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1 Introduction

The number of developing countries with democratic institutions has risen dramat-

ically in recent years, giving a greater role to political parties in shaping public policy.

Though parties vie for support by offering distinct policy agendas, it is both theoretically

and empirically unclear how these differences ultimately affect policy outcomes. The un-

certain role of political parties is amplified in developing countries, where parties often

display weaker ideological and organizational coherence, and patronage features more

prominently in the political economy (Mainwaring and Torcal, 2006).

In this paper, I use an instrumental variables strategy to shed light on the influence of

party ideology on policy outcomes in developing countries. During India’s 1991 national

elections, the leader of the populist Congress party, Rajiv Gandhi, was assassinated. At

the time of the assassination, half of the parliamentary constituencies had already voted

and the remaining half voted shortly afterwards, which resulted in a dramatically higher

likelihood of Congress victory in the latter set of constituencies. Using the assassination

as a source of exogenous variation in the probability of Congress victory, I show that

representation by a populist political party increases the availability of public goods

favored by the poor in the constituencies where they are elected.

This paper makes two contributions to the political economy literature. First, I es-

timate the effect of party identity on the composition of public goods, and map these

outcomes to party ideology. This contrasts with much of the research on developing

countries, which generally studies party effects through the lens of patronage, and fo-

cuses on the allocation of a single public good or aggregate measure of public spending.

Second, I compare the results using the assassination instrument to those obtained using a

regression discontinuity design (RDD) in order to assess the generalizability of the latter.

Though the RDD occupies a central place in the empirical political economy literature,

the parameters it estimates are valid only for closely contested elections. Because the as-

sassination instrument generates exogenous variation in party representation for a wide

2



range of electoral margins, it provides a unique opportunity for understanding whether

the local average treatment effects (LATEs) identified by the RD are representative of

party effects when elections are decided by larger margins.

The central finding of this paper is that in constituencies where the probability of

Congress party representation was significantly higher due to the assassination, there

were substantial changes in the composition of public goods, with goods more highly

valued by the poor prioritized. Access to drinking water and the presence of primary

schools increase, while telephone connectivity and agricultural and industrial electrifica-

tion decline.1 Overall, Congress representation is associated with a 0.48–0.71 standard

deviation increase in public goods favored by the poor relative to other goods, consistent

with the party’s long-standing populism and high levels of support amongst low-income

and other marginalized groups.

The personal characteristics of political representatives have been shown to have sub-

stantial effects on policy outcomes, in line with models emphasizing the role of politicians’

personal preferences on policy outcomes (Osborne and Slivinski, 1996; Besley and Coate,

1997). For example, female leadership in village governing bodies in India results in

budgetary allocations more closely aligned with the expressed preferences of local women

(Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004). Similarly, political reservations for low caste and tribal

groups in state legislatures in India leads to a state-wide increase of public goods tar-

geting these groups (Pande, 2003).2 What research exists on the role of party identity

in shaping policy outcomes has yielded more ambiguous results.3 In India, for example,

local representation by a leftist party in the state of West Bengal was found to have only
1Because most public goods experienced a nationwide level increase across these years, a “decline”

should generally be interpreted as a smaller increase.
2However, these reservations were found to generate no differential allocation of public goods within

the specific constituencies assigned reservation status (Jensenius, 2015).
3In the United States, for example, the party identity of Congressional representatives is associated

with changes in local spending priorities (Albouy, 2013), while the party identity of mayors has been
found to exert little influence on policy outcomes (Ferreira and Gyourko, 2007).
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small effects on the implementation of land reforms (Bardhan and Mookherjee, 2010).4

Research on party effects in developing countries has generally focused on the factors

determining which groups the government preferentially provides with benefits (for ex-

ample, Miguel and Zaidi, 2003; Vaishnav and Sircar, 2011). This literature derives much

of its theoretical motivation from an influential class of models on the tradeoff between

targeting core constituencies versus electorally pivotal groups, with the content of the

provided benefits being of secondary importance (Cox and McCubbins, 1986; Lindbeck

and Weibull, 1987; Dixit and Londregan, 1996). Though such an approach may be justi-

fied by the shallower ideological moorings of parties in developing countries, the rhetorical

commitment of populist parties to the priorities of the poor underlines the need to give

greater scrutiny to additional channels by which parties may express their preference over

policy outcomes.

Some of the ambiguity with respect to party effects derives from the identification

strategies employed. The RDD in particular yields estimates of uncertain interpretation,

as several influential models imply an expectation of non-differential outcomes at the

discontinuity, even when parties have strong preferences over policy. I therefore compare

the IV results to those obtained using an RDD, in order to better understand the degree

to which party effects estimated with the latter are specific to closely contested elections.

Consistent with these concerns, the RDD yields strikingly different results than those

using the IV, with party effects that are small and generally insignificant.5

To reconcile the conflicting findings of the IV and RD, I invoke a theoretical literature
4The authors find some evidence for an inverted-U relationship between Left Front influence and land

reforms, possibly indicating a “quasi-Downsian” effect, whereby a political moral hazard induces lower
policy activism when parties win by larger margins.

5In this respect, my results resemble the paired findings of DiNardo and Lee (2004) and Lee and Max
(2012) on the effects of unionization. Using a regression discontinuity design, DiNardo and Lee (2004)
find little effect of unionization on wages or the probability of firm survival. In contrast, Lee and Max
(2012) find substantial negative effects of unionization on cumulative two-year stock returns when the
margin of victory was high, but with little evidence of a discontinuity at the victory threshold, which
the authors attribute to a policy convergence of the union and management where unionization votes
are narrowly decided.
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on the importance of the margin of victory in mediating the effects of party representa-

tion, with an emphasis on the role played by electoral margins in signaling the party’s

strength. I provide two pieces of evidence in support of this hypothesis. First, I show

that, whereas the IV strategy finds an electoral advantage for the incumbent party, the

RDD reveals incumbents to have a reduced likelihood of winning the following election,

which I interpret as evidence for the weakness of narrowly elected politicians in India.

Second, I show that the party effect identified by the IV is strongest in constituencies

where Congress had substantial pre-existing support, and therefore possessed a measure

of influence beyond that derived from merely crossing the electoral threshold.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives background details

on the political context, the policies being studied, and the influence of politicians on

local policy outcomes. Section 3 describes the data sources. Section 4 explains the

identification strategy. Section 5 gives the results using the IV and RD, and a discussion

on why they differ. A brief conclusion follows.

2 Background

Though the 1991 Indian national elections are generally remembered for the economic

reforms that were undertaken shortly thereafter, economic liberalization was not a signif-

icant campaign issue (Varshney, 1998). The election was instead contested largely on the

issues of caste reservations and the construction of a Hindu temple at a site occupied by

a 16th century mosque (Jaffrelot, 1999; Blakeslee, 2014). The two parties most closely

associated with these controversies were Janata Dal and the BJP. Because the previous

national government had been headed by the Janata Dal with outside support from the

BJP, disagreements over these issues resulted in the BJP’s withdrawal of support for the

government in late 1990, which led to national elections being called for May, 1991.

Due to the challenges of conducting an election in a country the size of India, national
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elections are staggered across multiple rounds of voting, with a subset of constituencies

voting in each round, and the results kept secret until all voting has concluded. The first

round of the 1991 elections was held on May 20. The following day, while campaigning

in Tamil Nadu, Rajiv Gandhi was assassinated. Following a brief delay due to the assas-

sination, the second round of voting was held on June 12 and 15.6 Figure 1 shows the

geographic distribution of constituencies voting in the two rounds.

Rajiv Gandhi belonged to the most powerful dynasty in Indian politics, being both

the son and grandson of previous prime ministers. For this reason, his assassination led to

a sharp increase in support for the Congress party.7 Whereas Congress had secured just

33% of the vote and won only 26% of the constituencies it contested in the first round,

in the second round the party took 39% of the vote and won 58% of constituencies. On

the strength of this improvement in the party’s performance, Congress ultimately won a

plurality of seats and formed the next government.

2.1 Congress agenda

Though in the early years of independence a “catch-all” party representing a broad

spectrum of the population in terms of caste, class, and religion, the Congress party took

a sharp turn towards populism in the late 1960s under the leadership of Indira Gandhi

(Banerjee and Somanathan, 2007; Wilkinson, 2006). Since that time, the party has been

closely aligned with socio-economically marginalized groups, such as the scheduled castes

(SCs), scheduled tribes (STs), and Muslims (Heath and Yadav, 1999).8

Despite the party’s long association with populism, its signature policy achievement

during these years was the liberalization of the economy (Panagariya, 2008). Though
6Only two rounds of voting occurred in 1991, though the second round in fact occurred across two

days, June 12th and 15th. During the most recent national election, in 2014, the number of rounds had
grown to nine. In India, these rounds are called “phases.”

7A similar increase in support for Congress occurred after Indira Gandhi’s assassination in 1984.
8The analysis of Heath and Yadav (1999) is based on surveys from 1996 and 1998. In results not

shown, I find that the share of the Muslim population and of the SC/ST population are both strongly
predictive of Congress support in the 1991 elections.
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the party had already begun to pursue economic reforms in the latter half of the 1980s,

this process accelerated dramatically in 1991 following a balance of payments crisis. In

tandem with these reforms, the party also promoted a program of rural modernization,

one of the primary elements of which was an expansion of telephone access in rural areas

(Chakravartty, 2004; Panagariya, 2008).

The Congress party’s simultaneous populism and promotion of economic reform co-

existed with surprisingly little tension. Varshney (1998) attributes this to the distinction

between “mass” and “elite” politics, whereby issues of structural reform were primarily

important to economic elites and the educated, urban middle classes, while “mass” politics

was still contested over issues of caste, religion, patronage, and rural development. For

example, a 1996 survey found that only 14% of rural voters were aware of the economic

reforms, in contrast to the 66% of college graduates (Varshney, 1998). Therefore, while

the Congress party was pursuing a program of economic liberalization during these years,

I will be focusing on the more populist aspects of its agenda, which remained central to

large segments of the population.

2.2 Public goods

The public goods which constitute the outcome of interest in this paper are drawn from

the decennial Indian national census. Though the availability of most public goods was

remarkably low during this time, these levels represented significant progress from ear-

lier years, when access to public goods was meager, and closely tied to socio-economic

privilege. Beginning in the early 1970s, public goods access expanded to marginalized

communities as well, in part due to the Congress party’s adoption of a populist, explicitly

pro-poor agenda (Banerjee and Somanathan, 2007).

To understand the influence of party preference on public goods allocations, I first

establish a classification scheme for the public goods based on the relative values attached

to them by poorer households. Table 1 lists the public goods, and indicates their classi-
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fication as either “pro-poor” or “non pro-poor.” An item’s designation as “non pro-poor”

only indicates that it is less valued by poor households than other goods, and does not

necessarily imply that it is highly valued by wealthier households. A number of items

have not been assigned to either category, due either to the fact that they are not pro-

vided by the government (for example, various types of private irrigation), or because

they are relatively rare in rural areas (for example, hospitals and adult literacy centers).

To determine the classification of each public good, I draw upon the insights of Bard-

han and Mookherjee (2011). In the brief sketch given there, the poor (of West Bengal)

are posited as giving greater weight to goods such as “housing, sanitation, drinking wa-

ter or BPL [Below Poverty Line] cards,” as well as public schools; while the wealthy

and landed classes have a preference for “roads and irrigation” and agricultural inputs.

These observations are intuitive, and likely to be relatively consistent across much of the

country.

Because the public goods data used in this paper comes from the national census,

and overlaps only imperfectly with that in Bardhan and Mookherjee (2011), I update the

classification to account for differences in the list of government programs being analyzed.

In what I call the “alternative” classification scheme, tap and handpump drinking water,

as well as primary education, are classified as “pro-poor,” while secondary education and

traditional sources of drinking water such as wells are deemed to be “non pro-poor.”

In addition, productive infrastructure such as agricultural and industrial electrification,

irrigation, and paved roads are classified as “non pro-poor,” as are post offices, telephones,

and government-operated health subcenters.9 Appendix B provides more details about

the reasoning behind this classification scheme.

A partial test of this classification scheme is given in Appendix Table A.1. Each public
9See Banerjee and Duflo (2009) and Das et al. (2016) for a discussion of the preference of the poor

for private health clinics, and the generally low quality of government-operated health clinics. There is a
slight ambiguity with respect to telephone access, which was given high priority by Congress during these
years, but would have been far less important to low income households than more affluent households.
This is discussed in more detail elsewhere in the paper.
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good is regressed on variables capturing constituency-level support for the Congress party

during the four elections between 1971 and 1989. In the first specification, Congress

support is measured as the average vote margin of the party between 1971 and 1989. In

the second specification, Congress support is captured by dummy variables indicating that

the Congress party had won by an average margin of 10–20 percentage points and more

than 20 percent points in the four elections. The results show long-term Congress support

to be associated with higher levels of tap water access, and lower levels of electrification,

post offices, and middle schools. These correlations show some correspondence with the

class-based classification scheme.

Finally, it is important to note that the Eighth Five Year Plan, spanning the years

1992–1997, specifically prioritized the expansion of drinking water and primary education

in rural India (Planning Commission of India, 1992, 1996). The inclusion of drinking

water and primary education was part of the broader agenda of rural modernization,

akin to the expansion of telephone access. Appendix B provides further details on the

Eighth Five Year Plan.

2.3 MP influence on local public goods

Given the central role accorded by the Indian constitution to state governments for

many aspects of rural development, it is unclear that the party identity of the con-

stituency’s representative in the central government should have important effects on the

allocation of local public goods. The central government, however, has long exercised

influence over even those domains ostensibly the sole prerogative of state governments,

due to a combination of its control over revenue generation, its agenda setting powers

through the quinquennial Five Year Plans, and its creation of a slew of programs for the

direct promotion of rural development.10

The Centrally Sponsored anti-poverty Schemes and the Centrally Sponsored subsidy
1065% of revenue accrues to the central government (Rao and Singh, 1998).
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and infrastructure Schemes (CSS) are an example of how the central government exerts

influence at the local level. Initiated in the early 1970s under then prime minister Indira

Gandhi to promote rural development, these programs were deliberately designed to

allow the central government to bypass the states in the provision of local public goods

(Saxena, 2007).11 In recent years, more than half of the Central Assistance provided

to state governments for rural development schemes comes in the form of Additional

Central Assistance (ACA), which specifies the schemes to be financed, and often involves

a measure of control by the relevant ministries within the central government (Saxena,

2007).12

The formulation and implementation of the Five Year Plans provides another op-

portunity for the central government to exercise influence over local public goods alloca-

tions. Since 1951, the Planning Commission has set the agenda for economic development

through its Five Year Plans. Substantial resources are allocated to the accomplishment

of the objectives set forth through the Five Year Plans, and the various central govern-

ment ministries have primary responsibility over allocation of these funds. The Eighth

Five Year Plan, which operated from 1992-1997, may have been particularly crucial to

the results found in this paper, as the Plan prioritized primary education and drinking

water, among other items (Planning Commission of India, 1992, 1996), which were two

of the public goods that expanded most in Congress-held constituencies.

Politicians can also shape policy outcomes through their influence over local bureau-

cracies and village-level political institutions. One particularly powerful means by which

politicians wield influence is through their ability to arrange for the transfer of civil ser-

vants to undesirable posts (Wade, 1982; Bayley, 1983; Banik, 2001; Iyer and Mani, 2012).

MPs and MLAs are also responsible for nominating members to the Block Development
11The CSSs often explicitly mandate a role for the local MP in determining beneficiaries, which au-

thority is widely and effectively wielded for electoral advantage (Wilkinson, 2006).
12Rao and Singh (1998) describe how state government must direct a share of expenditures—15% at

the time of writing—towards centrally sponsored schemes which are administered by ministries within
the central government.
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committees, administrative units below the district level that play a significant role in

determining the development needs of the block (Wilkinson, 2006). They also exercise

influence through the village councils that have become increasingly influential in shaping

and implementing local policy (Singh et al., 2003).

Through their influence within the Central government, as well as the power they

wield over local party members and bureaucrats, MPs have access to multiple levers by

which to shape local policy outcomes according to personal preference and the party’s

larger objectives.13 Nayak, Saxena, and Farrington (2002) explain that the influence of

the Central government and individual MPs over local expenditures was increasing during

the years of this study.14

3 Data

The unit of observation in this study is the administrative sub-district, or “taluka,”

which lies between the district and village in the administrative apparatus. Variation

in party representation occurs at the level of the constituency, with each constituency

containing an average of 9 sub-districts. The matching of the administrative and political

data is achieved using ArcGIS. Shapefiles for parliamentary constituencies are provided

by the Electoral Commission of India; and the 2001 census data includes shapefiles at

the village, sub-district, and district levels. The sub-district boundaries, however, are

imperfectly nested within the parliamentary constituencies. To match the two, I identify

the geographic center (centroid) of each sub-district, and assign the sub-district to the

parliamentary constituency within the boundaries of which its centroid falls.
13An even more direct means of MP influence is through the Member of Parliament Local Area

Development Scheme (MPLADS). This is an annual grant of 10 million rupees ($250,000) to the MP for
the purpose of pursuing local development projects (Keefer and Khemani, 2001).

14Writing in 2002, these authors describe how “over the last decade, the Centre has had to bow to
pressure from MPs and MLAs to extend schemes, increase budgets, change cost sharing ratios and
channel resources to particular constituencies” (Nayak, Saxena, and Farrington, 2002). Wilkinson (2006)
estimates for the state of Tamil Nadu that MPs and MLAs played a significant role in determining the
beneficiaries for projects accounting for 75% of the rural development budget.
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For a few variables—in particular, those on caste and religious population shares, as

well as geographic and institutional details—data is reported only at the district level, ne-

cessitating a slightly different matching strategy. For these, I impute to each constituency

the mean value of the variable of all districts falling across its boundaries, weighted by

the percentage of the constituency composed of each district. I then assign this value to

each sub-district falling within the constituency.

4 IV strategy

4.1 Assassination instrument

Rajiv Gandhi was assassinated on May 22, 1991. The first round of voting had oc-

curred one day earlier, on May 21, and the second round would take place three weeks

later, on June 12-15. Of the 449 constituencies included in this study, 206 had voted prior

to his assassination, and the remaining 243 would vote in the next round. Though the

assassination was widely reported, and was one of the most traumatic events in India’s

post-independence history, it necessarily affected electoral outcomes in those constituen-

cies voting after it occurred. Therefore, the instrumental variables strategy uses the

assassination as a source of exogenous variation in the probability of Congress victory,

with those constituencies voting in the second round giving greater support to Congress.

In the next section I address possible challenges to the validity of the instrument.

Formally, I model the victory of the Congress party as a linear function of whether

the constituency holds its elections before or after the assassination:

Congi = α + βAssni

+ϑXi + πEi + f(Marg1989,i) + σi + εi,
(1)

where Congi is a dummy taking a value of 1 where a member of the Congress party rep-
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resents constituency i, and Assni is a dummy taking a value of 1 where the constituency

holds its elections after the assassination. Xi is a vector of constituency characteris-

tics, which includes the urbanization rate, the average population per village, and the

number of villages; and Ei a vector of electoral characteristics, including dummies for

constituencies in which there were seat-sharing arrangements between opposition parties,

SC/ST-reserved constituencies, the incidence of a riot in the eighteen months prior to

the election, and the party’s incumbency status. I also allow for a flexible function of

the prior election margin, f(Marg1989,i), specified as a quadratic in the Congress party’s

1989 vote share. State fixed effects are included, σi, and the error terms, εi, are iid.

As an alternative, I also specify the first stage as including an interaction of the

assassination with the party’s absolute margin of victory in the 1989 election:

Congi = α + β1Assni + β2(Assni × AbsMargi) + β3AbsMargi

+ϑXi + πEi + f(Marg1989,i) + σi + εi.
(2)

The latter specification is justified by the likely dependence of the effect of the assassi-

nation on the prior competitiveness of the constituency. If one models the direct effect

of the assassination to have been a constant increase in vote share for all constituencies,

and assuming some level of vote stability across elections, then failing to account for the

party’s prior level of support would reduce the first-stage precision, as is subsequently

shown.

4.2 Validity of the instrument

One potential challenge to the identification strategy is that the sequence in which

constituencies vote may be correlated with constituency characteristics which affect the

outcome variable (Angrist and Imbens, 1994). To establish that the assassination in-

strument satisfies the independence assumption, I first describe the ECI’s determination

of the timing of elections, which is based largely on logistical considerations. Next, I
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show that this mechanism has yielded treatment groups that are balanced on baseline

characteristics.

Elections are run by the Election Commission of India, an institution highly regarded

both within India and amongst international observers for its probity and independence

of political interference (Pastor, 1999).15 There are more than 900,000 polling places

in India, with many located in remote and inaccessible places, exceeding the capacities

of the ECI to provide the requisite oversight. Therefore, in order to conduct elections

while ensuring the integrity of the voting process, the ECI staggers voting across multiple

rounds, which allows it to multiply the resources deployed to each polling places.16

The logistical planning for the elections begins many months before the election date,

and must take into consideration issues such as security, communications, transportation,

weather conditions, religious and school holidays, and so on (Election Commission of

India, 2015).17 In order to minimize transportation and communication costs, the ECI

hews as closely as possible to the principle of “contiguity,” with proximate constituencies

voting simultaneously and, insofar as possible, all elections within a state being held at

the same time (Nag, 2011). Most importantly for my purposes, the sequence of voting

is based entirely on such technical considerations, and is scrupulously insulated from

political interference. The identifying assumption, therefore, is that the considerations

that determined the sequence of voting are uncorrelated with potential outcomes.

Figure 1 displays the sequence of voting for the 1991 election. Of the 449 constituencies

in my sample, 206 voted before the assassination, and 243 after. Table 2 compares

the sub-districts within these constituencies across a variety of baseline economic and
15The ECI is an independent entity established in 1950 by Article 324 of the Indian Constitution for

the express purpose of conducting elections free from political interference.
16For example, the Central Police Forces are deployed to complement state security services in the

supervision of polling places, as well as to ensure the latter don’t engage in politically motivated inter-
ference.

17Though the document cited is from 2015, in personal conversations the ECI has confirmed that the
process and considerations for determining the sequence of elections was in most details the same in 1991.
Unfortunately, the original documentation describing the process for 1991 can no longer be located.
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social characteristics, with each sub-district weighted by its rural population. Column (3)

compares the means excluding all controls, and column (4) includes state fixed effects.

When state fixed effects are not included, there are substantial differences across the

samples; the inclusion of state fixed effects, however, removes most of these differences.

There are a few small differences in variables such as the population share that is

brahmin, caste fragmentation, the share of the male workforce engaged in agriculture,

and the percentage of land having had the landlord-based tenurial system (zamindari)

under British rule (Banerjee and Iyer, 2005). However, these differences are generally

quite small, with only the zamindari and agricultural workforce variables being of a

magnitude and importance as to potentially confound the estimated results (Banerjee

and Somanathan, 2007). In robustness checks, the zamindari and agricultural workforce

variables, as well as the brahmin population share and caste fragmentation, are also

included, and are not found to significantly alter the findings.

4.3 First-stage regressions

Figure 2 shows the Congress party’s 1991 vote margin plotted against its 1989 vote

margin for constituencies voting before and after the assassination. As can be seen,

there is a significant upwards shift in vote margins across the 1989 distribution. The

shift in vote margins translates to a substantial change in the probability of victory, as

seen in Figure 3, which plots the probability of victory in 1991 against the 1989 vote

share, disaggregated by the assassination status. The effect appears to be largest for

constituencies in which the party had previously either lost by a margin of less than 10,

or won by a margin of less than 20, consistent with the prediction motivating the use of

model 2 in the first stage regression.

Table 3 shows the first stage results. Columns (1)–(6) of panel A give the uninteracted

effect of the assassination on three electoral outcomes: vote share, margin of victory, and

probability of victory. The results are presented in alternating columns with and without
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state fixed effects. Model 1 gives the following results: The assassination is associated with

an increase of 7.46 percentage points in Congress vote share without state fixed effects,

and 6.29 percentage points with the inclusion of state fixed effects, both significant at the

1% level. Congress’s election margin increases by 11.89 and 8.78 percentage points, with

and without state fixed effects, again significant at the 1% level. Finally, the probability

of victory increases by 28 and 24 percentage points for the two, respectively, significant

at the 1% level.

Panel B shows the results from model 2, where the assassination variable is interacted

with the absolute value of the election margin for the Congress party in the prior election.

Consistent with the logic of the assassination’s having a larger effect on the probability of

Congress victory where the election had previously been closely contested, the coefficients

on the uninteracted assassination variable are 38 and 32 percentage points, significant

at the 1% level, with the effect declining in the absolute value of the Congress party’s

previous vote margin. It must be emphasized, however, that it is not just closely contested

elections that are being swung by the assassination: as was seen in Figure 3, the change in

the probability of victory occurs across a broad range of the 1989 vote margin distribution.

The F-statistics in the first-stage regressions are reassuringly large. For model 1, the

F-stat for the three electoral outcomes (vote share, vote margin, probability of victory) are

38.76, 31.68, and 27.34, respectively, when including state fixed effects. Incorporating the

interaction of assassination with the absolute value of the prior vote margin, the F-stats

are 19.49, 15.98, and 15.27 across the three electoral outcomes. As is readily apparent,

the F-stats for the victory outcome satisfy the weak instruments test (Stock and Yogo,

2005).

The principal effect of the assassination is posited to have been a general short-term

boost in support for the Congress party across all constituencies, which necessarily shifted

the likelihood of Congress victory for only that sub-set of constituencies voting after the
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event. In Appendix Table A.2, I find that the electoral effect of the assassination had

largely dissipated by the time of the following national elections in 1996, giving additional

evidence that the instrument satisfies the exclusion restriction. Placebo regressions for

the 1984 and 1989 elections, given in columns (3)–(6), again yield null results, indicating

that the instrument is not correlated with pre-existing support for the Congress party.

5 Results

5.1 Specifications

I now turn to the central result of the paper. To identify party effects, one would

need to disentangle the effects of majority status from party identity by estimating an

equation of the form yi = γMajorityi + ρPartyAi + εi in a two-party model (Albouy,

2013). However, because the setting of this study includes the results of only a single

election, majority status and party identity are collinear, thereby preventing the inde-

pendent identification of the two. I justify the preferred interpretation—that the effects

captured are those of party rather than majoritarian status—through narrative reason-

ing, acknowledging the possibility that the results may identify a generic ruling-party

effect.

During the ten-year span covered in this study, there were four national elections,

in 1991, 1996, 1998, and 1999. The 1996 and 1998 elections led to brief, minority-led

governments, while the 1999 election occurred a year before the commencement of the

2001 census, and so would have presumably had little effect on the outcomes of interest.

The public goods data is available for the 1991 and 2001 censuses, which are collected

primarily during 1990 and 2000. Given these characteristics of the data, I adopt as the

baseline model a cross-sectional regression of the 2001 level of public goods on political

outcomes in the 1991 national election, controlling for the 1991 baseline levels of public
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goods. Because the 1991 election determined political representation for only five of the

ten years in question, the results should be taken as a lower bound estimate for the

influence of Congress representation on public goods allocations during this time.

Two principal specifications are estimated in this paper. The first, patterned after the

model employed in Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004), takes as the unit of observation the

sub-district-public good, and is specified as:

PG2001normg,b,i = α + ρCongi + ψ(Congi × ProPoorg,b,i) + ϑXb,i + πEi

+γPG1991normg,b,i + f(Marg1989,i) + PGg + σb,i

+Υ (PG1991normg,b,i × PGg × σb,i) + εg,b,i,

(3)

where PGyearnormg,b,i ≡ (PGyearg,b,i−mean(PG1991g,pre))/sd(PG1991g,pre). In words,

the public goods are normalized so as to allow their inclusion in a single regression, with

the percentage of villages in sub-district b, constituency i, possessing public good g being

demeaned by the population-weighted mean for that public good in 1991 in constituencies

voting before the assassination and divided by the standard deviation.18 The right-hand

variables of interest are Congi, a dummy indicating whether the constituency was won by

the Congress party in 1991; and the interaction of this variables with a dummy indicating

a good’s being classified as “pro-poor,” ProPoorg. The coefficient for the latter variable,

ψ, captures the differential effect of Congress coming to power on public goods favored

by the poor. In addition, dummies are included for each public good, PGg, interacted

with state fixed effects and the 1991 sub-district measure of the public good, in order to

capture state-good-specific convergence. The other control variables are as described for

the first-stage specifications. Error terms, εg,b,i, are clustered at the constituency level,

which is the level at which variation occurs in the electoral variables.

In the second specification, I take as the unit of observation the sub-district, and run
18Employing an alternative normalization, using the baseline mean and standard deviation for all

constituencies, has little effect on the results.
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separate regressions for each public good:

PG2001b,i = α + ρCongi + γPG1991b,i + ϑXi

+πEi + f(Marg1989,i) + σb,i + Υ(PG1991b,i × σb,i) + εb,i.
(4)

The outcome variable is the percentage of villages possessing the specified public good

in sub-district b in 2001. Controls are included for the baseline level of the public good,

PG1991b,i, and its interaction with state fixed effects, to account for within-state con-

vergence. The error terms, εb,i, are again clustered at the constituency level. This

specification allows a finer disaggregation of the results of the Congress party’s coming

to power.

5.2 Pooled public goods

I first estimate the pooled regressions using model 3. To clarify the regression method

being employed, Appendix Table A.3 provides summary statistics for the z-scores of the

public goods included in the pooled regressions, grouped according to the classification

scheme, and displays regression results for the individual public goods. In columns (1) and

(2) are given the mean and standard deviation in 1991 for public goods in constituencies

voting before the assassination; and in column (3) the mean of the normalized 2001 public

goods variables for these constituencies. Column (4) gives the coefficients for Congress

victory from a system of seemingly unrelated regressions for the individual public goods

using this normalized measure, and including the full set of controls; and column (5) does

the same using the IV design to generate variation in Congress victory.19 The association

of Congress representation with relative increases in public goods favored by the poor

and declines in those which they do not favor is apparent.
19This is implemented by stacking all the public goods and running specification (4) with dummies

for each public good interacted with all the right-hand side variables. See Clingingsmith, Khwaja, and
Kremer (2009) for a discussion of this approach.

19



Table 4 gives the results from the pooled regressions using model 3. Columns (1)–(3)

use the BM classification, and columns (4)–(6) the alternative classification. In column

(1), which gives the results from the OLS regression, there is a 0.06 standard deviation

decline in the provision of non-pro-poor public goods in Congress-held constituencies,

which is offset by 0.05 standard deviation relative increase for public goods that are pro-

poor. Turning next to the IV design, shown in columns (2) and (3) (using the first-stage

models (2) and (1), respectively), the results are of identical sign, but considerably am-

plified in magnitude. In Congress-held constituencies, there is a decline of 0.34 standard

deviations in non-pro-poor goods, which is offset by a 0.48 standard deviation increase

for pro-poor public goods.

The alternative classification scheme yields generally similar results. Using OLS,

Congress-held constituencies see little change in non-pro-poor public goods, and a 0.06

standard deviation increase in pro-poor goods. Instrumenting for Congress victory, in

columns (5)–(6), Congress-held constituencies show a decline of 0.37 standard deviations

for non-pro-poor goods, which is offset by a 0.71 standard deviation increase when the

goods are pro-poor.

We previously saw that there were some small baseline imbalances in the share of the

population that was brahmin, caste fragmentation, the agricultural labor force, and the

share of land that was operated under the landlord-based tenurial system. In Appendix

Table A.4, I re-estimate the results controlling for these variables, and find the results to

be robust to their inclusion (columns 1 and 4).20 I also estimate specifications excluding

telephones and government-provided irrigation, which as discussed earlier were ambiguous

in their predicted relationship with Congress representation. Finally, I estimate the

results when excluding states that had been afflicted by Naxalite violence during these

years (Bihar, West Bengal, and Orissa), which appear to have disproportionately held
20These specifications include linear controls for the four unbalanced variables. In results not shown,

I also use dummy variables for each quintile of the distribution of the four variables, which yields results
virtually identical to those obtained with the linear controls.
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their elections prior to the assassination. In all cases, the coefficients continue to be

significant, and of a similar magnitude.

The results, therefore, are similar across the two classification schemes, and show

a clear pattern of (exogenously generated) Congress representation’s being associated

with the increased provision of pro-poor public goods, with relative increases of 0.48-0.71

standard deviations in Congress-held constituencies, which are robust to accounting for

a variety of potentially confounding factors.

5.3 Disaggregated public goods

To more closely explore the effects of Congress representation, I now turn to an

analysis of the effect of Congress representation on individual public goods, for which I

employ model 4. The outcome variable is defined as the percentage of villages within

the sub-district possessing the indicated public good, with the sub-district as the unit of

observation. Table 5 presents the results. Columns (1)–(2) give the mean levels of the

public goods in 1991 and 2001. Columns (3) and (4) give the results from the OLS and

IV regressions, respectively. For the IV, model 2 is used in the first-stage, which includes

the assassination-vote-margin interaction term.

The OLS results give no evidence for Congress victory’s having large effects on pub-

lic goods provision, consistent with the results for the pooled regression. With the IV

specification, in contrast, there are substantial effects. Congress victory leads to a 20.3

percentage point increase in tap water availability, a 23.5 percentage point decline in

well water, and a 14.3 percentage point increase in handpump water, all of which are

significant at the 5% level. Congress victory also leads to a 9.4 percentage point decline

in agricultural electrification (10% level), a 13.9 percentage point decline in industrial

electrification (10% level), and a 11.4 percentage point (5% level) decline in telephone

coverage. Access to a primary school increases by 4.6 percentage points (5% level). The

percentage of land that is irrigated by government canals increases by 6.2 percentage
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points (10% level).

We saw in Table 2 that the samples were slightly unbalanced according to the per-

centage of the population that were brahmin, caste fragmentation, the agricultural labor

force, and the landlord-based tenure system. In Appendix Table A.5, I re-estimate the

IV specifications including each of these variables separately as controls. The results are

robust to their inclusion, with the exception of agricultural electrification, which becomes

smaller and statistically insignificant when accounting for the share of the population that

is brahmin.

In sum, Congress victory leads to a significant change in the pattern of public goods

allocations. The presence of both positive and negative effects is indicative of not merely a

general increase in patronage for Congress constituencies, but of a more subtle reallocation

of public goods. Priority is shifted to items relatively favored by the poor (drinking water

and education), and away from those favored by more affluent classes (agricultural and

industrial electrification and telephones), consistent with the earlier findings using class-

based classifications of the public goods.

5.4 Congress-leaning constituencies

One of the principal concerns with this identification strategy is that the estimated

effect may be capturing not party effects, but rather the effect of being represented by a

weak candidate, who would have lost but for the assassination. Such representatives may

undertake atypical policies for the purpose of improving their future electoral prospects,

or simply lack the requisite institutional knowledge and political clout to shape local

policy outcomes as a more traditionally elected candidate would have.

I therefore focus on a subset of constituencies for which these issues are less likely to

shape the party effects. Specifically, I re-estimate the previous regressions limiting the

sample to two groups of constituencies: those in which the Congress party was incumbent

at the time of the 1991 election, and those which had been Congress strongholds over
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the preceding thirty years (defined here as constituencies which Congress had won by an

average of 10 percentage points or more). The logic for this approach is that incumbents

and stronghold candidates are less likely to view victories due to the assassination as

tenuous and to respond with atypical policy interventions; and that they possess the

necessary institutional knowledge to translate preferences into policy outcomes.

Appendix Table A.6 shows the effect of the assassination in the first-stage regres-

sion, disaggregating the sample according to incumbency and stronghold status. There

were 170 constituencies in which the Congress party had incumbency status, and 279 in

which it did not. The F-stat for the non-incumbent sample is 10.47 when only the non-

interacted assassination variable is included, which decreases to 6.04 with the inclusion

of the interaction term. For the sample of incumbents, the F-stats are 20.30 without the

interaction term, and 11.74 with the interaction term. The F-stats for the non-stronghold

and stronghold constituencies show a similar predictive power, though with less differ-

ence in F-stats between the two samples than that found for incumbency-disaggregated

samples.

Table 6 gives the results from the model 3 specification, using pooled public goods.

Panel A gives results using the sample disaggregated by incumbency status; Panel B

the results for the stronghold-disaggregated sample. Again, I use both the BM classifi-

cation scheme and the alternative classification scheme. In columns (1)–(4), using the

BM and alternative classification, respectively, and instrumenting for Congress repre-

sentation, non-incumbent Congress MPs are associated with a 0.10 and 0.18 standard

deviation relative increase in pro-poor public goods (the latter marginally insignificant),

and incumbents with a 0.47 and 0.78 standard deviation relative increase. The patterns

are similar for Congress stronghold and non-stronghold constituencies, with the increase

in pro-poor public goods occurring primarily in stronghold constituencies.

As shown in Appendix Table A.7, the improvements in drinking water and primary
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education occur in both stronghold and incumbent constituencies, as does the decline

in telephone access, though it is smaller and insignificant in incumbent constituencies.

In addition, the decline in agricultural electrification is greatly attenuated in stronghold

constituencies (marginally insignificant) and even more so in incumbent-held constituen-

cies, while the decline in industrial electrification is entirely absent. Interestingly, both

incumbent and stronghold constituencies see a decrease in health subcenters and dispen-

saries.

These results indicate that the increase in pro-poor public goods found earlier were

being driven largely by Congress-leaning constituencies. This is consistent with a mech-

anism in which the influence of MPs within their party and the local bureaucracy affects

their ability to shape policy outcomes.

5.5 Regression discontinuity results

The occurrence of a plausibly exogenous source of variation in party representation

presents a unique opportunity to test the generalizability of results obtained by alterna-

tive identification strategies, particularly that of the RD. Despite the widespread use of

regression discontinuity designs, recent research has shown that the LATEs they identify

may not generalize away from the discontinuity (e.g., Lee and Max, 2012; Galiani and

McEwan, 2013). I therefore estimate the effect of Congress representation using an RD

model, and compare these to the results from the IV.

The RD specification for pooled public goods is as in model 3. I also include a poly-

nomial in the Congress party’s vote margin during the 1991 election, fitted separately

for positive and negative vote margins, and the interaction of the polynomial with the

indicator for pro-poor public goods. The coefficient of interest, as before, is that for

the interaction of the Congress victory and the pro-poor dummy variable. For the dis-

aggregated public goods, the specification is as in model 4, with polynomials estimated

separately for positive and negative vote margins. The coefficient of interest here is
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for the Congress victory indicator. The polynomials are specified variously as linear or

quadratic, and the sample is limited to bandwidths of 5 or 10 percentage points in the

election margin (Gelman and Imbens, 2014).

For the RD to be valid, it is necessary that the relevant covariates be continuous at the

electoral threshold (Imbens and Lemieux, 2008). Appendix Table A.8 reports the balance

across the threshold: in column (3) a local linear is included in the Congress party’s vote

margin, and the sample is limited to constituencies within 5 percentage points of the

threshold; in column (4) a local quadratic is included in the running variable, and the

sample includes constituencies within 10 percentage points of the threshold. While the

sample is generally balanced, a notable exception occurs in the incumbency status of the

victor, with the incumbent party being 14-17 percentage points more likely to win closely

contested elections (though the difference is imprecisely estimated). Below, I suggest

an interpretation for this imbalance and its relation to the estimated RD effects. It also

appears that Congress is slightly more likely to win closely-contested elections where there

is a larger Muslim population, a community which is strongly supportive of Congress.21

Table 7 shows the results of the RD regressions, using both pooled and disaggregated

public goods. The coefficients in panel A are for the interaction of the Congress victory

and pro-poor public goods dummies, and in panel B are for the Congress victory dummy.

In column (1), the RD sample is limited to constituencies decided by 5 percentage points

or less (85 constituencies), and includes a local linear in the Congress vote margin. In

column (2), the sample is limited to constituencies decided by 10 percentage points or

less (186 constituencies), and includes a local quadratic in the Congress vote margin. The

corresponding IV and OLS coefficients are given for comparison.

Using the RDD, Congress representation has little effect on the allocation of public

goods. For the BM classification scheme, Congress representation is associated with a
21See Jha (2014) for a discussion of the influence of Hindu-Muslim cooperation, competition, and

ethnic violence on support for parties, particularly during close elections.
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0.12 standard deviation increase in pro-poor public goods, while with the alternative

classification scheme the coefficients are small and statistically insignificant. The results

for the disaggregated public goods are also generally small and insignificant. These

findings are consistent with Asher and Novosad (2015), who use an RDD to show that

having a local representative who belongs to the party ruling the state has no effect on

public goods, though a substantial effect on economic outcomes.

To establish the robustness of the RD results, Appendix Table A.9 gives the results for

pooled regressions using local linear and quadratic polynomials in the running variable,

and limiting the sample to constituencies within the Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2012)

optimal bandwidth. The results are consistent across alternative specifications of the

RD, with coefficients indicating little relationship between Congress representation and

the provision of public goods valued by the poor.

5.6 Discussion

The RDD is widely used in the empirical political economy literature. Among topics

it has been used to study are: incumbency effects (Lee, 2001; Linden, 2004); drug traf-

ficking and violence (Dell, 2015); education expenditures (Miguel and Zaidi, 2003); the

effects of unionization (DiNardo and Lee, 2004); and the legislative voting behavior of

politicians (Lee, Moretti, and Butler, 2004). However, a number of models imply that

closely contested elections may feature policy convergence (Downs, 1957; Calvert, 1985).

Where such a dynamic obtains, the RD would yield null results in expectation, even when

rival parties are characterized by distinct policy preferences. This mechanism is explic-

itly cited by Lee and Max (2012) in contrasting the absence of effects from unionization

when using the RDD with the substantial effects found using an alternative identification

strategy. Ferreira and Gyourko (2007) make a similar argument to explain the lack of

party effects in US mayoral elections using the RDD.

Consistent with these concerns, the results found here give dramatically different
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estimates of party effects using the assassination instrument and RDD (Table 7). Whereas

the IV yields policy outcomes consistent with the Congress party’s expressed populist

ideology, the RDD yields small and statistically insignificant results, suggesting that party

identity is irrelevant to policy outcomes. The stark contrast between the two illustrates

the need for caution in interpreting party effects estimated using the RDD.

A plausible explanation for the lack of party effects found with the RDD is that the

effect of the party’s coming to power depends upon the margin by which it has won. A

substantial literature has appealed to the signaling function of elections to explain the

importance of vote margins to policy outcomes. In these models, vote margins signal to

politicians and voters the aggregate policy preferences of the population, and thereby the

policies most conducive to future electoral success (Piketty, 2000; Razin, 2003; Shotts,

2006; Meirowitz and Tucker, 2007). In non-democratic systems as well, electoral margins

can be used to strengthen the perceived legitimacy of the regime, or to better assess

where support is weak and which groups must be mollified with patronage and policy

concessions (Miller, 2010; Egorov and Sonin, 2011).

The relevance of the signaling mechanism in this study can be seen in subsequent

electoral outcomes for candidates winning by a narrow margin. Table 8 shows the incum-

bency advantage enjoyed by candidates in the subsequent (1996) election using the OLS,

IV, and RDD designs. Consistent with previous research finding an incumbency disad-

vantage in Indian politics using the RDD, incumbents are found to be 13.6 percentage

points less likely to win re-election when using the RD (Linden, 2004). In contrast, the

OLS and the assassination IV yield incumbency advantages of 19.7 and 25.7 percentage

points, respectively. This suggests that the incumbency disadvantage identified by the

RD is specific to closely contested elections.22

22An intriguing possible explanation for the incumbency advantage captured by the IV is the per-
sistence voters demonstrate in their preferences and voting behavior even when their initial vote was
influenced by exogenous factors (Meredith, 2009; Kaplan and Mukand, 2014). If the assassination in-
duced voters to support Congress for reasons of temporary sympathy, persistence in voting behavior
might generate an apparent incumbency advantage when using the assassination as an instrument.

27



The incumbency disadvantage facing candidates elected by a narrow margin occurs

despite the fact that winners of closely contested elections are more likely to be incum-

bents, as seen in Appendix Table A.8 and Figure 4 (though the difference is imprecisely

measured). This is consistent with research from the US showing that closely contested

congressional elections are more likely to won by candidates who are incumbents, or who

enjoy other advantages (Caughey and Sekhon, 2011; Grimmer et al., 2011). Importantly,

no other variable shows a similar sorting around the threshold, mitigating the possibility

that some other constituency characteristic might be influencing the RD results.

In sum, the winners of closely contested elections are more likely to be incumbents,

but they enjoy no incumbency advantage, and the constituencies they represent expe-

rience no differential improvement in public goods. Appealing to the logic of signaling

models, the narrowness in their margin of victory signals to other party members and

local bureaucrats their political weakness and reduced likelihood of winning future elec-

tions. This in turn results in a diminished ability to shape policy outcomes, contributing

to their subsequent electoral weakness.

The results found with the IV provide additional support for a signaling mechanism

being at play. Specifically, the improvement in public goods found with the assassination

instrument occurs primarily where the party has pre-existing support. Congress MPs in

these constituencies would enjoy greater influence with party members and local bureau-

crats, and therefore a greater ability to shape local policy outcomes. The subsequent

incumbency advantage enjoyed by these politicians may be the result of their success in

exercising this influence over policy.

6 Conclusion

This paper finds evidence that party ideology can have significant effects on the com-

position of local public goods. Using a unique natural experiment that randomly altered
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the party identity of representatives in India’s national parliament, I find that represen-

tation by the Congress party is associated with an allocation of public goods consistent

with the party’s expressed populist agenda: pro-poor public goods are expanded, while

goods less favored by the poor show no improvement. These effects are strongest in

constituencies in which the party enjoyed higher levels of pre-existing support.

In contrast, the party effects estimated using the RDD are generally small and in-

significant. The divergence of the IV and RD results for public goods is matched by

a similar disagreement with respect to future electoral outcomes, with the IV yielding

an incumbency advantage and the RD an incumbency disadvantage. The tenuous grip

on power of narrowly elected politicians suggests that they lack both popular support

and political credibility, ultimately undermining their ability to shape local policy out-

comes. The IV, in contrast, generates exogenous variation in party representation far

from the electoral discontinuity, with a large share of these politicians taking power in

constituencies where the party enjoyed pre-existing support. The subsequent incumbency

advantage enjoyed by these MPs suggests they do not suffer the deficiencies of candidates

winning by narrower margins, and can implement policies in accord with the preferences

and commitments of their party.
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Figure 1: Distribution of Constituencies

Legend
State 

Pre-assassination

Post-assassination

Notes: This figure shows the parliamentary constituencies, and indicates the timing of voting with respect to the

assassination. "Pre-assassination" denotes constituencies voting prior to the assassination, and "post-assassination" those

voting after.
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Figure 2: Assassination and Congress Election Margin
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Notes: This figure graphs the Congress party’s 1991 vote margin against its 1989 vote margin, disaggregated by whether

the constituency voted before or after the assassination. 95% confidence intervals are shown. The mean vote margin in

1991 is plotted at intervals of 10 percentage points in the Congress party’s 1989 vote margin.

Figure 3: Assassination and Congress Victory
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Notes: This figure graphs the Congress party’s probability of victory in 1991 against its 1989 vote margin, disaggregated

by whether the constituency voted before or after the assassination. 95% confidence intervals are shown. The probability

of victory in 1991 is plotted at intervals of 10 percentage points in the Congress party’s 1989 vote margin.
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Figure 4: Sorting by Incumbency Status
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Notes: This figure plots the incumbency status of the party at the time of the 1991 election against its probability of

winning the 1991 election. 95% confidence intervals are shown.
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Table 1: Public Goods Classification
BM alt Variable BM alt

drinking water health facilities
any pro-poor pro-poor primary center - -

tap non-pp non-pp health subcenter - non-pp

well pro-poor pro-poor maternity-child - -

handpump pro-poor pro-poor hospital - -

comm and transp dispensary - -
post office - non-pp

irrigation
telegraph - - any - -

phone - non-pp government canal non-pp non-pp

paved road non-pp non-pp private canal - -

electrification tank - -
any - -

tubewell (electrified) - -
domestic - pro-poor

tubewell (non-electr) - -
agricultural non-pp non-pp

well (electrified) - -
industrial - non-pp

well (non-electr) - -
education
any - - uncultivated - -

primary pro-poor pro-poor

secondary pro-poor non-pp

high pro-poor non-pp

adult literacy - -

Notes: “BM” is the classification scheme given by Bardhan and Mookherjee; “alt” is
the alternative scheme. “pro-poor” means that the item has been classified as being
relatively preferred by the poor; “non-pp” indicates that the good is classified as not
being relatively preferred by the poor.
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Table 2: Balance
pre-assassin post-assassin Difference

(1) (2) (3) (4)
urbanization 0.12 0.15 0.035*** -0.020**

(0.008) (0.009)
workers
agricultural 0.23 0.25 -0.007 0.049***

(0.011) (0.010)
manufacturing 0.17 0.18 0.003 -0.015***

(0.005) (0.005)
construction 0.04 0.04 0.001 -0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)
trade 0.23 0.21 0.002 -0.009***

(0.002) (0.002)
transport 0.06 0.06 0.001 -0.004**

(0.001) (0.001)
marginal workers 0.04 0.04 -0.012 -0.008

(0.008) (0.008)
election
vote share 1989 36.75 42.11 5.361*** 1.266

(1.098) (1.062)
margin 1989 -12.58 -0.27 12.314*** 2.543

(1.796) (1.890)
victory 1989 0.19 0.52 0.330*** 0.003

(0.044) (0.046)
SC/ST constituency 0.31 0.21 -0.103** -0.088

(0.044) (0.060)
ethnicity
brahmins 0.06 0.04 -0.018*** -0.012***

(0.003) (0.003)
Muslims 0.11 0.08 -0.032*** 0.011

(0.010) (0.007)
sikhs 0.01 0.03 0.020** -0.003

(0.010) (0.002)
scheduled castes/tribes 0.29 0.24 -0.050*** 0.005

(0.014) (0.016)
caste-religious fragment 0.81 0.85 0.036*** 0.033**

(0.014) (0.014)
geography and institutions
steep/sloping 0 0 0 -0.001*

(0.000) (0.000)
barren/rocky 0.01 0.01 0.001 -0.002*

(0.001) (0.001)
princely state 0.22 0.31 0.091*** -0.014

(0.033) (0.028)
mean rainfall level 1444.02 1236.51 -207.519*** 48.439

(54.866) (30.203)
zamindari 0.62 0.35 -0.273*** 0.079**

(0.036) (0.036)
riot 0.07 0.12 0.048* 0.029

(0.028) (0.041)
Notes: The differences are estimated from a regression of the indicated variable on
the assassination dummy. In column (4) state fixed effects are included. The unit of
observation is the sub-district; error terms are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table 3: Assassination Instrument
vote share election margin victory

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Panel A: Model 1

post-assassination 7.46*** 6.29*** 11.89*** 8.78*** 0.28*** 0.24***
(1.14) (1.01) (1.58) (1.56) (0.04) (0.05)

F-stat 42.80 38.76 56.79 31.68 43.97 27.34

R-squared 0.49 0.78 0.45 0.70 0.32 0.57
N 449 449 449 449 449 449

Panel B: Model 2

post-assassination 7.32*** 6.19*** 9.71*** 7.57*** 0.38*** 0.32***
(1.81) (1.46) (2.53) (2.24) (0.07) (0.07)

post-assn X abs(prior margin) 0.00 0.01 0.14 0.07 -0.01* -0.01*
(0.09) (0.07) (0.13) (0.10) (0.00) (0.00)

F-stat 21.43 19.49 28.97 15.98 23.60 15.27

R-squared 0.50 0.78 0.45 0.70 0.33 0.58
N 449 449 449 449 449 449

state FEs no yes no yes no yes
Notes: The table gives the results from of a regression of the indicated 1991 electoral outcome on the
assassination instrument(s). Covariates include dummies for SC/ST constituencies, constituencies in
which opposition parties had a vote-sharing arrangement, and the incumbency status of the Congress
politician; as well as the second-stage controls for the urbanization rate, average village population, and
number of villages. A quadratic in the Congress party’s 1989 vote share is included in columns (1) and
(2); and a quadratic in the party’s 1989 vote margin in columns (3)–(6). The unit of observation is the
constituency; error terms are assumed to be iid.

Table 4: Pooled Public Goods
Outcome:
public goods z-score (2001) BM classification Alternative classification

OLS IV OLS IV
model 2 model 1 model 2 model 1

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Congress -0.06** -0.34*** -0.40*** -0.06* -0.37** -0.37**

(0.03) (0.13) (0.14) (0.04) (0.14) (0.15)

Congress X pro-poor 0.05* 0.48** 0.53*** 0.06 0.71*** 0.68***
(0.03) (0.19) (0.19) (0.04) (0.21) (0.21)

R-squared 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.78 0.78
N 39527 39527 39527 59292 59292 59292

Notes: The table gives the coefficients from the second stage regression using model 3. Results are given
for both the Bardhan and Mookherjee classification and our alternative classification. Columns (2) and (5)
show the results using model 2 as the first-stage specification, where both the assassination dummy and its
interaction with the prior vote margin are included. Columns (3) and (6) use model 1 as the first-stage
specification, with only the uninteracted assassination dummy included. "pro-poor" is a dummy taking the
value of 1 if the good is given as being favored by the poor in table 2, and "victory" a dummy indicating
a constituency’s being represented by the Congress party. Covariates include the urbanization rate, average
village population, and number of villages. Controls are also included included for incumbency status, vote-
sharing arrangements in 1989, and SC/ST constituencies; and a quadratic is included in the Congress party’s
1989 vote margin. State fixed effects and public goods fixed effects are included. The unit of observation is
the sub-district-public good; error terms are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table 5: Disaggregated Public Goods
Outcome: Congress victory
public goods (2001) 1991 level 2001 level OLS IV

(1) (2) (3) (4)
drinking water
tap 0.187 0.378 -0.005 0.203**

(0.016) (0.088)
well 0.684 0.628 -0.009 -0.235**

(0.022) (0.098)
hand pump 0.595 0.764 0.032*** 0.143**

(0.012) (0.056)
tubewell 0.225 0.319 -0.023 -0.045

(0.020) (0.072)
electrification
domestic 0.665 0.755 -0.015* -0.012

(0.008) (0.038)
agricultural 0.55 0.617 -0.015 -0.094*

(0.009) (0.048)
industrial 0.351 0.534 -0.011 -0.139*

(0.014) (0.074)
comm and transp
post office 0.31 0.32 0.009 0.011

(0.007) (0.023)
telephone 0.098 0.413 -0.026 -0.114**

(0.018) (0.058)
paved roads 0.453 0.603 -0.024** -0.050

(0.010) (0.043)
education
primary 0.763 0.802 0.001 0.046**

(0.005) (0.022)
middle 0.255 0.334 -0.007 -0.028

(0.007) (0.021)
high 0.123 0.16 -0.003 -0.021

(0.005) (0.013)
health facilities
primary center 0.049 0.062 0.006 0.002

(0.004) (0.009)
health subcenter 0.087 0.179 -0.008 -0.048

(0.011) (0.034)
dispensary 0.057 0.051 -0.009* -0.024**

(0.005) (0.011)
irrigation
any 0.387 0.465 -0.026*** 0.053

(0.010) (0.054)
government canal 0.115 0.152 -0.001 0.062*

(0.008) (0.035)
private canal 0.006 0.008 0.001 -0.005

(0.001) (0.006)
Notes: The table gives the results of the second stage regression using model
4. Columns (3)–(4) give the coefficients on the Congress dummy for regres-
sions with the indicated public good as the left-hand variable. Covariates
are those included in the baseline regressions, as well as controls for the
1991 level of the indicated public good. The unit of observation is the
sub-district; error terms are clustered at the constituency level.43



Table 6: Pooled Public Goods by Party Strength
Outcome:
public goods z-score (2001) BM classification Alternative classification

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A non-incumbent incumbent non-incumbent incumbent
Congress -0.11 -0.27** -0.17 -0.36***

(0.11) (0.13) (0.12) (0.11)

Congress X pro-poor 0.10 0.47* 0.18 0.78***
(0.12) (0.26) (0.14) (0.27)

R-squared 0.78 0.74 0.77 0.74
N 20759 18788 31139 28183

Panel B non-stronghold stronghold non-stronghold stronghold
Congress -0.18* -0.08 -0.13* -0.21

(0.09) (0.16) (0.08) (0.14)

Congress X pro-poor 0.03 0.57** 0.02 1.00***
(0.14) (0.28) (0.10) (0.32)

R-squared 0.79 0.74 0.79 0.75
N 19323 20224 28985 30337
Notes: This table gives results from model 3 specification. Panel A presents results for the
sample disaggregated by incumbency status and Panel B for the stronghold-disaggregated
sample. Columns (1)–(2) show results for the Bardhan and Mookherjee classification of pro-
poor public goods and columns (3)–(4) show results for the alternative classification. The
unit of observation is the sub-district; error terms are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table 7: RD, IV, and OLS
Outcome: RD IV OLS
public goods (2001) 5 points 10 points

(1) (2) (2) (3)
Panel A: pooled (z-score)
pro-poor (BM) 0.12** 0.12* 0.48** 0.05*

(0.06) (0.06) (0.19) (0.03)
pro-poor (alt) 0.04 0.01 0.71*** 0.06

(0.05) (0.05) (0.21) (0.04)

Panel B: disaggregated (percent)
drinking water
tap -0.044 -0.014 0.203** -0.01

(0.052) (0.055) (0.088) (0.016)
well 0.018 0.0343 -0.235** -0.009

(0.059) (0.067) (0.098) (0.021)
hand pump 0.082** 0.033 0.144** 0.032***

(0.041) (0.041) (0.056) (0.012)
electrification
agricultural -0.017 0.017 -0.094* -0.015

(0.023) (0.034) (0.048) (0.009)
industrial -0.024 0.062 -0.119* -0.011

(0.026) (0.049) (0.074) (0.014)
comm and transp
telephone -0.001 0.032 -0.114** -0.026

(0.042) (0.044) (0.059) (0.017)
paved road -0.097*** -0.093** -0.005 -0.024*

(0.030) (0.036) (0.043) (0.010)
education
primary 0.013 0.015 0.046** 0.001

(0.014) (0.018) (0.022) (0.005)
health facilities
health subcenter -0.002 0.017 -0.048 -0.008

(0.034) (0.038) (0.034) (0.011)
dispensary -0.003 0.011 -0.024** -0.009*

(0.022) (0.021) (0.011) (0.005)
irrigation
any 0.034 0.060** 0.053 -0.026***

(0.022) (0.026) (0.054) (0.010)
government canal 0.006 0.005 0.061* -0.001

(0.021) (0.026) (0.035) (0.008)
Notes: The table gives the coefficients on the Congress dummy using
each identification strategy, with the indicated public good as the left-
hand variable. RDs are estimated with dummies for Congress victory in
the indicated years. Column (1) includes a local linear in the party’s vote
margin, and includes constituencies which were decided by a vote margin
of 5 points or less. Column (2) includes a local quadratic in the party’s
vote margin, and includes constituencies which were decied by a vote
margin of 10 points or less. Covariates are those included in the baseline
regressions. The unit of observation is the sub-district; error terms are
clustered at the constituency level.
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Table 8: Incumbency Advantage
Outcome: OLS IV RD
Congress Victory 1996 pre-assassin full sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Congress Incumbent 0.202** 0.197*** 0.257 -0.104 -0.136

(0.079) (0.051) (0.191) (0.207) (0.208)

R-squared 0.358 0.322 0.32 0.249 0.277
N 206 449 449 186 186
Notes: The table give the results of regressions of 1996 Congress victory on a dummy for
victory in the 1991 election. Column (1) includes only constituencies voting prior to the
assassination; column (2) includes the full sample of constituencies. Column (3) shows
the IV results, and columns (4) and (5) are the RD. Column (4) excludes 1989 electoral
variables, and column (5) controls for a vector of 1989 electoral variables. State fixed
effects are included. The unit of observation is the constituency; error terms are assumed
to be iid.
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Table A.1: Public Goods in Congress Strongholds
Outcome: 1971-1989
public goods (1991) Avg Congress Margin Congress Victory Margin

10 - 20 >20
(1) (2) (3)

drinking water
tap 0.001* -0.015 0.054**

(0.001) (0.017) (0.026)
well 0.001 0.031 -0.005

(0.001) (0.029) (0.037)
hand pump 0.000 -0.001 -0.05

(0.001) (0.022) (0.030)
tubewell 0.000 -0.006 -0.017

(0.000) (0.013) (0.012)
electrification
domestic 0.001 0.003 0.023

(0.001) (0.016) (0.020)
agricultural -0.003*** -0.087*** -0.111***

(0.001) (0.029) (0.033)
industrial -0.001** -0.041** -0.041*

(0.001) (0.018) (0.024)
comm and transp
post office 0.000 -0.035** -0.011

(0.000) (0.014) (0.013)
telephone 0,000 0.003 0.005

(0.000) (0.010) (0.008)
paved road 0.000 0.012 -0.008

(0.000) (0.013) (0.014)
education
primary 0.000 0.007 0.015

(0.000) (0.013) (0.012)
middle -0.001 -0.018* -0.022*

(0.000) (0.010) (0.013)
high 0.000 -0.008 -0.003

(0.000) (0.006) (0.007)
health facilities
primary center 0.000 -0.002 0.001

(0.000) (0.002) (0.003)
health subcenter 0.000 0 0.011

(0.000) (0.008) (0.010)
irrigation
any -0.002*** -0.019 -0.037

(0.001) (0.022) (0.025)
government canal 0.000 -0.004 0.031

(0.001) (0.017) (0.021)
private canal 0.000 0.005 0.005*

(0.000) (0.004) (0.003)
Notes: This table presents results for a regression on average Congress vote
margin between 1971 and 1989 in column (1). Results in columns (2) and (3)
are regressed on dummy variables for whether Congress won by an average
margin of 10–20 or 20 points or more in these four elections, respectively. Co-
variates include the urbanization rate, average village population, and number
of villages. State fixed effects are included. The unit of observation is the
sub-district; error terms are clustered at the constituency level.48



Table A.2: Assassination Instrument in Alternative Elections
placebo regressions

1996 1989 1984
vote share victory vote share victory vote share victory

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
post-assassin 0.65 0.04 0.91 0.05 -1.38 -0.03

(1.18) (0.05) (0.98) (0.04) (1.29) (0.04)

R-squared 0.71 0.3 0.62 0.6 0.32 0.53
N 449 449 436 436 436 436
Notes: This table presents results for the first stage regression using election results
previous to and after the 1991 elections. Covariates include the incumbency status of
the Congress party, and a quadratic in the party’s vote share from the previous election.
State fixed effects are included. The unit of observation is the constituency; error terms
are assumed to be iid.
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Table A.3: Disaggregated Public Goods Z-Scores
Outcome: pre-assassination sample
public goods z-score (2001) 1991 2001 Congress victory

mean sd z-score OLS IV
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

pro-poor (alternative)
tap water 0.138 0.248 0.349 -0.019 0.816**

(0.065) (0.355)
hand pump 0.519 0.395 0.478 0.082*** 0.362**

(0.031) (0.141)
tubewell 0.303 0.358 0.059 -0.068 -0.123

(0.055) (0.200)
domestic electrification 0.561 0.89 0.424 -0.050* -0.044

(0.028) (0.132)
primary school 0.712 0.188 0.260 0.005 0.243**

(0.028) (0.116)
non pro-poor (alternative)
well water 0.633 0.357 -0.031 -0.025 -0.658**

(0.060) (0.275)
post office 0.255 0.231 -0.076 0.038 0.049

(0.032) (0.100)
phone 0.055 0.114 2.298 -0.230 -0.996**

(0.153) (0.505)
paved road 0.365 0.248 0.564 -0.097** -0.200

(0.040) (0.173)
agricultural electrification 0.411 0.346 0.185 -0.043 -0.272*

(0.027) (0.139)
industrial electrification 0.236 0.255 0.614 -0.043 -0.544*

(0.054) (0.290)
middle school 0.194 0.144 0.507 -0.045 -0.194

(0.045) (0.143)
high school 0.085 0.102 0.310 -0.025 -0.205

(0.044) (0.128)
health subcenter 0.083 0.115 0.548 -0.070 -0.411

(0.097) (0.295)
government canal 0.149 0.224 0.159 -0.070 0.272*

(0.035) (0.156)
Notes: This table gives summary statistics of the public goods used in the pooled
regressions. Columns (1) and (2) give the mean and standard deviation of the
indicated public goods in 1991 for sub-districts in constituencies voting before the
assassination; and column (3) gives the z-score in 2001 for constituencies voting
before the assassination. Columns (4)–(5) give the results of the second stage re-
gression using model 4; the coefficients are for the Congress dummy for regressions
with the z-score of the indicated public good as the left-hand variable. Covari-
ates are those included in the baseline regressions, as well as controls for the 1991
z-score of the indicated public good. The unit of observation is the sub-district;
errors are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table A.4: Pooled Public Goods (robustness checks)
Outcome:
public goods z-score (2001) BM classification Alternative classification

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Congress -0.09 -0.33 -0.40*** -0.16 -0.44 -0.33***

(0.12) (0.24) (0.15) (0.12) (0.28) (0.12)

Congress X pro-poor 0.40** 0.47* 0.58*** 0.64*** 0.74** 0.62***
(0.17) (0.28) (0.20) (0.19) (0.35) (0.18)

R-squared 0.82 0.84 0.82 0.81 0.82 0.80
N 39527 20673 35577 59292 31010 51389
agr/caste/land tenure controls yes yes
excluding Naxalite-prone yes yes
dropping telephones/canals yes yes
Notes: The table gives results for the pro-poor public goods on Congress victory. Columns
(1) and (4) give the results when controlling for the brahmin population, caste fragmentation,
agricultural work force, and zamindari land system. Columns (2) and (5) give the results
when excluding Naxalite-prone states. Columns (3) and (6) give the results when excluding
telephones and government canals. Covariates include those from the baseline regression. State
fixed effects are included. The unit of observation is the sub-district-public good; error terms
are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table A.5: Disaggregated Public Goods (robustness checks)
Outcome: controls
public goods (2001) baseline brahmins caste fragm agriculture zamindari

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
drinking water
tap 0.203** 0.197** 0.220** 0.217** 0.226**

(0.088) (0.097) (0.090) (0.091) (0.090)
well -0.235** -0.232** -0.243** -0.191** -0.245**

(0.098) (0.116) (0.098) (0.093) (0.099)
hand pump 0.143** 0.147** 0.142** 0.149** 0.159***

(0.056) (0.062) (0.056) (0.057) (0.058)
electrification
domestic -0.012 0.012 -0.007 0.009 -0.010

(0.038) (0.044) (0.038) (0.038) (0.039)
agricultural -0.094* -0.054 -0.094* -0.087* -0.093*

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048)
industrial -0.139* -0.121 -0.129* -0.102 -0.123*

(0.074) (0.083) (0.074) (0.068) (0.073)
communication
telephone -0.114** -0.123* -0.110* -0.068 -0.109*

(0.058) (0.066) (0.057) (0.056) (0.058)
education
any 0.069*** 0.073** 0.067** 0.067*** 0.071***

(0.026) (0.030) (0.026) (0.025) (0.027)
primary 0.046** 0.049** 0.044** 0.047** 0.049**

(0.022) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
health facilities
health subcenter -0.048 -0.055 -0.049 -0.023 -0.042

(0.34) (0.039) (0.034) (0.035) (0.034)
dispensary -0.024** -0.021 -0.021** -0.007 -0.025**

(0.011) (0.014) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
irrigation
government canal 0.062* 0.106** 0.073* 0.070* 0.059

(0.035) (0.046) (0.039) (0.036) (0.036)
Notes: This table presents the results of the IV specification for individual public goods
when separately controlling for the indicated variables. Covariates include those from
the baseline regression. State fixed effects are included. The unit of observation is the
sub-district; error terms are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table A.6: Instrument by Party Strength
Outcome:
Congress Victory (1991) non-incumbent incumbent non-stronghold stronghold

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A: Model 1
post-assassin 0.17*** 0.40*** 0.19*** 0.25***

(0.05) (0.09) (0.05) (0.07)

F-stat 10.47 20.30 12.57 11.32

R-squared 0.54 0.44 0.63 0.53
N 279 170 251 198

Panel B: Model 2
post-assassin 0.25*** 0.52*** 0.31*** 0.31***

(0.08) (0.11) (0.09) (0.10)

post-assassin X abs(prior margin) -0.00 -0.01* -0.01* -0.01
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01)

F-stat 6.04 11.74 7.73 6.07

R-squared 0.55 0.47 0.63 0.53
N 279 170 251 198
Notes: The table gives the estimates from the first stage regression. Columns (1) and (2) show
the estimates from the sample of constituencies in which Congress was not the incumbent party
and those in which it was the incumbent party, respectively. Columns (3) and (4) show estimates
for the sample of Congress non-stronghold and stronghold constituencies, respectively. The unit of
observation is the constituency; error terms are assumed to be iid.
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Table A.7: Disaggregated Public Goods by Party Strength
Outcome: full sample strongholds incumbents
public goods (2001) (1) (2) (3)
drinking water
tap 0.203** 0.164* 0.222**

(0.088) (0.092) (0.107)
well -0.235** -0.127 -0.086

(0.098) (0.085) (0.083)
hand pump 0.143** 0.189** 0.125**

(0.056) (0.074) (0.060)
tubewell -0.045 0.131** 0.055

(0.072) (0.064) (0.084)
electrification
domestic 0.012 -0.036 0.009

(0.038) (0.024) (0.025)
agricultural -0.094* -0.042 -0.020

(0.048) (0.027) (0.032)
industrial -0.139* 0.008 0.055

(0.074) (0.039) (0.054)
comm and transp
post office 0.011 -0.027 -0.023

(0.023) (0.027) (0.026)
telephone -0.114** -0.124* -0.077

(0.058) (0.069) (0.062)
paved road -0.050 -0.066 -0.078

(0.043) (0.060) (0.056)
education
primary 0.046** 0.046** 0.057**

(0.022) (0.019) (0.022)
middle -0.028 0.003 -0.007

(0.021) (0.026) (0.025)
high -0.021 -0.027 -0.021

(0.013) (0.024) (0.019)
health facilities
health subcenter -0.048 -0.145*** -0.092**

(0.034) (0.056) (0.042)
dispensary -0.024** -0.049*** -0.031**

(0.011) (0.018) (0.015)
irrigation
any 0.053 0.011 0.068

(0.054) (0.059) (0.060)
government canal 0.062* -0.017 0.051

(0.035) (0.039) (0.038)
Notes: This table shows the results of second-stage regression of
each public good on Congress victory. Column (1) shows results
for the full sample, while columns (2) and (3) present results for
the sample of Congress stronghold constituencies (places Congress
won by an average of 10 points or more from 1971-1989) and
Congress incumbent constituencies, respectively. Covariates in-
clude those from the baseline regression. State fixed effects are
included. The unit of observation is the sub-district; error terms
are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table A.8: RD Balance
Mean Coefficient

-5 to 0 points 0 to 5 points 5 points 10 points
(1) (2) (3) (4)

urbanization 0.13 0.164 0.009 0.026
(0.028) (0.031)

workers
agricultural 0.252 0.239 -0.051 -0.057

(0.042) (0.041)
manufacturing 0.164 0.191 0.047 0.079**

(0.032) (0.039)
construction 0.045 0.044 -0.005 0

(0.007) (0.006)
trade 0.208 0.204 -0.006 -0.012

(0.018) (0.018)
transportation 0.065 0.066 0.009 0.005

(0.009) (0.010)
marginal workers 0.048 0.049 -0.008 -0.002

(0.011) (0.010)
elections
victory 1989 0.265 0.538 0.141 0.172

(0.147) (0.165)
vote share 1989 0.405 0.445 -0.007 0.03

(0.015) (0.024)
margin 1989 -0.089 0.005 0.015 0.036

(0.040) (0.049)
ethnicity
brahmins 0.054 0.044 -0.006 -0.004

(0.006) (0.007)
Muslims 0.088 0.095 0.04 0.050*

(0.026) (0.026)
sikhs 0.029 0.024 -0.003 -0.014*

(0.006) (0.007)
scheduled castes/tribes 0.258 0.233 0.069* 0.062

(0.041) (0.051)
caste-religious fragment 0.824 0.851 0.041 0.059

(0.039) (0.046)
geography and institutions
steep/sloping 0.002 0.001 0.001** 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)
barren/rocky 0.009 0.006 -0.002 -0.003

(0.003) (0.003)
mean rainfall level 1327.533 1456.058 122.443 3.168

(107.779) (113.794)
princely state 0.392 0.387 -0.159 -0.014

(0.129) (0.138)
zamindari 0.512 0.357 0.067 0.088

(0.122) (0.134)
riot 0.13 0.146 0 -0.048

(0.138) (0.150)
Note: Column (1) gives the mean for constituencies that were decided by -5 to 0 points;
column (2) gives the mean for places decided by 0 to 5 points. Column (3) is the RD
coefficient using constituencies within 5 points of the threshold and a local linear in
the vote margin. Column (4) uses constituencies within 10 points of the threshold, and
includes a local quadratic in the vote margin. The unit of observation is the sub-district;
error terms are clustered at the constituency level.
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Table A.9: Pooled RD
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Appendix B

Public Goods Classification

Because the public goods data used in this paper comes from the economic census, and

overlaps only imperfectly with that in Bardhan and Mookherjee (2011), I supplement the

latter to account for differences in the list of government programs being analyzed. Public

education, for example, which Bardhan and Mookherjee (2011) tag as being favored by

the poor, is disaggregated in the census into primary and secondary schools, which are

likely to be differentially valued by households of different economic classes. So, whereas

the poor certainly place a high value on primary education, they would place considerably

less weight on secondary education, where children of higher socioeconomic status have far

higher enrollment rates than do those from poorer households (Carlson, 2009).23 With

respect to drinking water, which Bardhan and Mookherjee (2011) have cited as being

valued by the poor, the census lists several potential sources: for my purposes, tap water

and handpump water are designated as coveted sources for improved drinking water

access; while other sources given in the census, such as wells and nearby rivers, are those

from which the poor already procure water, and away from which would be deemed

material progress.

The classification of agricultural electrification, irrigation, and paved roads as “non

pro-poor” follows immediately from Bardhan and Mookherjee (2011); the inclusion of

industrial electrification is an intuitive extension of this classification scheme. Though

it is not immediately obvious that agricultural and industrial electrification should be

considered “non pro-poor,” it should be noted that both are primarily useful to those

possessing sufficient wealth, or credit access, to make the requisite capital investments

as to benefit from them. Agricultural electrification is illustrative of this point. In rural
23Children in wealthier households have been found to be more than twice as likely to be enrolled in

secondary school compared to children from poorer households (Carlson, 2009).
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India, the principal purpose of agricultural electrification is for pumping groundwater to

the surface for irrigation. The drilling of borewells to access this water, however, is quite

expensive, as is the pump necessary for extracting it; so that agricultural electrification is

most beneficial to more affluent farmers, who are able to make such investments (Sekhri,

2014). “Domestic” electrification, in contrast, provides electricity directly to people’s

homes, and can be utilized without the necessity of costly investments.

The classification of telephones as “non pro-poor” accords with this logic as well,

as wealthier households would derive greater economic and social benefit from telephone

connectivity. There is an apparent tension, however, between the higher priority accorded

telephone access by more affluent households and the considerable emphasis given to the

expansion of tele-connectivity by Congress during these years as part of their program for

rural modernization. This ambiguity is noted but not resolved in this paper. In Appendix

Table A.4, the results are shown to be robust to the exclusion of this variable from the

pooled regressions. With respect to government-run health centers, Banerjee and Duflo

(2009) and Das et al. (2016) discuss the dysfunction endemic to these facilities, illustrating

why they would not be greatly coveted by the poor, who overwhelmingly prefer to make

use of privately operated health clinics.

Two additional ambiguities should also be mentioned. First, while handpump drinking

water is interpreted here as an item favored by the poor, it is also well known for its

use as patronage for co-opting local notables (Nayak, Saxena, and Farrington, 2002).

Second, government canal irrigation has multiple interpretations: as a good favored by

the agricultural elite, a means of providing rural employment, and a mechanism for

securing corruption rents (Wade, 1982). Moreover, because more affluent farmers are

better able to exploit private groundwater sources for the purpose of irrigation, it may

in fact be marginal farmers who benefit most from the government provision of canal

irrigation.24

24There are also likely to be substantial heterogeneities across states. In West Bengal, for example,
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The Eighth Five Year Plan

The principal focus of the Eighth Five Year Plan was the modernization of industry. In

addition to education and drinking water, the Eighth Five Year Plan also prioritized: (1)

“Generation of adequate employment to achieve near full employment level by the turn of

the century;” (2) “Containment of population growth through active people’s cooperation

and an effective scheme of incentives and disincentives;” (3) “Growth and diversification

of agriculture to achieve self-sufficiency in food and generate surpluses for exports;” and

(4) “Strengthening the infrastructure (energy, transport, communication, irrigation) in

order to support the growth process on a sustainable basis.”

While the emphasis on infrastructure might appear relevant to the analysis here, the

document makes clear that the focus of the Five Year Plan is somewhat tangential to

this paper. For example, with respect to energy, the Plan focused on reducing electricity

shortages, restraining the consumption of petroleum products, increasing output of coal

and lignite, and so on, with no emphasis placed on village electrification.

where tenancy reforms have been relatively successful in extending de facto property rights to previously
marginalized tenants, irrigation may in fact have a pro-poor character (Banerjee, Gertler, and Ghatak,
2002); whereas in Bihar, with its large class of middling farmers and impoverished agricultural laborers,
it is the first of these two classes that would benefit, with the latter deriving less immediate advantage.
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