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Abstract 

Grievance-based theories of protest participation have been criticized often selecting on the 
dependent variable and failing to explain why most dissatisfied individuals do not take political 
action. I address this puzzle by arguing that previous ties with political groups and views on the 
utility of protest serve as a selection process that discerns those who join a social movement and 
consequently take political action. That is, while deprivation may not lead to protest participation 
for most individuals, it increases participation among those who are involved with political 
organizations. I develop my argument on the role of group involvement based on in-depth 
interviews with protest participants and non-participants in Argentina, and provide a test of this 
interactive effect with an analysis of protest behavior during the last global economic crisis with 
data from the 2010 round of the AmericasBarometer. 
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Introduction 

Throughout the past decade, the world has witnessed a resurgence of mass-level public 

demonstrations such as the Arab Spring, the Occupy movements, protests against austerity 

measures in Europe, and demonstrations of dissatisfaction with incumbent presidents in Latin 

America (Ortiz et al. 2013, Moseley 2015). A number of scholars attribute the rise of these 

movements to ordinary citizens’ growing or accumulating deprivation of goods or services.1 But 

while some believe that “consensus on the general applicability of the grievance theory of protest 

remains” (Finkel, Muller, and Opp 1989, p. 885), other studies reject the validity of deprivation-

based theories on the grounds that individuals often have grievances but do not take part in any 

political act (Brush 1996, Dalton et al. 2009, Gurney and Tierney 1982, McPhail 1971, Norris, 

Walgrave, and Aelst 2006). This leads to a paradox, why do protests claim grievances, yet 

deprivation does not lead to protest participation? 

I address this puzzle by arguing that there are important differences between those who 

have grievances and take on public demonstrations from those who do not. Relying on studies of 

																																																								
1 For instance, Kern, Marien and Hooghe (2015) finds increase in the unemployment rate and 

dissatisfaction with the economy to be significant predictors of recent protest participation in 

Europe. Beissinger, Jamal and Mazur (2015) suggest that economic grievances appear to have 

been the dominant motivation for the recent popular uprisings in Tunisia and Egypt. Pacca 

(2016) describes heterogeneous grievances as the driving forces for recent protest participation in 

Brazil. 
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mobilization and in-depth interviews I conducted with social movement leaders, protest 

participants and non-participants in Argentina, I posit that previous ties with political groups and 

views on the utility of protest serve as a selection process that discerns those who join a social 

movement and consequently take political action. That is, while deprivation may not lead to 

protest participation for most individuals, because of the action-orientated framework of political 

groups, it increases the probability of participation among those who become or already are 

associated with political organizations. I provide a test of this interactive effect of political group 

involvement on the relationship between deprivation and political participation with an analysis 

of protest behavior during the last global economic crisis with survey data from twenty-three 

countries collected by the 2010 round of the AmericasBarometer.  

 

Grievance Theory and Its Limitations 

 Grievance-based theories propose that social and economic hardships are drivers of 

collective action (Gamson 1968, Barnes et. al 1979). The most popular version of this model 

suggests that political action at the individual level is driven by the perceived level of deprivation 

(Gurr 1970). The concept of relative deprivation characterizes individuals’ perception of 

unfairness due to a lack of a good or service they believe to be entitled to, and is theorized to be a 

strong predictor of political action (Gurr 1970).2 Moreover, feelings of relative deprivation can 

																																																								
2 For extensive reviews on the numerous works on relative deprivations and its criticisms, see 

Gurney and Tierney (1982), Smith et al. (2011) and Walker and Pettigrew (1984). Relative 

deprivation should be differentiated from absolute deprivation, which is generally understood as 

a condition of extreme poverty in which an individual would not be prone to action due to the 

lack of basic resources (Ladin 2014). 



	 4 

originate from two types of comparison: in relation to reference groups or in relation to 

expectations from past conditions (Walker and Pettigrew 1984, Smith et al. 2011). Deprivation in 

relation to others is described by the comparison of one’s own condition to that of another group, 

and is commonly exemplified by inequality within a population (e.g. Deaton 2001).3 That is, 

individuals may feel deprived if they perceive as unjust the fact that they have fewer goods or of 

a lesser quality compared to others.4 Deprivation in relation to expectations represents the 

difference between the reality and expectations created based on previous conditions. For 

instance, Davies’ (1962) classic J-curve hypothesis states that revolutionary movements are 

caused by rising individual expectations and falling levels of perceived well-being. In a more 

recent version of this concept, Snow et al. (1998) argue that the defining element that heightens 

the prospects of collective action is the disruption of daily routines and things we take for 

granted. According to this view, feelings of deprivation can be produced by the sudden loss or 

reduction of some good or service because it diverges from the (even possibly dormant) 

expectation of improvement or maintenance of the status quo.5  

Yet, studies that suggest there is a relationship between relative deprivation and political 

action have been extensively criticized for often focusing attention on individuals who protest 

																																																								
3 It is important to note that deprivation in relation to others may be present in rich societies since 

inequality is not unique to poor countries. 

4 For instance, De Juan and Wegner (Forthcoming) find inequality in services among social 

groups to be a key driver of protest participation against the government in South Africa. 

5 In fact, a number of works have found structural social changes to produce the upsurge of 

social movements in a variety of issues such as ethnic diversity (Olzak 1992, Beck 2000), 

increase in immigration (Barreto et al. 2009), and environmental disasters (Walsh 1981). 
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while overlooking the majority of the population who do not (Brush 1996, Gurney and Tierney 

1982, Dalton et al. 2009).6 That is, works that rely on grievance-based arguments fail to explain 

why only some of those who are thought to be deprived participate in demonstrations while an 

equal or even greater proportion do not.7 In fact, even Gurr (2011[1970]) recognizes that his 

original argument about the effect of relative deprivation lacks an account of why some 

individuals are mobilized while others are not. 

I seek to fill this theoretical gap by hypothesizing that the relationship between 

perceptions of deprivation and political action is not positive and direct as classic works on 

grievances suggest. Not all individuals are more likely to take it to the streets simply because 

they belong to a disadvantaged group. Instead, I argue there is something different about those 

deprived who protest from their counterparts who do not. More specifically, I contend that the 

involvement with a political group conditions the effect of deprivation on the probability of 

political action. 

 

The Role of Social Movements 

 Social movements play a fundamental role in facilitating individual political action. As 

opposed to spontaneous outbursts of frustration, social movements are characterized by dense 

																																																								
6 Studies that use relative deprivation are also theoretically criticized for not explaining why and 

how individuals develop these perceptions of unfairness (Brush 1996, Gurney and Tierney 1982, 

Dalton et al. 2009). 

7 This problem for causal inference is commonly called selection on the dependent variable. For 

examples and a thorough discussion of the selection on the dependent variable bias, see Geddes 

(1990) and King, Keohane, and Verba (1994). 
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social networks and action-oriented frameworks that organize the collective voice of individuals’ 

interests by providing the resources and settings for individuals to come together (McAdam and 

Paulsen 1993, Tarrow 1998). Studies that focus on mobilization highlight the importance of 

resources and social ties as drivers of recruitment for individual participation (e.g. Bolton 1972, 

McAdam 1986, McCarthy and Zald 1977, Orum 1972, Snow, Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson 1980, 

Tilly 1978). Consequently, understanding how individuals join social movements is crucial in 

explaining why only some individuals with grievances turn to political action. 

 Klandermans and Oegema (1987) propose a series of four steps through which 

individuals become engaged in social movements: 1) mobilization potential, 2) being a target, 3) 

becoming motivated, and 4) overcoming barriers to participate.8 Relying on this framework, I 

posit that joining a political group serves as an assortment process that differentiates the 

individuals with grievances who are likely to demonstrate their frustration from those who do 

not. First, as Klandermans and Oegema (1987) suggest, individuals who are discontent with an 

issue are more likely to be targets of recruitment by organized groups because activists know 

they are more likely to join. Yet, the probability of being a mobilization target is not the same for 

all deprived individuals. Those who have more access to the information apparatus of a group, 

and especially those who have indirect ties to a political group through other organizations or 

family and friends are more likely to join a particular movement (Klandermans and Oegema 

1987). Hence, even among a group of individuals discontent with an issue, the politically active 

are more likely to be the target of recruitment efforts.  

																																																								
8 Lane (1959) and Dahl (1971) also provide descriptions of the role of perceptions, evaluations 

and expectations between being part of a disadvantaged group and taking some form of political 

action, but they do not focus as much on the role of political groups in this process. 
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 Yet, motivation to participate should be a function of the perceived potential utility 

associated with joining a movement (Oberschall 1973, Muller and Opp 1986). Those directly 

affected by the issue at stake should observe a higher level of potential benefits from 

participating, but especially those who believe the movement will have success should be more 

likely to become motivated (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). In other words, individuals need 

to not only observe an issue that affects them, but also believe that taking part in a group is an 

opportunity that could somehow positively affect the status quo (Meyer 2004, Tarrow 1998). 

Finally, individuals consider the barriers that accompany participating in public demonstrations, 

particularly the expense of resources such as time and money. According to Muller and Opp 

(1986), the propensity of joining a social movement is determined by the perceived difference 

between potential benefits and costs. Klandermans and Oegema (1987) claim this utility 

calculation is partially driven by individuals’ initial motivation to participate in a movement.  

 Hence, from feeling that the absence or lack of a good is unjust after the comparison to 

another group or previous conditions to taking some form of political action, there is a complex 

decision-making process determined by mobilization and political opportunities. I theorize 

existing social ties and views on the utility of protests are central to this process. Although 

individuals who are affected by or discontent with a political issues are more likely to be targeted 

and motivated to join a social movement, some are more likely to be recruited because of social 

interactions with individuals connected to political groups and more likely to join based on 

existing views about the value of organized movements. In other words, individuals who become 

or are involved with social movements have different social networks and perceptions about the 

capacity of protests to produce change than those who are not associated with political groups. In 

turn, the resources and settings provided by organized groups are key in providing individuals 
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with the opportunities to public express their dissatisfaction. Scacco (2009) proposes a similar 

argument about individual participation in riots.9 Relying on frustration-aggression theory, 

Scacco (2009) argues that poverty is an inflaming factor for violence expressing, but networks 

are fundamental in the participation in riots given concrete action is a social rather than atomistic 

process driven by recruitment, information-transferring, and activation of grievances occurring in 

a network community.10  

 

Narratives from Argentina 

 Descriptions about why individuals joined or not political groups I observed during 

fieldwork substantiate how this process of mobilization conditions the effect of relative 

deprivation. In the summer of 2013, I conducted a total of twenty-six semi-structured interviews 

with activists and ordinary citizens about their views and engagement with political movements 

in the capital of Argentina, Buenos Aires, a country known for its institutional weaknesses and 

high levels of protest participation (Levitsky and Murillo 2005, Moseley 2015).11 To select 

respondents, my sampling method was three-fold. First, I would approach individuals who were 

participating in demonstrations in one of the three main locales where manifestations tend to 

																																																								
9 Although the research focuses on poverty and violent riots, the argument relies on interaction of 

the personal condition and networks as the combination for action. 

10 In Scacco’s (2009, p.25) own words, “the interaction between individual-level poverty and 

membership in certain types of local social networks should dramatically increase the likelihood 

of riot participation, once a conflict trigger has occurred.” 

11 Further description about the interviews including the interviewer guide in Spanish is 

presented in online appendix A. 
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occur in the city: the Plaza de Mayo (in front of the Presidential Palace), the Obelisco (a 

monument in the heart of city), and the National Congress.12 During my time in the field, 

numerous demonstrations took place nearby these locations such as workers’ unions 

demonstrations in favor of salary increases, a protest against police violence, a demonstration 

against the evacuation of homeless people from a building by the municipal government, protests 

against the corporation Monsanto, and manifestations in favor and against the incumbent 

national government, which allowed me to interview a diverse set of protest participants. 

 The second strategy to recruit interviewees was snowball sampling. Toward the 

conclusion of an interview, I would ask the respondent if there was someone else I should talk to. 

This strategy enabled me to gain access to organizers from a political youth network that 

regularly organized demonstrations in favor of the then incumbent national government (La 

Cámpora). As my last recruitment strategy, I used purposive sampling to select ordinary citizens 

such as salespeople, a doorman, and others who I met during my stay in the city to serve as a 

“control” group of individuals not engaged in social movements.  

 After explaining the background of the study and receiving informed consent, I asked 

these three set of individuals a series of questions about current politics, why they participated or 

not in public demonstrations, and the decision-making process that led them to participate or not. 

Activists who tried to persuade others to join a movement were also asked about their 

mobilization efforts. 

																																																								
12 I would also follow news outlets like TV channels and online newspaper such as the Clarín 

(www.clarin.com) and La Nación (www.lanacion.com.ar) that quickly informed on new protests 

occurring throughout the city. 
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 Klandermans and Oegema (1987) operationalize individuals’ potential for mobilization 

by classifying if an individual agrees or not with the cause of a demonstration. According to 

recruiting activists with whom I spoke, although it is easier to mobilize those who are already in 

agreement with them, much of their efforts are actually dedicated to informing individuals about 

issues, particularly their own friends or those of existing members. Furthermore, activists stated 

that social media has become a fundamental vehicle to communicate with potential movement 

participants in the recruitment stage. 

 When asked protest participants about how they decided to join that movement, the most 

common response was that relatives and friends who were somehow already connected to a 

movement invited them to join, which corroborates findings about the importance of social ties. 

A participant of a manifestation demanding higher salaries for dairy producers (lecheros) said: “I 

was already a dairy producer, but my cousin was the one who convinced me to join the union for 

better salaries and working conditions for us.”13 Thus, even among those who might be affected 

by an issue, becoming engaged through social networks is central to future participation.  

 When asked about their motivations, protesters often mentioned “the need to act” and 

“the need to change” as justification for their participation in social movements. In fact, 

participants and movement leaders were predominantly positive in their responses to questions 

about the worthiness of going to demonstrations.14 A supporter of the then incumbent President 

																																																								
13 Author interview, Buenos Aires, May 22, 2012. Names are not provided to ensure the 

anonymity of research subjects. 

14 Questions were asked as follows: “Do you think that protests are in general an effective form 

of achieving political goals?” and “Would you say that it was worth going (to the 

demonstration)?”  
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Cristina Kirchner described her presence in the pro-government rallies as: “absolutely worth 

it…these are moments that fulfill my role as a citizen fighting for what’s best for my country.”15 

Individuals who were not part of movements, on the other hand, tended to focus on the lack of 

time and ineffectiveness of public demonstrations, supporting Klandermans and Oegema’s 

(1987) claim that individuals’ motivation and perception of barriers are interconnected. For 

instance, a non-protester stated: “These protests do not achieve anything and only promote 

disorder.”16 When I asked activists about the costs associated with group involvement, most 

argued the costs were small, especially considering that organizations often select accessible 

places for gatherings, create a network of mutual help, and might even financially support their 

presence.17 I also asked protest participants about individuals close to them who were not 

involved in movements. Again, responses highlighted the lack of interest and belief in the 

efficacy of organized groups. 

 This set of interviews shed light on the mechanisms why some individuals who may feel 

deprived join movements to take action while others do not. In spite of a higher probability of 

being targeted, indirect social ties with political groups and initial interest in activism play an 

important role in increasing the chances those affected by an issue will join an organization that 

facilitates political participation. Therefore, we should expect relative deprivation to have a 

different effect on the probability of participating in a public demonstration contingent on 

																																																								
15 Author interview, Buenos Aires, June 04, 2012. 

16 Author interview, Buenos Aires, May 24, 2012. It should be noted this interviewee did not 

sympathize with the cause of the demonstration. 

17 Two protest participants independently mentioned their activism had affected their relationship 

with friends who did not share the same ideological views as them. 
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individuals’ involvement or not with a political organization. That is, deprivation should not 

have an effect among those who are not part of a political group, but should increase the 

prospects of participation for those who are associated with an organized movement. 

 

Survey Data from Latin America 

I test the validity of this hypothesis with data from the 2010 round of surveys from the 

AmericasBarometer.18 These surveys are particularly useful for this test because of a unique 

battery of questions about how the global economic crisis was affecting individuals’ lives, and 

specific items about involvement in different organizations and protest behavior across twenty-

five countries in the Americas.19 

Previous works on relative deprivation have been criticized for using subjective 

descriptions of grievances, and often selecting on the dependent variable by only looking at those 

who participate in protests. In an attempt to circumvent the measurement concern, I 

operationalize one’s state of deprivation with a binary measure of whether one’s personal 

economy had gotten worse in the past twelve months.20 Given most people’s finances are stable 

																																																								
18 Respondents were selected based on national multi-stage probability household samples (Kish 

1964). For how to analyze survey data taking the complex survey design into account, see 

Heeringa et al. (2009). 

19 In total, surveys were conducted in 27 countries in the Americas, but not all questions were 

asked in the United States and Canada. Interviews in Haiti are also not included when the Blame 

Current Government variable is included in the predictive model. 

20 A detailed description of how each variable was coded is included in the online appendix B, 

and wording of the questions and response alternatives is presented in the online appendix C. 
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across time, this measure captures potential for dissatisfaction with the loss of income.21 In other 

words, I rely on the discrepancy between the past and present state of individuals’ personal 

economies to measure the extent to which they are likely to feel deprived. When the expectations 

of equating past conditions are not met, I assume individuals should become frustrated with this 

loss of income.22 This assumption works especially well with personal economic expectations 

given that salaries and expenses are mostly constant. Involvement with a political organization is 

also coded as a dummy to categorize respondents who attended meetings of a political party or 

other political organization at least once in the past twelve months. Table 1 presents the 

frequency and percentage of responses to these two questions across all countries surveyed.  

Table 1: Frequency of Independent Variables 
Change in 

Personal Economy Frequency Percent Attend Political 
Organization Frequency Percent 

																																																								
21 I assume here individuals expect things to stay largely the same over a short period of time. In 

the online appendix D, I conduct a simple test of this assumption by showing that the responses 

to a question about individuals’ beliefs about the future of their personal economic situation in 

the AmericasBarometer are correlated with the state of national economy. This analysis 

corroborates the idea that individuals use real-world information to develop these expectations, 

and that the majority of individuals expect their income to be at least the same in the future. 

22 Prospect theory suggests individuals evaluate potential losses and gains based on a reference 

point, and that losses carry a heavier weight than gains (Kahneman and Tversky 1979, Tversky 

and Kahneman 1991). Within this framework, it is reasonable to assume individuals use real-

world information to make decisions about their personal finances, and that the dissatisfaction 

associated with losing income is substantive, or at least larger than the satisfaction associated 

with gains of the same value. 
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Same or Better 28,382 72.33% No 32,420 82.62% 
Worse 10,171 25.92% Yes 6,407 16.33% 

Missing 685 1.75% Missing 411 1.05% 
 

Just over a quarter of respondents had their personal economies worsened, and around 

sixteen percent of the population attended a political organization meeting in the twelve months 

prior to the interview. The dependent variable, protest behavior, is operationalized with a binary 

variable indicating if the respondent reported participating in a protest about the economy or 

deficiency of public services in the past twelve months.23 Figure 1 presents the percent of 

respondents who reported having participated in at least one public demonstration per country. 

Figure 1: Percent of Protesters per country, AmericasBarometer 2010 

																																																								
23 Deficiencies in public services and social policies become particularly salient during times of 

scarcity. In Brazil, for example, evidence suggest that over 2 million people dropped out private 

health insurance and started relying more on the public health system during the latest economic 

crisis (Strecker 2017). 
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 While the percentages are low across the region (overall mean of 2.58%), the rates were 

lowest in Honduras (0.89%) and Chile (0.97%), and highest in Peru (5.15%) and Argentina 

(4.72%). Although there is interesting variation between countries, because there are only a few 

cases of protest participants in country, I combine responses from all countries and account for 

variation between them with a set of country dummies.  

The 2010 surveys also asked individuals whom they blamed for the economic crisis. Out 

of the seven response alternatives offered, “the current administration” was the only accountable 

to citizens.24 Thus, I include a measure of blame attribution to the government as a predictor in 

																																																								
24 Other options offered to respondents included the people of the country, the rich people of the 

country, problems of democracy and the economic system. For observations from Chile and 

Uruguay, responses blaming “The previous administration” were also considered as suitable 
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the model with the expectation that those who perceive the current administration as responsible 

for the economic crisis should be more likely to participate in public demonstrations. That is, the 

variable is also coded as a binary with all other alternatives are grouped as the baseline.  

In an attempt to isolate the effect of a worsening personal income, I also include 

perceptions of the country’s economy, and a number of demographic and attitudinal variables 

shown by previous works to be important predictors of protest behavior such as gender, age, 

economic status, victimization, ideology, party attachment, political interest and efficacy in the 

regression models. To demonstrate the impact of the interaction and missing cases on the 

coefficient, I present the results in a series of six logistic regression models.25 The first three 

models present results without the interaction between deprivation and involvement with a 

political organization, and the last three with the interaction.26 Because of missing data, the 

blame attribution variable is only included in the second and fourth model, and political interest, 

political efficacy, and sociotropic evaluations of the economy are included in the third and last 

models. Table 2 presents the results. 27  

Table 2: Logistic Regressions of Protest Behavior, AmericasBarometer 2010 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
accountable actors given an election was held less than one year prior to the collection of the 

data. Bolivia and Ecuador also held elections, but the incumbent presidents were reelected. 

25 Bateson (2012) describes the relation between victimization and protest. Norris et al. (2005) 

demonstrate the lefties are more likely to demonstrate. Bandura (1997) find internal efficacy to 

increase the propensity of engaging in public manifestations.	

26 The same models are presented with the values of country dummies in the online appendix E. 

27 Education and urbanity were excluded from the models, as they did not yield statistically 

significant coefficients. 
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  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

Deprivation (worse personal economy) 0.083 0.138 0.099 -0.042 -0.035 -0.083 

 
(0.079) (0.087) (0.097) (0.097) (0.106) (0.113) 

Attend political organization 1.141** 1.197** 0.988** 1.039** 1.065** 0.850** 

 
(0.074) (0.082) (0.093) (0.087) (0.096) (0.108) 

Deprivation x Political organization 
   

0.328* 0.437** 0.455** 

    
(0.146) (0.158) (0.162) 

Blame current administration 
 

0.226* 0.157 
 

0.224* 0.155 

  
(0.093) (0.100) 

 
(0.093) (0.100) 

Female -0.422** -0.464** -0.435** -0.422** -0.464** -0.437** 

 
(0.066) (0.076) (0.081) (0.066) (0.076) (0.082) 

Age -0.006 -0.008* -0.010** -0.006 -0.008* -0.010** 

 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) 

Married   0.189* 0.239* 0.208* 0.190* 0.241* 0.210* 

 
(0.087) (0.096) (0.101) (0.087) (0.096) (0.101) 

No-longer married 0.284* 0.283 0.262 0.288* 0.283 0.265 

 
(0.134) (0.152) (0.156) (0.134) (0.152) (0.156) 

Number of children 0.025 0.030 0.026 0.023 0.029 0.024 

 
(0.024) (0.025) (0.027) (0.024) (0.025) (0.027) 

Wealth Quintiles -0.015 -0.038 -0.067* -0.015 -0.038 -0.067* 

 
(0.026) (0.028) (0.029) (0.026) (0.028) (0.029) 

Victimization 0.660** 0.530** 0.477** 0.661** 0.528** 0.476** 

 
(0.074) (0.082) (0.087) (0.074) (0.083) (0.088) 

Country economy same 
  

0.061 
  

0.055 

   
(0.111) 

  
(0.110) 

Country economy worse 
  

0.283* 
  

0.279* 

   
(0.118) 

  
(0.118) 

Partisan 
  

0.261** 
  

0.263** 

   
(0.094) 

  
(0.094) 

Left-right placement-Center 
  

-0.528** 
  

-0.529** 

   
(0.101) 

  
(0.101) 

Left-right placement-Right-of-center 
  

-0.508** 
  

-0.512** 

   
(0.112) 

  
(0.112) 

Left-right placement- Missing  
  

-0.512** 
  

-0.511** 

   
(0.131) 

  
(0.131) 

Political interest 
  

0.211** 
  

0.209** 

   
(0.043) 

  
(0.043) 

Internal efficacy 
  

0.057** 
  

0.057** 

   
(0.024) 

  
(0.024) 

External efficacy 
  

0.041* 
  

0.040 

   
(0.021) 

  
(0.021) 
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Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Intercept -3.706** -3.645** -3.872** -3.671** -3.596** -3.810** 

 
(0.202) (0.217) (0.284) (0.204) (0.220) (0.287) 

Number of observations 38914 34452 31487 38914 34452 31487 
** p<.01, * p<.05, Standard errors take into account the complex sample design 

 In par with previous works, the results indicate that certain demographic characteristics 

are associated with a higher probability of participation in a protest. On average and holding 

other factors constant, males, partisans, those ideologically on the left, and those with higher 

levels of political interest report higher levels of protest participation. Similarly, crime 

victimization and internal higher levels of internal efficacy are also associated with higher levels 

of participation. 

 As expected, involvement with a political group is also a robust positive and strong 

predictor of partaking in demonstrations. Nonetheless, the first three models indicate that being 

deprived (worsen personal economy) does not have, on average, a statistically significant effect 

on the likelihood to protest. Although the coefficient is positive, it is far from reaching 

conventional levels of statistical significance, which contradicts traditional deprivation 

arguments. However, when the model allows for the interaction between deprivation and 

involvement with political groups in models four through six, the coefficient for deprivation 

becomes conditional on whether the respondent was involved with a political group. For those 

who do not participate in political groups, deprivation of income is not associated with a higher 

probability of protesting. On the other hand, the effect of deprivation on the probability of 

demonstrating for individuals who are involved with political organizations is significantly 

higher. That is, for individuals who attended meetings of a political group, suffering a loss in 
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their income considerably increased their probability of demonstrating about economic issues.28 

Alternatively, the coefficient also indicates that the probability of protesting among those who 

participate in political groups is even higher for individuals who were deprived. Finally, blaming 

the current administration for the crisis is also found to significantly increase the probability of 

protesting in models 2 and 4, which indicates that perceiving the government as responsible for 

the crisis was associated with a higher probability of partaking in a public demonstration.  

 Coefficients of logistic regressions are not easily interpretable and are conditional on the 

values of other predictors, i.e. the estimated change in the probability of protesting depends on 

the values of other independent variables of the model. One way of assessing the magnitude of 

the impact of group involvement on the effect of deprivation is to estimate the change in 

probability of protesting if the individual had or not being involved with a political group while 

holding the value of other variables constant. Hence, I use model six to generate these 

probabilities for two hypothetical cases in Argentina. Both cases are set to have their personal 

economy worsened, but the values of all other variables in the model are different. The first case, 

let it be called the “mode-mean” case, is a female with the sample’s average number of years, 

average interest in politics, non-partisan, and who does not blame the current government for the 

																																																								
28 Potential participation in protests about other issues such as the environment or education 

should not be as affected by a change in an individual’s personal economy. Yet, I also run the 

same models with the original variable that includes protesting about any issue. The interaction 

is significant at p<.068, but perception of a worsening national economy and blaming the current 

administration from the crises are far from statistical significance, which indicates that the 

purpose of the protest is important. For a review of model six with the original variable, see the 

online appendix F. 
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crisis.29 The second, let it be called the “the protester”, is a 20-year-old male with left ideology, 

high internal efficacy and interest in politics.  

Figure 2: Predicted Probabilities for fictional cases in Argentina, AmericasBarometer 2010 

 

 The effect of being in a political group for the “mode-mean” case is statistically 

significant, but of small magnitude. In other words, the probability of protesting was very low at 

first and increased only slightly when supposing the hypothetical person attended meetings of a 

political organization. On the other hand, for “the protester”, being part of a political group 

increased the likelihood of protesting both in statistical significance and substantive terms. The 

probability of “the protester” demonstrating increased from 22% to 50% when supposing the 

																																																								
29 For a detailed description of the value of each independent variable for both cases, see the 

online appendix G. Predicted probabilities for other three other countries that represent variation 

in the distribution of Figure 1 are presented in the online appendix G. 
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hypothetical case had attended political meetings. Therefore, even though the estimated effect of 

joining a political group may be statistically significant across cases, the estimated impact of 

group involvement was much larger for a case with characteristics of a young left-leaning 

political activist. 

 My argument states, moreover, that individuals are more likely to become involved with 

political groups when they have more indirect social ties with political groups, and when they 

perceive social movements to have a higher potential as effective vehicles for change. To test the 

validity of these hypotheses, I construct a measure of respondents’ social ties by counting the 

number of civil society organizations (religious organizations, parents’ association at school, 

community improvement, and professional associations) attended at least once in the previous 

twelve months. And to gauge opinions about public demonstrations, I take the average of 

responses, measured on a scale from one to ten, about the extent to which they approve people 

participating in legal demonstrations, in organizations to solve community problems, blocking 

roads to protest, and seizing property or land to protest. Then, I estimate the impact of social ties 

and opinions about the work of social movements on the probability of attending meetings of a 

political group among those who experienced a worsening personal income with a logistic 

regression that include the same controls from the previous analysis. The expectations are that 

those who attend meetings of civil society organizations, and those who have higher levels of 

support for contentious politics to be more likely to be associated with a political group.30 Table 

3 presents the results of this model.  

																																																								
30 I also evaluated the combined effect of high level of social ties and positive views on social 

movements with an interaction. The coefficient was positive and significant, but my argument 

does not require the effect of one to be conditional on the other, I do not present the result here.  
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Table 3: Logistic Regression of Participation in Political Organization, AmericasBarometer 2010 

  
𝛽 

(S.E) 
Number of Non-Political Organizations 0.561** 

 
(0.032) 

Approval of Social Movements  0.119** 
 (0.020) 
Female -0.209** 

 
(0.063) 

Age -0.004 

 
(0.003) 

Married   -0.132 

 
(0.084) 

No-longer married -0.165 

 
(0.143) 

Number of children 0.020 

 
(0.022) 

Wealth Quintiles -0.067** 

 
(0.025) 

Victimization 0.016 

 
(0.081) 

Country economy same 0.080 

 
(0.122) 

Country economy worse 0.011 

 
(0.117) 

Partisan 0.727** 

 
(0.070) 

Left-right placement-Center -0.494** 

 
(0.114) 

Left-right placement-Right-of-center -0.248** 

 
(0.093) 

Left-right placement- Missing  0.046 

 
(0.100) 

Political Interest 0.538** 
 (0.035) 
Internal Efficacy 0.043* 
 (0.020) 
External efficacy 0.012 
 (0.017) 
Country fixed effects Yes 
Intercept 1.706 

 
(0.081) 
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Number of observations 9249 
** p<.01, * p<.05, Standard errors take into account the complex sample design 

 The results indicate that even among individuals who endure a negative change in their 

personal economy, participation in other organizations and higher approving views of social 

movements are associated with a higher probability of attendance in meetings of a political 

organization. When assessing these results with predicted probabilities, while keeping the other 

independent variables constant at their means- the probability of a hypothetical case having 

attended meetings of a political organization was roughly 3% for those who did not participate in 

any non-political organizations compared to approximately 22.4% for those who participated in 

all four. In the same fashion, the predicted probability more than doubled from 4.4% to 10.7% 

when moving from 2 to 10 points in the scale measuring level of approval for social 

movements.31 

 These results provide some evidence in favor of the hypothesized assortment process that 

differentiates individuals with grievances who take political action and those who do not. Yet, it 

I recognize that because these surveys are cross-sectional, the question of reciprocal or inverse 

causality is important: are the answers about personal economy, involvement in organizations 

and views of social movements influenced by individuals having protested in the first place? 

While it is possible that previous protest participation might have influenced responses offered 

by participants, it is not clear the extent to which estimates were affected by it. Ideally I would 

test these hypotheses on a panel of individuals over a long period of time to evaluate these 

potential biases. In the test presented here, however, I follow Opp (1988) in assuming that 

participants tend to hold criticisms prior to first mobilizing, and assume that feelings of 

deprivation and political involvement were already existent prior to participation. 

																																																								
31 For graphical depictions of these estimates, see the online appendix H. 
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Conclusion 

This paper examines the validity of relative deprivation as an explanation for engagement 

in public demonstrations. Contradicting classic grievance-based theories, I argue that deprivation 

alone does not increase the likelihood of participation in protests. Instead, I borrow from the 

resource mobilization and political opportunities theories to propose that the interaction of 

deprivation with involvement in a political organization is crucial in activating the potential of 

grievances. That is, because the involvement in political organizations provides individuals with 

the opportunity to vehicle their discontent, it moderates the effect of deprivation. Nevertheless, 

the probability one will join a political group is a function of previous social ties and 

expectations about the work of social movements. I use semi-structured interviews I conducted 

with protest participants and non-participants in Argentina to illustrate the importance of social 

networks and views of movements for the mobilization of individuals. Finally, I test the different 

effects of relative deprivation conditional on political group involvement with an analysis of 

survey data from the 2010 round of the AmericasBarometer. 

The results indicate that people who were economically affected were significantly more 

likely to engage in protest behavior only if they were involved with a political organization. 

Furthermore, the results suggest that those who participate in more non-political groups and have 

more positive attitudes toward social movements have a higher probability of being involved in 

political groups. This article thus contributes to the literature on grievances and political behavior 

by providing an explanation to the paradox of why protest participants are discontent while 

relative deprivation at the individual level does not lead to political action. It highlights the 

importance of action-orientated political groups as playing an imperative role in mobilizing 
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individuals and channeling individuals’ discontent. In order to understand the growth of street-

level demonstrations across the world then, scholars ought to consider not only on the living 

conditions of individuals, but also at the capacity of movements such as unions and student 

groups to organize and mobilize dissatisfied individuals.  
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Appendix A 
 
 In this appendix I describe in more detail the sampling and interview techniques used to 
recruit participants and conduct interviews during my fieldwork in the months of May and June 
of 2013 in the city of Buenos Aires, Argentina.  
 As mentioned in the text, I relied on three interrelated sampling methods. The first was to 
(non-randomly) approach individuals who were participating in demonstrations in the city. There 
are three main common points in the city where manifestations occur: Plaza de Mayo (where the 
Presidential Palace Casa Rosada is located), el Obelisco (Obelisk), and el Congreso (Congress). I 
walked to those places in the morning to check if there were any new protests, which proved to 
be a successful strategy given these are popular locations that have the potential to attract more 
media attention. I would also follow news outlets like TV channels and online newspaper such as 
the Clarín (www.clarin.com) and La Nación (www.lanacion.com.ar) that quickly informed on 
new protests occurring throughout the city. A number of times movements occurred not in these 
traditional points of the city, but near the specific actors involved in the problem being addressed 
by the protests (e.g. building of the federal police, Consulate of Bolivia, building of Monsanto). 
 The second method was snowball sampling. After I first talked to an individual, I would 
often ask if she thought of anyone else who I should interview or would like to contribute with 
my research. This method was also effective, especially because it enable me to gain access to 
one politicized youth network movement called La Cámpora. The movement is highly organized 
and present in the entire country. La Cámpora not only organized protests and demonstrations in 
favor of the then incumbent administration, but also other activities such as gatherings and 
debates for their militants. 
 The last method was purposive sampling in which I invited ordinary people I met 
throughout my stay in the city. This included ordinary citizens who I interacted with such as 
salesmen, a doorman, among others. Friends of friends were also interviewed. Collectively, this 
group served as the individuals not engaged in social movements. 
 In some cases, however, the interviews ended up being quick exchanges on the streets 
and squares. In other cases, I met with my interviewees at a coffee shop and had open 
conversations in which I asked about topics I had previously planned, mostly following the 
interviewer guide shown below. During the conversation I took notes as often as possible, and 
asked follow-up questions when I believed the response deserved more attention. A benefit of 
generating new questions in the moment was that respondents seemed to become more interested 
in the conversation. The average conversation length was about 35 minutes; nonetheless, they 
ranged from 8 minutes to 3 hours. This variation was a function on the interest of the interviewee 
and the location where the interview took place. My strategy as an interviewer was to make sure 
the interview flowed as a natural conversation, to ask the respondents to elaborate on points that 
I deemed interesting. I tended to avoid giving any personal opinions that could somehow bias 
what the interviewee had to say, like my own political opinions about the then national 
administration or other demonstrations targets. 
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Informed Consent (in Spanish) 
 

[To be included] 
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Interviewer Guide (in Spanish) 
 
Entrevista #:          Fecha:    
 
Sistema político y económico.  
Del primer tema que me gustaría hablar es acerca de la economía…. 
 
1- Usted  cómo  describiría la situación económica de Argentina en este momento. ¿ es buena? ¿ 
es mala? 
 
 
2- Usted piensa que la situación económica es mejor, igual o peor  a como era hace 12 meses? 
 
 
3- Cuando hablamos acerca de la economía, usted qué piensa? ¿Usted qué piensa acerca del 
desempleo, la inflación, el crecimiento o en  que más? 
 
 
4- ¿Y en cuanto a su situación económica? ¿ es mejor, igual o peor a como era  hace 12 meses ? 
 
 
à à à Ahora, me gustaría saber un poco acerca  de  sus opiniones del gobierno y los asuntos 
sociales… 
 
5- Primero que todo,  ¿Cómo se siente usted acerca de la democracia Argentina? Esta usted 
satisfecho? o no? ¿ por qué? 
 
 
 
6- ¿ y en cuanto a otras forma de gobierno, Usted cree que hay otra forma de gobierno que sería 
más efectiva? 
 
 
7- ¿ y usted que piensa acerca de los servicios que el gobierno le está brindando a la gente? 
 
 
 
8- ¿ Hay servicios especificos en los cuales usted estaba pensando? ( salud, educación, 
seguridad) 
 
 
9- En términos de la efectividad de estos servicios, hay alguna diferencia entre los diferentes  
niveles de gobierno? (gobierno federal vs gobierno municipal) 
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10- Hablando  sobre seguridad, ha sido usted victima de algún tipo de crimen? 
 
 
11-¿ y las personas de su alrededor como su familia o amigos? 
à à à Ahora yo voy a preguntarle acerca de su participación en diferentes grupos  y 
actividades…. 
 
12- Primero, usted ha asistido a algún encuentro ciudadano en los últimos 12 meses? 

 

** Si si, como fue? 

** Si no, porque no? 

 

13- Respecto a las diferentes organizaciones como grupos religiosos, organizaciones y partidos 
políticos, o cualquier otra forma de participación de la comunidad, usted  por lo general participa 
en alguna de ellas? 

 

** Si sí,  dar detalles de ésta: 

** Si no, porque no? 

 

 
Movilizacion, actitudes y motivaciones. 
 
à à à   Ahora, me gustaría hablar sobre participación política y protestas… 
14- Usted votó en las pasadas elecciones? (Presidenciales x Locales) 
 
 
15- En cuanto a otras formas de participacion politica, hay alguna en la que usted  participa?  
(Peticiones de firma, afiliación a partidos, asistencia a encuentros, trabaja en campañas, etc?) 
 
 
 
16- Hablemos ahora sobre las protestas, usted ha participado en alguna en los ultimos 3 años? 
 
 
 
-> Si si, Cuantas? 
-> Si si, ¿ que tipo? ( bloqueos de carretera, piquetes, participación. Sólo demostraciones) 
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-> Si no, hay razones en particular por las cuales no participaste? 
 [Jump to next page, question 27] 
18- ¿Cuáles fueron los motivos de las protestas (los problemas)? 
 
 
 
19- Estaba alguna de las protestas en contra del gobierno? 
 
 
-> Si si, Nacional o municipal? 
 
 
20- Había mucha gente en la protesta? 
 
 
 
21- Acerca de las personas que no fueron a las protestas, ¿usted piensa que esas personas 
debieron haber ido? 
 
 
 
22- ¿Usted porque cree que estas personas no asistieron? 
 
 
 
 
23- Volviendo al tema de las protestas, hubo algún acto violento o una interacción con la policía? 
 
 
 
24- Respecto a la decisión de asistir a las protestas? Alguien le informó o convenció de asistir? 
 
 
 
25- Y usted diría que valió la pena asistir? 
 
 
-> Si si, por que? 
 
 
-> Si no, por que? 
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-> pedirles que den detalles sobre eso. 
 
 
 
26- La protesta cumplió sus objetivos? 
27- Usted cree que las protestas en general, son una forma efectiva para conseguir objetivos 
políticos? 
 
 
 
 
28- Usted piensa que el gobierno siempre debe permitir que las personas protesten? 
 
 
 
 
Socio demográficas (si es necesario) 
 
Por último, sólo tengo unas pocas preguntas socio demográficas: 
 
-> Educacion (grado): 
 
-> Edad 
  
-> Ciudad: 
 
-> Profesión: 
 
-> Partido: 
 
 
 
Muchas gracias por responder mis preguntas. 
 
Hay algo más que le gustaría agregar? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Below are some pictures of demonstrations I observed while in the field: 
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[To be included] 
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- DV- Protest Participation in Public Demonstration regarding the economy or public services: 

The dependent variable is a dummy variable in which “1” indicates having participated in a 

public demonstration about the economy or lack of public services. 

- Relative Deprivation (Worse Personal Economy): This variable is also a dummy in which “1” 

means worse personal economy. 

- Political Organization: Dummy in which “1” means having gone to a political party or political 

organization meeting at least once a year, and “0” if never. 

- Worse Personal Economy* Political Organization: Interaction variable between the perception 

of crisis and political organization. 

- Blame Current Administration: Dummy in which “1” means blaming the current government. 

- Female: Dummy variable for gender: “1” for females. 

- Age: Respondent’s age in years. 

- Marital Status: Dummy variables for 1-“Single”, 2-“Married” or “Common Law Marriage”, or 

3-“Divorced”, “Separated” or “Widowed” 

- Number of Children: Number of children. 

- Victimization: Dummy in which “1” means having being victimized in the past 12 months. 

- Partisanship: This variable is coded as a dummy: “1” for those who are partisans. 

- Left Right: 10-point scale in which 1 symbolizes strongly liberal and 10 strongly conservative. 

 - Missing – Missing Responses on the left-right question. 
 - Left –Responses 1, 2, 3 and 4 on the left-right question. 

- Moderate –Responses 5, 6, 7 on the left-right question. 
- Right –Responses 8, 9, 10 on the left-right question. 
 

- Political Interest: 4-point scale ranging from 0 to 3 where 3 means “high”. 

- Internal Political Efficacy: 7-point scale ranging from 0 to 6 where 6 means “high efficacy.” 

- External Political Efficacy: 7-point scale ranging from 0 to 6 where 6 means “high efficacy.” 

- Social Capital Index- 4-point scale ranging from 0 to 3 where 0 means no participation in civil 

society organization and 3 means participation in meetings of religious groups, parents’ 

association at school, and community improvement. 

- Approval of Demonstrations- 10-point scale measuring the average approval of legal 

demonstrations, community organizations, blocking roads and seizing property to protest. 

Appendix C 
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Original Questions (For complete Information on the questionnaire, please go to the link:  
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/docs/2010_Core_Questionnaire_English.pdf) 

 
Participation in a Public Demonstration 
PROT3. In the last 12 months, have you participated in a demonstration or protest march?  
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
Type of Demonstration 
Y4. What was the purpose of the demonstration or protest? 
(1) Economic factors (work, prices, inflation, lack of opportunities) 
(2) Education (lack of opportunities, high tuition, poor quality, education policy)  
(3) Political topics (protest against laws, parties or political candidates, exclusion, corruption)  
(4) Security problems (crime, militias, gangs)  
(5) Human rights  
(6) Environmental themes  
(7) Lack of public services  
(8) Other  
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer (99) N/A 
 
Personal Economic Change 
IDIO2. Do you think that your economic situation is better than, the same as, or worse than it 
was 12 months ago?  
(1) Better  
(2) Same  
(3) Worse  
(88) Doesn’t know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
Political Organization Meetings 
CP13. Meetings of a political party or political organization? Do you attend them... 
(1) Once a week 
(2) Once or twice a month 
(3) Once or twice a year 
(4) Never 
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
Blame Current Administration 
CRISIS2. Who is the most to blame for the current economic crisis in our country from among 
the following: 
(01) The previous administration  
(02) The current administration 
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(03) Ourselves, the [people of this country]  
(04) The rich people of our country  
(05) The problems of democracy  
(06) The rich countries [Accept also Unites States, England, France, Germany, and Japan]  
(07) The economic system of the country, or 
(08) Never have thought about it  
(77) Other 
 
Age 
Q2. How old are you? 
_____ Years 
(888= Doesn’t Know) 
(988= DR) 
 
Marital Status 
Q11. What is your marital status? 
(1) Single  
(2) Married  
(3) Common law marriage  
(4) Divorced  
(5) Separated  
(6) Widowed  
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
Number of Children 
Q12. Do you have children? How many children do you have? _________ 
(888= Doesn’t Know) 
(988= DR) 
 
Crime Victim 
VICEXT. Now, changing the subject, have you been a victim of any type of crime in the past 12 
months? That is, have you been a victim of robbery, burglary, assault, fraud, blackmail, 
extortion, violent threats or any other type of crime in the past 12 months?  
(1) Yes 
(2) No  
(88) Doesn’t Know 
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
Partisanship 
VB10. Do you currently identify with a political party? 
(1) Yes  
(2) No 
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
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Left-Right 
L1. On this card there a 1-10 scale that goes from the left to the right. One means left and 10 
means right. Nowadays, when we speak of political leanings, we talk of those on the left and 
those on the right. In other words, some people sympathize more with the left and other with the 
right. According to the meaning that terms “left” and “right” have for you, and thinking of your 
own political leanings, where would you place yourself on this scale? 
 
Political Interest 
POL1. How much interest do you have in politics: a lot, some, little or none?  
(1) A lot  
(2) Some  
(3) Little  
(4) None  
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
External efficacy 
EFF1. Those who govern this country are interested in what people like you think. How 
much do you agree or disagree with this statement? 
 
Internal efficacy 
EFF2. You feel you understand the most important political issues of the country. How much do 
you agree or disagree with this statement? 
(1) Strongly disagree 
… 
(7) Strong agree 
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
Civil Society Organization Meetings 
CP6. Meetings of any religious organization? Do you attend them... 
CP7. Meetings of parents’ association at school? Do you attend them... 
CP8. Meetings of a community improvement committee or association? Do you attend them... 
CP9. Meetings of an association of professionals, merchants, manufacturers or farmers? Do you 
attend them... 
(1) Once a week 
(2) Once or twice a month 
(3) Once or twice a year 
(4) Never 
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 
 
Approval of Public Demonstrations 
E5. Of people participating in legal demonstrations. How much do you approve or disapprove?  
E8. Of people participating in an organization or group to try to solve community problems. 
How much do you approve or disapprove? 
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E15. Of people participating in the blocking of roads to protest. Using the same scale, how much 
do you approve or disapprove? 
E14. Of people seizing private property or land to protest. How much do you approve or 
disapprove?  
(1) Strongly disapprove 
… 
(10) Strong approve 
(88) Doesn’t Know  
(98) Doesn’t Answer 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix D 
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The graph below presents the relationship between the country’s economic performance 
given by GDP growth of last years and responses about the future of personal economy.32 The 
numbers from World Bank Data are also presented below.33 
 
Figure D1: Correlation Between Change in GDP and Responses about Personal Economy 

 

The percentage of respondents who said their personal economy would be same or better 
in the next year was always larger than 60%, while the average percent was 86.85%. If we 
examine the relationship between the country’s average GDP-change in the past 3 years, we see 
a strong association between reality and expectations about individuals’ future.  
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
  Table D1: World Bank Data: GDP Change of Latin American Countries 

            Survey GDP Change 

																																																								
32 IDIO3 in the 2012 AmericasBarometer: Do you think your economic situation will be better than, the same as, or 
worse than it is now? 
33 World Bank Databank: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG  
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Country, Year 2008 2009 2010 Average 
Belize, 2010 4 0 4 2.67 
Haiti, 2010 1 3 -5 -0.33 

Jamaica, 2010 -1 -4 -1 -2.00 
Guatemala, 2010 3 1 3 2.33 
Nicaragua, 2010 3 -3 3 1.00 

Mexico, 2010 1 -5 5 0.33 
Dominican Republic, 2010 5 3 8 5.33 

El Salvador, 2010 1 -3 1 -0.33 
Ecuador, 2010 6 1 3 3.33 
Guyana, 2010 2 3 4 3.00 

Honduras, 2010 4 -2 4 2.00 
Peru, 2010 9 1 8 6.00 

Costa Rica, 2010 3 -1 5 2.33 
Colombia, 2010 4 2 4 3.33 
Panama, 2010 9 4 6 6.33 

Paraguay, 2010 6 -4 14 5.33 
Brazil, 2010 5 0 8 4.33 

Uruguay, 2010 7 2 8 5.67 
Country, Year 2010 2011 2012 Average 
Colombia, 2012 4 7 4 5.00 
Uruguay, 2012 8 7 4 6.33 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix E 

Table E1: Logistic Regressions of Protest Behavior with Country Fixed Effects, AmericasBarometer 2010 
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  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

Deprivation (Worse Personal Economy) 0.083 0.138 0.099 -0.042 -0.035 -0.083 

 
(0.079) (0.087) (0.097) (0.097) (0.106) (0.113) 

Attend political organization 1.141** 1.197** 0.988** 1.039** 1.065** 0.850** 

 
(0.074) (0.082) (0.093) (0.087) (0.096) (0.108) 

Deprivation x Political organization 
   

0.328* 0.437** 0.455** 

    
(0.146) (0.158) (0.162) 

Blame current administration 
 

0.226* 0.157 
 

0.224* 0.155 

  
(0.093) (0.100) 

 
(0.093) (0.100) 

Female -0.422** -0.464** -0.435** -0.422** -0.464** -0.437** 

 
(0.066) (0.076) (0.081) (0.066) (0.076) (0.082) 

Age -0.006 -0.008* -0.010** -0.006 -0.008* -0.010** 

 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) 

Married   0.189* 0.239* 0.208* 0.190* 0.241* 0.210* 

 
(0.087) (0.096) (0.101) (0.087) (0.096) (0.101) 

 No-longer married 0.284* 0.283 0.262 0.288* 0.283 0.265 

 
(0.134) (0.152) (0.156) (0.134) (0.152) (0.156) 

Number of children 0.025 0.030 0.026 0.023 0.029 0.024 

 
(0.024) (0.025) (0.027) (0.024) (0.025) (0.027) 

Wealth Quintiles -0.015 -0.038 -0.067* -0.015 -0.038 -0.067* 

 
(0.026) (0.028) (0.029) (0.026) (0.028) (0.029) 

Victimization 0.660** 0.530** 0.477** 0.661** 0.528** 0.476** 

 
(0.074) (0.082) (0.087) (0.074) (0.083) (0.088) 

Country economy same 
  

0.061 
  

0.055 

   
(0.111) 

  
(0.110) 

Country economy worse 
  

0.283* 
  

0.279* 

   
(0.118) 

  
(0.118) 

Partisan 
  

0.261** 
  

0.263** 

   
(0.094) 

  
(0.094) 

Left-right placement-Center 
  

-0.528** 
  

-0.529** 

   
(0.101) 

  
(0.101) 

Left-right placement-Right-of-center 
  

-0.508** 
  

-0.512** 

   
(0.112) 

  
(0.112) 

Left-right placement- Missing  
  

-0.512** 
  

-0.511** 

   
(0.131) 

  
(0.131) 

Political interest 
  

0.211** 
  

0.209** 

   
(0.043) 

  
(0.043) 

Internal efficacy 
  

0.057** 
  

0.057** 

   
(0.024) 

  
(0.024) 

External Efficacy 
  

0.041* 
  

0.040 

   
(0.021) 

  
(0.021) 
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Guatemala   -0.074 -0.033 0.033 -0.073 -0.031 0.034 

 
(0.232) (0.243) (0.253) (0.232) (0.244) (0.254) 

El Salvador -0.577 -0.491 -0.611* -0.571* -0.484 -0.606* 

 
(0.244) (0.253) (0.253) (0.243) (0.253) (0.252) 

Honduras -1.377** -1.482** -1.479** -1.377** -1.484** -1.479** 

 
(0.350) (0.375) (0.391) (0.350) (0.375) (0.391) 

Nicaragua -0.133 -0.121 -0.179 -0.132 -0.118 -0.176 

 
(0.247) (0.255) (0.260) (0.247) (0.255) (0.260) 

Costa Rica -0.303 -0.271 -0.219 -0.311 -0.281 -0.229 

 
(0.314) (0.335) (0.374) (0.315) (0.335) (0.374) 

Panama -0.181 -0.116 0.011 -0.180 -0.115 0.008 

 
(0.222) (0.233) (0.230) (0.222) (0.232) (0.220) 

Colombia -0.714** -0.680* -0.584* -0.712* -0.679* -0.580 

 
(0.278) (0.291) (0.297) (0.278) (0.291) (0.297) 

Ecuador -0.296 -0.212 -0.075 -0.301 -0.218 -0.083 

 
(0.216) (0.225) (0.228) (0.217) (0.225) (0.228) 

Bolivia 0.469* 0.537** 0.613** 0.465** 0.531** 0.604** 

 
(0.193) (0.203) (0.212) (0.193) (0.203) (0.213) 

Peru 0.606** 0.619** 0.703** 0.603** 0.618** 0.702** 

 
(0.208) (0.214) (0.222) (0.208) (0.215) (0.222) 

Paraguay 0.238 0.300 0.409 0.238 0.299 0.408 

 
(0.233) (0.237) (0.241) (0.233) (0.237) (0.241) 

Chile -0.847* -0.873* -0.686* -0.855* -0.882* -0.694* 

 
(0.353) (0.347) (0.348) (0.353) (0.347) (0.348) 

Uruguay -0.585 -0.501 -0.614* -0.590* -0.506 -0.620* 

 
(0.248) (0.260) (0.263) (0.250) (0.261) (0.264) 

Brazil -0.306 -0.221 -0.144 -0.313 -0.231 -0.157 

 
(0.268) (0.277) (0.301) (0.269) (0.278) (0.302) 

Venezuela -0.625 -0.818 -0.888 -0.613 -0.799 -0.866 

 
(0.300) (0.343) (0.369) (0.300) (0.344) (0.371) 

Argentina 0.544* 0.580* 0.544* 0.551* 0.592* 0.554* 

 
(0.247) (0.240) (0.241) (0.248) (0.241) (0.242) 

Dominican Republic -0.187 -0.211 -0.267 -0.202 -0.236 -0.296 

 
(0.235) (0.243) (0.244) (0.237) (0.245) (0.248) 

Haiti 1.206 
  

1.213 
  

 
(0.190) 

  
(0.190) 

  Jamaica -0.728 -0.688 -0.735 -0.730 -0.691 -0.746 

 
(0.347) (0.353) (0.351) (0.347) (0.353) (0.351) 

Guyana -0.411 -0.518 -0.402 -0.414 -0.523 -0.404 

 
(0.366) (0.394) (0.392) (0.366) (0.395) (0.392) 

Trinidad & Tobago 0.208 0.193 0.245 0.208 0.193 0.244 

 
(0.221) (0.232) (0.237) (0.221) (0.232) (0.237) 

Belize -0.960** -1.057** -1.096** -0.970** -1.075** -1.114** 
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(0.285) (0.311) (0.341) (0.286) (0.314) (0.342) 

Suriname -0.781* -0.738* -0.744* -0.773* -0.730* -0.741* 

 
(0.286) (0.292) (0.302) (0.286) (0.292) (0.303) 

Intercept -3.706** -3.645** -3.872** -3.671** -3.596** -3.810** 

 
(0.202) (0.217) (0.284) (0.204) (0.220) (0.287) 

Number of observations 38914 34452 31487 38914 34452 31487 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix F 
Table F1: Logistic Regression of Protest Behavior (all issues), AmericasBarometer 2010 
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  Model 6 

 

𝛽 
(S.E) 

Deprivation (worse personal economy) 0.018 

 
(0.071) 

Attend political organization 1.013** 

 
(0.063) 

Deprivation x Political organization 0.201 

 
(0.110) 

Blame current administration 0.003 

 
(0.066) 

Female -0.156** 

 
(0.047) 

Age -0.010** 

 
(0.002) 

Married   0.132* 

 
(0.058) 

No-longer married -0.023 

 
(0.098) 

Number of children 0.014 

 
(0.016) 

Wealth Quintiles -0.045* 

 
(0.018) 

Victimization 0.494** 

 
(0.055) 

Country economy same -0.061 

 
(0.061) 

Country economy worse 0.018 

 
(0.068) 

Partisan 0.311** 

 
(0.055) 

Left-right placement-Center -0.653** 

 
(0.064) 

Left-right placement-Right-of-center -0.625** 

 
(0.080) 

Left-right placement- Missing  -0.671** 

 
(0.082) 

Political interest 0.333** 

 
(0.027) 

Internal efficacy 0.055** 

 
(0.027) 

External efficacy 0.040 

 
(0.013) 
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Country fixed effects Yes 
Intercept -3.168** 

 
(0.183) 

Number of observations 31517 
** p<.01, * p<.05, Standard errors take into account the complex sample design 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix G  

Table G1: Values for the variables in the calculation of the predicted probabilities 



	 20 

 
Values for Predicted Probabilities 

Variable Mean-Median ‘The Protester’ 
Worse Personal Economy Yes Yes 

Attend Political Organization Vary in graph Vary in graph 
Blame Current Government No Yes 

Country Economy Better Worse 
Gender Female Male 

Age 38.79 18 
Income Level Third (3/5, Middle) First (1/5, Richest) 
Victimization No Yes 

Partisan No Yes 
Left-Right Ideology Left Left 

Political Interest A little A lot 
Internal Efficacy 2.94 (0-6) 6 (0-6) 
External Efficacy 4.62 (0-6) 6 (0-6) 

Country Vary in graph Vary in graph 
 
Figure G1: Predicted Probabilities for Fictional cases in 4 Countries, AmericasBarometer 2010 
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Figure H1: Predicted Probability of Participating in Political Organization, AmericasBarometer 
2010 
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