

5�  
� n � F = F D �

 

1� 3, kus 

1� = F D � � � > � n � F = F D �
(ESS 4� 5) 

2� rahuldav (ESS 3) 

3� = E F � � > � n � F = E F
(ESS 1� 2) 

Religioossus Olenemata sellest, kas A D E � E � E F � G C G ? G � � >
usulahu tunnistaja, kui 
usklikuks Te ennast  
peate? 

0� 10, kus 

0� l F ° A D E k D C ? E G ? @ D > @
 

10� A D E B � n � F G ? @ D > @
 

0� 10 

Kuulumine riigis � n = E l G ? � F = � G ? E
hulka 

Kas Te kuulute 
r

F = � G ? � n = E l G ? � � G ° ° > �
 

0� ei; 1� jah 0� 1 

Leibkonna 
kogusissetulek 

Liites kokku ? > ? ? E � G D E @ G @ � > @ > C E ? �
sissetulekuallikatest 
(nii ametlik kui 
mitteametlik palk,  
pension, toetus- ja 
abirahad jne), siis mis 
oli Teie leibkonna 
kogu netosissetulek (st ° G = � F D � @ n � � E

 saadud  
raha, kust on maksud n � F l F @ ? � G C � � ¡ G > � EE > A ? @ F ¬ E D C F � n ° ? E �
numbrit, siis palun 
andke orienteeruv  = > B B F B � � @ F ? B n C F D F �@ G G � � > F F ? � F F B C l E C � É

 

1� 10, kus 

1� kuulub riigis 
sissetuleku poolest 
esimesse detsiili 

10�  kuulub riigis 
sissetuleku poolest @ k l B E B C F ? ? E C E � ? > > D >

 

1� 10 
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S � � � T > U �   C
 

 
Regressiooni-

mudelites 

kasutatav 

muutuja 

J ¸ y q s x y K x v Á Á L p
Sotsiaaluuringus 

o x x w x M p t N q s p r q À x ·t u u v w x y z · K x v Á Á L p
Sotsiaaluuringu 

andmebaasis 

Regressiooni-

mudelites kasutatav 

kodeering « � F F � G ? � ¬ ¬ � G � G D
 Mil

D > ? E C ª n � � B E � F � E ? �
kirjeldustest vastavad 
sellele, mida Te olete � > > l F ? E C ~ ° n E � F

 
teinud? 

1� 9, kus 

1� � F ? G ? � F � G C � ¬ ¬
 

2� � ° ° > l > B E
 

3� � ¬ ¬ � G ª F A � ? > � � ¬ ¬ C
 

4� � ¬ ¬ � G � E > A � ? > � ¬ ¬ C
 

5� ° k ? > � F D � � ¬ ¬ � � > l E � G� � > ° G G C E � F
 

6� pensionil 

7� kohustuslikul k = > ? @ A B C D > @ G D �
kasul

> @ G D � ¬ ¬ D � � >
ajateenistuses 

8� @ A C G B E � D F ? � E � � >
kellegi teise eest 
hoolitsemine 

9� muu 

1� 3, kus 

1� aktiivne (ESS 1) 

2� � ¬ ¬ � G � µ « « Ç �
 

3� mitteaktiivne (ESS 
2; 4� 8) 

Usaldus k l � � > � ? E � F � E
inimeste suhtes 

< D C > ? E D � = > B B F � E ? � @ F ?� E > E F � � F � E ? � � > �
enamikku inimesi 
usaldada? 
 

0� 10, kus 

0�  enamikku inimesi ei 
saa usaldada 

10�  enamikku  > B > l E ? > � � > � G ? F D C F C F
 

¯ F @ � A � F B F D k k ? > � E E D
loodud tandardiseeritud 
muutuja vahemikus  
-2.160427 kuni 
2.107654 

Mida Te arvate, kas E B F l G ? > B > l E ? > ° k k F @ ?� E > C � � > l F D G ? E @ A � � F Dn � F @ F ? G � F C F � � >@ n > � G � F C B F C ° > � E l
ausalt? 

0� 10, kus 

0� enamus inimesi ° k k F @ ? l > B C n � F
kasutada 

10� enamus inimesi ° k k F @ ? @ n > � G C F F G ? F D �
 

Mida Te arvate, kas E B F l G ? E F ª F ? � ° k k F � F C
inimesed olla teiste ? G = � E ? F � > � F D l > C � � >

 
hoolivad nad E B B E @ � > @ E > ? E E B C F ? � �

 

0� 10, kus 

0� inimesed hoolivad E B B E @ � > @ E > ? E E B C F ? �
 

10� > B > l E ? E C ° k k F � F C
enamasti teiste suhtes 
abivalmid olla 
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 S � � � T > U �   C

 

 
Regressiooni-

mudelites 

kasutatav 

muutuja 

J ¸ y q s x y K x v Á Á L p
Sotsiaaluuringus 

o x x w x M p t N q s p r q À x ·t u u v w x y z · K x v Á Á L p
Sotsiaaluuringu 

andmebaasis 

Regressiooni-

mudelites kasutatav 

kodeering 

Usaldus riiklike 
institutsioonide 
suhtes 

¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E
riigi parlamenti? 

0� 10, kus 

0� E > G ? F D C F k D C ? E
 

10� G ? F D C F � E � n > E D > @ G D �
 

 

¯ F @ � A � F B F D k k ? > � E E D
loodud tandardiseeritud 
muutuja vahemikus  
-2.040643 kuni 
2.445732 

¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E� > > � > � > � G ? ? k ? � E E l > �
 ¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E

riigi politseid? ¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E
riigi poliitikuid? ¡ G > � � � C � E G ? F D C F � E
riigi poliitilisi parteisid 
ja erakondi? 

Laste olemasolu 
¡ F ? � E > E � F @ A A ? k = E ?
leibkonnas on kunagi 
elanud Teie lapsi, � � � � F ? D F ° ? > �
adopteeritud lapsi,  @ F ? G D F ° ? > � � >
elukaaslase lapsi? 

0� ei; 1� jah  0� 1 

Pere ja D n = E C F ? � E � F
suhtlemise 
sagedus 

Kui tihti (kokku) 
kohtute/veedate aega ? � ° � F C E � ? G � G D F ? � E � � >� ¬ ¬ @ F F ? D F ? � E � F �º � E D C G C A B
vabatahtlikult, st mitte ? E A ? E ? � ¬ ¬ � F � F > C D � � G° n � F ? � F ª F � E E � l > ? �� n D ª F ? ° A A D @ > � ? F l F �
perekonda. 

1� 7, kus 

1� mitte kunagi  

2� � n = E l @ G > @ A � C @ G G ?
 

3� kord kuus  

4� mitu korda kuus 

5� @ A � C B n C F D F ?
 

6� l > � G @ A � C F B n C F D F ?
 

7� > � F ° n E �
 

1� 3, kus 

1� l > � � E @ G B F � > � � >� n = E l @ G > @ A � C @ G
us 

(ESS 1� 2) 

2� @ A � C B n C F D F ? @ G B >
kord kuus (ESS 3� 5) 

3� tihedamini kui kord B n C F D F ? � µ « « V � 7) 

Vastaja 
elukohariik 
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Lisa 2. " � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
 

 

Riik Vaatluste arv 
Hinnangud subjektiivsele heaolule 

Keskmine Mediaan St
F B C F � C = n D � E

 

Belgia 845 7,51 8 1,668 

Bulgaaria 1260 4,69 5 2,599 W � E > � ?
 752 8,14 8 1,655 ¡ k ° � A ?
 419 7,24 8 1,997 � X E = = >
 1025 6,24 7 2,187 

Saksamaa 1606 7,22 8 2,182 

Taani 869 8,30 9 1,644 

Eesti 897 6,44 7 2,315 

Hispaania 792 7,32 8 1,634 

Prantsusmaa 998 6,33 7 2,451 < = E B C @ G B > B � � > > @
 1180 7,19 8 1,982 

Kreeka 1083 5,86 6 2,289 

Horvaatia 568 6,30 7 2,340 

Ungari 667 5,81 6 2,433 

Iirimaa 1136 6,32 7 2,341 

Iisrael 525 7,29 8 2,166 

Leedu 718 5,01 5 2,587 

Holland 958 7,80 8 1,413 

Norra 909 7,94 8 1,638 

Poola 612 6,98 8 2,202 

Venemaa 1276 5,63 6 2,473 

Rootsi 927 7,92 8 1,719 

Sloveenia 434 6,92 7 2,197 

Slovakia 626 6,63 7 2,481 

Ukraina 707 4,54 5 2,617 

Kogu valim 21789 6,74 7 2,374 

Arvutustes on arvestatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu andmebaasis toodud soovituslike 
disainikaaludega. 
 � � � � � � , � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � 	 	 � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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Lisa 3. Lineaarsed regressioonimudelid 5-aastaste vanusegruppidega. 
 

Muutuja 

Y ¿ q { z s x · z r
 Enamusrahvus $ u ¿ z s x y v p ¿ t x y

 

n= 21 789 
R2=0,3575 

Prob>F=0,0000 

n= 20 523 
R2=0,3589 

Prob>F=0,0000 

n=1266 
R2=0,3712 

Prob>F=0,0000 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p ® F B G ? � � � � C D G ? � � G ° ° � Æ � 19) 

20ã 24 � 0,326 0,006 � 0,363 0,002 0,190 0,756 

25ã 29 � 0,431 0,001 � 0,458 0,000 � 0,139 0,807 

30ã 34 � 0,580 0,000 � 0,560 0,000 � 0,898 0,143 

35ã 39 � 0,780 0,000 � 0,762 0,000 � 1,110 0,121 

40ã 44 � 0,681 0,000 � 1,036 0,000 � 0,940 0,148 

45ã 49 � 0,985 0,000 � 0,824 0,000 � 0,698 0,326 

50ã 54 � 0,742 0,000 � 0,802 0,000 0,181 0,785 

55ã 59 � 0,777 0,000 � 0,523 0,000 � 0,635 0,304 

60ã 64 � 0,496 0,000 � 0,522 0,000 � 0,450 0,441 

65ã 69 � 0,476 0,000 � 0,476 0,000 � 0,170 0,818 

70ã 74 � 0,251 0,069 � 0,294 0,037 0,052 0,936 

75ã 79 � 0,095 0,507 � 0,153 0,290 0,409 0,544 

80ã 84 � 0,055 0,738 � 0,110 0,509 0,588 0,532 

85ã 89 � 0,012 0,952 � 0,060 0,766 0,439 0,699 

90ã 94 � 0,222 0,587 � 0,258 0,530   

95ã 101 � 0,358 0,511 � 0,461 0,400 3,168 0,000 

Sugu 0,144 0,001 0,140 0,001 0,103 0,629 � E � � > ? E ? E > ? G B C � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  = F D � �
 

Keskmine 0,934 0,000 0,909 0,000 1,274 0,007 

Hea 1,575 0,000 1,562 0,000 1,740 0,000 ½ F � > C G ? � F ? E � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  E ? > l E ? E � F ? E l E = F � > C G ? �
 

Teine tase -0,036 0,530 -0,028 0,625 -0,126 0,644 

Kolmas tase 0,100 0,148 0,157 0,026 -0,477 0,150 « � F F � G ? � ¬ ¬ � G � G D � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  F @ � > > � B E �
 Þ ß ß à á

 -0,624 0,000 -0,622 0,000 -0,583 0,244 

Mitteaktiivne 0,092 0,146 0,096 0,141 0,133 0,026 

Leibkonna kogusissetulek 
� � � � � � � � ! � � � � , 2 � � � � � � � � �

 
2. detsiil 0,425 0,000 0,390 0,000 0,784 0,002 

3. detsiil 0,557 0,000 0,514 0,000 0,997 0,000 

4. detsiil 0,584 0,000 0,549 0,000 0,907 0,002 

5. detsiil 0,701 0,000 0,678 0,000 0,888 0,004 

6. detsiil 0,799 0,000 0,756 0,000 1,269 0,000 

7. detsiil 0,757 0,000 0,712 0,000 1,348 0,000 

8. detsiil 0,833 0,000 0,782 0,000 1,542 0,000 

9. detsiil 0,839 0,000 0,792 0,000 1,447 0,000 

10. detsiil 1,091 0,000 1,038 0,000 1,876 0,000 
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S � � � Z > U �   C
 

 

Muutuja 

Y ¿ q { z s x · z r
 Enamusrahvus $ u ¿ z s x y v p ¿ t x y

 

n= 21 789 
R2=0,3575 

Prob>F=0,0000 

n= 20 523 
R2=0,3589 

Prob>F=0,0000 

n=1266 
R2=0,3712 

Prob>F=0,0000 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p 

Param. 
hinnang 

Olulisuse � � E B É
 p ± E � E @ A B B F ? E > ? � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  F � > E D G ? �

 

Lahutatud/lesk -0,489 0,000 -0,492 0,000 -0,392 0,154 

Vallaline -0,250 0,000 -0,245 0,001 -0,417 0,112 

Laste olemasolu 0,063 0,333 0,065 0,334 0,107 0,762 « G = � E C ° E � E â D n = E C F ? � E � F � � � � C D G ? � � G ° °  @ A = � G l > B E = F � � E l @ G > @ A � C @ G G ? �
 

Kord kuusã kord è é ç ê ë ê ì  

0,397 0,000 0,372 0,000 0,674 0,066 

Rohkem kui kord è é ç ê ë ê ì  

0,654 0,000 0,613 0,000 1,044 0,008 

Religioossus 0,055 0,000 0,059 0,000 0,025 0,504 

Kuulumine � n = E l G ? � F = � G ? E
hulka 

-0.092 0,001     

Usaldus 
inimestesse 

0,463 0,000 0,462 0,000 0,454 0,001 

Usaldus 
institutsioonidesse 

0,481 0,000 0,463 0,000 0,611 0,000 

Konstant 5,250 0,000 5,308 0,000 5,188 0,000 

Arvutustes on arvestatud Euroopa Sotsiaaluuringu andmebaasis toodud soovituslike 
disainikaaludega. 
 � � � � � � , � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � $ � � 	 	 � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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SUMMARY 
 

SUBJECTIVE WELL-BEING AND THE FACTORS DETERMINING IT IN 

ETHNICAL GROUPS BASED ON EUROPEAN SOCIAL SURVEY 
 � �  � �
 

Well-being both in macro and in micro level has been developing area of research for 

decades not only in economics but in sociology, psychology and other social sciences as 

well. The research on well-being is essential in macro level, because knowing what 

determines high or low levels of well-being enables to carry out policies focusing these 

factors as the main purpose of countrys (economic) policy should be raising and 

maximizing the well-being of its citizens. 

In standard economic theory, well-being is traditionally measured objectively, depending on R L K R Q R K J M N [ P
choices between goods and services within budget constraints. However, recent 

empirical research has faound plenty of evidence that there is only weak correlation 

between income and happiness
� � � � � - 	 � � � 	 � � � � 9 � � � � 	 4 � � � i $ � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 % \

, 

which suggests that there is no link between the level of economic development of a 

society and the overall happiness of its members (Drabsch 2012: 11). These findings 

have stated the need for 
� � � � � � 4 � 9 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 4 � � �

-being and life 

satisfaction and one of the most common of them is self-reported well-being, known as 

subjective well-being (SWB). 

Previous empirical research has stated different factors that have positive or negative 

effect on subjective well-being, one of which is ethnical background of an individual. 

Although the number of studies is quite limited, researchers have found relatively low 

life satisfaction among ethnic minority groups (Verkuyten 2008: 391). However, as the 

immigration to most developed countries is constantly growing thus increasing the 
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ethnic diversity and the number of people belonging to some minority group, the well-

being of minorities and their situation in comparison to majorities is of growing 

importance.  

Taking these findings into 
� - - 	 � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 * � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � - � � � � � �

which individual level characteristics are related to subjective well-being and how these 

relationships differ in ethnical minority and majority groups. To achieve that the author 

established following research tasks: 

· based on professional literature defining the nature and importance of 

subjective well-being; 

· giving an overview of previous research focusing on subjective well-being 

and concluding the main findings of this research; 

· giving an overview of European Social Survey and the data collected in fifth 

round; 

· analyzing, based on fifth round of European Social Survey, which social, 

economical and demographical individual level caharacteristics are related � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � � � 	 * � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � - � � � � 4 � � �
-being; 

· analyzing the difference in subjective well-being of ethnical minorities and 

majorities. 

The empirical part of the thesis is based on the fifth round of European Social Survey. 

The final sample used in the thesis consists of 21 789 individuals from 25 European 

countries. The used data confirms statement that SWB of ethnical minority groups is 

significantly lower compared to majorty nation of the country thus once again proving 

the importance of focusing on ethnical groups in SWB research. Linear regression 

model estimated on ordinary least squares method is used to analyze the relationships of 

subjective well-being and various individual level characteristics. The model is 

estimated both for overall sample and for ethnical minority and majority groups 

individually. 

The results of regression analyzis are in accordance with theoretical framework and 

confirm previous empirical findings. The relationship between subjective well-being 

and age is U-sha
� � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � * � � � � � � � " £ ¥ � � � � ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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� � � � � � � � - � � � 9 � � ! � � * � - � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � 4 � � � � 	 � � � � 	 � � � � � 	 � � � � � - 	 � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 * � � � 	 � � � � � � � � ! � 	 � � � � � � �
The positive effect of � 	 � � � � 	 � � � � � 	 � � � � � - 	 � �

 is the grater the loer the income, whereas when the income is 

above the average level of a country additional income does not increase SWB 

significantly. Family relations are also important .  married people have higher SWB 

than people with other relationship statuses and frequent social contact with friend and 

extended family have positive effect on SWB. Trust in other people and different 

country-level institutions, such as parliament, police, political parties and legal system 

are also related to higher SWB. In comparison to being employed unemployment 

decreases, but inactivity in the other hand increases SWB. 

Focusing on ethnical groups the results on majority grop are very similar to the overall 

sample, largely due to the fact that great proportion of the sample consists of majority 

group. In minority group there is no significant relationship between SWB and gender, 

employment status, legal relationship status and religiousness. However SWB is related 

to age, health and frequency of social relationships. In addidtion there is positive 

relatonship between SWB and trust in other people and country-level institutions. The 

last finding is important as it provides opportunities to influence residents SWB through 

raising the reputation and reliability of different institutions. Nevertheless to come up 

with more specific measures additional research is needed.  

Despite the fact that both in overall sample and in ethnic groups total income of 

household has positive effect on SWB, the characteristics related to health and social 

relationships turned out to be even more important. Therefore even though income is 

important the effect of health, relationships and trust in institutions should by no means 

be underestimated either. 

Using Oaxaca-Blinder method of decomposition the difference in SWB of ethnic groups 

can be divided to explained and unexplained difference. In the current case 35,5 

percents of the difference is explained, meaning it results from group differences in 

ch
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difference is unexplained as it cannot be explained by these differences and result fromt 

the fact that the effect of observed characteristics on SWB is not the same in ethnical 

groups as well as from possible unobserved predictors that are not included in 
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regression analysis. For instance even though lower level of households total income 

decreases SWB of minoritiesand therefore increases the explained difference, income 

on the other hand has greater positive effect on their SWB, thus decreasing unexplained 

difference. 
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