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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This paper evaluates whether politician identity, and in particular, the party affiliation of legislators 

affects employment and welfare outcomes for minorities in India. I combine data on the outcome 

of close elections to state legislative assemblies over 18 years for 19 Indian states with data on 

employment and access to social security benefits to determine whether an increase in political 

representation by legislators belonging to India’s right-wing, Hindu nationalist party, the Bharatiya 

Janata Party (BJP), has a meaningful and causal effect on Muslim development outcomes. Close 

elections provide a unique window of opportunity to capture random variation in the assignment 

of legislators to certain districts in India. This natural experiment allows me to isolate the effect of 

a random increase in BJP political representation using the share of seats won by the BJP in close 

elections as an instrument for the share of seats won by the BJP across all elections. I find that 

increasing the district-level proportion of BJP legislators when the BJP is in power at the state-

level reduces the likelihood of Muslim employment in both the public and private sector as well 

as the probability of Muslims having access to social security benefits. These results remain robust 

with the addition of various individual-level and electoral controls as well as with variations in the 

definition of a close election. I find no evidence of an adverse effect on Muslims with an increase 

in the political representation of the Indian National Congress (INC).  
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1. Introduction 

Most modern democracies, in both the developed and developing world, give appropriate 

emphasis to the rights of minorities. The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Persons 

Belonging to National, Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities affirms that states should 

implement policies and programs keeping in mind the legitimate interests of persons belonging to 

such minorities (United Nations, 1992). Indeed, a fundamental role of the modern state is to govern 

impartially by preserving, protecting and assuring the rights of all citizens, including minorities. 

Unfortunately, few states have been successful in this regard. India, the world’s largest democracy 

with considerable religious and ethnic diversity, has also been criticized for neglecting the rights 

and aspirations of its minorities. The Indian constitution enshrines secularism and clearly outlines 

the responsibility of the state to protect the rights and interests of all religious and ethnic minorities.  

Yet India’s largest minority group, Muslims, constituting 14.2 percent of the population in 2011, 

continues to lag behind other groups in terms of most human development indicators (Government 

of India, 2006).  

Although economic and social discrimination against religious and ethnic minorities is 

common in many developed and developing countries, there has been little empirical analysis to 

establish the presence of discrimination and/or identify its source. In 2005, the Government of 

India constituted a ‘High Level Committee’ to prepare a report on the social, economic and 

educational status of the Muslim community of India. The report, formally known as the Sachar 

Committee Report (2006) was the first report to systematically analyze the socio-economic 

conditions of religious minorities and Muslims in particular (Das et al. 2011). Although the report 

clearly acknowledges that the Muslim community “exhibits deficits and deprivation in practically 

all dimensions of development,” it also admits that further empirical analysis is required to 
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demonstrate the existence of discrimination. The common perception is that Muslims fare worse 

under national and state governments led by India’s right-wing, Hindu nationalist party, the 

Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) than under non-BJP parties. This paper evaluates the veracity of such 

claims and thus aims to bridge the empirical gap identified by the Sachar Committee. 

There is an emerging body of literature investigating the relationship between party 

affiliation, politician identity and development outcomes. In the U.S for example, Beland (2015) 

finds that Democrat governors cause an increase in the annual hours worked by blacks relative to 

whites, leading to a reduction in the earnings gap between black and white workers. In a different 

setting, Burgess et al. (2011) find that politicians in Kenya disproportionately allocate spending to 

those districts where their ethnicity is dominant, although this ethnic favoritism attenuates upon 

the transition to democracy. Similarly, in India, Besley et al. (2011) evaluate the nature of political 

opportunism in villages in South India and find that politicians use their agenda-setting power to 

allocate more resources to their own village, relative to other villages. These results suggest that 

sharing the village head’s group identity provides benefits in terms of accessing public goods. 

Conversely, Kudamatsu (2007) is unable to identify any signs of ethnic favoritism in Guinea when 

estimating the impact of the president’s ethnicity on mortality rates across ethnic groups, casting 

doubt on the notion that policymakers unambiguously favor their own ethnic group. Thus, the 

effect of politician identity on development outcomes of various communities can vary greatly 

from one state to another.  

In this paper, I explore whether an increase in representation from the BJP has a causal 

effect on a series of economic outcomes for Muslims including employment in the public and 

private sector as well as access to social security benefits. In particular, I attempt to unravel 

whether having a larger share of legislators from the BJP results in better, worse, or no difference 
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in development outcomes for the Muslim community. My choice of the BJP is motivated by the 

party’s Hindu nationalist identity and political assertion that India is a fundamentally Hindu nation 

(Seshia, 1998). As a credible national alternative to the secular Congress Party (INC) of India, the 

BJP has historically been accused of failing to provide protection to minority groups as required 

by the Indian constitution (Varshney, 2014). This is in part because many within BJP reject special 

protection for minority religions and call for a uniform civil code that applies equally to all 

religious communities in India (Seshia, 1998). Moreover, the BJP has argued that differential 

treatment of Indians on the basis of religion compromises the equality of all groups and citizens. 

It is with this backdrop that I investigate the impact of party affiliation on development outcomes 

for Muslims in India.  

To undertake my analysis and test for party effects, I use an identification strategy inspired 

by regression discontinuity design. In particular, I exploit close elections won by BJP candidates 

to see if districts that experience an increase in the share of BJP legislators also experience a 

subsequent deterioration or improvement in development outcomes. The rest of the paper is 

organized as follows: Section 2 provides a brief background of the political setting in India 

including the emergence of the BJP, the economic status of Muslims and their relative status on a 

range of human development indicators. Section 3 highlights existing literature that has looked at 

the issue of discrimination as well as ethnic, religious and ideological favoritism. In Section 4, I 

outline the conceptual framework for this study. Section 5 explains the methodology for the study, 

providing description of data sources, summary statistics as well as the empirical strategy. Section 

6 describes the main results. Section 7 details results from a series of robustness checks and Section 

8 discusses policy implications and offers recommendations for policymakers and future 

researchers. Finally, Section 9 provides concluding remarks.  
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2. Background 

2.1 Intersection of Politics, Religion and Development in India 

India’s political landscape is characterized by a diverse electorate and an array of political 

parties competing for power at the local, state and federal level. The electorate is heterogeneous 

along caste, class, religious and ethnic lines. Similarly, political parties are segmented on the basis 

of caste, religion, ideology and region, each playing some role in the way parties relate to their 

voters. Today, there are over 1,500 registered political parties in India, of which 6 are national 

parties and another 49 are state parties that often align themselves closely with the 6 national 

parties to gain political recognition across the country.  

Historically, the Indian National Congress (INC or Congress Party) has dominated national 

politics in India, leading governments for all but 13 of India’s 67 post-independence years 

(Varshney, 2014). However, the emergence of the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) fundamentally 

altered this political imbalance. The BJP, founded in 1980 as a Hindu nationalist party, was a stark 

contrast to the secular Congress Party that emphasized Indian, rather than Hindu nationalism. 

2.2 The Rise of BJP 

Since its inception, the BJP has endeavored to become a credible national alternative to the 

Congress Party. To this end, it challenged the INC on three fronts and, in the process, contested 

the cornerstone of post-independence India. First, the BJP argued that the economic development 

undertaken by the Congress Party threatened Indian culture. Second, it accused the INC of 

undermining India’s democracy through dynasty politics and political corruption.  Finally, it 

contended that the INC had used the ideology of secularism to capture the minority vote and called 

for a substantive redefinition of state secularism (Seshia, 1998).  
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Internal faction within the Congress Party coupled with a series of corruption scandals 

offered the BJP an opportunity to reshape national politics and state ideology. In this process, the 

party became a legitimate contender for power in Indian politics. However, to maintain the support 

of Hindu nationalists and serve the interests of its base, the BJP kept Hindu nationalism at the 

forefront of its political program and ideology. This intertwining of religion and politics to 

mobilize the Hindu vote has been the source of a series of ethnic, religious and sectarian conflicts 

in India.    

Although the BJP has attempted to maintain a delicate balance between Hindu nationalism 

and ideological moderation to expand its electoral base, minorities have historically viewed BJP 

with suspicion and fear. The tension between the BJP and India’s religious minorities has much to 

do with the party’s Hindu-nationalist ideology, formally known as Hindutva. The basic premise of 

Hindutva is that India is a Hindu nation, where Hindu is defined as a person who regards India as 

his fatherland as well as his holy land. According to this definition, Sikhs, Jains and Buddhists are 

also considered Hindus, for India is also their holy land. However, the definition excludes 

Muslims, Christians, Jews and Parsis, as their holy lands are located elsewhere. As they are 

considered small in number, Jews and Parsis are considered “nonthreatening” to the ideal of a 

religiously homogenous Hindu India. Christians, in contrast, who account for just over 2 percent 

of the Indian population, are seen as a threat to India’s Hindu identity by some Hindu nationalists 

(Varshney, 2014).  

However, no intercommunal relationship in India is as adversarial as that between Hindu 

nationalists and Muslims. Many BJP stalwarts, Hindu nationalists and leaders of BJP’s partner 

organizations such as Vishwa Hindu Parishad (VHP) and the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh 

(RSS) view Muslims with distrust, accusing them of being disloyal to India and/or forgetting their 



 

6 

 

 

“Hinduness” (Seshia, 1998). Those who remain ideologically “pure” thus see Muslims as 

incompatible with Hindutva’s aspiration to dissolve religious pluralism in India and create a 

religiously homogenous ‘Hindu’ nation (Seshia, 1998). It is therefore not surprising that the BJP 

has struggled to capture a significant share of the Muslim vote in past elections. Nevertheless, 

since the mid-1990s, the party’s leadership has shown signs of ideological moderation, partly 

because of electoral imperatives and partly because of constitutional propriety (Varshney, 2014). 

It is therefore an important empirical exercise to determine the extent to which ideological 

moderation has translated into improved development outcomes for India’s Muslims. 

2.3 Muslims in India 

Muslims represent the single largest religious minority in India, constituting over 14 

percent of the population in 2011. With 172 million Muslims, India had the third largest Muslim 

population in the world after Indonesia and Pakistan in 2011. Geographically, Muslims reside 

across the country in India, yet their concentration varies substantially by state. At the time of the 

2011 census, the majority of the Muslim population was living in Uttar Pradesh (38 million), West 

Bengal (25 million), Bihar (18 million) and Maharashtra (13 million). However, between 5 and 10 

million Muslims live in a number of other states, including Andhra Pradesh, Assam, Jammu and 

Kashmir, and Karnataka. There is also significant variation across districts, with Muslims 

constituting over 75 percent of the population in some districts and less than 1 percent in others. 

In addition, a larger proportion of Muslims live in urban areas (40 percent) than the national 

average (31 percent).  

Muslims are on average, poorer than Hindus: 31 percent of Muslims were below the 

poverty line in 2004-05, significantly higher than the figure of 8.7 percent for upper-caste Hindus 

and comparable to the figure of 35 percent for lower castes (Government of India, 2006). Recent 
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data from 2011-12 similarly shows that 25 percent of Muslims fell below the poverty line, the 

highest incidence of poverty amongst all religious groups in India (Panagariya and More, 2013). 

Importantly, the incidence of poverty among Muslims in urban areas was higher than all religious 

groups as well as most social groups. Approximately 23 percent of Muslims fell below the poverty 

line in urban areas in 2011-12, compared to 12 percent of Hindus, 6 percent of Christians, 15 

percent of Other Backward Classes (OBCs), 22 percent of Scheduled Castes (SCs) and 24 percent 

of Scheduled Tribes (STs). Muslims are also more likely to be illiterate and less educated than 

other socio-religious communities (SRCs), with the exception of SCs/STs. As many as 25 percent 

of Muslim children have either never attended school or have dropped out, representing the highest 

percentage of children out of school of all SRCs (Government of India, 2006).  

Additionally, a disproportionately low share of Muslims are formally employed, 

particularly in the government/public sector. Less than 24 percent of Muslim ‘regular’ workers are 

employed in the public sector (Government of India, 2006). According to the Sachar Committee 

report, the share of Muslims in Central Government departments and agencies is abysmally low at 

all levels and there is no state in which the representation of Muslims in government departments 

matches their population share (Government of India, 2006). In fact, in most government 

departments and public sector undertakings (PSUs), the share of Muslim workers does not exceed 

5 percent.1 In contrast, the large fraction of SCs/STs employed in government jobs is partly a result 

of the Government’s positive discrimination policy of job reservations for these groups 

(Government of India, 2006).  

                                                 

 
1 The share of Muslims also does not exceed 5 percent in any of the all-Indian civil service cadres.  
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The Sachar Committee report also notes Muslims’ low and inadequate access to credit. On 

average, the amount lent per account to Muslims is about half that of other minorities and one-

third of “others.” Although this could simply reflect low demand for credit amongst poor Muslims, 

it is a cause for concern as a high share of Muslim workers are engaged in self-employment activity 

that often necessitates sufficient access to credit. Importantly, a number of banks have identified 

several Muslim concentration areas as “negative geographic zones” where bank credit and other 

facilities are not easily provided (Government of India, 2006).  

In addition to limited credit access, Muslims also lack adequate access to social and 

physical infrastructure. The Committee noted a clear and significant inverse association between 

the share of the Muslim population and the availability of educational and health infrastructure. 

About a third of small villages with a substantial Muslim population did not have any educational 

institutions, while 40 percent of large villages with a high concentration of Muslims did not have 

any medical facilities (Government of India, 2006). The availability of piped water, electricity and 

modern fuel (LPG/electricity) is also lower among Muslims than other SRCs. A recent study 

investigating whether provision of public goods is biased against concentrations of Muslims in 

rural villages in West Bengal similarly found that Muslims in larger concentrations face poorer 

access to infrastructure, health and transport facilities (Das et al. 2011).  

Although a number of studies have found that increasing the share of political 

representation for disadvantaged groups (including lower castes in India) improves redistribution 

and development outcomes for those groups, India has no political quotas for Muslims (Pande, 

1999; Bhalotra et al. 2014). Bhalotra et al. (2014) report that between 1977 and 1998, only 9 

percent of the members of state assemblies were Muslims. While there are few “Muslim-only” 
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political parties in India, some may appeal more to Muslims than others. Thus, it is conceivable 

that development outcomes for Muslims could vary with changes in political representation. 

3. Literature Review 

This paper contributes to the development economics and political economy literature that 

has examined the relationship between politician identity (the explanatory variable) and 

development outcomes for a particular community. This is an important relationship to study 

because if legislators were truly representatives of all voters in a district or state, then their personal 

identity or party affiliation should not affect subgroups of the population in a differential way.2 

However, the evidence so far tends to reject this idea. Much of the recent evidence suggests that 

the identity of politicians – whether it is their gender, ethnic, religious or party/ideological identity 

– can influence economic outcomes in general and also for specific groups of the population.  

What is not immediately clear is whether individual preferences or strategic calculations 

of politicians influence economic outcomes. For example, it may be easier to associate the impact 

of female politicians on policy choices and outcomes with the exclusive preferences of female 

politicians because women are not a numerical minority. In contrast, the behavior of politicians 

from minority religious or ethnic groups may reflect broader strategic and electoral considerations. 

Similarly, in the case of the party/ideological identity of politicians, a combination of strategic 

considerations and the personal preferences of politicians may drive differences in policy 

outcomes. This section will briefly summarize the key findings from selected studies and describe 

how my paper contributes to the literature by examining the effect of politician identity, defined 

                                                 

 
2 Unless of course, this was by design. For example, politicians may target certain disadvantaged groups 

of the population as part of their platform.  
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by a legislator’s party affiliation and political ideology, on development outcomes for minorities 

in the district the legislator represents.  

3.1 Politician Gender and Economic/Development Outcomes 

 The evidence emerging from a series of studies shows that raising the share of women in 

government and policymaking roles can influence policy choices that reflect the interests and 

needs of women as well as policy outcomes for both women and men. Using close elections 

between men and women to estimate the causal effect of female legislators on public goods, 

policies, and expenditures, Clots-Figueras (2011) finds that compared with male counterparts, 

female legislators elected to seats reserved for SCs/STs in India support more investment in health 

and education and favor land reforms and “women-friendly” laws. In contrast, female legislators 

from high castes do not have any impact on “women-friendly” laws, generally oppose land 

reforms, and support reduced social expenditure (Clots-Figueras, 2011). Using a similar 

identification strategy, Clots-Figueras (2012) estimates that increasing female political 

representation in India increases the probability that an individual will attain primary education in 

urban areas, but not in rural areas. The results suggest that a politician’s gender can affect 

educational achievements for both boys and girls.  

Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004) similarly find that political reservations for women in 

village councils affect policy choices. Local village councils in India are responsible for the 

provision of many public goods. Accordingly, the authors show that female leaders in reserved 

village council positions respond directly to the public goods needs of their own gender and invest 

more in public infrastructure such as drinking water and roads when women request them. Using 

data from Brazil, Brollo and Troiano (2012) find that the gender of the politician who wins a close 

race affects health outcomes and the likelihood of engaging in corruption and illegal procurement 
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procedures. In particular, they find that compared with having a female mayor, having a male 

mayor induces a higher percentage of women without any pre-natal visits as well as a higher 

probability of administrative irregularities and corruption episodes. Thus, there is increasing 

evidence of policy outcome variations depending on the gender of politicians. 

3.2 Politician Ethnicity and Economic/Development Outcomes 

Evidence on the influence of politician ethnicity on development outcomes is more 

ambiguous. A number of studies have investigated the effect of politician ethnicity on a series of 

outcomes including public goods provision, targeted redistribution of resources, and health and 

education indicators. Burges et al. (2011) for example, find that autocratic political leaders in 

Kenya disproportionately invest in districts where their ethnicity is dominant. In particular, they 

find that ‘presidential districts’ (i.e., districts sharing the same ethnicity as the President) receive 

on average, 2.7 times more road expenditure and 4.7 times more paved roads than what would be 

predicted by their population share (Burges et al. 2011). However, the authors also find that ethnic 

favoritism is reduced in favor of other tribes and ethnicities in the country when leaders have to 

operate under the constraints of a multi-party system (Burges et al. 2011). Kramon and Posner 

(2014) also examine whether leaders in Kenya favor their own ethnic group with patronage 

resources. They find that having a co-ethnic as president during one’s primary school-age years is 

associated with substantial gains in both primary and secondary school attainment. Co-ethnics of 

the minister of education also acquire more schooling than children from other ethnic groups. 

However, in contrast to Burgel et al. (2011), Kramer and Posner find that multiparty political 

competition does not impact the degree of ethnic favoritism by presidents and ministers of 

education.  
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Using data from 18 African countries, Franck and Rainer (2012) found that children who 

shared the same ethnicity as the country’s top political leader during their primary school years 

were more likely to attend and complete primary school than those who grew up under a leader 

from another ethnic group. They also found statistically significant results for infant mortality, 

with children born when their mother’s co-ethnic leader was in power less likely to die before the 

age of one than children born when their country’s top leader belonged to a different ethnic group. 

In contrast, Kudamatsu (2007) found no evidence that babies born to mothers sharing the same 

ethnicity as the President in Guinea are less likely to die relative to other ethnic groups. These 

results suggest that policymakers do not always favor their own ethnic group.  

3.3 Party Affiliation and Economic/Development Outcomes 

 Several recent papers have also explored the effect of party allegiance and party control on 

economic outcomes and found mixed results. Beland (2015) estimates the causal impact of party 

affiliation of US governors on labor-market outcomes. He finds that Democratic governors cause 

an increase in the annual hours worked by blacks relative to whites, which ultimately results in a 

reduction in the earnings gap between black and white workers. In contrast, Ferreira and Gyourko 

(2007) find that the party affiliation of mayors in the US does not affect the size of the government, 

the allocation of spending, or crime rates in US cities. The authors attribute the absence of a strong 

partisan impact on policy outcomes in American cities to the high degree of household 

homogeneity at the local level. City homogeneity therefore provides the proper incentives for local 

politicians to commit to moderation and avoid “strategic extremism” since it is harder to win 

elections by catering to the extreme preferences of a thin minority (Ferreira and Gyuorko, 2007).  

 Using data from Sweden, Pettersson-Lidbom (2008) also estimates the effect of party 

control on fiscal and economic policies. His results show a significant party effect: left-wing 
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governments spend and tax 2-3 percent more and also have 7 percent lower unemployment rates 

than right-wing governments. They also employ approximately 4 percent more workers than right-

wing governments.  

3.4 Politician Identity in India and Minority Outcomes 

 Evidence from India has revealed that increasing the share of legislators belonging to a 

minority group can result in improved outcomes for those groups. Pande (2003) examined the role 

of mandated political representation for disadvantaged groups (SCs/STs) and found that political 

reservation increased transfers of resources to groups which benefit from the mandate. Aneja and 

Chakravarti (2015) also find that increasing state-level political representation for historically 

marginalized groups, which include SCs, STs and Other Backward Classes (OBCs), reduces the 

incidence of certain types of violent crimes committed against these communities. These results 

are consistent with the possibility that political voice has beneficial effects.  

 However, few studies have estimated the impact of changes in political representation in 

India on development outcomes for Muslims. In fact, I am not aware of any papers that have looked 

specifically at the effect of party affiliation in India (either with the BJP or the INC) on 

development outcomes for any minority group. Bhalotra et al. (2014) is the first paper to estimate 

the causal effect of increasing the political representation of Muslims on health and education 

outcomes for Muslims and non-Muslims. They found that raising Muslim representation in India’s 

state legislators leads to large and significant improvements in child survival rates and 

improvements in educational attainment for both Muslim and non-Muslim households. 

Importantly, they find no evidence of differential benefits flowing to Muslim children over non-

Muslim children as a result of raising the share of Muslim legislators in India’s state assemblies. 

These results are important as they illustrate the effect of a “positive” representation shock on 
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development outcomes for the Muslim community.3 My paper contributes to the literature by 

examining the effect of what is often described as a “negative” representation shock to the Muslim 

community. In contrast to Bhalotra et al. (2014), my paper therefore estimates the effect of 

increasing the share of BJP legislators, who are at times viewed with suspicion and fear by 

minorities, on development outcomes for Muslims. 

 Notably, the majority of papers identifying the causal effect of politician identity on 

economic and development outcomes use close elections to arrive at unbiased estimates. This is 

because a number of omitted variables may be correlated with both electoral outcomes (the key 

explanatory variable) and the dependent variable of interest. To deal with this endogeneity issue, 

Lee (2001, 2008) demonstrates that close elections provide quasi-random variation in winners, 

since for narrowly decided races, which party/legislator wins is akin to a random increase in 

representation. This variation therefore allows for the identification of causal effects.  

4. Conceptual Framework 

 Although the primary purpose of this paper is to identify the existence, rather than the 

mechanism, of discrimination against Muslims, it is useful to understand a legislator’s potential 

motivations for discriminating against certain communities. In other words, why would legislators 

favor their own ethnic or religious group and discriminate against another? In a world of finite 

resources and party politics, legislators could channel resources, policies and attention towards 

their primary voter base over other groups in return for political support. Given that BJP’s core 

supporters have historically been higher-caste Hindus, we might expect BJP legislators to favor 

Hindus over other socio-religious groups such as Muslims both for election and re-election 

                                                 

 
3 In this case, a positive shock refers to increased political representation of Muslims among legislators.  
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purposes. This is an example of discrimination because of strategic partisan considerations (Butler 

& Broockman, 2011).4  

Bartels (1998) explains that, “Rational candidates are impelled by the goal of vote 

maximization to discriminate among prospective voters, appealing primarily to those who either 

are likely to vote and susceptible to partisan conversion or reliable supporters susceptible to 

mobilization.” If strategic considerations and rational expectations based on statistical trends of 

voters motivate BJP legislators to discriminate against Muslims, we should see Hindus being 

treated better than Muslims within the same district. Importantly, the literature on redistributive 

politics also makes a similar “rational-choice” and political expediency argument for why 

policymakers redistribute and target public spending to their own region or group (Kudamatsu, 

2007).  

However, discrimination could also occur if the personal characteristics and political 

ideology of legislators influenced whether they directly or indirectly discriminated against 

particular communities for reasons unrelated to strategic political support. For example, if 

legislators have a racial or religious prejudice against a specific community, they may exert 

influence over hiring or salary decisions between two candidates with the same education, training 

and work experience (i.e., identical human capital), and discriminate against one candidate by 

denying the job or offering a lower wage in favor of the candidate that shares a similar ideology, 

religion, or race. Note that this type of discrimination does not stem from strategic considerations 

or ignorance about the candidate’s productivity, but from some inherent prejudice against the 

candidate’s racial and/or religious characteristics that reflects a legislator’s ‘taste’ for 

                                                 

 
4 This is also what economists often refer to as “statistical discrimination” since it is based on rational 

expectations given overall statistical trends (Butler & Broockman, 2011) 
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discrimination (Becker et al. 1981).5 While this example represents direct discrimination on behalf 

of a legislator, there may also be indirect discrimination against certain groups by other agents. 

For instance, if the election of a BJP legislator empowers an employer to discriminate against 

Muslims or a law enforcement official to be less vigorous in response to crimes committed against 

Muslims, there may be indirect discrimination because of some perceived amnesty from state 

government politicians.  

It is important to recognize, however, that neither of these mechanisms through which we 

might see discrimination operate have to hold. Hindu nationalism may be the BJP’s ideological 

foundation, but its quest for power at the national level requires the party to form a minimum 

winning coalition across India’s many diverse ethnic groups, which necessitates alliance-building 

and ideological moderation (Varshney, 2014). Discriminating against Muslims when they 

constitute over 20 percent of the electorate in some constituencies could therefore have political 

consequences. It is also unclear whether the political ideology and personal characteristics of 

elected BJP legislators would lead them to alienate Muslims. Despite an impulse to act 

ideologically, nationalistic BJP legislators might find it hard to go against the constitution of India, 

which clearly outlines the responsibility of the state to protect all religious and ethnic minorities, 

not just Hindus (Varshney, 2014). As such, we might expect the effect of BJP representation on 

development outcomes for Muslims to vary over time. Thus, the overall effect of increased BJP 

representation on Muslim development outcomes is not clear at the outset. Much depends on the 

extent of ideological moderation among BJP state legislators, and whether political aspirations and 

                                                 

 
5 Taste based discrimination is based on factors like racial prejudice that are not readily explicable by 

rational choice (Butler & Broockman, 2011). 
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constitutional imperatives outweigh allegiance to the Hindu-nationalist ideology, Hindutva – the 

notion that India is a fundamentally Hindu nation. 

As mentioned earlier, the ultimate objective of this paper is to identify the existence or 

absence of discrimination, not to disentangle the mechanisms through which discrimination can 

arise. Indeed, differentiating convincingly between statistical and taste-based discrimination is 

challenging in empirical research and researchers almost never definitively classify discrimination 

as taste-based (Butler & Broockman, 2011). Therefore, my primary analysis tests whether having 

a greater proportion of district legislators from the BJP significantly adversely affects public and 

private sector employment as well as access to social security benefits for Muslims. I also test 

whether non-Muslim minorities are affected differently than Muslims by the election of an 

additional BJP legislator, allowing some conclusions to be drawn on the degree of statistical 

discrimination, if at all it exists. Importantly, I will control for sluggish district and state-level 

characteristics such as political ideology, voter preferences and share of the district population that 

is Muslim, all of which may be related to both the electoral success of the BJP and development 

outcomes for Muslims.6 In addition, I will account for national-level trends and shocks that may 

have influenced public services and private sector activity across all districts as well as the mix of 

politicians.7  

In the next section, I discuss my data sources as well as my identification strategy for 

capturing the causal effect of BJP political representation on employment outcomes in the public 

and private sector as well as availability of social security benefits for both Muslims and other 

socio-religious communities.  

                                                 

 
6 I define these relatively unchanging characteristics in the next section as district fixed effects.  
7 I define these time-varying characteristics that affect all districts in the next section as year fixed effects.  
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5. Data and Empirical Strategy 

The aim of this paper is to identify whether BJP legislators leverage political success to 

directly or indirectly influence development outcomes for Muslims in India. For this purpose, I 

merge political data with data on employment and access to social security benefits. Employment 

data is obtained from India’s National Sample Survey (NSS) that has collected data on 

employment, unemployment and labor force characteristics at the national and state level since 

1973. The NSS is in fact one of the oldest continuing household sample surveys in the developing 

world, periodically collecting information on a range of socio-economic characteristics of 

households in addition to employment. The surveys are conducted through household interviews, 

using a random sample of households covering nearly the entire geographic landscape of India. 

For the purposes of this study, I only draw employment data from the NSS ‘thick’ rounds – 

completed approximately every 5 years on a large sample of households (approximately 120,000). 

My dataset brings in NSS employment data from the most recent four rounds: the 55th Round 

(1999-2000), 61st Round (2004-2005), 66th Round (2009-2010), and 68th Round (2011-2012). The 

advantage of the NSS is that it allows an easy identification of individuals by religious 

classification. I restrict the data set to men and women, aged 18 to 60 (nonetheless, there are over 

240,000 individuals, on average, in each round).  

Election statistics are obtained for elections to India’s Legislative/State Assembly, known 

as the Vidhan Sabha. The data come from the Election Commission of India, which provides 

detailed election results for each electoral constituency in a state. These electoral constituencies 

are akin to voting districts in the United States. Elections are held every five years and members 

of the Legislative Assembly are referred to as MLAs. Importantly, the electoral cycle varies across 

states. Thus, in any given year, elections to the Vidhan Sabha are held in 4 to 5 of India’s 29 states. 
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For all elections, candidates are categorized as being either from the BJP or a non-BJP party. 

Election data is available at the candidate and constituency level; however, the surveys that record 

data on employment and access to social security only identify the districts in which households 

reside, not the constituency in which they live. I therefore aggregate the election outcomes data to 

the district level using administrative district boundaries as of 1966, effectively assigning 

constituencies to each district.  

 In the Indian electoral system, there is typically one legislator (MLA) elected to the state 

assembly per constituency. However, the number of seats in state assemblies differs from state to 

state, based on the state’s population. For example, the state of Uttar Pradesh has had 403 

constituencies from 1996 onwards because the state’s population was the largest amongst all 

Indian states. This means there are 403 legislators elected from the state of Uttar Pradesh in each 

election cycle. In contrast, a state like Haryana only has 90 constituencies/seats and legislators in 

the data owing to its small population. State assembly constituencies also do not typically cut 

across administrative districts, which means that no constituency in the dataset falls in more than 

one district. Although the number of constituencies per district varies based on the population of 

that district, the median district has 15 constituencies. 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 highlights key characteristics of the dataset used for the analysis.8 I present both 

individual level characteristics (Panel A) weighted by population as well as political characteristics 

at the district and state level (Panels B and C). On average, a smaller proportion of Muslims are 

employed in both public and private sector enterprises relative to non-Muslims. This holds true 

                                                 

 
8 All tables are presented in the Appendix.  



 

20 

 

 

across every round of the NSS, including the most recent 68th employment round completed in 

2011-12, which found that 7 percent of non-Muslims are employed in a public sector enterprise 

(hence forth referred to as the public sector) compared to 2.7 percent of Muslims. These relative 

differences are consistent with the findings of the Sachar Committee Report (2006). The majority 

of Muslims are either self-employed (31 percent), entrepreneurs (13 percent) or working in the 

agricultural sector (25 percent). In addition, Muslims are less likely to have social security benefits 

in their jobs (eg. gratuities, health care and maternity benefits, and pensions) relative to non-

Muslims. They also seem to lag behind on educational outcomes and literacy; a higher fraction of 

Muslims are only educated through primary school compared to non-Muslims, and the share of 

Muslims that have higher education is approximately half that of non-Muslims.  

Table 1, Panels B and C provide district and state-level electoral characteristics. Because 

the analysis that follows exploits variation in the number of close district and state-level elections, 

I include both general election statistics as well as information on close elections from 1993-2011. 

This ensures that for every round of the NSS, there are election statistics for both the year in which 

the NSS was administered and for all five years preceding the survey round. This allows me to 

capture lags in the relationship between political representation and development outcomes for a 

community, as it may take some time for policy to take effect.  

Panels A and B indicate that there is considerable variation in party representation and 

political competition, both at the district and state level. On average, three parties compete at the 

district or state level, fielding approximately 11 candidates per election year. On average, there are 

approximately 13 district-level elections and 245 state-level elections in a given election year. 

Some legislatures are quite small while others are significantly larger. Himachal Pradesh, for 

example, elected 68 legislators to the state’s assembly in each of the four elections over the period 
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1993-2011, and Jharkhand had three sets of elections for the state assembly over the same period, 

for eighty-one seats. In contrast, Andhra Pradesh elected 294 legislators to the state’s assembly in 

the four elections held over our data period.  

In terms of close elections, I also see similar variation in the dataset. States had on average, 

34 close-elections per election cycle featuring the BJP when close elections are defined at the 4 

percent margin. At the 5 percent margin, there were 42 close elections on average. However, 

significant differences exist across states. In Uttar Pradesh, for example, 85 of the state’s 409 

elections (on average) were close at the 4 percent margin and featured the BJP. In contrast, 

Maharashtra, with an assembly size of 288, had only 21 close elections at a similar margin and 

featured the BJP per election cycle. Most districts had at least one close election featuring the BJP, 

although in some districts, such as Bilaspur in the state of Chhattisgarh, 13 of the district’s 27 total 

elections were close at the four percent margin and featured the BJP.  

5.2 Empirical Strategy 

To identify the existence of discrimination, I test whether an increase in BJP representation 

results in worse development outcomes for Muslims than would otherwise be the case. This could 

mean either a lower probability of being employed in the public sector, a lower probability of being 

employed in the private sector or a lower probability of having access to social security benefits. 

My empirical strategy is thus designed to test whether having a greater proportion of legislators in 

a district elected from the BJP significantly changes development outcomes for Muslims. The 

baseline specification is: 

𝑌𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 = 𝛽0 +  𝛽1𝑃𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛽2𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡  +  𝛽3𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 ∗ 𝑃𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛾𝑋𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 +  𝜂𝐸𝑑𝑠𝑦 +

 𝛼𝑑𝑠 +  𝛿𝑡 + 휀𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡                   (1) 
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 Where 𝑌𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 is a binary dependent variable denoting one of three outcomes for individual i 

in district d in state s in year t: public sector employment; private sector employment; and 

availability of social security benefits on the job.9 𝑃𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 is the district-level proportion of 

legislators that belong to the BJP in the year of election, y in district d in state s, expressed as 

follows: 

PBJP = 
𝐿𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑜𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑡𝑜 𝐵𝐽𝑃 𝑃𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑦 𝑖𝑛 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑡

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐿𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑡
     (2) 

Within an electoral cycle, PBJP remains unchanged. That is, if elections occur in district d 

in year y, and the subsequent election occurs in year y+5, PBJP is time invariant for all y≤t≤y+5. 

𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑦 is a dummy set to 1 if the respondent is Muslim and Muslim*PBJP is an interaction 

of the Muslim dummy with the BJP legislator share. The coefficient of interest is 𝛽3, which denotes 

whether a higher district-level share of BJP legislators significantly alters the likelihood of being 

employed in the public sector for Muslims relative to non-Muslims. Xidst is a vector of individual-

level control variables including gender, literacy, education level, age, the number of children in 

household, and whether the individual belongs to a scheduled caste (SC), a scheduled tribe (ST) 

or Other Backward Class (OBC).10 𝐸𝑑𝑠𝑦 is a vector of district-level electoral control variables that 

include whether the winner is a male, the percent of seats reserved for STs/SCs, and the average 

effective number of parties in the district. α and δ represent district and year fixed effects, 

                                                 

 
9 The employment outcome variables are coded as 1 if the individual is employed in a public or private 

enterprise and 0 otherwise. Similarly, the variable for social security benefits is coded as 1 if the 

individual has social security benefits available on the job and 0 otherwise.  
10 The Scheduled Castes are communities that have historically stood at the bottom of the Hindu caste 

system while the Scheduled Tribes have traditionally remained outside the caste system (Bhalotra et al. 

2013). Other Backward Classes refer to socially and educationally disadvantaged classes that are not 

classified as SCs or STs. Similar to SCs and STs, OBCs are entitled to fixed reservations in public sector 

employment and higher education. These three dummies, along with a dummy for Christians and their 

interaction with PBJP are included in the model comparing outcomes for all minority groups.  
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respectively. District fixed effects (α) control for sluggish demographic characteristics such as the 

share of the district population that is Muslim and Hindu, the literacy rate in the district, and time-

invariant voter preferences. They also account for the slow moving nature of public goods 

infrastructure (Bhalotra et al. 2013). Year fixed effects (δ) control for aggregate shocks or 

nationwide policies that may have influenced all districts/states over time.11  

The identification challenge is to isolate the causal link between increased BJP political 

representation and Muslim development outcomes from any effects of omitted or unobservable 

factors that may be driving the outcome of interest and also be correlated with BJP’s electoral 

success. If such unobservables exist, they would bias my estimate of the effect of BJP 

representation in the state assembly. For example, if districts that elect more BJP legislators also 

have a negative perception of Muslims, and public servant bureaucrats share this perception, then 

Muslims may be less likely to be formally employed in the public sector, even before the election 

of a BJP legislator. In this scenario, the estimate of the effect of BJP representation on the 

likelihood of Muslims being employed in the public sector would be biased in a negative direction. 

To address this challenge, I use close elections between BJP and non-BJP candidates. Close 

elections are ones in which the difference in votes between the winner and runner up (the vote 

margin) is small. As Bhalotra et al. (2013) note, in a regression discontinuity approach, all 

variables correlated with the election of one candidate vs. another (male vs. female, Muslim vs. 

non-Muslim, BJP vs. non-BJP) are controlled for as long as they vary smoothly at the zero vote 

margin threshold and there is no manipulation of the vote margin. That is, both candidates have a 

fairly equal chance of winning. Thus, around the margin, constituencies that elect a BJP legislator 
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are very similar to those that elect non-BJP legislators along all dimensions other than the party 

affiliation of their candidate. Close elections, therefore, allow me to take advantage of quasi-

random variation in winners. Assuming the outcome of close elections is equivalent to a coin-flip, 

I can use this natural experiment to estimate the causal effect of BJP party affiliation on 

development outcomes for Muslims. Based on this logic, I instrument the fraction of all seats won 

by BJP politicians in a district with the fraction of seats in the district won by BJP politicians in 

close elections against non-BJP politicians. I define close elections at a narrower margin than that 

defined by Novasad and Asher (2012), as elections where the victory margin between the winner 

and loser is less than or equal to 4 percent of the votes cast. I also test the robustness of my 

estimates to victory margins at 3 and 5 percent.  

In order to control for any direct effects of having close elections, such as greater political 

mobilization by parties or general excitement generated by a close election, I control for the 

fraction of seats in the district that were contested in close elections between BJP and non-BJP 

candidates. The new model with close elections can be estimated in one of two ways:  

1) By regressing the dependent variable directly on the instrument in a reduced form model – 

where Muslimidst*PC_BJPdsy is the key explanatory variable. The equation is: 

𝑌𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 = 𝛽0 +  𝛽1𝑃𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛽2𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡  +  𝛽3𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 ∗ 𝑃𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 +

+𝛽4𝑇𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛾𝑋𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 +  𝜂𝐸𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛼𝑑𝑠 +   𝛿𝑡 + 휀𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡           (3) 

2) By estimating the model using the traditional two-stage least square instrumental variables 

approach. The first and second stage equations are outlined below: 

1st stage: 𝑃𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 = Ω0 +  𝑥1𝑃𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 + 𝑥2𝑇𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 + 𝑥3𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 +  𝛾𝑋𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 +

 𝜂𝐸𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛼𝑑𝑠 +  𝛿𝑡 + 𝑢𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡                                   (4) 



 

25 

 

 

2nd stage: 𝑌𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 = µ0 +  𝜃1𝑃𝐵𝐽�̂�𝑑𝑠𝑦 + 𝜃2𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 +  𝜆𝑀𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 ∗ 𝑃𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦
̂  +

+ 𝜉𝑇𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛾𝑋𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡 +  𝜂𝐸𝑑𝑠𝑦 +  𝛼𝑑𝑠 +  𝛿𝑡 + 𝑒𝑖𝑑𝑠𝑡               (5) 

In the reduced form model, the fraction of constituencies in the district that were won by 

BJP politicians in a given year, 𝑃𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 , is replaced with the fraction of constituencies in the 

district that were won by BJP politicians in close elections against non-BJP politicians in the same 

year, 𝑃𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑦 to provide causal estimates of a “random” increase in BJP political representation. 

The coefficient of interest, 𝛽3, is on the interaction of the Muslim dummy with the close election 

instrument, and denotes the difference in the likelihood of being employed between Muslims and 

non-Muslims as the share of BJP legislators who win in close elections goes up. Because I use 

close election wins as a proxy for exogenous BJP political representation, the reduced form model 

in equation (3) is as close as I can get to running a randomized experiment where some districts 

and individuals are “randomly” assigned to BJP legislators (treatment group) and others are 

assigned to non-BJP legislators (control group). 𝑃𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑦 is therefore akin to the treatment 

variable in a randomized experiment, where 𝛽1 represents the average treatment effect associated 

with a higher share of BJP legislators who win in close elections on non-Muslims and 𝛽3 captures 

the additional impact on Muslims. 

When I estimate the instrumental variables model, I similarly instrument the fraction of 

constituencies in the district that were won by the BJP in a given election year, 𝑃𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦, with the 

fraction of constituencies in the district that were won by the BJP in close elections against non-

BJP politicians in the same year, 𝑃𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 , in the first stage (equation 4).  In the second stage, I 

regress my outcome variable (employment in the public sector for example) on the instrumented 

election term from the first stage as well as the interaction of the instrument with the Muslim 
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dummy. In both the reduced form model and the two-stage least squares model, I control for the 

fraction of constituencies in which there were close elections between BJP and non-BJP 

politicians, 𝑇𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦. The standard errors are clustered at the district level to allow observations 

within districts to be correlated across families and over time.  

The coefficient 𝜃1 describes the impact of BJP legislators on non-Muslims, while the 

coefficient 𝜆 reflects the additional impact of BJP legislators on Muslims. 

6. Effect of Politician Identity & Party Affiliation on Development Outcomes 

6.1 Validity of Close Elections as a Relevant and Exogenous Instrument 

 The requirement of a valid instrument is that it must be both relevant and exogenous. The 

relevance requirement simply means that the correlation between the instrument, Z, and the 

endogenous variable X, should be non-zero (i.e., corr (Z,X) ≠ 0). I can test this in the first stage 

and can see from Table 2 that the coefficient on Z, or 𝑃𝐶_𝐵𝐽𝑃𝑑𝑠𝑦 in my specific example is indeed 

non-zero and statistically significant. The F-statistic for the overall first stage regression run at the 

district level is also strongly significant, allowing me to rule out a weak instrument problem. I can 

also illustrate this graphically.12 Figure 1 plots the fraction of BJP legislators in a district elected 

to the state-legislative assembly against the average victory margin across districts. The victory 

margin is defined as the difference in vote share between BJP and non-BJP candidates, such that 

a positive difference (margin greater than zero) signifies a BJP electoral victory and a negative 

difference (margin of less than zero) denotes a non-BJP victory. The graph indicates that at the 

zero vote margin, there is a dramatic jump in the district share of BJP legislators. In other words, 

                                                 

 
12 All figures are presented in the Appendix.  
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if a BJP politician wins a close election, there is a significant increase in the overall fraction of 

BJP legislators in the district.  

 The exogeneity condition for a valid instrument requires that the instrument is uncorrelated 

with the error term (i.e., corr (Z, e) = 0). Similar to a randomized experiment, we would not want 

assignment (or close elections in this case) to be correlated with both observable and unobservable 

characteristics. To demonstrate the exogeneity of the instrument, I perform two exercises. First, I 

show that the instrument is unaffected by any of the controls included in the regression. That is, I 

regress the instrument, the district share of seats won by the BJP in close elections at a 4 percent 

margin or below, on respondent/household characteristics to see if any covariate meaningfully 

predicts the instrument, thereby violating the exogeneity assumption. Table 3 shows that none of 

the covariates are correlated with the instrument in any meaningful manner. Although it is 

impossible to include every variable that may be correlated with both the instrument and the 

dependent variable of interest, the regression results from Table 3 suggest that the inclusion of 

controls is unlikely to bias my estimates.  

 I further verify that respondent and household characteristics are not fundamentally 

different across places where BJP politicians won or lost in close elections by regressing these 

characteristics on the share of BJP legislators winning in close elections, controlling for the share 

of elections that were close. This provides additional confidence that I am only comparing places 

with similar underlying attributes. Table 4 indicates that the underlying characteristics of places 

where BJP politicians win or lose are similar along observed dimensions. In particular, I find that 

an increase in the district share of BJP politicians who win in close elections is not positively or 

negatively associated with the fraction of Muslim, STs, SCs, OBCs or literate households in the 
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district in any significant way. There does, however, appear to be a small but positive association 

between BJP political representation and the percentage of women in the district.  

6.2 Main Results: Impact of BJP Legislators on Minority Development Outcomes 

Public Sector Employment 

 I now turn to the main results of the paper. I begin by describing the OLS estimates, where 

I estimate 𝛽3 from equation (1). Importantly, all OLS, reduced form and IV specifications include 

year and district fixed effects and robust standard errors, clustered at the district level. I run the 

OLS and Reduced Form estimates on both the entire sample of states in the dataset (columns 1 & 

2) and restricted to states in which the BJP acquired power after the elections (columns 3 & 4). 

This allows me to see if the effect of BJP legislators on Muslim development outcomes is 

significantly different when an increase in the district share of BJP legislators is accompanied by 

BJP ruling power at the state level. The OLS estimates from Table 5 suggest that an increase in 

the share of BJP legislators in the district is associated with a very small, yet higher probability of 

being employed in the public sector for Muslims. However, these results are not statistically 

significant at any conventional level. Moreover, OLS estimates likely suffer from omitted variable 

bias. That is, the share of BJP legislators is likely to be correlated with underlying voter 

preferences, culture, and other district characteristics that may also be correlated with public sector 

employment. For example, BJP legislators may be more likely to be elected in areas with greater 

entrepreneurial energy and private-sector activity, due to their free-market and pro-business 

agenda, characteristics which may also be negatively correlated with employment in the public 

sector. Similarly, there may be reverse causality, such that if BJP politicians are more likely to 

generate private sector jobs, then they may be more likely to win in places where employment in 

the public sector is low, and demand for private sector jobs is generally greater.  
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 In contrast, reduced form and IV estimates take advantage of the fact that in some districts, 

BJP candidates won by a very narrow margin against a non-BJP candidate and in other districts, 

BJP candidates lost by a very narrow margin against a non-BJP candidate. In these districts, we 

can rule out the possibility of substantial differences in characteristics like voter awareness, 

entrepreneurial energy, and private sector activity, as districts that narrowly elect a BJP candidate 

over a non-BJP candidate are likely to be similar to districts that narrowly elect a non-BJP 

candidate over a BJP candidate. This would mean similarity along dimensions such as employment 

opportunities in the public and private sector, Muslim and Hindu population shares, and access to 

public goods and information. Thus, I can assume that the election of a BJP-candidate is close to 

random when the margin of victory is sufficiently small, allowing me to capture the impact of BJP 

political representation on Muslim development outcomes.  

 Based on the reduced form model in equation (3), I find that raising the share of BJP 

legislators in the district who win in close elections leads to a decline (albeit statistically 

insignificant) in the likelihood of Muslims being employed in the public sector, when I estimate 

results across the full sample (Table 6, Columns 1 and 2). However, when I restrict the sample to 

states in which the BJP is in power, I find that raising the district-level share of BJP legislators 

who won by a 4 percent margin results in a large and statistically significant decline in the 

likelihood of Muslims being employed in the public sector. These results are robust to the inclusion 

of both individual-level controls as well as controls for average effective number of parties in the 

district, the percent of seats reserved for SCs/STs and whether the winner is male. 

 Table 6 shows the results of estimating equation (3), with and without controls and with 

and without the BJP in power. In column 3 for example, I estimate that increasing the district-

share of BJP legislators by 1 percentage point results in a decline in the likelihood of Muslims 
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being employed in the public sector by .07 percentage points in states where the BJP is in power. 

When I add additional controls to the specification in column 4, including individual age, literacy 

status, gender and education, I find that a 1 percentage point increase in the share of BJP legislators 

winning in close elections decreases the likelihood of Muslims being employed in the public sector 

by .06 percentage points. Thus, the reduced form specification is robust to the inclusion of a full 

set of respondent and electoral controls. As these are individual-level results, a .06-.07 percentage 

point decrease in the likelihood of being employed as a result of an increase in BJP political 

representation is quite significant. Given that Muslims are publicly employed 2 percent of the time 

according to the NSS data, an increase in the district share of BJP legislators also translates into a 

3 to 3.5 percent smaller likelihood of being publicly employed relative to non-Muslims.13 These 

results are in strong contrast to the effect of increased BJP political representation on public sector 

employment for non-Muslims, where the coefficient is not statistically different from zero.  

 I also examine the impact of an increase in BJP political representation on other minorities. 

Results in Table 7 also include dummies for other minorities and an interaction of the instrument 

with each minority dummy. Columns 2-4 outline the Reduced Form results for different victory 

margins. Although the coefficient on the Muslim-BJP interaction is negative and significant across 

all specifications, I find that an increase in the district-level share of BJP legislators results in no 

differential impact on the likelihood of being employed in the public sector for other minorities at 

the 3 percent victory margin. At the 4 and 5 percent victory margin, however, we see that there is 

a large and significant (at the 10 percent level) decrease in the likelihood of Christians being 

                                                 

 
13 Without controls: -.07/2=3.5 percent lower likelihood of being employed in a public enterprise relative 

to non-Muslims. With controls: -.06/2=3 percent lower likelihood of being employed in a public enterprise 

relative to non-Muslims.  
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employed in the public sector when there is a 1 percentage point increase in the district-share of 

BJP legislators.  

 I present 2SLS results in Table 14 for employment in the public sector as well as other 

outcomes discussed in subsequent sections. Given that specifications 4 and 5 include a wide range 

of variables, including binary dependent variables, shares representing the proportion of elections 

won by BJP, interaction terms, various control variables and district fixed effects, I estimate the 

first and second stage of the instrumental variable strategy manually. In the first stage, I regress 

the endogenous variable PBJP (share of seats won by BJP) on the instrument, PC_PBJP (share of 

seats won by BJP in close elections) as well as any exogenous variable such as the Muslim dummy. 

I also partial out of the instrument, any control variables such as the fraction of constituencies in 

the district in which there were close elections between the BJP and non-BJP candidates in the 

first stage, and control for them in the second stage. I then regress my outcome variable (public 

employment in this case) on the instrumented term, 𝑃𝐵𝐽�̂�, the Muslim dummy, an interaction of 

the instrumented term with the Muslim dummy, 𝑃𝐵𝐽�̂� * Muslim, and all other relevant control 

variables. The coefficient on 𝑃𝐵𝐽�̂� provides the causal effect of increasing the district-share of 

BJP legislators on non-Muslims, while the coefficient on the interaction term, 𝑃𝐵𝐽�̂� * Muslim 

provides the additional causal effect on Muslims.  

 However, this manual 2-step procedure returns incorrect standard errors because the 

residuals were computed from the instruments rather than the original variables. To overcome this 

problem and obtain reliable standard errors, I can utilize bootstrapping (Cameron & Trivedi, 2010). 

The bootstrapping technique essentially draws random samples with replacement repeatedly from 

the sample dataset and returns a sampling distribution. It then computes standard errors using the 

distribution of coefficient estimates derived from the bootstrapped repetitions. IV results from 
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Table 14 show that the coefficient on the Muslim-BJP interaction term remains negative and 

statistically significant, providing confidence in the earlier reduced form results. In particular, I 

find that increasing the district share of BJP legislators by one percentage point decreases the 

likelihood of Muslims being employed in the public sector by 0.13 percentage points, which is 

statistically significant at the 1 percent level. With average Muslim public sector employment at 2 

percent, IV results suggest that Muslims have a 6.5 percent lower likelihood of being publicly 

employed relative to non-Muslims when the share of BJP legislators goes up.14  

Private Sector Employment 

 The BJP is often described as maintaining a pro-business economic agenda in order to 

stimulate economic growth (Kohli, 2006; Das, 2015).  As such, we might expect that instead of 

increasing public sector employment, BJP’s business-friendly economic policies induce an 

increase in private sector employment. Table 9 provides reduced-form results for private sector 

employment. Once again, I find that an increase in the district share of BJP legislators who win in 

close elections causes a decrease in the likelihood of Muslims being employed in the private sector 

(Columns 3 and 4), and virtually no change in the likelihood of non-Muslims being employed in 

the private sector. In particular, a one percentage point increase in the district share of BJP 

legislators results in a .06 percentage point decrease in the likelihood of Muslims being employed 

in a private enterprise, significant at the 1 percent level. Similar to the public sector employment 

results, this coefficient can be interpreted as a 3 percent smaller likelihood of being privately 

                                                 

 
14 IV results are all restricted to states in which the BJP acquired power following state-assembly elections.  
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employed relative to non-Muslims when BJP politicians acquire a greater share of seats in the state 

assembly.15  

 When I look at the impact of an increase in BJP political representation on private sector 

employment for Muslims as well as other minorities (Table 10), we find that only Muslims and 

Other Backward Classes (OBCs) are less likely to be employed in the private sector. However, 

increased BJP representation reduces the probability of being employed for Muslims more than it 

does for OBCs, across all definitions of the victory margin. Although the IV results highlight a 

similar negative relationship between BJP political representation and employment outcomes for 

Muslims in the private sector, the magnitude of the coefficient is larger than in the reduced form 

estimates.  

Social Security Benefits 

 Finally, I present results for access to social security benefits on the job for all employed 

individuals between 18 and 60 years old in my dataset. Table 12 presents reduced form estimates 

– highlighting the effect of an increase in the district share of BJP legislators who win in close 

elections on the likelihood of having social security benefits available on the job. Although there 

is no significant effect on non-Muslims, a 1 percentage point increase in the district share of BJP 

legislators decreases the likelihood of Muslims having social security benefits available by 0.13 

percentage points when no controls are included (Column 3) and by 0.12 percentage points in the 

fully specified model. Thus, the results are once again robust to the inclusion of individual-level 

as well as electoral controls. In Table 13, I examine whether there is a similar negative impact of 

                                                 

 
15 2 percent of Muslims are employed in a private enterprise. Therefore, -.06/2 equates to a 3 percent 

smaller likelihood of being privately employed relative to non-Muslims.  
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increasing BJP political representation on the likelihood of having access to social security benefits 

for other minorities. I find that that with the exception of OBC, Muslims are the only minority 

group to be negatively affected.  

7. Robustness Checks 

 In this section, I demonstrate that the results reported above stand up to two sets of 

robustness checks. In the first instance, I vary the victory margin which defines a close election to 

examine whether the main results change significantly. This would accordingly call into question 

the validity of using what might appear as an arbitrarily specified victory margin.  

 As a second robustness test, I estimate what happens to the same outcomes discussed above 

for Muslims when there is an increase in the share of Indian National Congress (INC) party 

legislators who win in close elections. Although this allows me to answer a new question regarding 

whether increased political representation from India’s secular political party translates into 

improved development outcomes for minorities, it also acts as a robustness test in that one might 

be curious about whether Muslims fare worse depending on which mainstream political party 

acquires a greater share of seats in the state assemblies.   

7.1 Altering the Four Percent Victory Margin to Define Close Elections 

 Thus far, I have presented results by defining close elections at the 4 percent or less victory 

margin. I can now test the sensitivity of the results presented earlier to changes in the victory 

margin. In particular, I present regression results for elections won by BJP legislators by a narrower 

margin (3 percent or less) as well as a wider margin (5 percent or less).  

 In Tables 15 and 16, I re-estimate Equation (3) using a narrower and wider margin to define 

close elections. This procedure has no effect on the sign of the coefficients on the key explanatory 
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variables of interest or on the statistical significance of the coefficient estimates. It also has a trivial 

effect on the magnitude of the coefficients. Increasing the district-share of BJP legislators by 1 

percentage point continues to reduce the likelihood of Muslims being employed in the public or 

private sector by 0.05 to 0.07 percentage points, and the probability of having social security 

benefits available on the job by 0.11 to 0.14 percentage points.  

7.2 Replacing BJP with INC as the Party of Interest 

 I now examine the impact of increased INC political representation on development 

outcomes for Muslims and other minorities. Table 19 shows that an increase in the district share 

of INC legislators has a positive, although statistically insignificant effect on the likelihood of 

Muslims being employed in the public or private sector as well as on the probability of them having 

social security benefits available on the job. In Table 20, when I include other minorities to see if 

there is any differential impact, I find there is no effect on employment outcomes in the private 

sector for any minority group. However, when there is an increase in the share of INC legislators, 

Scheduled Caste and Other Backward Class respondents are less likely to be employed in the 

public sector. In addition, Christians are significantly more likely to have access to social security 

benefits. These results suggest that the party affiliation of politicians can in fact matter for 

economic and development outcomes.  

8. Discussion and Policy Implications 

 The key question that arises after scrutinizing the regression results is: why might BJP 

legislators have an incentive to discriminate against Muslims? Given that the empirical strategy 

controls for districts that are fundamentally different (as a result of close elections), such that only 

the party affiliation of the winner is different, it is unlikely that there are confounding variables 

that bias these estimates. In other words, there must be something about being affiliated with the 
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BJP that inclines legislators to act differentially when it comes to Muslims. Perhaps BJP legislators 

do not see value in devoting as much time to the interests of Muslims as they constitute a numerical 

minority in most constituencies. That is, there may be some signs of statistical discrimination. 

However, this does not explain why other minority groups who often represent a similarly small 

share of most districts, are not affected in a similar way as Muslims. It is, however, worth noting 

that when there was an increase in BJP political representation, the likelihood of Christians being 

employed in the public sector also went down.16 

 One explanation could be that the affirmative action quotas for low-caste Hindus, a policy 

known as reservation in India, provides some degree of immunity and protection to Scheduled 

Caste, Scheduled Tribe and Other Backward Classes against political discrimination.17 These 

quotas, which provide allocated government jobs or slots in public universities, are not explicitly 

available to Muslims, leaving their employment, educational and social outcomes susceptible to 

some extent, to changes in political representation. In contrast, quotas for SCs, STs and OBCs are 

fixed, helping these groups overcome prejudices and discrimination not just when it comes to 

public distribution of resources and benefits, but also in the wider society (Alam, 2014). Although 

there has been considerable debate about extending the benefits of the reservation system to the 

Muslim community, particularly because of their poor socio-economic standing nationally and 

relative to backward groups such as STs and OBCs, many right-wing Hindu groups argue that 

affirmative action policies based on religion violate India’s constitution. They contend that quotas 

                                                 

 
16 This result was only significant at the 4 and 5 percent victory margin. 
17 The quota system in India involves fixed budgetary expenditure and/or fixed proportional seats in 

educational institutions and public employment reserved for disadvantaged groups. 
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should be strictly reserved for marginalized groups that have suffered centuries of caste-based 

discrimination.  

 How then, should policymakers in India respond? Blanket reservations for the entire 

Muslim community would be impractical and most likely ineffective. Perhaps more precise 

identification and targeting of all disadvantaged communities including Muslims, however, may 

be more politically and economically feasible. This requires an objective and independent 

assessment, similar to that of the Sachar Committee Report in 2006, on the current socio-economic 

status of all minorities including Muslims and a disaggregated analysis of which sub groups of the 

population remain particularly vulnerable and where these groups reside. However, in the absence 

of any targeted programs and/or quotas for disadvantaged Muslims, Christians and other religious 

minorities, changes in political representation and leadership may continue to adversely affect 

India’s minority groups. 

8.1 Future Areas of Research 

 Establishing the mechanism by which BJP legislators discriminate against Muslims is 

beyond the scope of this paper. Although I have attempted to demonstrate a causal relationship 

between increased BJP political representation and reduced employment opportunities for 

Muslims, it is not immediately clear what underlying characteristics of BJP legislators and 

affiliation to the BJP drives these outcomes. I have proposed potential explanations for why BJP 

legislators may not have a positive effect on the employment and development outcomes of 

Muslims. However, future research should try to disentangle the manner in which discrimination 

takes place. Additionally, it may be interesting to compare whether BJP legislators behave 

differently when the party is in coalition with moderate regional parties such as Janata Dal (United) 



 

38 

 

 

in the state of Bihar or the People’s Democratic Party (PDP) in the state of Jammu and Kashmir 

rather than with further right-wing parties such as Shiv Sena in Maharashtra. It could be that the 

quest for coalition partners and national power compels the BJP to adhere to a less ‘Hindutva’ 

agenda that is more inclusive of other socio-religious communities, particularly when the party is 

unable to acquire absolute majority in states where it has to share power with center-left and 

moderate political parties. 

 Importantly, the difference between OLS and reduced form/IV estimates highlights the 

importance of taking advantage of random variation in election outcomes in similar analyses to 

identify the causal effect of political representation on development outcomes for a particular 

community. In particular, I found that OLS estimates significantly overstated the effect of BJP 

political representation on Muslim employment and development outcomes.  

 Measurement error is also recognized as a key concern with survey data. While I do not 

have administrative data to validate the responses from the NSS survey, it is worth reiterating that 

all households were asked about their employment status and access to social security benefits 

without any reference to elected officials and legislators. Election data were manually merged with 

NSS data to arrive at relatively unbiased estimates using an instrumental variables strategy. 

Therefore, I remain confident about the results presented in this paper, particularly after 

undertaking a series of robustness checks. In future work, I hope to investigate the effect of 

politician identity on a series of other development outcomes for minorities including access to 

social and physical infrastructure.  
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9. Conclusion 

 This paper utilizes an instrumental variable strategy inspired by a regression discontinuity 

design to estimate the effect of electing BJP politicians to state legislatures on the employment and 

labor force outcomes of Muslims and other minorities in India. Given the concerns related to 

omitted variable bias and endogeneity inherent in standard OLS estimates, I instrument the share 

of seats won by BJP politicians with the share of seats won by BJP politicians only in close 

elections. Using close elections as my instrument offers a unique opportunity to exploit quasi-

random variation in winners, since for narrowly decided races in which a BJP legislator wins, the 

outcome is akin to a random increase in BJP political representation.  

 I find that raising BJP representation in India’s state legislative assemblies results in a large 

and significant decrease in the likelihood of Muslims being employed in both the public and private 

sector. In addition, I find that amongst the cohort of individuals who are employed, an increase in 

BJP political representation decreases the likelihood of Muslims having access to social security 

benefits on the job. The estimates are robust to a number of different specifications, including the 

addition of individual-level and electoral controls, as well as different margins that define a close 

election. Moreover, the results indicate that it is predominantly Muslims, and in certain instances, 

Christians and OBCs, that are adversely affected as a result of BJP acquiring greater assembly 

power in the state, not other minorities such as STs and SCs. Finally, I find no evidence that 

Muslims fare worse when there is an increase in the share of legislators belonging to the INC. 

Future research should therefore explore the channels through which BJP legislators reduce the 

likelihood of public and private sector employment for Muslims, as well as the effect of politician 

identity on other important economic outcomes.
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Appendix: Figures and Tables 

Figure 1: IV First Stage Illustration 

 
  



 

 

 

4
1 

 
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 Total Non-Muslim Muslim Difference 

in Means 

Panel A: Individual Level Characteristics Obs Mean S.D Obs Mean S.D Obs Mean S.D  

Employed in Public Enterprise 974009 0.04 0.19 905486 0.04 0.19 68523 0.02 0.15 0.02*** 

Employed in Private Enterprise 974009 0.03 0.16 905486 0.03 0.16 68523 0.02 0.14 0.01*** 

Self Employed 974009 0.34 0.47 905486 0.34 0.47 68523 0.31 0.46 0.03*** 

Entrepreneur 974009 0.08 0.28 905486 0.08 0.13 68523 0.13 0.33 -0.05*** 

Employed in Agriculture/Farming 974009 0.41 0.49 905486 0.42 0.49 68523 0.25 0.43 0.17*** 

Social Security Benefits Available 974009 0.07 0.25 905486 0.07 0.26 68523 0.04 0.20 0.03*** 

Only Educated Till Primary 974009 0.21 0.41 905486 0.20 0.40 68523 0.26 0.44 -0.06*** 

Educated Till Secondary 974009 0.24 0.42 905486 0.24 0.43 68523 0.20 0.40 0.04*** 

Educated Till High School 974009 0.06 0.24 905486 0.06 0.24 68523 0.04 0.20 0.02*** 

Has Higher Education 974009 0.06 0.24 905486 0.06 0.24 68523 0.03 0.18 0.03*** 

Female respondent 974009 0.49 0.50 905486 0.49 0.50 68523 0.48 0.50 0.01 

Age 974009 34.76 11.78 905486 34.85 11.79 68523 33.69 11.68 1.16*** 

Literate 974009 0.56 0.50 905486 0.57 0.50 68523 0.53 0.50 0.04*** 

Respondent in School 974009 0.00 0.02 905486 0.00 0.02 68523 0.00 0.01 0.00*** 

Total children in Household 974009 1.91 1.78 905486 1.86 1.74 68523 2.53 2.1 -0.67*** 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Panel B: District Level Political Characteristics (1993-2011) Obs Mean Std. Dev 

Total Constituencies/Seats Available per Election Cycle 1054 12.74 9.35 

Average Effective Number of Parties in District 1054 3.18 0.74 

Average Number of Candidates per Election in District 1054 10.63 5.16 

Total Seats Won by BJP in district 1054 2.81 3.58 

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in district 1054 0.27 0.28 

Total Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (3% Margin) 1054 1.03 1.37 

Total Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (3% Victory Margin) 1054 0.51 0.86 

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (3% Victory Margin) 549 0.49 0.42 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (3% Margin) 1054 0.10 0.14 

Total Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (4% Margin) 1054 1.37 1.72 

Total Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (4% Victory Margin) 1054 0.67 1.06 

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (4% Victory Margin) 618 0.49 0.40 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (4% Margin) 1054 0.14 0.17 

Total Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (5% Margin) 1054 1.70 2.03 

Total Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (5% Victory Margin) 1054 0.83 1.24 

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (5% Victory Margin) 666 0.49 0.38 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections(5% Margin) 1054 0.17 0.19 

* Note: The Ns for proportion variables using close elections are smaller as the denominator reflects the total 

   number of seats contested only in close elections. As such, some districts where there were no such close elections 

   between BJP and non-BJP parties are excluded.   
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Panel C: State Level Political Characteristics (1993-2011) Obs Mean Std. Dev 

Total Constituencies/Seats Available per Election Cycle 1054 244.72 96.91 

Average Effective Number of Parties in State 1054 3.16 0.55 

Average Number of Candidates per Election in State 1054 10.76 4.46 

Total Seats Won by BJP in State 1054 65.23 55.51 

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in State 1054 0.27 0.22 

Total Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (3% Margin) 1054 25.61 23.07 

Total Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (3% Victory Margin) 1054 12.69 11.40 

Proportion of Seats won by BJP in Close Elections (3% Victory Margin) 929 0.49 0.19 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections(3% Margin) 1054 0.10 0.07 

Total Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (4% Margin) 1054 34.30 30.88 

Total Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (4% Victory Margin) 1054 16.56 14.64 

Proportion of Seats won by BJP in Close Elections (4% Victory Margin) 929 0.47 0.17 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections(4% Margin) 1054 0.13 0.10 

Total Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (5% Margin) 1054 41.83 36.95 

Total Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections (5% Victory Margin) 1054 20.37 17.99 

Proportion of Seats won by BJP in Close Elections (5% Victory Margin) 941 0.46 0.17 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections (5% Margin) 1054 0.16 0.12 

* Note: The Ns for proportion variables using close elections are smaller as the denominator reflects the total 

   number of seats contested only in close elections. As such, some states where there were no such close elections 

   between BJP and non-BJP parties are excluded. 
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Table 2: First Stage Results for Instrumental Variables Strategy 

 (1) 

 % of Seats won by BJP 

  

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.26*** 

 (0.06) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections -0.10 

(0.20) 

  

Observations 213,385 

R-squared 0.9981 

F-Statistic 4.68 

District FE Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses.  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Regression includes controls for household characteristics including religion, caste,  

female respondent, respondent age, respondent education, the number of children in the  

household as well as controls for the percent of seats reserved for SC/ST and the average  

number of parties in the district and dummy for male winner. 
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Table 3: Verifying Covariates do not predict the Instrument 

 Dependent Variable: % of Close elections won by BJP  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Muslim Christian Scheduled Caste Scheduled Tribe Other Backward Class Literate Female 

        

Coefficient -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Observations 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 

R-squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

Table 4: Verifying Covariates are not Responsive to the Instrument 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

VARIABLES Muslim Christian Scheduled 

Caste 

Scheduled 

Tribe 

Other Backward 

Class 

Literate Female 

        

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.00 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.01** 

 (0.01) (0.00) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections -0.01 0.00 -0.06 -0.01 0.09 0.09** -0.00 

 (0.03) (0.00) (0.05) (0.06) (0.08) (0.04) (0.02) 

        

Observations 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 213,385 

R-squared 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.23 0.09 0.10 0.01 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 5: OLS Estimates: “Effect” of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Muslim Public Sector Employment 

Dependent Variable: Public Sector Employment (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 All States All States + Controls BJP-ruled States BJP-ruled States + Controls 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in district 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Muslim -0.02*** -0.01*** -0.03** -0.03* 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats won by BJP  0.01 0.00 0.03 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

     

Observations 974,009 974,009 281,409 281,409 

R-squared 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.07 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States No No Yes Yes 

Controls No Yes No Yes 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 6: Reduced Form Estimates: Effect of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Muslim Public Sector Employment 

Dependent Variable: Public Sector Employment (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 All States All States + Controls BJP-ruled States BJP-ruled States + 

Controls 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.01 0.01 -0.00 -0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Muslim -0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.02 -0.01 -0.07*** -0.06*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.07) (0.07) 

     

Observations 554,151 554,151 213,385 213,385 

R-squared 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.07 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States No No Yes Yes 

Controls Included No Yes No Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 7: Reduced Form Estimates: Effect of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Public Sector Employment (All Minorities) 

Dependent Variable: Public Sector Employment (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 OLS 3% Victory Margin 4% Victory Margin 5% Victory Margin 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Muslim -0.02* 0.00 0.00 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.00 -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Christian 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.03 

 (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) 

Christian * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.10 -0.08 -0.09* -0.08* 

 (0.14) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) 

Scheduled Caste (SC) 0.02** 0.02 0.02 0.02 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

SC * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Scheduled Tribe (ST) 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

ST * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Other Backward Class (OBC) -0.01 -0.02** -0.03*** -0.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

OBC * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections  0.02 0.01 0.04 

  (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) 
     

Observations 281,409 199,806 213,385 224,205 

R-squared 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin All Elections 3% 4% 5% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  
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Table 8: OLS Estimates: “Effect” of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Muslim Private Sector Employment 

Dependent Variable: Private Sector Employment (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 All States All States + Controls BJP-ruled States BJP-ruled States + Controls 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in district 0.00 0.00 -0.02** -0.02** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim -0.01** -0.01* -0.03** -0.03** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats won by BJP  0.01 0.00 0.03 0.03 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

     

Observations 974,009 974,009 281,409 281,409 

R-squared 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.06 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States No No Yes Yes 

Controls No Yes No Yes 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 9: Reduced Form Estimates: Effect of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Muslim Private Sector Employment 

Dependent Variable: Private Sector Employment (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 All 

States 

All States + 

Controls 

BJP-ruled 

States 

BJP-ruled States + 

Controls 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.02 -0.02 -0.06*** -0.05** 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections -0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

     

Observations 554,151 554,151 213,385 213,385 

R-squared 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States No No Yes Yes 

Controls Included No Yes No Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  
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Table 10: Reduced Form Estimates: Effect of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Private Sector Employment (All Minorities) 

Dependent Variable: Private Sector Employment (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 OLS 3% Victory Margin 4% Victory Margin 5% Victory Margin 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.03* 0.00 0.01 0.00 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim -0.04** 0.00 0.01 0.02 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.04 -0.05** -0.06*** -0.07** 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

Christian 0.12* 0.04 0.03 0.02 

 (0.07) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) 

Christian * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.12 0.02 0.04 0.06 

 (0.18) (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) 

Scheduled Caste (SC) -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

SC * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Scheduled Tribe (ST) -0.02 -0.00 0.01 0.00 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

ST * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.00 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

Other Backward Class (OBC) -0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

OBC * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.01 -0.02** -0.03*** -0.02** 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections  -0.02 0.00 -0.01 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 
     

Observations 281,409 199,806 213,385 224,205 

R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin All Elections 3% 4% 5% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 11: OLS Estimates: “Effect” of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Muslim Social Security Benefits 

Dependent Variable: Social Security Benefits Avl (Y/N) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 All States All States + Controls BJP-ruled 

States 

BJP-ruled States + Controls 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in district 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.06** -0.05* 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats won by BJP  0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) 

     

Observations 960,138 960,138 277,898 277,898 

R-squared 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.13 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States No No Yes Yes 

Controls No Yes No Yes 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 12: Reduced Form Estimates: Effect of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Muslim Social Security Benefits 

Dependent Variable: Social Security Benefits Avl (Y/N) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 All 

States 

All States + 

Controls 

BJP-ruled 

States 

BJP-ruled States + 

Controls 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim -0.01 -0.01 0.02 0.02 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats won by BJP in Close Elections -0.04 -0.03 -0.13*** -0.12*** 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections 0.02* 0.01 0.02 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

     

Observations 547,528 547,528 210,540 210,540 

R-squared 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.13 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States No No Yes Yes 

Controls Included No Yes No Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 13: Reduced Form Estimates: Effect of an increase in the district-share of BJP legislators on Social Security Benefits (All Minorities) 

Dependent Variable: Social Security Benefits Avl (Y/N) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 OLS 3% Victory Margin 4% Victory Margin 5% Victory Margin 

     

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim -0.05* 0.00 0.01 0.02 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.02 -0.11*** -0.12*** -0.13*** 

 (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Christian 0.24*** 0.10 0.08 0.06 

 (0.08) (0.10) (0.08) (0.07) 

Christian * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.54** -0.10 -0.08 -0.05 

 (0.27) (0.11) (0.08) (0.08) 

Scheduled Caste (SC) 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

SC * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Scheduled Tribe (ST) 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

ST * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.05* 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) 

Other Backward Class (OBC) -0.01 -0.03*** -0.02** -0.02 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

OBC * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.03 -0.00 -0.01 -0.02 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections  0.01 0.02 0.01 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 
     

Observations 277,898 197,124 210,540 221,177 

R-squared 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.14 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin All Elections 3% 4% 5% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 14: IV Estimates: Effect of increased BJP Political Representation on Employment and Availability of Social Security Benefits 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 2sls  

Public 

Employment 

2sls  

Private  

Employment 

2sls  

Social Security 

Benefits 

    

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Muslim .04 0.04 0.07 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP -0.13*** -0.13*** -0.28*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections 0.01 0.00 0.02 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

    

Observations 213,385 213,385 210,540 

R-squared 0.07 0.06 0.13 

District FE Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 

Bootstrap standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Regression includes controls for household characteristics including religion, caste, female respondent, respondent age,  

the number of children in the household as well as controls for the percent of seats reserved for SC/ST,  

the average number of parties in the district as well as whether the winner is a male. 
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Table 15: Robustness Test: Narrower Definition of Close Elections in the Reduced Form Model (3% Margin) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Public Sector 

Employment 

Public Sector 

Employment 

Private Sector 

Employment 

Private Sector 

Employment 

SS Benefits 

Available 

SS Benefits 

Available 

       

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections -0.02 -0.02 -0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats won by BJP in Close Elections -0.07*** -0.05*** -0.06** -0.05** -0.13*** -0.11*** 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections 0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.00 

 (0.08) (0.07) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

       

Observations 199,806 199,806 199,806 199,806 197,124 197,124 

R-squared 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.14 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Victory Margin 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 16: Robustness Test: Wider Definition of Close Elections in the Reduced Form Model (5% Margin) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Public Sector 

Employment 

Public Sector 

Employment 

Private Sector 

Employment 

Private Sector 

Employment 

SS Benefits 

Available 

SS Benefits 

Available 

       

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP in Close Elections 0.00 0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats won by BJP in Close Elections -0.06** -0.06*** -0.07*** -0.06*** -0.14*** -0.13*** 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections 0.04 0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.02 0.01 

 (0.06) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

       

Observations 224,205 224,205 224,205 224,205 221,177 221,177 

R-squared 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.13 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Victory Margin 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 17: Robustness Test: Narrower Definition of Close Elections (3% Margin) in IV estimates 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 2sls  

Public 

Employment 

2sls  

Private 

Employment 

2sls  

Social Security 

Benefits 

    

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP -0.09*** -0.04*** -0.02 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Muslim -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP -0.06* -0.05 -0.13*** 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections 0.01 -0.02 0.00 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

    

Observations 199,806 199,806 197,124 

R-squared 0.08 0.06 0.13 

District FE Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin 3% 3% 3% 

Bootstrap standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Regression includes controls for individual characteristics including religion, caste, female respondent, respondent age,  

education, the number of children in the household as well as controls for the percent of seats reserved for SC/ST,  

the average number of parties in the district as well as whether the winner is a male. 
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Table 18: Robustness Test: Wider Definition of Close Elections (5% Margin) in IV estimates 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 2sls  

Public 

Employment 

2sls  

Private 

Employment 

2sls  

Social Security 

Benefits 

    

Proportion of Seats Won by BJP 0.02 -0.02 -0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Muslim 0.03 0.03** 0.06*** 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.00) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by BJP -0.11*** -0.13*** -0.26*** 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by BJP in Close Elections 0.04*** -0.02 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

    

Observations 224,205 224,205 221,177 

R-squared 0.08 0.06 0.14 

District FE Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to BJP-ruled States Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin 5% 5% 5% 

Bootstrap standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Regression includes controls for individual characteristics including religion, caste, female respondent, respondent age,  

education, the number of children in the household as well as controls for the percent of seats reserved for SC/ST,  

the average number of parties in the district as well as whether the winner is a male. 
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Table 19: Robustness Test 3: Reduced Form Estimates of the Effect of INC on Development Outcomes for Muslims 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Public Sector 

Employment 

Public Sector 

Employment 

Private Sector 

Employment 

Private Sector 

Employment 

SS Benefits 

Available 

SS Benefits 

Available 

       

Proportion of Seats Won by INC in Close Elections 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Muslim -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats won by INC in Close Elections 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by INC in Close Elections 0.04 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.02 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 

       

Observations 222,873 222,873 222,873 222,873 218,364 218,364 

R-squared 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.09 

District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to INC-ruled States Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 20: Robustness Test 4: Reduced Form Estimates of the Effect of INC on Development Outcomes for All Minorities 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Public Sector Employment Private Sector Employment Social Security Benefits 

    

Proportion of Seats Won by INC in Close Elections 0.03** 0.00 0.02 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

Muslim -0.01 0.00 -0.03 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Muslim * Fraction of Seats Won by INC in Close Elections -0.02 0.00 -0.00 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 

Christian -0.02 -0.00 -0.03 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

Christian * Fraction of Seats Won by INC in Close Elections 0.04 0.05 0.29*** 

 (0.09) (0.06) (0.11) 

Scheduled Caste (SC) 0.01 0.01 -0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

SC * Fraction of Seats Won by INC in Close Elections -0.05*** -0.01 -0.04** 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Scheduled Tribe (ST) -0.01 0.00 -0.02* 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

ST * Fraction of Seats Won by INC in Close Elections -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Other Backward Class (OBC) -0.01 0.01 -0.02** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

OBC * Fraction of Seats Won by INC in Close Elections -0.03* -0.02 -0.02 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Proportion of Seats Contested by INC in Close Elections 0.01 -0.02 0.03* 

 (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

    

Observations 222,873 222,873 218,364 

R-squared 0.08 0.03 0.09 

District FE Yes Yes Yes 

NSS Round FE Yes Yes Yes 

Restricted to INC-ruled States Yes Yes Yes 

Controls Included Yes Yes Yes 

Victory Margin 4% 4% 4% 

Robust standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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