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Abstract
How does economic globalization influence domestic political stability? Building on innovations
in trade theory, we argue that international trade amplifies political discontent and protest in
contexts in which trade losers concentrate, but has a pacifying effect in contexts dominated by
beneficiaries of free trade. We examine this argument focusing on variation in Russian regions.
Using negative binomial regression models on data from 2007-2012, we show that regional
education levels condition the effect of trade intensity on protest frequency. High exposure to
trade leads to more protests in regions with low average education levels, but fewer protests
in regions in which residents are well-educated. Probing the underlying mechanism, we find
that the effect of trade on regional economic welfare is conditioned by education levels, that
poorly educated Russians face more economic difficulties when they live in regions exposed
to trade, and that economically aggrieved individuals participate more in protests.
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1.

Introduction
The question what economic globalization means for a society and whether it enhances

or endangers domestic political stability is hotly debated. As globalization has spread worldwide and discontent has grown in tandem, research on this topic has become increasingly
important. Existing studies provide ambiguous answers, however. Some scholars argue that
economic globalization increases domestic political stability because it raises domestic welfare. Others contend that because it only benefits some, it fosters instability. With regard to
one important aspect of domestic political instability – public protest – some studies find that
economic openness reduces protest activities (Dodson 2015) at least among certain sets of
people (Palmtag 2020). Others find a destabilizing effect. Foreign direct investment (FDI) inflows (Robertson and Teitelbaum 2011) and investment in mining activities (Christensen 2019)
have been found to instigate labor protests in developing countries. In a similar vein, changes
in international food prices increase the likelihood of protests (Hendrix and Haggard 2015).
Yet, a number of studies suggests that economic openness does not have any effect on domestic social unrest at all (Bussmann, Scheuthle, and Schneider 2006; Karakaya 2018).1
Our paper contributes to resolving this debate by addressing two problems that may
have contributed to the inconclusiveness of existing research. First, existing research does not
link globalization-induced individual-level motivations to protest to the occurrence of conflict in
the aggregate in a convincing manner. Studies that focus on the macro-level and explore differences across countries usually do not adequately model the distributive consequences of
international trade and compare contexts that vary considerably beyond their trade exposure
(Karakaya 2018). Micro-level studies, in contrast, concentrate on how these distributive effects
matter for individuals, but this research leaves open the question of whether and how individual
grievances aggregate to group actions (Dalton, van Sickle, and Weldon 2010; Dodson 2015).
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A similar debate about the effect of economic globalization with equally mixed results evolved in the

civil war literature: Some studies find no effect (Christensen 2019; Magee and Massoud 2011; Sorens
and Ruger 2015), others detect a pacifying-effect (Barbieri and Reuveny 2005; Blanton and Apodaca
2007; Flaten and de Soysa 2012; Hegre, Gissinger, and Gleditsch 2003), and a third group of scholars
finds a conflict-enhancing effect (Hartzell, Hoddie, and Bauer 2010; Nieman 2011).
2

Importantly, recent research on the societal impact on globalization has emphasized the need
of looking at more local contexts (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2013; Colantone and Stanig 2018).
Second, existing work that incorporates the micro-level foundations of economic globalization
largely builds on established, but outdated, trade models (Bussmann, Scheuthle, and
Schneider 2006; Bussmann and Schneider 2007), which predict crude lines of distributive conflict. Yet, newer trade models suggest that the distributive effects of trade are more diverse
than classical models assume (Helpman, Itshoki, and Redding 2010; Melitz 2003; Walter
2017). This suggests that the mechanisms by which globalization affects domestic instability
are likely to be equally diverse.
Our paper addresses both shortcomings by focusing on how the sub-national context
influences protest behavior both on the individual and the regional level and by building on
recent theoretical and empirical advances in the study of the distributional consequences of
free trade. We argue that the effect of international trade on political protest varies among
individuals and across contexts. Although some groups of individuals remain rather sheltered
from the effects of trade, among those that are exposed, this new generation of trade models
suggests that the effect of trade on individuals varies by their employment opportunities. Welleducated individuals benefit much more than the less educated, because they are more likely
to work in the productive firms that benefit most from international trade, an effect that holds
across all types of countries. In contrast, poorly educated individuals who are exposed to international trade, face higher labor market risks and develop economic grievances. Such grievances translate into protest behavior in contexts in which many aggrieved people concentrate.
International trade thus spurs protest activities in environments in which a poorly educated
workforce is highly exposed to international competition. In contrast, trade has a pacifying effect in trade-intensive contexts with a well-educated workforce. Rather than the unconditional
pacifying effect of education that factoral models predict, or the protest-enhancing unconditional effect of trade exposure that sectoral models predict, our model thus suggests that the
effect of international trade on protests depends on both the level of trade exposure and average education levels.
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We test our predictions leveraging regional variation in trade exposure in Russia. As
one of the BRIC countries, Russia is an emerging market economy that has opened up significantly in recent decades. It is representative of many similarly emerging market economies,
with limited democratic means for the expression of grievances, but where discontent is frequently expressed through protests. To the extent that much research on the effects of globalization has focused on the Western world, and the US in particular, broadening the focus to
emerging markets and the developed world, where the distributive effects of globalization are
equally stark (Goldberg and Pavcnik 2007; Rudra 2008) allows us to gain a better understanding of how globalization affects domestic stability. But Russia also is a good case to study
because the country’s 83 regions vary significantly with regard to trade exposure, education
levels, as well as protest prevalence. This not only allows us to explore the effect of international trade on protest in a context in which the political, regulatory, and economic setting is
much more comparable than in a cross-country setting, but alsoto take a step in the direction
of more fine-grained analysis of the subnational variation in political competition and participation that recent research on hybrid regimes has emphasized (Arce and Mangonnet 2013;
Gervasoni 2010; Lankina 2015).
Our results show that although trade exposure by itself has no effect on protest incidents, it significantly impacts protest once the moderating effect of the regional education levels is considered. International trade increases protests in regions with a poorly educated workforce, but decreases protests in regions with high average levels of education. Exploring the
mechanism of our argument, we further explore the heterogeneous effect of trade exposure
on regional economic prosperity. Trade increases wage levels, consumption and employment
in regions with high average education levels, but has a negative effect on economic welfare
in regions characterized by a poorly educated workforce. Our argument also finds empirical
support on the individual level: people living in regions with higher levels of trade exposure
report heightened economic grievances when they are poorly educated, whereas exposure to
trade reduces grievances among the well-educated. And Russians who report more economic
grievances are more likely to engage in protest activities.

4

Our results help to reconcile the mixed findings of previous studies. They show that
globalization has both negative and positive effects, depending on the context and the prevailing distributive consequences of globalization. Furthermore, they can explain the null findings
in the previous literature, as these positive and negative effects cancel each other out when
the specific distributive effects are not modeled properly. Overall, our paper demonstrates that
globalization has significant societal consequences that affect domestic political stability of
countries in a globalized world.

2.

Theoretical Argument
To understand how international trade affects protest, we proceed in two steps: We first

discuss the distributional effects of trade and then examine the circumstances under which
trade-related grievances are expressed in the form of protests.

2.1

The Distributional Effects of International Trade
Trade creates winners and losers within societies, even if trade increases aggregate

welfare (Rogowski 1989). One set of trade models (sectoral models) identifies winners and
losers based on their sector of employment’s comparative advantage or their exposure to
trade. A second set (factoral models) is based on whether individuals own a scarce or abundant factor of production. Unfortunately, these models fail to explain a number of empirical
regularities, such as heterogeneity in trade exposure within sectors of production (Wagner
2007) or that workers with similar skills receive higher wages when they work in exporting firms
(Munch and Skaksen 2008).
In response to these shortcomings, a new generation of trade models (Helpman,
Itshoki, and Redding 2010; Melitz 2003) instead focuses on differences among firms and argues that firm productivity is key to understand the effects of international trade. Whereas
unproductive firms cannot survive in the face of global competition, productive firms thrive, as
they are able to expand and gain market shares both domestically and internationally (Baccini,

5

Pinto, and Weymouth 2017; Osgood et al. 2017). Building on this insight, recent research has
explored what such firm sorting means for individuals. Helpman, Itskhoki, and Redding (2010)
show that international trade predominantly benefits workers in productive, internationally active firms which tend to employ workers with better qualifications. Because the international
competitiveness of these firms depends on the availability of high-quality workers, international
trade increases the demand for these well-educated employees. This bolsters these workers’
bargaining power, which results in higher wages and lower employment risks (Bernard et al.
2007; Osgood 2016; Wagner 2007), and turns them into ‘trade winners’. Well-educated individuals thus benefit from international trade the more they are exposed to the global economy,
irrespective of their industry of employment (Jensen, Quinn, and Weymouth 2017; Menendez,
Owen, and Walter 2018; Owen and Johnston 2017; Palmtag 2020; Rommel 2018; Walter
2017). Conversely, poorly educated workers who face international competition lose out as
they lack the skills required for employment in internationally competitive firms. They are more
likely to work for firms that cannot compete with more productive firms and their jobs pay lower
wages. Additionally, the risk of unemployment is higher, as their employers are more likely to
be driven out of business. As a consequence, labor market risks of these ‘trade losers’ are
much higher than those of workers with equally low education levels who work in industries
that are sheltered from international trade. Low-skilled workers fare worst when they are exposed to international trade in their professional environment.
Not surprisingly, there is mounting evidence that trade increases inequality (Anderson
2005; Lang and Tavares 2018; Milanovic 2005), not just in the developed world, but also in
developing countries (Goldberg and Pavcnik 2007; Ha 2012; Rudra and Tobin 2017).
Moreover, these differences in objective labor market risks are associated with systematic
differences in subjectively perceived risks and policy preferences (Owen and Johnston 2017;
Rommel and Walter 2018; Walter 2017). Importantly, this effect is not limited to developed
economies, but also holds in emerging markets and developing countries, where, just as in
developed countries, the well-educated view free trade significantly more favorably than the
less-educated (Ardanaz, Murillo, and Pinto 2013; Beaulieu, Yatawara, and Wang 2005;
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Pandya 2010; Urbatsch 2013). The effects of trade are rather limited for individuals who are
sheltered from international trade, irrespective of their education level. But for individuals who
are exposed, the effect of trade on individual welfare varies considerably by education, with
highly-educated workers enjoying much better employment opportunities than low-skilled
workers exposed to international trade.
This argument about the distributional effects of trade diverges from predictions of classical trade models in three important ways: First, the beneficial effect of trade on well-educated
workers and the adverse effect on poorly educated workers only holds for those exposed to
trade. Factoral models, in contrast, would predict uniform effects for all workers with similar
levels of education. Second, the well-educated benefit from free trade, and the poorly educated
lose out, irrespective of the country’s relative comparative advantage and factor endowments.
Trade does not hurt everyone working in import-competing sectors (Hays, Ehrlich, and
Peinhardt 2005) or everyone working in the tradable sector (Frieden and Rogowski 1996), as
the sectoral models would suggest. Just like new new trade theory, our argument also does
not distinguish between the effects of exports and imports, because the most productive firms
with their well-educated workforce can both successfully compete with imports and export their
goods at the same time. In contrast, the least productive firms do not benefit from exports, but
also suffer from imports. Moreover, the productive, export-oriented firms additionally tend to
crowd out domestic firms by increasing their market share in the domestic economy as well.
Third, our argument applies to both developed and developing countries alike. This suggests
that in contrast to the predictions of the factoral model, well-educated workers exposed to the
global economy are also the main beneficiaries of free trade in emerging and developing countries, whereas poorly educated workers either do not benefit or even lose out. This also explains why trade has been associated with increased income inequality within both developed
(Anderson 2005; Lang and Tavares 2018) and developing countries (Goldberg and Pavcnik
2007; Rudra and Tobin 2017).

7

2.2

International Trade and Political Protest
How do these individual-level consequences of trade accumulate into wider societal

effects and shape the context in which individuals act? Scholars have argued that people are
more likely to participate in contentious political action when they are dissatisfied with the economic or political situation; when they are aggrieved (Davies 1962; Gurr 1970). While grievance-based explanations of protest have been discarded for some time, recent contributions
have revived their importance and showed that people who feel left behind or dissatisfied with
their economic situation turn to the streets to voice frustrations (Grasso and Giugni 2016; Kern,
Marien, and Hooghe 2015; Kurer et al. 2019). This is not only the case in advanced economies,
but also applies to less developed contexts where the average protester has been shown to
be driven by personal, economic dissatisfaction rather than political demands (Mueller 2018).
Protest allows for the public expression of economic grievances and potentially brings
about change to an undesirable situation (van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2013). People
can take to the streets because they want to express their frustrations and voice their discontent with an economically dissatisfying situation (expressive motivation), but they can also aim
for change in the behavior of actors or policies (instrumental motivation). Yet, only a fraction
of dissatisfied people become active. Protesting is costly; people have to mobilize, spend time
protesting, and may face punishment for participation (Shadmehr 2014). In addition, they face
spatial constraints for sharing grievances and protest mobilization (Sewell 2001; Traag, Quax,
and Sloot 2017). Whether and when grievances turn into public protest, thus depends to an
important degree on the context in which aggrieved individuals find themselves in.
We argue that protest is more likely when people feel that their grievances are not just
their problem, but when many share the same grievances. Under such circumstances, economic grievances are more likely to be seen as a societal problem that can only be changed
through collective political action (Snow 2013). A higher number of similarly aggrieved individuals increases the pool of potential protestors (van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2013), the
likelihood of turnout, and the effectiveness of protest (Klandermans 1997; van Zomeren et al.
2004).
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What does this mean for the effect of international trade on the likelihood of protest?
Individuals live in communities, which shape how their individual experience compares to the
experience of the average person in their community. Because the effects of trade vary by
education and trade exposure, the context in which trade losers – workers with low levels of
education who are exposed to international trade – find themselves varies depending on how
well the other people in their surroundings are educated and the extent to which they are exposed to international trade.2
Figure 1 illustrates the resulting variation in contexts in a stylized manner, based on
whether they are sheltered from or exposed to international trade and whether their workforce
is well or poorly educated. Within these contexts, the ratio of trade winners, trade losers, and
those sheltered from globalization varies considerably. On the left-hand side, we see contexts
that are relatively sheltered from international trade. Few people are exposed to global competition and the share of trade winners and losers is relatively small. Although there are more
trade winners than losers in context I and more losers than winners in context III, the share of
exposed workers overall is much smaller than the share of workers sheltered from international
trade. As a result, trade exposure is unlikely to be a key driver of protests in these contexts.
In contrast, on the right-hand side, exposure to international trade is high, leading to a
much larger share of workers who are exposed to global competition. In contexts that exhibit
a well-educated workforce (II), this results in a high share of trade winners and a smaller group
of trade losers. Here, average wages are likely to be higher and unemployment lower. This
leads to greater prosperity in the region, which can also create positive spillover effects that
benefit the small group of trade losers. With a relatively small group of trade losers and more
prosperity overall, the pool of potential fellow protestors is limited. Thus, we expect protests to
occur much more rarely in contexts with a high regional exposure to trade and a well-educated
workforce.

2

This does not mean that no protest events happen in regions with low numbers of aggrieved individu-

als, but the pool of potential protesters is small, which should result in fewer protest events in contexts
in which the proportion of aggrieved individuals is low.
9

Figure 1: Share of Workers Affected by Trade in Different Contexts

In contrast, in trade-exposed contexts in which the average worker is poorly educated
(IV), aggrieved individuals abound. Here, international trade on average depresses wages,
increases job loss, and lowers prosperity more generally. As the overall welfare of these regions declines simultaneously with the economic well-being of the majority of its citizens, compensating the losers becomes more difficult. This constitutes breeding grounds for widespread
economic grievances. Whereas a small group of educated individuals gains from trade, the
masses lose out. This is a hazardous situation, as comparison to a few that are better off tends
to increase economic grievances and instigate protest (Gurr 1970). In this setting, we expect
international trade to significantly increase both the likelihood and the number of protests.

3.

Research Design
To test this argument empirically, we focus on protest behavior in the Russian Federa-

tion and proceed in four steps. The first set of analyses examines the main research question
of this paper, focusing on the overall effect of trade on the likelihood of protest. Having
10

established that trade exposure increases protests in contexts with a poorly educated workforce, but decreases protests in regions dominated by highly educated workers, we then move
on to explore the mechanism. We show that trade increases aggregate economic welfare in
regions with high education levels, but decreases it in regions with low average education
levels. To corroborate the mechanism at the individual level, we show that poorly educated
individuals have more economic grievances if they live in contexts where they are exposed to
international trade, whereas trade exposure reduces such concerns among the well-educated.
Lastly, we show that experiencing economic grievances leads to a higher likelihood to participate in protests among the Russian population.

3.1

Case Selection
Our analysis focuses on the Russian Federation. This single-case design has several

advantages: First, Russia is a large country with 83 regions that vary widely both with respect
to the intensity of public protests and exposure to economic globalization. Our single case
study leverages this substantial within-country and temporal variation within a similar political,
regulatory, and economic setting. Figure 2 shows that the total number of protests in Russia’s
regions between 2007 and 2012 varied considerably (darker shades imply a higher number of
protests). There are regions where protest is generally absent and regions where demonstrations are more prevalent; and these protests are not clustered in specific parts of Russia.
We observe a similarly high variation in regional exposure to international trade (see
Figure 2). Again, high exposure to international trade is dispersed across the country.3 In addition to cross-regional variation, Russia also exhibits significant variation over time. Since the
turn of the century, Russia has seen a tremendous rise in international openness (Bayulgen
2010). Yet, this increase in international trade has been unevenly spread across regions.4

3

Due to its status as an exclave, the Kaliningrad region is an outlier in terms of high international trade

exposure. The results are robust to excluding Kaliningrad.
4

This may be especially pronounced in resource-rich regions. Here, firms rely on exporting oil and gas,

which implies that the workforce in these regions is heavily exposed to international trade. Oil companies
employ comparatively less-educated workers who are the losers of international trade. A sizable number
11

Thus, cross-regional and over-time variation within the Russian Federation allows us
to examine the effect of trade on protest behavior within the same national context. It also
allows us to rule out important alternative explanations for protest behavior that vary on the
country level, such as alternative, national means for expressing discontent, legal regulations
regarding economic openness, and country-level opportunity structures. Moreover, recent research on hybrid regimes stresses the importance of accounting for subnational variation in
political competition and participation (Arce and Mangonnet 2013; Lankina 2015). While the
main aim of this research is to represent the spatial diversity of domestic economic conditions
we add the impact of international forces, namely the effect of international trade.
Second, Russia has been a hybrid regime since the breakup of the Soviet Union, hanging in the balance between autocracy and democracy Although elections are held regularly,
electoral competition is plagued by an uneven playing field (Levitsky and Way 2010). Opposition parties are allowed to run, but media coverage is strongly biased in favor of the ruling
party, United Russia. Electoral fraud is widespread and distorts political competition. Freedom
of assembly is oftentimes constrained and non-governmental organizations face difficulties to
communicate politically. Nevertheless, non-system opposition groups are tolerated and active.
Importantly, incentives to protest are higher in such contexts, because other (especially electoral) means of expressing discontent are less effective, while the costs of protesting are not
intolerably high (Lankina 2015).5 About 17% of Russians reported that they have recently participated in a demonstration, according to data from the WVS (which we will describe and
analyze in more detail in Section 5.3). Protest participation is thus not uncommon, even though

of low-skilled workers are confronted with few well-educated employees who earn disproportionately
better, due to trade exposure. Regions with extractive industries and high trade volumes should, thus,
experience a high number of protests.
5

In closed autocracies, where repression is extraordinarily high, few people are likely to protest, be-

cause engaging in protest almost always gets punished and, as such, goes along with tremendous
costs. In stable democracies on the other hand, the effectiveness of elections in transmitting political
demands and the responsiveness of governments to convert demands into policies is higher and may
discourage people from the use of protest (Robertson 2010).
12

Figure 2: Regional Variation in Grassroots Protests and Exposure to Trade

Notes: Maps show the number of grassroots protests and the exposure to international trade; grouped
into deciles. Darker shades imply a higher number of protests or more trade, respectively.
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protesters are more often confronted with repressive measures than in most democratic countries (Robertson 2009).
A number of studies have shown that economic concerns have a mobilizing effect in
Russia (Bahry and Lipsmeyer 2001; Hagemann and Kufenko 2016), especially if blame for
material grievances can be clearly attributed (Javeline 2003). While many demonstrations explicitly address the government, their root causes are often found in unmet economic demands
(Greene and Robertson 2010). We link international trade to protest occurrences in less-skilled
regions via resulting economic dissatisfaction.
Lastly, Russia is representative of many emerging market economies that have recently
become much more economically open. Testing our argument in the Russian context thus
allows us to discriminate between our expectations of the distributional effects of economic
openness and the expectations of traditional trade models, which should differ most starkly in
the context of emerging and developing countries. This setting also enables us to observe the
effect of globalization on social unrest, estimating an upper bound of this effect. Our results
provide insights into the dynamics globalization generates for political stability in countries that
are not fully democratic.6

3.2

Operationalization
The main goal of our analysis is to examine how trade affects the frequency of regional

protests. To measure the dependent variable, we focus on grassroots protests using regional
data provided by Reuter and Robertson (2015). This data is based on weekly reports from the
website of the Institute of Collective Action (IKD), for which sociologists record detailed information about each protest event occurring in Russia based on nation-wide respondents and
newspapers sources. IKD data has been widely used to measure protest activity in the Russian
Federation in academic research (Clément 2008; Lankina 2015; Robertson 2013). In total, the

6

Russia is also a suitable case for a practical reason: the available data facilitates not only a close

examination of the effect of globalization on protest behavior, but also an exploration of the mechanism
underpinning our argument on both the regional and the individual level.
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IKD has reported 5667 events between 2007 and 2012. We use the total number of protests
in a given year in each region.7 These grassroots protests are typically organized by non-system, social groups without direct access to Russia’s political institutions who have to appeal to
shared grievances to incentivize people to participate. Protesters are consequently motivated
to join by their grievances.
In addition to overall counts, we use the protest issues coded by Reuter and Robertson
(2015) to limit our analyses to protests about wages, labor rights, and policies to change the
welfare distribution, because these protests focus on demands for the improvement of protestors’ material situations. Involved workers oftentimes protest wage arrears or low wages, they
object the difficulties of finding a new job when being unemployed or they voice their difficulties
with making a living (Robertson 2010). Solely economically motivated protests make up 37%
of all grassroots protests.
To check whether our results are robust to different measures of grassroots protests,
we use data from two other sources. First, we use data provided by the Mass Mobilization in
Autocracies (MMA) Database (Weidmann and Rød 2019). This project tracks incidents of political protests in autocratic countries. Second, we draw on data provided by the Integrated
Crisis Early Warning System (ICEWS) Program (Boschee et al. 2018). This project monitors
political events of various types that are reported in international news outlets. We restrict the
data to protest events. Both datasets include geographical information on the location of each
event allowing us to match protest activities with regions.8
Apart from grassroots protests, we also examine the effect of trade on elite-led protests,
which tend to be pre-organized by Russia’s main opposition party, the Communist Party of the
Russian Federation (KPRF). Their non-parliamentary activities include strikes, marches, and

7

Reuter and Robertson (2015) provide their data on a monthly basis. Information is available from

01/2007 to 03/2012. Because protest events from January to March make up about 25% of all protests
in 2007 to 2011, we multiply the number of protests in 2012 by 4 to calculate the yearly number. Results
are robust to using only years with complete information.
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Our preferred measure of grassroots protest is highly correlated with the alternative measures (r = .95

for economic protest; r = .78 for MMA protest; r = .49 for ICEWS protest).
15

demonstrations (Reuter and Robertson 2015).9 Elite-led protests depend much more on the
mobilization of pre-existing ties not necessarily connected with shared concerns emanating
from regional trends in welfare (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009; Tarrow 2011). Thus, we
expect trade to only affect grassroots protest, but not elite-led protest. Elite-led protests are
operationalized as protests organized by the KPRF, published in news reports on their website
(Reuter and Robertson 2015). Between 2007 and 2012, the KPRF initiated a total of 3898
protests.
Our argument suggests that trade exposure in conjunction with regional education levels should be associated with the variance in protest events over time and across regions. We
measure exposure to international trade with the sum of regional imports and exports of goods,
standardized by each region’s gross regional product. Data is provided by ICSID (2015) for
about 80 regions, based on reports by Rosstat, the Russian Federation’s Federal State Statistics Service. Furthermore, we take the natural logarithm, which reflects our expectation that
the effect of an increase in globalization exposure on protest should decrease the higher overall exposure already is.10
Average regional education levels are operationalized as the share of labor with at least
a secondary education degree (Mirkina 2014). We focus on those with secondary or tertiary
education because the individual-level analyses reported below in Section 5.2 suggest that
trade exposure significantly decreases grievances among individuals with (higher) secondary
education.11 Because the dataset unfortunately does not cover the time period from 2010 onwards, we take the average of the share of people with secondary and tertiary education between 2007 and 2009, the years for which data on grassroots protests is available, and

9

Information on elite-led protest is available from July 2007 to June 2012. In years with complete infor-

mation (2008 to 2011), around 50% of all protests take place in the first half of the year. Hence, we
multiply protest events in 2007 and 2012 by 2 to account for the missing months.
10

See Table A1 in the Online Appendix for descriptive statistics of all variables.
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Results are robust to and exhibit an even stronger substantive effect when using the share of the

population with tertiary education only and when using an index of secondary and tertiary education
shares, where tertiary education is weighted double (see models 2 and 3 in Table A5 in the Online
Appendix).
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extrapolate the missing years. As trends over time suggest a rather steady and uniform picture,
extrapolating over three years is a reasonable approximation for regional education-levels.12
We subtract the minimum share of average education, such that we can directly interpret the
effect of trade at the minimum of the empirically observable regional education level.
Because our argument suggests that the effect of international trade on protest behavior is conditional on the average education level of the regional workforce, we include a multiplicative interaction term (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006). Reflecting the expectation that
globalization exposure in regions with a poorly (well) educated workforce should decrease
(increase) economic welfare in these regions and increase protest activity, we expect a negative interaction term.

3.3

Model Specification
We employ count regression models to analyze the effect of international trade on re-

gional protests. These models are suitable for discrete, non-negative variables, such as the
number of protests. Due to the presence of overdispersion, we rely on negative binomial regression instead of Poisson regression models (Hilbe 2014) and include random effects dispersion parameters on the regional level (Guimaraes 2008).13 All explanatory variables are
lagged by one year.
In our preferred model specification, we control for other factors that affect political protest (Chenoweth and Ulfelder 2017; Kern, Marien, and Hooghe 2015; Reuter and Robertson
2015; Robertson and Teitelbaum 2011). Protest may be more likely in regions with a large
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The results are also robust to using averages over a longer time span to extrapolate education levels

(see model 1 in Table A5).
13

We decided to estimate random effects models because the regional population share with at least

secondary education is constant over time, so that region fixed effects would be perfectly collinear with
education levels. Nevertheless, our results are robust to estimating a fixed effects model in which we
drop regional education levels and estimate the effect of international trade and its interaction with regional education only (including all control variables). Our results are also robust when we include
higher-level dummy variables on Russia’s twelve economic regions or eight federal districts in the random effects specification (see models 6-8 in Table A5 in the Online Appendix).
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population and a higher mobilization capacity, operationalized as the share of urban residents.
Per capita gross regional product proxies for the overall welfare of each region. The growth
rate of the gross regional product as well as the regional unemployment rate control for economic grievances. Newspaper coverage controls for the probability that people are informed
about regional developments and the level of transparency granted by local officials. We use
the distance of the regional capital to Moscow, the density of the road infrastructure, and population density to account for regional structural conditions. Furthermore, we control for foreign
direct investment inflows, as they represent another important component of economic globalization.14 All data for the controls are provided by ICSID (2015).
In additional models, we focus on the political opportunity structure in which protest
takes place and which could affect protest frequency (and by extension international trade).15
Here, we mainly include controls from Reuter and Robertson (2015): regional freedom of the
press as a measure for repression and the mandate share of the Communist Party of the
Russian Federation in regional parliaments, which proxies for political cooptation of the main
opposition. Natural resource rents that emanate from oil and gas extraction are included in the
analysis to control for the influence of the importance of the oil sector. To control for the influence of ethnic diversity on the occurrence of protest, we include the share of Russian population per region.

14

Given that FDI inflows might affect protest events similar to international trade, we also include the

interaction term between FDI and regional education in robustness checks (see model 1 in Table A4 in
the Online Appendix).
15

Apart from political circumstances, protest events could also be driven by long-term economic griev-

ances. In addition, long-term grievances might also explain differences in the education level between
regions. We thus control for the subsistence costs of living, the population share with income below the
regional subsistence level, the costs of a fixed basket of goods and services, regional economic inequality using a Gini index, interregional migration, infant mortality, life expectancy at birth, and a public
expenditure index that gauges federal transfers to regional government adjusting for cross-regional variations in the cost of public services (see models 2-9 in Table A4 in the Online Appendix). All variables
are taken from ICSID (2015).
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4.

Trade and Protest in Russian Regions
How does international trade affect domestic social unrest? Our argument suggests

that the number of protest events should depend on exposure to trade and the regional education level. Grassroots protest should occur frequently in poorly educated contexts strongly
exposed to trade, and least often in heavily exposed regions with high average education.
Table 1 reports the findings of our analyses. Model 1 shows the unconditional effect of
trade exposure on grassroots protests. It suggests that international trade does not have any
substantial or statistically significant effect, echoing the results from previous studies that do
not find any effect of economic openness on domestic social unrest (Bussmann, Scheuthle,
and Schneider 2006; Karakaya 2018). Protests are much more frequent in regions with a
poorly educated workforce. Our argument, however, suggests that the effect of globalization
exposure on protest is not uniform, but the average level of education among the workforce
determines whether trade will predominantly create winners or losers in a certain region. To
test this argument, model 2 interacts international trade with the share of people that have
completed at least secondary education. This fundamentally changes the picture. Not only
does a likelihood-ratio test indicate that the interaction model performs significantly better than
the unconditional model, we now also find that in line with our expectations, trade increases
the number of grassroots protests in contexts with low education levels, but decreases such
protests in regions in which a large share of the workforce is well-educated.
The interaction term between trade and education levels is negative and statistically
significant in all specifications examining grassroots protests. To facilitate the interpretation of
these results, we present a marginal effects plot of the interaction term in Figure 3, which
shows how the effect of trade exposure changes as the share of highly educated individuals
increases. Rising education levels reverse the relationship between exposure to trade and
grassroots protest. Whereas globalization increases protests in regions with low average education levels, it dampens protest activities in all regions where about half of the population
completed secondary education or more. On the flip side, the share of secondary education
does not matter for the frequency of protests in regions sheltered from international trade.
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Figure 3: Marginal Effect of Trade on Regional Protest

Notes: Marginal effect of regional trade exposure, conditional on regional education levels. Results are
based on model 2 in Table 1; control variables held at their means; 95% confidence intervals.

Table 1 also presents additional analyses. Our main finding is robust to the inclusion of
additional variables controlling for political-cultural factors (model 3) and to explicitly modeling
temporal dependency of protests by including lagged protests (model 4).16 One concern is that
the effect of trade is dependent on Russia’s reliance on trade in oil. In addition to controlling
for resource revenues, we re-ran our analyses excluding all regions with onshore oil and gas
activities (Lujala, Röd, and Thieme 2007). The results are robust to this specification (model
5).17 We further restrict the dependent variable to those grassroots protests that concentrate

16

Table A4 in the Online Appendix presents additional robustness checks. Model 1 shows that the in-

teraction effect between FDI inflows and regional education levels is also negative and statistically significant. In models 2-9 we show that our results are robust to including more indicators of economic
grievances described above to rule out that other longstanding grievances rather than the distributional
effects of trade drive protest frequency. Even when taking such grievances into account, trade is associated with more protests in comparatively less-educated regions, and less protests in high-skilled regions.
17

Results are also robust to focusing on small regions in terms of size (model 9 in Table A5).
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Population density

Road density

Distance to Moscow

Newspaper coverage

Unemployment rate

GRP growth

GRP per capita

Urban population

0.043
(0.08)

(0.12)

(0.10)

(0.10)

-0.015

-0.124

(0.08)

(0.08)

-0.114

0.207***

(0.11)

(0.11)

0.219***

-0.044

(0.03)

(0.03)

-0.103

-0.033

(0.21)

(0.21)

-0.031

-0.451**

(0.13)

(0.13)

-0.458**

-0.606***

(0.01)

(0.01)

-0.601***

0.017

(0.07)

(0.07)

0.008

0.460***

(0.06)

0.072

0.423***

(0.02)

secondary education

Population size

-0.074***

(0.07)

0.070

(0.11)

-0.079

(0.08)

0.179**

(0.11)

-0.067

(0.03)

-0.036

(0.21)

-0.429**

(0.14)

-0.614***

(0.01)

0.014

(0.07)

0.483***

(0.06)

0.089

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.24)
-0.052***

(0.24)

(0.11)

0.577**

(3)

-0.048***

0.524**

(2)

-0.062

% pop. with at least

Trade * education

Trade exposure

(1)

(0.06)

0.038

(0.13)

-0.153

(0.10)

0.147

(0.12)

-0.026

(0.03)

-0.015

(0.23)

-0.092

(0.20)

-1.398***

(0.01)

0.031**

(0.08)

0.515***

(0.06)

0.075

(0.02)

-0.044**

(0.27)

0.574**

(4)

(0.08)

0.128

(0.16)

-0.105

(0.10)

0.098

(0.15)

-0.092

(0.04)

-0.038

(0.29)

-0.202

(0.19)

-0.704***

(0.01)

0.020

(0.11)

0.318***

(0.07)

0.090

(0.02)

-0.053**

(0.30)

0.545*

(5)

(0.09)

0.195**

(0.11)

-0.285***

(0.09)

0.169**

(0.13)

-0.011

(0.04)

-0.066*

(0.25)

-0.542**

(0.16)

-1.047***

(0.01)

0.007

(0.07)

0.492***

(0.06)

0.109*

(0.02)

-0.056***

(0.28)

0.779***

(6)
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(0.03)

0.097***

(0.09)

0.406***

(0.08)

0.322***

(0.11)

0.258**

(0.03)

0.160***

(0.21)

0.756***

(0.15)

1.055***

(0.01)

0.031***

(0.06)

0.331***

(0.06)

0.161***

(0.02)

-0.046**

(0.27)

0.574**

(7)

(0.03)

-0.103***

(0.13)

0.125

(0.10)

0.028

(0.15)

0.152

(0.04)

0.039

(0.26)

0.027

(0.20)

0.268

(0.01)

0.023*

(0.08)

0.469***

(0.08)

0.125

(0.03)

-0.038

(0.35)

0.543

(8)

(0.03)

0.010

(0.06)

0.266***

(0.06)

0.150***

(0.07)

0.184***

(0.02)

0.021

(0.13)

0.065

(0.08)

0.293***

(0.01)

0.008

(0.04)

0.140***

(0.04)

0.001

(0.01)

0.004

(0.18)

-0.073

(9)

0.000

-1252.97

2535.95

Prob > Chi2

Log likelihood

AIC

2530.80

-1249.40

0.000

75

2476.98

-1218.49

0.000

74

416

(2.30)

4.594**

(0.01)

(0.01)

2091.44

-1024.72

0.000

74

353

(2.71)

12.520***

(0.00)

0.002

0.005

(0.01)

(0.01)
0.006

-0.030**

(0.11)

(0.09)
-0.027**

0.094

(0.01)

(0.01)
0.048

0.030***

(0.11)

0.172

0.011

(0.10)

0.075

1693.48

-830.74

0.000

53

299

(2.88)

6.770**

(0.14)

0.020

1856.35

-912.17

0.000

75

427

(2.57)

10.146***

(0.12)

0.195

1516.54

-742.27

0.000

75

427

(2.39)

-24.090***

(0.10)

-0.215**

Negative binomial regression models with regional-level random effects; standard errors in parentheses; significance levels: *** < 0.01, ** < 0.05, * < 0.1.
Model 1: unconditional model; DV: IKD protests; including baseline control variables.
Model 2: conditional model; DV: IKD protests; including baseline control variables.
Model 3: conditional model; DV: IKD protests; including baseline and extended control variables.
Model 4: conditional model; DV: IKD protests; including baseline and extended control variables and lagged protest events.
Model 5: model 2; DV: IKD protests; excluding all regions with onshore oil and gas.
Model 6: model 2; DV: IKD economic protests.
Model 7: model 2; DV: MMA protests.
Model 8: model 2; DV: ICEWS protests.
- Model 9: model 2; DV: KPRF protests.

75

# of regions

427

(2.13)

(1.94)

427

4.753**

(0.10)

(0.10)

7.475***

0.107

0.114

# of observations

Constant

Lagged protest

Russian population

KPRF mandate share

Press freedom

Natural resources

FDI inflows

1461.85

-714.92

0.000

75

427

(3.10)

-9.638***

(0.14)

-0.234*

2584.69

-1276.35

0.000

75

427

(1.33)

-5.878***

(0.06)

0.011
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on economic issues. Once again, trade has no protest-facilitating or protest-discouraging effect
on its own. Yet, as soon as the conditional effect of the regional education-level is considered,
trade matters in the predicted way (model 6). Protests regarding labor rights, wages, or
changes in the distribution of welfare are much more frequent in regions in which a poorly
educated workforce is exposed to globalization, whereas such protests rarely occur in regions
in which a highly educated workforce is exposed to trade. Furthermore, we find a similar pattern
when using MMA (model 7) and ICEWS (model 8) protests as the dependent variable.18
In contrast, model 9 shows that trade has no effect on the frequency of elite-led protests, i.e. protests pre-organized by the communist party KPRF. These events are less driven
by material motives, but occur more frequently in more populated and richer regions that are
farther away from Moscow, provide a better infrastructure in terms of road density, and where
news coverage is high.19 This suggests that in contrast to grassroots protests, which are clearly
linked to globalization-related grievances, protests organized by elites that have privileged access to political institutions are more strongly affected by mobilization capacity rather than
shared economic grievances.
In sum, these findings provide evidence in favor of our argument that exposure to trade
influences domestic protest levels, but that the effect depends on the educational context. International trade feeds domestic conflict when labor is poorly educated, but mitigates such
conflicts in contexts in which a well-educated population benefits from trade openness. Our
analysis thus suggests that the effects of globalization on protest behavior are more nuanced
than previous studies have acknowledged.

18

Despite the fact that trade directly influences the gross regional product and unemployment, the in-

clusion of both variables does not change the findings.
19

The coefficient of trade is smaller and not statistically significant. There is also no statistically signifi-

cant difference in the log-likelihoods of the conditional and unconditional model, suggesting that contrary
to grassroots protests, the interaction does not add explanatory power. Trade also has no effect on the
frequency of elite-led protests, when we restrict KPRF protest to those that explicitly focus on economic
concerns.

5.

Testing the Mechanism at the Regional and Individual Level
To complement the investigation of the main effect, we next examine the mechanism

connecting trade and public protest. Our argument centers on the distributional effects of international openness and puts forward that trade benefits highly educated individuals but hurts
less educated individuals. These effects aggregate on the regional level depending on how
educated a region’s workforce is. We first demonstrate that trade increases aggregate welfare
in regions with high education levels, but decreases economic welfare in regions in which poor
education prevails. Second, we show that the same pattern holds on the individual level: highly
educated individuals gain from international openness, while the less educated feel more insecure and threatened. In a final step, we show that individual economic grievances increase
the likelihood for participating in protests among the Russian population.

5.1

Trade and Regional Economic Welfare
As a first step to probe the mechanism, we investigate how international trade is related

to regional welfare. We use three different dependent variables to operationalize regional welfare levels: wage levels, personal consumption expenditures, and employment rates. Regional
average wage levels are based on data provided by ICSID (2015), covering the years 2004 to
2013, and are standardized with the gross regional product and log-transformed. Personal
consumption expenditures per capita (in 1000 USD) and overall regional employment rates
(number of employed persons divided by population size) are taken from Mirkina (2014) and
are available from 2004 to 2009. If trade benefits a region, wages, consumption, and employment should increase, implying an increase in regional economic welfare, and vice versa.
Given the continuous nature of these dependent variables, we use OLS regression
models with panel-corrected standard errors (Beck and Katz 1995). In light of the short time
series and in conjunction with the time-invariant regional education levels, fixed effects panel
estimators are rather inefficient. Besides our main variables, the models control for population
size, the share of people living in urban areas, GRP per capita, GRP growth, the rate of
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Table 2: International Trade and Regional Economic Welfare
(1)

Employment share

-0.283***

(2)
Personal
consumption
-0.429***

(0.02)

(0.08)

(0.00)

0.016***

0.026***

0.001***

(0.00)

(0.01)

(0.00)

% pop. with at least

-0.036***

-0.068***

-0.004***

secondary education

(0.01)

(0.02)

(0.00)

-0.555***

0.063**

-0.011***

(0.01)

(0.03)

(0.00)

-0.009***

-0.006*

0.001***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

0.041

1.699***

-0.001

(0.03)

(0.16)

(0.00)

-0.156

0.082

-0.013*

(0.11)

(0.46)

(0.01)

0.021***

0.010

-0.006***

(0.00)

(0.01)

(0.00)

-0.039**

0.040

0.010***

(0.02)

(0.05)

(0.00)

-0.087***

0.068***

0.006***

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.00)

-0.095***

0.103

-0.003*

(0.02)

(0.07)

(0.00)

0.198***

0.239***

0.013***

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.00)

0.305

-16.377***

0.419***

(0.35)

(1.72)

(0.04)

# of observations

995

690

770

# of regions

80

80

80

R-squared

0.82

0.84

0.58

Prob > Chi2

0.000

0.000

0.000

Wage
levels
Trade exposure
Trade * education

Population size
Urban population
GRP per capita
GRP growth
Unemployment rate
Newspaper coverage
Distance to Moscow
Road density
Population density
Constant

(3)

-0.015***

Notes: OLS models with pairwise deletion; panel corrected standard errors in parentheses; significance levels: *** < 0.01, ** < 0.05,
* < 0.1.
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unemployment, newspaper coverage, distance to Moscow, population density, and road density. All explanatory variables are lagged by one year.
The results reported in Table 2 support our argument that trade exposure is associated
with variation in regional economic welfare, dependent on regional education levels. International trade depresses wage levels (model 1), personal consumption expenditures (model 2),
and employment shares (model 3) in regions in which only a small fraction of people holds a
secondary education degree. However, the positive and statistically significant interaction
terms show an increasingly positive effect of trade on regional welfare as the average education of the regional workforce improves. Hence, regions with a highly educated labor force
prosper under trade.
These results provide support for one important component of our theoretical argument.
In regions that fare poorly under trade the group of potentially aggrieved individuals is likely to
be much larger than in regions that benefit from economic openness, contributing to the heterogeneous effect of globalization on protest behavior.

5.2

Trade and Individual Economic Risk
Moving to the individual-level, we next investigate if exposure to trade is also associ-

ated with individual economic grievances, which motivate protest behavior. Our argument suggests that trade benefits highly educated but hurts poorly educated individuals. To examine
this hypothesis, we use data from the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey administered
by the Higher School of Economics. This is a panel survey conducted in 33 Russian regions.
Focusing on the working-age population, we end up with a sample (depending on the dependent variable) of about 22000 individuals resulting in about 80000 observations over time.
We concentrate on four dependent variables that measure subjective and objective
economic grievances. First, we operationalize realized economic risk by using information on
whether a respondent is currently involuntarily unemployed (i.e. unemployed but wants to find
a new job). Second, we use a question asking respondents whether they are worried about
not being able to afford necessary goods. This item directly measures economic grievances in
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the form of threats to respondents’ livelihoods. The answers on a 5-point scale range from ‘not
concerned at all’ to ‘very concerned.’ Third, we measure perceived economic insecurity with a
question that asks respondents to evaluate the overall state of the economy. This question
also allows us to examine whether trade-related personal risks translate into more pessimistic
sociotropic perceptions. Answers range from ‘fully satisfied’ to ‘not at all satisfied.’ Fourth, we
operationalize perceived social status with the help of survey items that encourage respondents to rank themselves on fictional 9-step ladders. The two questions refer to respondents’
position in society with respect to economic as well as power considerations. For our final
measure we take the average of both items and reverse the scale, such that higher values
indicate a lower perceived social status.
To measure individual globalization exposure, we match the yearly data on regional
trade exposure introduced above to the region each respondent lives in.20 In addition, we
measure individual education levels by using respondents’ highest educational degrees.21 This
variable has six categories: less than primary, completed primary, lower secondary, higher
secondary, secondary vocational, and completed tertiary education. Our argument stresses
that exposure to trade drives a wedge between educational groups. Individuals with lower levels of education should be more likely to feel economically aggrieved when they are exposed
to economic globalization relative to individuals with similarly low education levels who live in
less economically open regions. In contrast, living in more economically open regions should
decrease economic grievances among highly educated individuals. This necessitates an interaction term between individual education-level and regional globalization exposure. All dependent variables are coded such that we expect a negative interaction term.22
We analyze this data with the help of multilevel regression models, in which we nest

20

Ideally, we would have liked to match individuals’ personal exposure to trade, but the survey data

does not contain the necessary information about respondents’ industry or occupation.
21

Note that while education is also correlated with many other individual characteristics, such as values,

beliefs, and identity (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2006), interacting education with regional trade exposure
allows us to examine how people with similar levels of education vary depending on exposure to trade.
22

See Table A2 in the Online Appendix for descriptive statistics of all variables.
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annual survey participation (level 1) in individuals (level 2). We use a probit specification for
individual unemployment as the dependent variable, a linear specification for respondents’
ranks in society, and ordered probit specifications for the remaining two variables. We control
for gender, age, income in the last year, whether the respondent is married, has a second job,
is self-employed, or works in the public sector, and exposure to foreign direct investment. We
also account for the place where respondents currently live: regional center, city, small town,
or village. Each regression model also includes year fixed effects to account for common shifts
in attitudes.
Figure 4 presents the marginal effect of individual exposure to international trade, conditional on individual education levels for all dependent variables, based on the full results
presented in Table 3. The interaction terms are negative and statistically significant across the
board, which means that the grievance-inducing effect of trade on various dimensions of individual economic risk is reversed among highly educated people. The results show that increasing international economic openness only leads to involuntary unemployment, concerns about
being able to afford necessary goods, or dissatisfaction with the economy for people with primary or less than primary education. Although the effect of trade is less strong when it comes
to respondents’ perceived rank on the social ladder, the statistically significant interaction term
still points towards heterogeneous effects of trade. Individuals holding at least a higher secondary degree report fewer grievances related to unemployment and fewer concerns about
their ability to afford necessary goods. Similarly, highly skilled individuals are much more satisfied with the overall state of the economy when exposed to trade. For those respondents,
international trade is highly beneficial.
These individual-level results thus lend strong support to the argument that globalization creates more grievances among poorly educated individuals than well-educated individuals. Poorly educated individuals in trade-intensive regions are also more aggrieved than
equally poorly educated individuals in regions that are less open to trade. These findings are
in line with new new trade theory, but stand in contrast to the factoral and sectoral models,
which predict that the effects of globalization exposure and education should be unconditional.
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Figure 4: Marginal Effect of Trade Exposure on Individual Economic Risk

Notes: Marginal effects of individual trade exposure, conditional on individual education levels. Results
are based on the models in Table 3; control variables held at their means; 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 3: International Trade and Individual Economic Risk

Trade exposure
Trade * education
Education level
FDI exposure
Female
Age in years
Income
Married

(1)
Unemployed,
but wants work
0.164***

(2)
Concerned about
necessities
0.130***

(3)
Dissatisfied with
economy
0.050**

(4)
Lower perceived
social rank
0.035

(0.04)

(0.03)

(0.02)

(0.02)

-0.070***

-0.050***

-0.020***

-0.011*

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.01)

0.388***

0.195***

0.086***

-0.058**

(0.04)

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.02)

-0.032

-0.043***

-0.007

-0.005

(0.02)

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.01)

-0.002

0.189***

0.023

0.078***

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.01)

(0.01)

0.011***

0.021***

0.024***

0.022***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

-0.125***

-0.009***

-0.040***

-0.023***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

-0.255***

0.031**

-0.155***

-0.137***

(0.03)

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.01)

-0.119***

-0.142***

-0.047*

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

-0.230***

-0.382***

-0.392***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.03)

-0.043***

-0.044***

-0.117***

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.01)

Second job
Self-employed
Public sector
Regional center
City

baseline category
-0.189***

0.272***

0.081***

0.050***

(0.03)

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.02)

-0.212***

0.204***

0.158***

0.144***

(0.06)

(0.04)

(0.03)

(0.03)

0.254***

0.513***

0.317***

0.120***

(0.03)

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.02)

# of observations

51291

79657

79849

78035

# of individuals

17359

22447

22488

22311

Prob > Chi2

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Log likelihood

-22113.48

-105658.09

-106275.85

-124495.87

AIC

44270.97

211372.17

212607.70

249043.74

Small town
Village

Notes: Multilevel (ordered) probit regression models, where survey waves (2000-2013) are clustered in
individuals; standard errors in parentheses. Constants, cutoffs, and year fixed effects not reported; significance levels: *** < 0.01, ** < 0.05, * < 0.1.
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Our findings thus corroborate our proposed mechanism that the distributive effects of economic globalization generate grievances, which can result in protests when a critical mass of
trade losers is affected.

5.3

Individual Grievances and Protest Participation
In a final step, we show that individual grievances indeed result in a higher likelihood

to participate in protests among Russians. To do so, we use data from the World Values Survey’s (2015) waves 5 (conducted 2006 in Russia) and 6 (conducted 2011). We concentrate on
one dependent variable: whether a respondent indicated that s/he participated in a peaceful/lawful demonstration in the past 12 months. Using the protest item for recent participation
reduces the potential of recall errors and measures more closely people’s reaction to ongoing
developments instead of their lifetime protest experience (Dodson 2015), which is why it has
become the standard item used in the literature (Grasso and Giugni 2016; Kurer et al. 2019).
Unfortunately, the WVS provides information on regional survey recruitment on the federal
district level only, which means that we cannot directly include exposure to trade.
Given that we have shown that international trade is related to grievances we directly
relate individual protest behavior to five measures of individual economic grievances: (1) current life satisfaction,23 (2) satisfaction with respondents’ households’ financial situation, (3) perceptions of income inequality as a subjective proxy for standing in the economy,24 and finally
two indicators that ask directly about recent economic hardship: whether respondents over the
last 12 months have (4) gone without enough food to eat and (5) gone without cash income.
While both survey questions are best suitable to measure economic grievances, they were
only included in WVS wave 6 and exhibit a high number of missings. All grievance indicators
are recoded such that higher values indicate more severe economic hardship.25

23

While this measure might be driven by non-economic considerations, we stipulate that at least for

some and to some extent economic well-being is linked to life satisfaction in general.
24

Answers range from ‘We need larger income differences as incentives for individual effort’ to ‘Incomes

should be made more equal.’
25

See Table A3 in the Online Appendix for descriptive statistics of all variables.
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Table 4: Individual Grievances and Protest Participation
Respondent participated in at least one protest in the last 12 months
Satisfaction with life
in general

(1)
0.036**

(2)

(3)

(4)

(0.02)

Satisfaction with

0.019*

economy

(0.01)

Perception of income

0.009*

inequality

(0.01)

Gone without enough

0.120***

food

(0.04)

Gone without cash

0.189***

income
Female
Age
Income decile
Married
Unemployed
Importance of politics
Primary education
Incomplete secondary
Complete secondary
Incomplete tertiary

(0.06)
-0.060

-0.078

-0.074

-0.032

-0.026

(0.07)

(0.07)

(0.06)

(0.10)

(0.10)

0.006**

0.007***

0.006***

-0.004

-0.002

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.01)

(0.01)

0.016

0.015

0.011

0.040

0.074

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.02)

(0.06)

(0.06)

0.071

0.064

0.051

0.220**

0.224**

(0.06)

(0.06)

(0.06)

(0.10)

(0.11)

-0.324***

-0.308**

-0.293**

1.012

1.064

(0.12)

(0.13)

(0.13)

(0.73)

(0.72)

0.127***

0.123***

0.122***

0.217***

0.207***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.06)

(0.06)

0.082

0.002

-0.008

-0.438

-0.294

(0.22)

(0.22)

(0.28)

(0.96)

(0.99)

-0.413***

-0.430***

-0.416***

-0.519*

-0.473*

(0.11)

(0.12)

(0.10)

(0.28)

(0.27)

-0.181

-0.190

-0.188

0.063

0.128

(0.14)

(0.14)

(0.15)

(0.17)

(0.16)

-0.260

-0.241

-0.264

-0.459

-0.285

(0.28)

(0.28)

(0.28)

(0.43)

(0.40)

Complete tertiary
# of individuals

(5)

baseline category
1849

1844

1818

273

271

8

8

8

8

8

R2 (McKelvey-Zavoina)

0.21

0.21

0.21

0.13

0.14

Prob > Chi2

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.086

0.049

# of regions

Notes: Multilevel probit regression models, where individuals are clustered in federal districts; districtclustered standard errors in parentheses. Constant and wave fixed effect not reported; significance
levels: *** < 0.01, ** < 0.05, * < 0.1.
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Using multilevel probit regression models, where respondents are clustered in federal
districts, we regress protest participation on each grievance indicator separately and include
control variables that relate to individual protest behavior: gender, age in years, the income
decile where respondents place themselves, whether respondents are married or unemployed,
what importance they place on politics in their life, and their highest educational degree, as
well as a wave dummy. Standard errors are clustered on the federal district level. The results,
reported in Table 4, reinforce the notion that individual economic grievances are related with
participation in peaceful demonstrations. Each grievance indicator is positively signed and statistically significant. This implies that the individual likelihood to express dissatisfaction in the
streets increases the more economic hardship an individual has experienced.

6.

Conclusion
How does globalization affect domestic political and social stability? This question has

become increasingly relevant as voters have turned against free trade and globalization in
Western countries and as developing countries across the globe have embraced economic
openness. Our paper provides new evidence on this question, contributing to a literature which
so far has provided only inconclusive evidence. Building on insights of modern trade theory,
our study focuses on the heterogeneous distributional consequences of economic globalization and argues that the effect of trade on regional protest depends on the qualification of the
regional workforce. Because poorly educated individuals lose out from trade, they develop
economic grievances. When this pool is large, protests occur more often. In contexts in which
more people benefit from trade than are hurt by it, however, globalization has a pacifying effect.
As less people lose out and the overall regional economic situation improves, the likelihood of
protests declines.
We demonstrated these dynamics by examining regional variation in the Russian Federation. Our results demonstrate that globalization can have both stabilizing and destabilizing
effects at the same time. Regions with a well-educated workforce see an improvement in
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regional welfare and experience fewer protests when they are exposed to international trade,
but globalization exposure decreases economic welfare and increases protest activities in regions with a poorly educated workforce. Moreover, on the individual level, the well-educated
tend to benefit from trade, whereas poorly educated individuals see themselves confronted
with economic hardship. The resulting economic grievances are associated with a higher willingness to engage in demonstrations.
Overall our study suggests that globalization’s effect is not uniform, but varies widely
among individuals, communities, and regions. It highlights the usefulness of taking seriously
new developments in trade theory and studying the effect of globalization in non-Western
emerging markets with less than fully democratic institutions. Our results demonstrate that in
such regimes, large-scale economic discontent travels to the political sphere. This may destabilize regimes that are not able or willing to provide their citizens with compensatory measures,
but may also generate new support groups for non-democratic leaders. More research is
needed to examine the circumstances under which globalization-induced grievances and protests cumulate enough to threaten the regime and what this implies for efforts to maintain an
open world order.
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