How Representation Reduces Minority-targeted Crime:
Evidence from Scheduled Castes in India
Abhay Aneja & Subatra K. Ritadhi∗

February 18, 2020

Abstract
In this paper we consider whether political representation for historically-marginalized minorities reduces identity-based violent crime by increasing government protection from abuse. To answer
this question, we examine the impact of political parties formed with the primary purpose of of
representing India’s Scheduled Castes (SCs). We address the endogenous selection of minorityfavoring politicians using state-level variation in aggregations of close election outcomes. We find
that a 10 percentage-point increase in the electoral representation of SCs reduces the incidence
of SC-targeted murder by three percentage points. An analysis of channels suggests that politicians increase police effort in responding to the victimization of SCs, which may have the effect
of deterring future offenders. Moreover, improvements in the self-reported attitudes of SC voters
toward government institutions (including the police) suggest that our results are not the product
of reporting bias in government crime statistics.
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Introduction

A core promise of liberal democratic rule is the protection of the basic civil rights of racial, ethnic,
socioeconomic, and religious minorities. Many countries, though, struggle to adequately protect minorities from civil rights abuse and accord to them equal protection under law (Zakaria 1997; Rodrik
and Mukand 2016). Minority-targeted violence is among the most egregious of these basic civil rights
violations, and is a common problem facing many democratic societies today.1 We lack evidence, however, about what factors contribute to the effective protection of historically-disadvantaged minority
subpopulations from such abuse.
This paper examines whether political representation in government – and the accompanying
power to shape policing and public trust – can reduce levels of ethnic discrimination and violence
perpetrated against vulnerable minority communities. We do so by examining the effects of political
representation for India’s long-marginalized Scheduled Castes (SCs) on caste-targeted violent crimes.2
In contrast to existing research, which examines legally-mandated representation through electoral
quotas, we examine the impacts of political parties organized to respond to the specific policy demands
of socio-economically disadvantaged SC communities (Jaffrelot 2006). Central to the policy agendas
of these parties – which we collectively refer to as “low caste parties” for the remainder of the paper –
was protection against various manifestations of caste-based discrimination and abuse. In contrast to
analyses of the electoral quotas, we thus examine the effects of minority political contestation across
all districts. We leverage state-level variation in the electoral strength of these parties over an 18
year period to examine whether electoral competition and representation through parties can reduce
caste-based violence.
In principle, increasing minorities’ representation in government can either increase or decrease
the incidence of identity-based crimes (or have no aggregate effect). Minority-preferred politicians may
improve government responsiveness to majority abuse, which could in turn increase the likelihood that
victims report criminal incidents to the proper authorities. Also, the perceived success of minority
1

A few examples: in the U.S., hate crimes increased by 17% between 2016 and 2018, and 95% of these are committed
on the basis of race, religion, or sexual orientation. Similarly, against a backdrop of rising nativism and political populism,
outbursts of violence against minority residents are also being observed throughout Asia, Europe, and Latin America
(Nyiri and English 2007).
2
We focus in this paper on primarily murder against SCs rather than against Scheduled Tribes (STs), who also suffer
from identity-based discrimination. We do so for a few reasons: SCs comprise a larger share of the Indian population,
and also were at the mobilization vanguard creating the low caste parties we study in this paper.
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politicians may improve attitudes of the majority toward minority citizens, leading to less racial/ethnic
animus. These channels should reduce crime — although deterrence induced by increased willingness
to report crimes may still appear to the researcher as a crime increase. On the other hand, to the
extent that office-holding by parties focused on low caste groups is perceived as a violation of existing
social norms, minority electoral success may engender majority resentment, leading to more targeted
violence against SCs.3 Whether minority electoral success reduces ethnically-motivated hate crimes is
thus an empirical question.
We examine this question using murder statistics for offenses committed by non-SC (ethnic majority) perpetrators against SC (ethnic minority) victims. The methodological challenge we face in
estimating the causal impact of minority representation is that areas represented by SC-favoring political parties may differ in unobservable ways from areas that elect mainstream political parties, such
as the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) or the Indian National Congress (INC).4 For example, districts
supporting low-caste parties may be comprised of non-SC citizens that have favorable attitudes toward
SCs. Such places are more likely to both elect candidates that favor low caste interests, and commit
fewer hate crimes. Alternatively, in regions with rising levels of ethnic violence, SC voters may turn
to these parties as a source of protection.
We address the identification challenges arising from correlated unobservables or reverse causation
using a fixed effects instrumental variables (IV) estimator that exploits constituency-level information
on close elections between minority party and mainstream party candidates.5 The intuition for this
strategy is that in India’s first-past-the-post electoral system, a party’s ability to hold office changes
discontinuously when its victory margin switches from negative to positive. We leverage the fact that
within a few percentage points of this threshold, constituencies are likely to be comparable along most
relevant dimensions. We empirically test our identifying assumptions and confirm that constituencies
where low caste-party candidates barely win are statistically indistinguishable from those where low
3
Backlash against SC political assertion occurs often. During the mid-1980s, for example, the election of several
minority candidates in Gujarat led to rioting so severe (over 200 people were killed) that the Indian army was ultimately
dispatched to restore order (Wood, 1985). Resentment toward minority political success can also be seen in other
democracies. In the U.S., for example, racial animus toward minorities increased following the 2008 election of President
Barack Obama (Stephens-Davidowitz 2014; Mas and Moretti 2009).
4
The BJP is a center-right party, drawing much of its support from upper-caste groups. The INC is center/center-left,
although it has not generated consistent support from lower castes since the 1990s (Jaffrelot 2003; Jaffrelot 2011).
5
An Indian “constituency” is analogous to a legislative district in a U.S. state (or federal) legislature. Legislator generally represent roughly 100,000 registered voters; states are divided into an appropriate number of electoral
constituencies based on the number of voters.
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caste party candidates barely lose.
Our results demonstrate that party-based representation for SCs leads to reductions in castebased violence, as measured by targeted SC murders. We find that a one standard deviation increase
in the fraction of legislators representing low caste parties reduces targeted murders by 0.4 standard
deviations (a decline in 1 targeted murder per 100,000 SCs for every 4 legislators elected from these
parties; results are significant at the 5% level). Our main findings are robust to a number of alternative
specifications, and are bolstered by several placebo tests. For example, electoral success of mainstream
parties (the BJP and INC) — traditionally dominated by upper-caste elites — have no effect on castetargeted murders.6 While using state-level data comes at the cost of not being able to account for all
potential time-varying unobservables at an aggregate level, it comes with the benefit that cross-border
spillovers across treated units are less likely (relative to district data).
After documenting a robust causal relationship between representation and targeted murder, we
consider mechanisms that may underlie our findings. We document that representation increases
police effort to protect SCs from violence. In states with a higher fraction of legislators representing
low caste parties, a greater fraction of reported SC murders are likely to end in an arrest. This
finding is consistent with state police forces (who report to state government officials, such as the
home minister) channeling effort toward better protection of SC constituents’ civil and human rights.7
Similarly, public prosecutors are less likely to drop SC murder charges before trial. In standard models
of criminal behavior, these observed changes in criminal justice administration would tend to deter
future SC-targeted crime (Becker 1968).
We also find that minority government representation increases the likelihood that minority residents will report caste-based violence to law enforcement authorities, consistent with recent research
(Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova 2012; Miller 2019). Using household survey data, we show that
SCs’ attitudes toward state institutions – including police officers, court officers, and politicians –
improve in response to an exogenous increases in representation via low caste parties. In addition
to increased reporting having a potential deterrent, evidence of this channel also mitigates concerns
6
This is demonstrated using the outcomes from close elections in which a low caste party does not compete. As
shown in the summary statistics (Table 2), low caste parties are not involved in over half of all close state assembly races.
In other words, a win by a low caste party does not necessarily imply a loss by a non-low caste party. See Table 5 and
accompanying discussion.
7
The home ministry in each state is responsible for public order within a state, and is often the agency to whom
senior police officers report.
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about the SC underreporting of crimes. These improvements in attitudes are also accompanied by a
decline in self-reported violent inter-caste conflicts.
Our paper advances the existing literature on political economy, crime, and development in a few
ways. First, we contribute to recent work on factors that drive violence targeted against marginalized minorities.8 Existing research highlights how a range of factors, such as competition over public
goods, poverty, and law enforcement activity, are related to hate crime levels (Bros and Couttenier
2015; Sharma 2015; Medoff 1999). Our study is also related to studies finding that increases in mandated representation through electoral quotas lead to increases in reported crimes against women and
SCs, respectively (Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova 2012; Girard 2017). Iyer and co-authors argue
that increases in measured crime suggests improved reporting, and so is socially beneficial, while Girard argues that increases in SC murders represents a form of “backlash” against minority power.
These contrasting interpretations have different normative implications with respect to minority representation.
Our study, though, differs from existing work in both the type of representation studied and our
findings. First, we examine a qualitatively different form of minority representation by focusing on
political parties effects instead of mandated identity-based representation (which is the focus of almost
all previous studies). Much of the recent evidence on this topic examines the economic impact of India’s
electoral quotas for minorities within state legislatures and village councils (Pande 2003; Duflo and
Chattopadhyay 2004; Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova 2012). A large literature has developed over
the past two decades estimating the economic and political impacts of the caste-based quotas, with
mixed results regarding their effect on low caste wellbeing (Pande 2003; Besley, Pande, Rahman, and
Rao 2004; Jensenius 2015; Bhavnani 2017).
By analyzing the impact of minority-favoring political parties, we are (to our knowledge) one of
few studies to empirically separate the impact of “substantive” minority representation from “descriptive” representation. As Pitkin (1967) describes, “descriptive representation” is the extent to which a
8

We note, however, that we interchangeably use the terms “low-caste” representation and ”ethnic minority” representation for ease of exposition. We acknowledge, though, that race, ethnicity, and caste are indeed distinct. Numerous
scholars have pointed out that while racial discrimination reflects a colonial history and the power differences between
slaves and non-slaves, caste differences reflect a system of socioeconomic stratification that predates colonialism. Nevertheless, because we do believe that there are parallels between the marginalization within democracies of both low-caste
groups and racial/ethnic minority groups, we will generically reference our results as providing an understanding of the
effects of ethnic minority representation. We refer readers interested in the subtle differences between caste and race
discrimination to Deshpande (2011).
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politician shares identity aspects (such as race) with constituents, while “substantive representation”
encapsulates whether a politician actually represents their interests. Electoral quotas provide descriptive representation for minorities, but they do not guarantee that politicians will necessarily act in
the best interests of SC constituents once elected. In fact, research by Jaffrelot (2003) suggest that
politicians elected through the quotas, who many times are members of mainstream political parties,
are often co-opted by upper-caste party elites. Political parties formed primarily on the basis of caste,
however, typically adopt policy platforms and agendas based explicitly on the needs of SC citizens.
Second, our findings do not raise the same difficulties observed in recent papers about the interpretation of our main results. Given that reporting bias is likely to be positive following increases in
SC representation, our estimated effects are likely underestimates of the true reduction caused by minority representation. We discuss changes in the propensity to report crimes in some detail below (see
Section (5.2)). To preview briefly, our findings are bolstered by reductions in self-reported inter-caster
community conflicts as well as increased SC trust in the state; both channels suggest that minority
backlash is not a response to electoral competition.
Finally, we also contribute to the literature on the importance of political parties for economic
redistribution and downstream social outcomes. Existing studies focusing on the U.S. provide conflicting estimates on this subject (Albouy 2011; Ferreira and Gyourko 2009). However, these results are
based on mainstream parties in a two-party system, while our paper seeks to understand on populist,
identity-based political parties in a multi-party, parliamentary democracy.9

2

Background and Conceptual Motivation

2.1

India’s Caste System and the Rise of Low-caste Political Parties

India’s population has been historically segmented socially (and de facto economically) into endogamous groups called jatis, which collectively formed the caste system and drew its legitimacy from
ancient Hindu scriptures. At the very bottom of the caste hierarcy are the so-called “Untouchables,”
9

The multi-party framework in India also permits parties to form coalition governments, which in turn allows parties
without a legislative majority to retain some influence on the policy process. In ongoing research, we examine the impact
of India’s low-caste political parties on policy outcomes, both in terms of targeted spending and household welfare
(Chakravarthi 2014).
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or Dalits.10 Dalits perform significantly worse than upper caste groups in terms of education, employment, and other measures of socioeconomic wellbeing (Thorat and Newman 2010). They also continue
to suffer from overt acts of discrimination, such as exclusion from schools and other public accommodations, or denial of access to drinking water and other basic resources. Perhaps most seriously,
these low caste groups are victims of civil and human rights abuses, including targeted violence. The
causes of such identity-based abuses are varied. Recent research suggests a role for economic factors,
such competition among SCs and upper castes for limited resources (such as jobs or water services)
(Sharma 2015; Bros and Couttenier 2015).
Since independence in 1947, the Indian state has tried to eliminate caste discrimination through
an aggressive system of quotas, including within local, state, and federal legislatures. The “reservation
system” provides low caste communities with a minimum level of representation in federal and state
legislatures, proportionate to their state populations. These seats can be contested only by SC (or
in the case of tribal reservations, STs), irrespective of political affiliation. Most political parties will
nominate an SC candidate to contest these seats, even if the party has no future plan to address low
caste communities’ actual political interests (Jensenius 2015).
The 1980s and early 1990s, however, witnessed the development (and increasing electoral success)
of local and state-level political parties with an explicit commitment to advancing the interests of lowcaste voters (Figure 1). The two dominant, nationwide caste-based political parties to emerge during
this period were the Janata Dal (JD) and the Bahujan Samaj Party (BSP).11 . These parties have
explicit agendas to eliminate caste inequality in social and economic status. Party advocacy centers on
the expansion of economic opportunities (through increased public employment, educational resources,
etc.), as well as on the improved protection of civil rights (Jaffrelot 2006; Jaffrelot 2011). One of the
major policy goals of the low caste parties has been a reduction of targeted violence against SC groups
(Sarkar and Sarkar 2016).12 This background makes the hypotheses in this study particularly relevant.
10

There are four main caste groups, which are (in order of status): (1) Brahmins (priests and teachers), (2) Kshatriyas
(warriors and royalty), (3) Vaishyas (traders and merchants), and (4) Shudras (menial, low-end workers). Also at
the bottom of India’s social hierarchy are the country’s indigenous populations, or Adivasis, who face exclusion from
mainstream society due to geographical isolation and non-mainstream customs.
11
SCs and the so-called “Other Backward Castes” (OBCs) were at the forefront of this movement. We do not observe
OBC-targeted crime, though, and so cannot measure the impact of electoral competition on this outcome.
12
For example, the Prevention of Atrocities Against SC/STs Act of 1989 was implemented soon after the JD-led
federal government was established. This act increased punishment for targeted SC/ST crimes, although the proposed
law was initially tabled in Parliament by the INC in 1988. Its enactment was facilitated by the JD-led “National Front”
government in 1989, after their victory in the following round of federal elections.
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We propose a few reasons that political parties may produce higher-quality SC representation
than mandated representation though electoral quotas. First, parties like the BSP and JD formed
explicitly to address low-caste community needs – indeed, partly in response to the perceived neglect
of India’s main parties. In contrast, mainstream parties such as the BJP and INC have not made
SC/ST interests a central feature of their party platforms. Consistent with this difference in agenda,
politicians in quota-reserved seats (and who are thus from SC/ST backgrounds), but who represent
mainstream parties, often cite an inability to advocate for SC/ST interests due to the lack of support
from party leadership (Jensenius 2015; Bhavnani 2017).13 Second, rather than focusing only on SC/STreserved constituencies, low caste parties have contested elections in both reserved and non-reserved
constituencies, with the goal of developing a greater base of power to advocate for pro-poor policies.
Finally, many of the legislators in these parties are themselves from low caste groups (Jaffrelot 2006).
As such, to the extent that SC/ST citizens have distinct policy preferences, which are best represented
by members of SC/ST communities, then parties with a greater share of low caste/SC/ST members
may better represent the interests of this community (Duflo and Chattopadhyay 2004).
Using qualitative research from Jaffrelot (2003) and Chandra (2004), we classify a total of 31
political parties as “low-caste parties” that focus on the interests of low-caste constituents – including
a focus on SC caste groups.14 For a more detailed discussion of this process of coding Indian parties,
we refer readers to Appendix A.

2.2

Criminal Justice in India: The Role of State Governments

The Constitution gives India’s state governments the primary responsibility for crime control and the
maintenance of public order. Unlike the U.S., police organizations do not have concurrent jurisdiction.
Each state has its own police force responsible for local crime control, and as a result, all states have
their individual police laws.
Indian members of legislative assemblies (MLAs) are known to influence the business of crime
control and law enforcement (Nellis, Weaver, and Rosenzweig 2016). The vast majority of line police
13

Jensenius (2015) documents this fact through extensive field surveys of Indian politicians.
Our classification of multiple parties sharing broad objectives under a single category is similar to Meyersson (2014),
who study the effect of Islamic parties in Turkey. We also note that our classification of parties overlaps substantially
with the classification of Besley and Burgess (2554), who categorize the “soft left” parties in India. We also account for
the regional fragmentation of the JD and the Left Parties over the past two decades.
14
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officers also recruited from within a state.15 MLAs often exert substantial control over the selection
of local police and bureaucrats (Balasubramanian 2006). Moreover, if an MLA perceives that either
the district police chief (the Superintendent of Police, or SP) or the chief civil servant (the District
Magistrate) is insufficiently committed to mitigating crime or caste-related conflict in the district,
the MLA can lobby for these officials to be transferred to undesirable postings elsewhere. Police and
bureaucratic transfers as a method of political control within a state occurs regularly (Iyer and Mani
2012). Knowing this, SPs largely adopt the enforcement priorities of state MLAs. In the case of
caste-based parties like the BSP, these priorities often related to mitigating caste violence (Sarkar and
Sarkar 2016).
Public prosecutors are also hired at the state level and the state’s chief public prosecutor is also
appointed by the state government. This administrative structure empowers state governments and
politicians to influence the action of police officers16 through promotions and transfers, as described
in (Iyer and Mani 2012).17
India’s Code of Criminal Procedure (CCP) guides the operation of the criminal justice system.
According to the CCP, all information given to the police must be included in a written “First Information Report” (FIR) filed by the police officer, which must then be signed by the complainant.
Once the FIR has been filed, the police investigate the crime, and subsequently decide whether to
arrest any suspect. The police must then submit their findings to a magistrate, who decides if there
is sufficient evidence to sanction arrests and press for prosecution. If so, a formal “chargesheet” is
prepared, providing details of an alleged offense. Public prosecutors can then bring cases to trial,
depending on the quality of evidence.

2.3

Conceptual Framework: Can Legislators Affect Crime Control

SC-preferred politicians can affect caste-motivated through two channels – namely, by increasing the
protection of low-caste groups or by improving attitudes toward criminal justice institutions or across
caste groups. To highlight the potential channels at play, we consider a simple framework used by
15

This includes all senior police officers except Indian Police Service (IPS) officers. IPS officers are federal civil
servants recruited on a nationwide basis, and subsequently assigned to specific states. We refer readers to Mitra and
Gupta (2008) for a more detailed description of India’s criminal justice organizational structure within the states.
16
The career paths of public prosecutors also follow a similar trajectory ((Unnithan 2013)).
17
The transfer of police officers and bureaucrats are often amongst the first administrative decisions made by low-caste
parties when they come to power at the state level (Jaffrelot 2011).
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Donohue and Levitt (2001) and Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova (2012). A criminal incident is a
sequence of events involving 3 actors: a criminal, a victim, and a police officer. An offender first
decides whether to commit a crime (Stage 1). The victim then decides whether to report the incident
(Stage 2). Finally, law enforcement agencies decide whether and how to bring the offender to justice
through arrest, prosecution, and punishment (Stage 3).
Politics can affect crime by changing incentives of actors at each stage. Given the primacy of
state governments over public order (as discussed in Section 2.2), politicians from low-caste parties
can influence how the police respond to caste-based violence. Changing political priorities may lead
to more rigorous investigations and increased arrests for such offenses. Moreover, because states
are responsible for recruiting police, low-caste party legislators can increase the hiring of SC police
officers, or influence their promotions to positions of influence (Sarkar and Sarkar 2016). These
officers in turn could be more vigorous in investigating caste-targeted violent crimes, increasing the
likelihood of punishment for such activities. State governments also have the authority to appoint
public prosecutors who handle criminal cases once they reach court. Legislators promoting the social
welfare of SCs can thus influence the vigor with which such cases are prosecuted in court. Any of
these effects would increase the cost of crime for a potential offender and reduce the net payoff from
the offense. Collectively, we refer to these changes in various aspects of justice administration as an
“enforcement effect”, as it works through the enforcement of existing laws and procedures.
Changes in how state actors respond at the prosecution stage of a criminal incident can affect
SC victims’ decisions at Stage 2, the reporting phase. Increased attention of law enforcement to SC
communities increases the returns to reporting future incidents of abuse perpetrated by upper castes,
since reported criminal cases are now more likely to be resolved in SC victims’ favor. We call this the
“reporting effect” of minority representation. This channel is well-documented in Iyer, Mani, Mishra,
and Topalova (2012), who find that female legislators in local assemblies lead to increased reporting of
gender-biased crimes. Alternatively, the presence of elected representatives for SC communities may
also increase reporting by inspiring greater self-confidence and reduced tolerance for being mistreated
– a “role model effect.”
Finally, at the first stage of a criminal episode, when an offense takes place, the aggregate effects
of greater minority political representation (on either police or victim behavior) may deter potential
offenders. Deterrence would lead to a decline in the true number of crimes committed against SC
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individuals. However, greater political power for groups that have been historically discriminated
against may also produce an increase in targeted violence from high caste offenders through resentment
against newfound power or assertiveness among low-caste communities (a “retaliation” effect). Such
retaliation may be part of a strategy to intimidate leaders and voters.18
Based on the above discussion, the net effect of minority political representation on documented
violence against SCs is directionally ambiguous. If the enforcement effect dominates, one would expect
to observe a decline in SC violence. However, a decline may be masked if the reporting or retaliation
effects outweigh the enforcement effect. As such, we would actually observe an increase in the total
number of documented minority-targeted crimes. Finally, the ability of minority-favored politicians to
deliver public goods or legislative policy can affect targeted crimes. Limited research suggests that the
competence (human capital) of politicians from low-caste parties has occasionally come into question
(Acharya, Roemer, and Somanathan 2015). To the extent that issues of selection and administrative
inexperience render legislators from caste-based parties less effective, one might think that they would
be less capable in offering protection to underrepresented minorities (Munshi, 2019).

3

Data and Empirical Strategy

To identify the impact of state representation on SC crime, we match crime data on all major states
to exogenous variation in partisan representation based on close elections between low caste and
mainstream (non-low caste) party candidates. We construct a state-year panel for the 19 major
Indian states, for the period 1994 to 2012.19

3.1

Data

Criminal Offense Data: Our outcome of interest is murder committed against SCs by non-SCs,
which we study by digitizing statistics from the “Crime in India” publications issued annually by
India’s National Crime Records Bureau (NCRB). We focus on the murder of SCs because this data
is the least likely to suffer from measurement error. Given concerns about reporting bias in weaklyinstitutionalized places, murder is often the focus of crime studies in developing countries, including
18
This response was particularly observed in the state of Bihar during the 1990s, when private armies of upper castes
clashed against increasing Dalit assertiveness (Ankit 2018).
19
In 2000, created three new states – so the panel moves from 16 to 19 states beginning in 2001.
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India (Prasad 2012; Bros and Couttenier 2015; Girard 2017).20
As discussed by Sharma (2015), the NCRB caste-specific crime data are strictly for crimes where
the victim belongs to an SC caste group while the perpetrator belongs to a non-SC caste group.
We note at the outset that the following crime categorization data is not released by the NCRB:
(i) when the victim is non-SC/ST and perpetrator is SC/ST; (ii) when both victim and perpetrator
are SCs/STs; and (iii) when both victim and perpetrator are non-SCs/STs. The data are statelevel aggregates based on FIRs submitted by police stations across the state, and have been released
since the 1990s.21 Caste-targeted crime statistics can be compiled by the NCRB due to national
anti-discrimination policies requiring police to record whether complaints are filed by SCs and STs.
For robustness, we also collect data on other major crime categories (rape, assault, robbery, and
kidnapping), as well as on crimes reported under India’s main hate crime statute — the Scheduled
Castes and Scheduled Tribes Prevention of Atrocities Act (POAA).22
Relying on reported crime data raises concerns related to data accuracy. Survey analysis by
Shah et al. (2006) suggests that Indian police may favor upper caste groups, which may in turn lead
to either deliberate underreporting or police failure to properly categorize a caste-motivated offense.
The potential for either underreporting of crime by victims or poor record-keeping by police make
problematic the use of crime statistics based on police reports. We address this concern in a few ways.
First, to the extent that we observe crime reductions, the effects we measure may understate the true
crime-reducing impact of improved representation; increased minority representation should induce
greater reporting of crime. Second, and relatedly, we show that SC trust in police increases when they
have political power–which is not what one would expect if SC communities fail to report criminal
activity (results discussed in Section 5.2).
Election Data: Our explanatory variable of interest is the fraction of legislators representing low
caste parties in the state legislative assembly. As argued in Section 2, we consider the presence of law
caste parties in assemblies to be a plausible measure of substantive representation for SC citizens. We
construct this state-by-year measure of party representation using data from the Election Commission
20
Making this outcome particularly relevant in our setting, Dalit-targeted murders are frequently cited as a major
problem in the existing literature on caste-related abuse (Mangubhai and Lee 2012; Hanchinamani 2001).
21
To our knowledge, these statistics do not exist for targeted crimes committed against OBCs.
22
This law defines specific crimes against SC/STs as caste-based “atrocities.” Examples of banned activities include
forcing members of an SC to eat an offensive substance (such as feces) or compelling them to engage in bonded labor or
scavenging jobs.
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of India, which maintains detailed results for each electoral constituency in an election cycle.23 The
electoral data allows us to observe the candidates contesting each election, their party affiliations, and
votes received by each. We use the vote counts to determine the winning and losing candidates.
For each race, we categorize candidates as being from a low-caste or mainstream political party,
based on our own classification of Indian political parties (described previously; also see Appendix A
for details). State elections occur at five-year intervals, fixing SC representation within an election
cycle. Election years vary by state, with elections conducted each year for 4-5 states.
Police and Court Data: We collect additional data on other criminal justice variables from
the NCRB, such as crime-specific arrest rates and prosecutor/court activity. These data allow us to
test whether politicians affect crime reductions by improving justice administration (and by extension,
increasing deterrence).24
Survey Data on Inter-caste Conflict & Trust in Public Institutions: To rule out negative
reporting bias, we use data from the Indian Human Development Survey (IHDS) – a nationallyrepresentative household survey covering 40,000 households across all Indian states. The survey tracks
households over time, with data collected in 2004-05 and 2011-12. We use these data to examine the
impact of the electoral success of low caste parties on trust in police, courts,a nd public institutions.
More details of how the data are constructed can be found in Appendix B.1. We also use data on selfreported caste-based conflicts to corroborate our main finding that representation reduces caste-based
crime.
Census Data: To both demonstrate the exogeneity of the low-caste representation instrument,
and generate state-level covariates for our regressions, we use data from the decennial Censuses of
India conducted in 1991, 2001 and 2011. Data for intervening years are constructed using linear
interpolation. We create six state-level measures — gender ratio, literacy rate, population density,
fraction of urban population, fraction of workers in the population, and the fraction of population who
are SC/STs — that are used by Dreze and Khera (2000) to predict violent crimes in India.
Descriptive Statistics: Table 7 (and Appendix C) shows the summary statistics for our dataset.
23
A constituency is the administrative area that a state legislator represents in the United States. One might consider
a constituency analogous to, for example, a district represented within the state general assembly.
24
We exclude the state of West Bengal from our primary analysis, as the data has little variation, and often records
no caste-targeted crimes. As this is highly unlikely in the light of other data such as self-reported caste-conflict data in
the IHDS, we interpret the large number of 0s in the West Bengal data as measurement error and omit the state from
our sample. However, as Appendix C.4 shows, our findings are not affected by this choice.
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On average, there are 32 targeted murders per ten million SC/ST persons, across all states – driven
largely by murders against SCs. Uttar Pradesh (UP) observes the highest levels of caste-targeted
violence. On average, caste-targeted murders comprise about 10 percent of aggregate murders recorded
at the state-level.
We observe wide variation in party representation and political competition. On average, there
are close to 250 state-level elections in a given election year, each of which is contested by multiple
parties. Our data covers 19,034 elections between 1990 and 2012 with at least one low-caste party
in contestation. Electoral outcomes are decided by the first-past-the-post principle, with the winner
on average receiving 45 percent of the votes.25 Of these, 4,830 elections (around 25 percent) can be
considered to be “close” (decided by less than a 4-percent margin of victory between the winner and
runner-up). 1,570 of these involve a low caste party and a non-low caste party, out of which the former
win 48.5 percent of the time.26
There is substantial cross-sectional and temporal variation in the electoral success of low-caste
parties and the number of close elections at the 4% threshold involving low-caste party candidates
(see Figures C.2 and C.3 in the appendix). On average, states witness 31 close elections at the 4%
margin per cycle featuring a low-caste party against a non-low-caste party. Looking at some of the
states individually: of Uttar Pradesh’s (average) 418 elections, 109 were close and pitted a low-caste
party against a mainstream party candidate.

3.2

Empirical Strategy

We motivate our empirical strategy with the following basic ordinary least squares (OLS) model that
relates SC-targeted crime to representation through low caste parties:

CrimeRatest = αs + δt + βShLowCasteW inst + γXst + st

(1)

The outcome variable, CrimeRate, is the rate of targeted murder against SC victims in state s and
25

Typically, each election involves multiple independent candidates who are able to garner a very small number of
votes. We control for the number of political parties contesting an election to account for the level of political competition,
in line with Laasko and Taagepera (1979).
26
We exclude 430 close elections involving 2 low caste parties. Conceptually, this can be thought of in the LATE
framework of an instrumental variable. Close elections involving 2 low caste parties are the “always compliers” with the
randomness in the outcome of close elections not altering the identity of the winning party. Likewise, close elections
involving 2 mainstream parties are the “non-compliers.” The paper’s focus is on the “switchers” – where given a coin-flip,
we have a low caste party legislator elected, rather than a non-low caste party legislator.
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year t.27 ShLowCasteW in is the explanatory variable of interest, and denotes the fraction of elections
won by low-caste parties in a state. β estimates the impact of a 1 percentage point increase in the
fraction of elections won by low-caste parties on the crime rate. A negative β coefficient corresponds
to low-caste party legislators reducing targeted crimes against SCs. X is a vector of state-specific
factors that may also affect caste-targeted crimes. α and δ are state and year fixed effects.28 Since
elections are typically held every 5 years, ShLowCasteW in is constant within an electoral cycle.29
It is possible that unobservable factors may be correlated with SC-targeted crime, as well as
with the success of low-caste party candidates within a given state. Such factors raise the potential
for bias in the estimate of β. For example, in states that elect more SC-favorable legislators, nonSCs may already treat SC community members well. If bureaucrats share favorable attitudes toward
SCs, then government officers such as the police may already seek to protect minorities from targeted
violence. Similarly, in areas where ethnic violence is policed more diligently, minorities may feel more
empowered to join low caste parties and run for office. In each of these cases, β (the effect of political
representation) would be downward biased. Alternatively, SCs may be more likely to turn to low-caste
favoring politicians because SC-targeted crimes are trending upwards, positively biasing the estimated
coefficient.
To resolve concerns about non-random selection of SC-preferred politicians, we use plausibly
exogenous variation in minority-favoring politicians arising from close electoral contests between low
caste and traditional party candidates. This “close election” regression discontinuity (RD) approach
is increasingly common in economics and political science to examine the effect of politician traits on
economic outcomes (Ferreira and Gyourko 2009; Meyersson 2014). In our setting, politicians represent
constituencies (sub-state administrative jurisdictions), while the outcome data —SC-targeted crime—
is reported at the state level. We thus adopt a fuzzy regression discontinuity design used by ClotsFigueras (2011) and Bhalotra and Clots-figueras (2014). We instrument for overall low-caste party
27

For robustness we also use crime rates expressed in natural log terms, although we do not focus on this approach
because of zero-crime observations. Log-transformed crime measures can be useful to account for nonlinearities in the
relationship between violent crime and its determinants (Fajnzylber, Lederman, and Loayza 2002). As Table 4 shows,
the results are similar.
28
For robustness, we also include year-within-electoral-cycle fixed effect (1-5) to control for changing political incentives affecting crime. For instance, incumbent legislators might attempt to influence law enforcement agencies to
artificially deflate reported crimes for electoral gains during re-election years (Levitt, 1996).
29
While the usual term of a state legislative assembly is 5 years, legislative assemblies can be dissolved prior to this
if the existing government no longer has a legislative majority and no other party or political coalition has a legislative
majority.
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presence with fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties against mainstream (non-low caste)
parties. We also control for the total number of close electoral contests involving low caste parties.
The idea underlying our approach is that the identity (party) of the winner of a close election
is quasi-random, which we corroborate below. Note that in a first-past-the-post electoral system, the
likelihood of being elected is a function of the difference in vote shares between the winner and runnerup, which changes discontinuously at zero from defeat to victory. As the difference in vote margin
approaches that discontinuity, constituencies are likely to be increasingly similar in political preferences
and other dimensions (Pettersson-Lidbom 2008). Thus, if such constituencies are comparable on most
observable dimensions, the only factor which varies across such constituencies is the identity of the
winning party.
We aggregate these constituency-level discontinuities to the state level at which the outcome
variable is measured, following Clots-Figueras (2011). We construct our instrument – ShLowCasteCloseWin – by scaling the total close wins by the total number of close contests in the state. Using this
variation in fraction of close low-caste party wins, we implement the following two-stage least-squares
(2SLS) approach (as in Clots-Figueras (2011)):
ShLowCasteW inst = αs + δt + πShLowCasteCloseW inst + ηShLowCasteClosest + γXst + st (2)

\ inst + ηShLowCasteClosest + γXst + st
CrimeRatest = αs + δt + β ShLowCasteW

(3)

Equation 2 shows the first stage estimating equation, in which we use the fraction of close elections
won by low-caste parties to predict the overall fraction of elections won by these parties in the state
(the F-statistic in Table 3 indicates a strong first-stage relationship). Equation 3 is the second-stage,
where β is the coefficient of interest. The identifying assumptions for a causal interpretation of β are
twofold: a) the outcome of a close election should be “as good as random”; and b) conditional on the
number of close elections contested by low-caste parties in the state, the fraction of close elections won
by low-caste parties should be uncorrelated with state-level crime except through its impact on the
fraction of legislators elected from low caste parties in the state. As the incidence of close elections
is non-random, and determined by the underlying political environment (such as candidate ability
and intensity of political campaigns), we control for the share of close elections (ShLowCasteClose)
contested by low-caste parties in the state in all our specifications.
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Similar to other studies exploiting the outcome of tight electoral contests, we consider elections
to be “close” if the difference in vote share between the winner and runner up does not exceed 4%
based on optimal bandwidth methods proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo, and Titunik (2014).30 We also
verify that our results are not sensitive to this threshold. We verify that our results are not sensitive
to the choice of election margin threshold using alternate definitions of close contests defined at the 2,
3, and 5 percent thresholds. Similar to other papers using aggregations of close elections, we maintain
the 4% bandwidth for generating our state-level political variation, demonstrating the robustness to
alternate bandwidths in the Appendix.
For ShLowCasteCloseWin to be a valid instrument, it should be a strong exogenous predictor of
ShLowCasteWin (first stage), and affect the crime rate solely through its impact on ShLowCasteWin
(exclusion restriction). We provide a visual intuition of the first-stage in Figures 2 and 3. Figure 2
presents a density plot of the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in the state, and
shows that the distribution is centered around 0.5. This is what we would expect if each candidate in
a close election has an equal chance of winning. Our strategy essentially exploits deviations from this
expectation, which comprise the tails around 0.5 in this distribution.
Figure 3 further supports our contention by exhibiting that the actual number of close elections
won by low-caste parties in the state is well-approximated by a linear function equal to half the number
of close elections contested by low-caste parties in the state. The y-axis depicts the actual number
of close wins for low caste parties at the 4% margin while the x-axis depicts the expected number
of close wins for low caste parties at the 4% margin, based on half the number of close elections
contested by these parties. The red dashed line provides a linear fit between the two variables while
the green line is the 45-degree line where actual close wins equal expected close wins. We see that
most of the points in Figure 3 lie around the 45-degree line and the linear fit is also very close to the
45-degree line, signifying a strong positive correlation between the two variables. With regard to the
exclusion restriction, we note that as electoral success in a close election only results in the election of
one additional legislator, the only channel in which ShLowCasteCloseWin can affect the outcome of
interest is through ShLowCasteWin.
30

Close elections where both the winner and the loser come from a low-caste party are excluded from the sample.
This bandwidth is chosen based on our main outcome, targeted murders against SCs. As discussed later, we test the
sensitivity of our results to alternate close election bandwidths.
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3.3

Evidence on the Validity of the IV Strategy

Before moving to the results, we validate the exogeneity of our IV strategy. First, we use the test
proposed by McCrary (2007) to examine whether the density of the forcing variable — low-caste party
win margin — is discontinuous at the threshold of 0 where the outcome of the election switches from
a low-caste party defeat to a low-caste party victory. The absence of a discontinuity decreases the
likelihood of non-random sorting of low-caste party candidates into treatment (victory) and control
(loss) status. The results are presented in Figure 4 where the running variable – low caste party
win margin – is partitioned into 0.2 percent bins for the interval between -0.5 and 0.5. We plot the
density of elections corresponding to each bin (500 bins). Visually there is no discernible discontinuity
and the formal discontinuity estimate from the McCrary (2007) test also fails to reject the null of no
discontinuity at the cutoff.
We further test for the smoothness of constituency-level observables across the low-caste party victory margin at the cutoff 0, similar to Meyersson (2014). We plot unconditional means of constituencylevel covariates by low-caste party victory margin bins in Figure 5, where smoothness at the win-loss
threshold is evidence of the absence of winner-sorting.31 The vertical broken line indicates the cutoff
point of 0, and a local polynomial with a 95 percent confidence interval is used to plot the relationship
between the covariate and low-caste party victory margin on either side of the cutoff. We observe from
Figure 5 that the plots are smooth for all constituency characteristics; the test statistics also suggest
the same.32
Our empirical strategy hinges on aggregating close low-caste party wins to the state level, and
for this to be a valid identification strategy, the fraction of close elections won by low caste parties
in a given state and year should not be predicted by other state characteristic (Clots-Figueras 2011).
To this end, we regress the fraction of state-level close wins by low-caste parties (conditional on total
close contests) on state-level demographic and political covariates. If our instrument is indeed quasiexogenous, we would expect no covariate to be significantly predictive of the fraction of low-caste party
close wins.
31

We show results for the following covariates: low-caste party vote share, registered voters (logged), voter turnout,
the number of parties contesting an election, constituencies reserved for SC candidates, fraction of male winners, fraction
of SC/ST, and age. For the final two covariates, we only have data in the 2005-2011 period.
32
Test statistics for each covariate discontinuity estimate available upon request, but in 7 of 8 cases fail to reject
non-equality at the threshold at the 90% level.
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Results from this test are shown in Table 2. Each column presents the coefficient from regressing
the fraction of low-caste party close wins (at the 4% threshold) on a state-level covariate, with state
and election year fixed effects.33 Panel A shows that no demographic covariate (literacy rate, fraction
of SC/ST population share, adult literacy rate, fraction of children, fraction of workers or fraction
of urban population) with the exception of gender ratio (significant at the 10 percent level) predicts
the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in the state. Similarly, state-level political
characteristics in Panel B also do not explain the quasi-random variation in low-caste party representation. Importantly, we demonstrate that the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in
the current electoral cycle is uncorrelated with: prior political power of low-caste parties (column (1)),
prior electoral support for low-caste parties (columns (2)-(4)), contemporaneous electoral support to
low-caste parties (column (5)), the fraction of close elections contested by low-caste parties (columns
(6)), and indicators of contemporaneous political participation and electoral competition (columns
(7)-(9)). Collectively, these tests suggest we can interpret our estimate of β from Equation 3 as the
causal effect of the electoral success of low caste parties.

4

Main Results: SC-Favoring Politicians Reduce Targeted Murder

4.1

Baseline Results

We now discuss our main findings about the impact of minority representation on ethnic crime. Our
baseline results are presented in Table 3. We begin with the OLS specification, regressing targeted
SC murder rates on the fraction of elections won by caste-based parties–which as we explained, may
suffer from omitted variable bias. Column (1) reports the coefficients obtained from estimating a
parsimonious version of Equation 1 including only year and state fixed effects, as well the fraction
of close elections in the state involving a low-caste party; column (2) includes state-level covariates
that may be predictive of targeted crimes against SCs.34 Standard errors are in parentheses, with
conventional significance thresholds denoted with asterisks. Statistical inference is based on clustering
by state; however, given the small number of clusters (18), we also provide p-values using the wild
33

Tables C.1 and C.2 in Appendix (C.4) show the results with the exclusion of the state and election year fixed
effects. The conclusion regarding the non-predictive power of the instrument on state characteristics is the same.
34
Covariates included are the employment rate, literacy rate, rate of urbanization, percent population that is SC/ST,
percent of constituencies reserved for SC/ST, overall voter turnout, and a cubic in low-caste party vote share. The
estimates are weighted by state population.
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cluster bootstrap approach (Cameron, Gelbach, and Miller 2009). The relationship between low-caste
party representation and crime is negative but imprecise, and also declines in magnitude with the
addition of covariates. This suggests that state-level characteristics affecting targeted murder rates
are negatively correlated with the share of elections won by low-caste parties in the state, biasing our
coefficient downwards (away from 0).
The main results are in columns (3)-(6) of Table 3, which presents the IV specification outlined
in Section 3.2; here we instrument for the fraction of elections won by caste-based low-caste parties
with the fraction of close elections won by these parties. Column (3) excludes state controls while
column (4) includes them. The covariates have little impact on either the magnitude or precision of our
estimates. Using the IV specification, we consistently identify a statistically-significant crime-reducing
effect of SC political representation through low caste parties.
Our preferred specification is presented in column (4), and suggests that a 24 percentage-point
increase (one standard deviation) in the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties in the state results
in a causal decline of 12 SC-targeted murders per 10 million SC persons – equivalent to 0.4 standard
deviations. In terms of the impact of the marginal low-caste party legislator, as the average state
legislature comprises of 190 legislators, an additional low-caste party legislator reflects a 0.53 (1/190)
percentage point increase in low-caste party representation, and by extension, a 0.26 (0.53*0.49)
reduction in targeted SC murders. Scaling up the effects, our results suggest that approximately four
additional low-caste party legislators would result in one less targeted SC murder (per 10 million
persons).
Note that our preferred IV estimate is larger in magnitude than the OLS estimate, suggesting
that the latter is biased toward zero. This is consistent with work by Rehavi (2007), Clots-Figueras
(2011), and Bhalotra and Clots-figueras (2014). Each of these papers use a comparable empirical
strategy to study the economic effects of female representation in state legislatures. There are two
potential explanations for this directional bias. First, there may exist a positive correlation between
unobservable factors affecting low-caste parties’ electoral success and the incidence of targeted crimes
against SCs. This may occur if states experiencing an increasing trend of targeted crimes also witness
a higher fraction of low-caste party victories, as suggested in Figure 6. Second, the sample of elections
used to generate IV estimates may be affected by positive selection. For instance, if parties can anticipate that an election will be closely-contested, they may nominate higher-quality candidates to such

19

constituencies even when they cannot perfectly determine the final electoral outcome. Subsequently,
upon winning, these candidates can also exert more effort to respond to constituent needs (in our
case, protection from crime) (Bhalotra and Clots-figueras 2014). Unfortunately, we lack the data to
examine the bias further.
In columns (5) and (6), we examine whether the baseline results hold when we examine the other
major historically marginalized groups, the Scheduled Tribes. The estimates indicate that representation reduces ethnic crime for SCs, but not STs. Column (5) shows that our results are unaffected upon
pooling SC and ST targeted murders, but there is no impact on targeted murders against STs (column
(6)). An effect that is limited to SCs, but not STs, is plausible for two reasons. First, as described
in Section 3, the majority of targeted low caste murders involve victims from the SC community; as
such, the margin for potential benefits from political intervention is higher among SC communities.
Second, qualitative research suggests that the party mobilization of low-caste groups was significantly
more concentrated among SCs than STs. As such, one might expect low-caste representation to primarily benefit SCs if we believe that elected representatives prioritize the interests of their controlling
electorates.
A concern about statistical inference is the small number clusters in the sample, which raises
concerns about the potential for detecting false positives (Angrist and Pischke 2008). To alleviate
this concern, we also show p-values from a wild cluster bootstrap procedure with 1,000 replications
(Cameron et al. 2008). Reassuringly, as the bracketed values in Table 3 show, the main estimates in
Columns (3)-(5) are significant at the 5 percent level.
Table C.3 (see Appendix C.4) presents the reduced-form and first-stage specifications corresponding to the baseline results in Table 3. Consistent with the IV estimates, the reduced-form coefficients
in columns (1) and (2) are negative and statistically significant at the 1% level. Columns (3) and (4)
confirm that we have a strong first stage: the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in
the state exhibits a positive and statistically-significant relationship with the fraction of total elections
won by low-caste parties in the state and the first-stage F-statistic is well above the conventional
threshold of 10. The coefficient reflects that a four percentage point increase in the fraction of close
elections won by low-caste parties (equivalent to 1 additional close election won by low-caste parties
in the state) results in a 0.48 percentage point increase in the fraction of elections won by low-caste
parties in the state – equivalent to approximately 1 additional low-caste party legislator being elected
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in the mean state legislature comprising of 190 legislators.
The first-stage coefficient also confirms that our IV strategy satisfies the exclusion restriction: if
the outcome of close elections involving low-caste parties is truly orthogonal to all other factors, we
would expect one additional close electoral race won by low-caste parties to mechanically result in the
election of only 1 additional low-caste party legislator. This also rules out that the positive correlation
between the fraction of low-caste party victories in close electoral races and the fraction of overall low
caste party wins in the state is generated through “wave” elections in favor of low-caste parties, which
could increase the vote share of low-caste parties across all races. If the outcome of close elections
was indeed driven by such “wave” elections, we would have expected a low-caste party win in one
close race to have a positive spillover on multiple other (non-close) electoral races involving low-caste
parties.

4.2

Robustness: Alternative Outcomes, Specifications, and Samples

Table 4 shows that our primary finding – that representation can reduce targeted violent crime – is
robust to alternative specifications. Columns (1) and (2) show that the results are unchanged when we
log-transform the outcome variable (either in terms of rates or levels).35 The estimates here suggest
that a 10 percentage point increase in the fraction of low-caste party legislators leads to a 0.4 percent
decline in the targeted murder rate against SCs; this estimate is of the same order of magnitude as
the main effect in Table 3.
The results are also stable to alternative victory margins that define “close” elections. Columns
(3)-(5) of Table 4 show the robustness of our main findings to victory margins of 2, 3, and 5 percent,
respectively. For all thresholds, we detect a negative and statistically significant relationship between
the fraction of state-level low-caste party wins and targeted SC-targeted murders, and the magnitudes
are comparable to the results from our preferred specification. This is particularly useful to know at
the conservative 2% threshold (1/2 of the optimal bandwidth).36 . Even at this conservative threshold,
a 1 standard deviation increase in the fraction of low-caste party legislators reduces the incidence of
targeted murders against SCs by 0.6 standard deviations.
In addition to murder, we find evidence that minority representation reduces overall caste-targeted
35

We add 1 the total crime count prior to the log transformation where the incidence of targeted murders in the state
was 0.
36
At the 4% margin, the average state has 30 close elections, but only 15 at the 2% margin
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crime (Column (1), Table (C.5), as well as several specific types of crimes. The top panel of Table (C.5)
presents results for crimes against SCs and STs, while the bottom panel estimates the results only for
SCs. Given potential concerns about reporting and variation in offense severity across crime categories,
we use a mean-effects index for overall crime (Kling, Liebman, and Katz 2007).37 For robustness, we
also identify the impact of SC-preferred legislators on other major targeted crimes. First, we examine
offenses singled out by the federal government as “caste-based abuse”, related to the persistence of
caste-based practices that are outlawed today (Sharma 2015). As described in Section 3.1, these crimes
are a separate category of offense subject to the 1989 Prevention of Atrocities Act (POAA) statute.
The aim is to protect the dignity of lower castes by implementing severe punishments against caste
discrimination such as denying admission into places of recreation or worship and denying access to
water, and other public goods. For simplicity, we will refer to these offenses as officially-designated
“hate crimes.” Column (2) of Table C.5 suggests that the electoral success of low caste party legislators
results in a substantial reduction in registered hate crimes. We find that a 1 standard deviation increase
in the fraction of low-caste party legislators (24 percentage points) results in a statistically-significant
decline of around 0.6 standard deviations (35 incidents) of crimes registered under these two categories.
As before, the results are driven by the impact of legislators on SC-targeted crimes.
The evidence on how low caste parties affect other crime categories is more mixed, although these
results are more likely to be affected by positive crime reporting bias documented in Iyer, Mani, Mishra,
and Topalova (2012). We find a negative causal relationship between low-caste party legislators and
targeted robberies but cannot make strong conclusions about the impact of party representation on
rates of targeted kidnapping, assault, or rape.38 As noted in Section 3.1, though, data on these crimes
are more likely to suffer from reporting bias in states with positive representation shocks (Mukherjee,
Rustagi, and Krishnaji 2001). As such, results here should be interpreted with caution.39 Given that
murder is likely to be the most accurately measured criminal offense, we stay focused on caste-based
murders for the remainder of the paper.
We conduct several more robustness checks to verify that the results of our measured effect of
representation on SC murder is not driven by sample or specification choices. To conserve space,
37

The crimes used to calculate overall violent crime are murder, rape, kidnapping, assault, and arson.
We include “dacoity” incidents also under the category of robberies. A robbery is classified as a dacoity if the
robbery is committed by a gang of robbers.
39
In Appendix Table C.6, we show that all results are qualitatively unaffected by recalculating optimal bandwidths
for each crime outcome.
38
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these are presented in Appendix C.4 (Table C.4). We first show that the results are unchanged if
we restrict the sample to states in which there has been at least 1 close election between low-caste
and non-low-caste parties in each electoral cycle (column (1)).40 We also show our main effect for the
full sample including West Bengal (which we exclude from the primary sample due to data concerns)
(column (2)); the results are similar to those in Table 4.1.
We also conduct numerous tests to demonstrate that the results are not sensitive to the definition
of low caste parties nor to the time period of study.41 In Appendix C.4, we demonstrate that the effect
of representation on murder is not determined by any single state. This could be a concern as most of
the parties in our sample are regional parties with considerable clout within their respective states, but
have limited influence beyond their state boundaries. We thus re-estimate our baseline specification
dropping one state at a time and present the results as coefficient plots in Figure C.4 (Appendix C.4),
where we see that the exclusion of any one state do not significantly alter our results. Similarly, we
also account for the fact that as these parties became more successful in the 2000s, their constituent
bases grew to include non-SC (though still marginalized) communities. While we think that this party
evolution would tend to underestimate our causal estimate of interest, we show that shifting party
platforms is not biasing the results; the results are stable across time periods (see Section C.1 for
details).
Finally, a few additional tests of note: first, we verify that the coefficients are unaffected by
population weights, and their precision is similar when clustering at the state-electoral cycle level
(columns (6)-(7) of Table C.4).42 Second, we repeat our analysis at the district level for one large
state (Uttar Pradesh) with sufficient heterogeneity in party representation and crime. We document
results that are similar in direction (see Table C.9 and Section C.2 for more details).

4.3

Falsification Exercises

We undertake several placebo tests that further strengthen our causal claim, with results in Table 5.
We first test whether the fraction of low-caste party legislators elected in the current electoral cycle
40

While most state-electoral cycles witnessed at least 1 close election between low-caste and non-low-caste parties,
there are 6 state-electoral cycles where there were no elections between low-caste and non-low-caste parties. In such
states, our instrument – the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties – takes a value of 0.
41
We note at the outset that some of these tests draw on subjective assessments about changing political conditions
in India as well as context-specific knowledge. Nevertheless, we believe that the tests highlight the robustness of the
violence-representation relationship we document.
42
We cluster at this level for robustness since partisan composition varies by state-electoral cycles.
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affect the targeted murder rate corresponding to the previous electoral cycle.43 If our observed results
were generated by a spurious negative trend in the targeted murder rate and the electoral success of
low-caste parties, we would expect this specification to yield a significant coefficient. Reassuringly,
column (1) reports a insignificant null coefficient.
In column (2), we consider the alternative explanation that the negative relationship between
low-caste party legislators and SC murders is simply part of a broader relationship between low caste
party legislators and overall crime reduction. This would be true if low-caste party legislators place
a higher premium on law and order, and thus the negative relationship identified on targeted castebased murders is just a spillover from an overall decline in aggregate murder. This mechanism would be
somewhat different, though, from responding specifically to SC-specific civil/human rights concerns.
To test this possibility, we identify the impact of legislators representing low caste parties on the
non-targeted murder rate.44 The point estimate and standard error suggests that there is not a strong
relationship between low caste party representation and overall murders.45
In column (3), we examine whether our instrument is predicted by state-level observables using
the test proposed by Altonji, Elder, and Taber (2005). We instrument the fraction of low-caste party
wins in the state with the best prediction of the fraction of close low-caste party wins in the state, based
on the state-level covariates and fixed effects. We would expect a null effect from this specification if
state-level observables are unable to predict the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in
the state. The coefficient in column (3) is consistent with this prediction: the coefficient is positive
and imprecisely estimated. As expected, the coefficient on the predicted fraction of close low-caste
party wins in the first stage is statistically insignificant and negative.
Finally, columns (4)-(5) test the impact of electoral victories accruing to the two major national
parties – the right-wing Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) and the centrist Indian National Congress
(INC) and identify a null effect in both cases.46 The coefficients are statistically insignificant and an
order of the magnitude smaller than those associated with the fraction of elections won by low-caste
parties. In summary, Table 5 confirms that our results are not generated by a secular decline in
43

As each electoral cycle comprises of 5 years, we lag the targeted murder rate by 5 years.
The non-targeted murder rate is defined as total murder minus targeted murders against SC, scaled by the total
state population minus the state SC population.
45
Recall we cannot examine SC-on-SC, SC-on-non-SC, or non-SC-on-non-SC murders, given data constraints.
46
In both the specifications, the fraction of elections won by the BJP (INC) in the state is instrumented with the
fraction of close elections won by the BJP (INC) in the state.
44
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targeted murders against SCs or overall state-level murders.

4.4

Ethnic Identity or Party Identity?

One of the main contributions of our analysis is to identify political parties as a source of minority
representation, distinct from representation by purely mandatory ascriptive characteristic (irrespective of party identity). In this subsection, we demonstrate the importance of substantive relative to
mandated representation. To do so, we leverage the institution of electoral quotas, which guarantee
the legislator’s ascriptive identity (only SC/ST candidates can compete for these seats), to separate
the role of party identity from caste identity. We undertake the analysis by separating our independent variable of interest – fraction of elections won by low caste parties in the state – into elections
contested in either reserved or non-reserved constituencies. If electoral quotas (descriptive representation) is a sufficient condition for SC protection from targeted violence, we should expect to identify
no differential impact for legislators elected from reserved constituencies across party identity.
Table 6 tests this hypothesis for legislators representing low caste parties, BJP, and the INC. The
outcome of interest in each instance is targeted murders against SC citizens. The independent variable
of interest in columns (1), (3) and (5) is the fraction of elections won in reserved constituencies in
the state for the party of interest. In columns (2), (4) and (6), the independent variable of interest is
the fraction of elections won in non-reserved constituencies. For each party, the fraction of elections
won in reserved (non-reserved) constituencies is instrumented by the fraction of close elections won in
reserved constituencies at the 4% threshold.
The results in Table 6 (Appendix C.4) provide strong evidence regarding the role of political
party in reducing targeted murders against SC citizens. Column (1) shows that legislators elected
from reserved constituencies and representing low caste parties have a large negative impact on castetargeted murders (p-value 0.033). A 32 percentage point (1 standard deviation) increase in the fraction
of elections won by low caste parties from reserved constituencies lead to a 0.8 standard deviation
reduction in targeted murders against SCs. On the contrary, we find no similar effect for legislators
elected from reserved constituencies who represent either the BJP (column (3)), or the INC (column
(5)).47 These findings are consistent with research by Jensenius (2017). This study finds that SC
47

While the coefficient in column (5) is negative, it is imprecisely estimated and half the magnitude to the coefficient
estimated in column (1).
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legislators elected through quotas are possibly deterred from furthering their community’s interest due
to a misalignment in policy priorities with the mainstream parties (like the BJP) that they represent.
The effect of low caste parties is further evidence from our estimate in column (2), in which we
also identify a negative and significant (p-value 0.066) effect of low caste party legislators elected from
non-reserved constituencies (and thereby, not necessarily hailing from the SC community) on castetargeted crimes. There is however no such corresponding impact for legislators representing the BJP or
the INC (columns (4) and (6)). The results here thus underscore the role of substantive representation
in reducing targeted violence against ethnic minorities. They also highlight how political parties’
policy goals can shape socio-economic outcomes for disadvantaged minorities.

5

Mechanisms: Increased Police Effort & Trust in Government

The previous section suggests that representation through low caste parties causes a reduction in
targeted murders against SCs. As outlined in Section 2, governments can reduce ethnic violence by
shaping how law enforcement institutions respond to caste violence, increasing SC trust in the state,
or by improving inter-caste relations. We examine each in turn.

5.1

Changes in the Behavior of Police, Prosecutors, and Judges

As we explained in Section 2.2, crime control and criminal justice falls under the jurisdiction of state
(not local) governments (Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova 2012). State MLAs thus exert substantial
control over several actors in the criminal justice system. To examine the whether legislators influence
the criminal justice process, we use data on police effort (such as arrests) and court proceedings to
identify whether police, prosecutors, or judges are affected by exogenous changes in partisan representation. We then reestimate the IV framework in Equations 2 and 3 using arrest and other law
enforcement-related outcomes.48
We first examine whether quasi-exogenous increases in low caste party representation increase
the likelihood that police pursue and apprehend the perpetrators of SC-targeted murders.Using data
on total arrests made, we re-estimate the baseline IV specification using the SC-murder arrest rate as
48
To maintain consistency, and following the approach in Bhalotra and Clots-figueras (2014), we construct our
aggregate low caste party representation instrument using the same 4% optimal bandwidth based on the SC murder
regressions. In Appendix Table C.7, we verify that all results are robust to recalculating optimal bandwidths for each
mechanism outcome.
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the outcome of interest.49 Column (1) in Panel A of Table 7 suggests that SC-preferred legislators do,
in fact, affect police effort. That politicians influence police behavior in Indian states is unsurprising,
since police are state civil servants. This result is also consistent with crimes being reduced through the
deterrence channel. While we lose one-third of our original sample as the data is reported only since
2001, we nevertheless detect a positive, statistically-significant impact of low caste party legislators
on arrests for SC-targeted murders. The magnitude of the arrest increase in substantial: relative to
the average arrest rate, a one standard deviation (28 percentage points) increase in the fraction of
elections won by low-caste parties increases the arrest rate for targeted murders against SCs by over
1 standard deviation.50
Columns (2) and (3) of Panel A (Table 7) provide further evidence that low-caste parties increase
police effort spent on caste-based murders. In column (2), we examine the effect of low-caste party
legislators on the likelihood that police fail to conduct an investigation after the filing of a police
report. We find that police are 12 percentage points (p.p.) less likely to abandon a reported SC
murder without conducting an initial police investigation. As expected in light of this result, we
observe in column (3) that low caste party representation increases the number of cases in which a
final police report is filed.
Finally, in column (4) we examine the change in SC criminal cases that result in chargesheets
being filed. In the Indian criminal justice system, a chargesheet is the basis on which a magistrate
frames the charge against the accused. As such, it provides a combined indicator of prosecutor and
police effort. We find that low caste representation increases the likelihood that a chargesheet is filed.
The coefficient is sizable – a 1 standard deviation increase in the fraction of elections won by lowcaste parties (24 percentage points) leads to a 0.6 percent increase in the number of chargesheets filed
in cases pertaining to targeted crimes against SCs. As the successful investigation to any criminal
offense culminates in the filing of a chargesheet, an increase in the number of chargesheets filed shows
that low-caste party legislators are able to influence the police and prosecution to advance to a stage
where charges are pressed in court. In summary, the results in Panel A suggest that low caste party
49
We define arrest rate as the total arrests divided by the number of SC-targeted murders to account for the possibility
that arrests may be mechanically related to targeted murders. An alternate specification would be to regress the number
of arrests for targeted murders on the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties, while controlling for the murder rate
against targeted crimes. The results from this specification are shown in Appendix C.4, and are very similar to those
obtained when the dependent variable is arrest rate as defined above.
50
This is calculated as 24*0.071 = 1.70, which is 1.2 times the standard deviations of the arrest rate for targeted
murders against SCs (1.44).
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politicians shape police effort and public prosecutors’ case selection/effort.
In Panel B, we examine whether the increased representation of SCs affect how efficiently judges
process criminal cases. While Panel A suggests increased effort at the police investigation phase of SC
murder cases, we detect little effect of politics on judicial outcomes. Columns (1)-(4) of Panel B all
suggest that low-caste party legislators have little impact on the outcome of cases in courts. All the
estimated coefficients are small in magnitude and not precisely estimated. The results suggest that
judges operate apolitically (at least in cases involving SC murders), with legislators not necessarily
affecting case outcomes.

5.2

Changes in the Likelihood of Reporting

As Section 2.3 discussed, criminal behavior against racial/ethnic minorities will also be shaped by
the likelihood that victims respond by reporting crimes to the police. Marginalized minorities may
be less willing to report crimes if either: (1) they feel that the state is not likely to respond or (2) if
they fear retaliation by forward-caste counterparts. Minority representation can improve any of these
conditions. We provide evidence in this section to support our claim that the election of minoritypreferred politicians should increase SCs’ likelihood of reporting murders, ruling out in the process
that our estimates of declines in murder are driven by a reduction in the rates of reporting.
Improving the trust and accessibility of state institutions (and the police in particular) to SC/ST
groups has been one of the main goals of caste-based political parties in India (Sarkar and Sarkar
2016). We thus first test whether SC representation increases confidence in government institutions,
including the police, courts, and politicians. To the extent that representation improves SC’s faith in
public institutions, we believe that these tests provide indirect evidence that SC victims’ responses to
potential offenders may also contribute to reductions in SC-targeted crime. To explore this channel,
we use data from the India Human Development Survey (IHDS) – a nationally representative sample
of Indian households that inquires about individuals’ perceptions of government as well as inter-caste
conflicts. We focus on two measures of government trust. First, we use survey responses on households’
trust in the police. We focus on trust in the the police since they are the first point of state contact
after a crime. Second, we create a mean effects index of overall trust in all government institutions.
Further details regarding the IHDS data are provided in Section B.1.
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We estimate the following OLS (and in some cases, linear probability) model:

(T rust/Conf lict)hst = βShLowCasteCloseW inst + ηShLowCasteClosest + γXhst + hst

(4)

As the IHDS identifies caste identity of household h, we estimate the results separately for SC and
upper-caste households using household fixed effects. The results are shown in Table 8. Columns
(1)-(3) restricts the sample to SC households, and columns (4)-(6) examine upper caste households.
For each group, the first column shows the impact of low-caste parties on trust in police and the second
column shows the impact on general trust in public institutions.
Low caste party representation significantly increases SC households’ trust in the police, as well as
state institutions overall. We detect a .07 standard deviation increase in overall trust in government –
reducing concerns about negative reporting bias. Bolstering our main finding, column (3) indicates a
negative effect of low-caste party legislators on self-reported violent caste conflicts for SC households.
The coefficient estimated here uses a linear probability model, and indicates that a 1 standard deviation increase in the fraction of low-caste party legislators elected (28 percentage points) reduces the
likelihood of a violent inter-caste conflict (as reported by SCs) by 0.33 standard deviations.
Notably, the decline in violent inter-caste conflicts in response to caste-based parties’ electoral success is also reported by upper caste households (column (6)). As both SC and upper caste households
report a decline in violent inter-caste conflicts, these results suggest a true decline in the incidence of
violent inter-caste conflict, consistent with our results above.51 Moreover, these findings are evidence
against a majority “retaliation” channel. Collectively, Table 8 corroborates our main results using
government crime statistics.

5.3

How Minority Power Operates: Constituent Service or Policy Control?

We close our discussion of channels by considering the political mechanisms that underlie our results.
We focus on understanding whether the documented targeted crime reductions are a function of the
legislative power of low caste parties, or rather the product of incremental efforts by the marginal
legislator to strengthen the administration of criminal justice at the local level. Conceptually both are
possible, as demonstrated by our discussion in Section 2.2.
51

For robustness, we examine the same outcomes for OBCs in Appendix Table C.10.
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To this end, we estimate heterogeneous effects using the following specification:
k
k
Crimest = αs + δt + β1 ShLowCastest + β2 (Dst
× ShLowCastest ) + β3 Dst
+ φXst + st

(5)

In Equation 5, Dk is a dummy denoting state-level political characteristic k. In this test for heterogeneous effects of low caste representation, β2 tests for the differential effect of an increase in low-caste
party legislators in states by political characteristic k. For example, if D was a dummy variable for
whether the BSP (or another low caste favoring political party) had a governing majority in the assembly of state s in year t, then β2 would help understand whether the effect of an exogeneous increase
in low-caste party representation was larger in states where the party was a part of the ruling coalition
in the state. Other variables are the same as before, and we now have two instruments for the two
endogenous variables in Equation (5).
Overall, the results in Table C.8 (Appendix C.4) provide only modest support for heterogeneous
effects by indicators of state-level power. Column (1) of Table C.8 tests for the differential impact of
low-caste party legislators when caste-based parties control the state government.52 The coefficient β2
is negative, though not statistically significant, and so offers only suggestive evidence that low-caste
party legislators are more effective in reducing targeted murders when in full control of the state
government.53
Perhaps more tellingly, column (1) indicates that legislators from low-caste parties continue to
reduce targeted murders even when they do not enjoy executive power. This is indicated by the
strongly negative coefficient for β1 (similar in magnitude to our main findings). Column (2) extends
this analysis further, testing for differential effects of low-caste parties representation when such parties form governing coalitions with non-low caste parties.54 Here we find no evidence for an additional
representation boost. The coefficient on the interaction term is positive, while the first-order representation term continues to be negative and significant. This suggests that the impact of the marginal
52

We also consider instances when multiple low-caste parties have combined to form a coalition government. This
occurred in Kerala and Uttar Pradesh.
53
It is worth noting, though, that the magnitude of the conditional effect is large. The interaction coefficient implies
that an additional representative can reduces 1.2 more targeted murders (per 100,000 persons) in states where low-caste
parties are in power rather than not.
54
This has happened in 5 states in our sample – namely Bihar, where the BJP and the JD(U) have been in a coalition
since 2005; Karnataka, where the INC formed a coalition with JD(S) between 2004 and 2006; Orissa, where the BJP
and the BJD were in coalition between 2000 and 2008; Tamil Nadu, where the INC was part of the coalition with DMK
between 2006 and 2011; and Uttar Pradesh, where the BJP formed a coalition with the BSP in 1996 and 2002.
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legislator from a low caste party may be muted when low caste parties are in coalition with non-low
caste parties.
Column (3) tests for a differential effect of the marginal low caste party legislator representing
when the Chief Minister of a state is himself/herself from a low-caste group. The Chief Minister is the
main executive of within Indian state government, elected by majority of MLAs in the state assembly.
We thus examine whether an additional low caste party legislator is more effective in reducing targeted
crime when he/she can work a Chief Minister belonging to a low caste community (if, for example,
this makes it easier to marshal public resources for protecting low caste citizens). The coefficient on
the interaction term however is relatively small and not statistically significant, suggesting that such
complementarities are not detected in our setting.
Finally, column (4) extends the analysis in column (2) and tests for the differential impact of
legislators representing low caste parties when a right-wing party – the BJP – wields executive power in
the state. While the direct effect of legislators representing low caste parties (β1 ) remains negative (pvalue = 0.14), the interaction term (β2 ) is positive, though not statistically significant. The sum of the
coefficients is also not statistically different from zero at conventional levels of significance, suggesting
that the negative impact of the marginal legislator representing low caste parties on targeted violence
against SCs is negated when the state government is led by the BJP. Collectively, the findings in
columns (1)-(4) suggest that the impact of MLAs in protecting SC citizens from violence does not
depend on whether low caste parties have control of government or have a potentially aligned executive
ally. Instead, given the first-order effect of low caste representation on murder reduction, our results
suggest that it is the marginal legislator that is driving our findings. Political formations hostile to
these parties, or offering tacit support to existing caste hierarchies however can thwart the effective
functioning of legislators representing these parties.
Columns (5) and (6) of Table C.8 present results identifying the interaction between political
representation for low caste citizens through caste-based parties, versus representation through the
institution of electoral quotas. Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova (2012) show that states’ adoption
of local reservations for SC politicians resulted in a reduction in crimes against women.55 We test
whether the impact of low-caste party legislators on targeted murders against SCs is generated through
55
These reservations were implemented through a constitutional amendment in 1993 which mandated states to reserve
one third of the positions in local governments for women and SC candidates.
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the empowerment of local SC politicians. The interaction dummy equals 1 for all the years subsequent to the state’s introduction of electoral quotas in local government. The coefficient in column (5)
is negative but statistically indistinguishable from 0, suggesting that the implementation of electoral
quotas in local government did not affect the negative impact of low-caste party legislators on targeted
murders in any direction. In column (6), we test whether low-caste parties have a greater impact on
crime outcomes in states with a relatively high fraction of constituencies reserved for SC/ST legislators
through the electoral quotas. The interaction dummy equals 1 if a state’s share of reserved constituencies exceed the median share of reserved constituencies across states. The interaction term in column
(5) is negative significant at the 5 percent level. The coefficients thereby suggest a complementary
role of quotas within state legislatures: low-caste party legislators have a significantly higher effect on
targeted murders in states where there is a higher fraction of SC/ST legislators elected through the
quotas. This is unsurprising given the results in Table 6 where we saw that the marginal low caste
party legislator elected from reserved constituencies has almost twice the impact on targeted murders
against SCs, as opposed to those elected from non-reserved constituencies.
Column (7) in Table C.8 examines the impact of low-caste party legislators by the strength of
reelection concerns. We test whether the effect of low-caste party legislators is concentrated in the
last two years of the legislature’s tenure, interacting the fraction of low-caste party legislators in the
state with a dummy equaling 1 in the last two years of the state legislature. The latter test also
incorporates a test of whether our results are possibly generated through a misreporting of murders
against SCs. A potential concern regarding the baseline results is that low-caste party legislators may
strategically manipulate the murder data to generate a reduction in reported murders (as opposed
to an actual reduction) to boost their re-election prospects. The coefficient on the interaction term
is not statistically significant while the direct effect of the fraction of low-caste party legislators on
targeted murders remain negative and significant, suggesting that the reduction in targeted murders
is not concentrated in the last two years of the assembly term.

6

Discussion: Reconciling Results with the Existing Literature

As we previewed in Section 1, existing studies on minority representation have examined outcomes
similar to ours, but find varying results. As such, it is worth discussing briefly how our findings build
upon current research, and the extent to which our results can be reconciled with the existing evidence
32

base. Closely related to our study is work by Girard (2017), who finds that electoral quotas lead to
an increase in SC murders, suggesting that the “backlash” effect is the empirically-dominant channel.
We view our results as not being in conflict with this study, since we identify party effects rather
than mandated quota effects. Indeed, our results highlight important differences between minority
representation achieved through standard electoral competition rather than legal mandates. Standard
political competition is less likely to engender the kind of ethnic majority hostility that has been
documented following the enactment of legislative quotas (Raman 1998). India’s reservation policy
has generated significant opposition from upper caste groups who feel deprived of opportunities and
threatened by the potential erosion of traditional positions of dominance (Suri 1994).
To the extent that minority participation in electoral competition can produce legitimate democratic responsiveness to the problem of minority-directed ethnic violence, our findings on mechanisms
are consistent with research by Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova (2012). Given that SC attitudes
toward the police and the state generally improve after quasi-random positive shocks in partisan representation, we concur that representation is likely to increase the reporting of crime. Our results suggest
that the increased cost of crime due to the increased likelihood of reporting is in fact internalized by
potential upper caste perpetrators.

7

Conclusion

This paper provides evidence on the social effects of achieving political voice for historically disadvantaged minorities. Taken collectively, our results suggest that politicians with explicit policy
commitments to minority communities do indeed better protect the rights and dignity of minority citizens. Using collections of close elections, we estimate the impact on targeted SC murders of increased
political representation for SCs through electoral competition. We find that substantive political representation in state government has the effect of reducing SC murders. Our analysis of mechanisms
is broadly consistent with the deterrence of potential caste-crime perpetrators due to increased police
effort to clear caste murders, as well as improving attitudes of SC citizens toward the police. While
measurement error is a concern for all crime data, especially in our context, the fact that we observe
a significant negative effect of representation on murder suggests to us that low-caste party legislators
are indeed having a socially-beneficial effect on some forms of violent crime.
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Figures
Figure 1: Low caste Party Votes and Wins

Notes: This graph presents both the fraction of elections won by low caste parties as well as overall state low caste
party vote share (pooled across all states).
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Figure 2: Distribution of Fraction of Close Elections Won by Low-caste Parties in States
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Notes: This figure presents the kernel density estimate of the fraction of close elections (less than 4%) won by low-caste
parties in the state. Close elections refer to elections where the difference in victory margin between the winner and the
closest runner-up is less than or equal to 4 percent of the valid votes cast.
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Figure 3: Expected and Actual Wins for Low-caste Parties in Close Elections
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Notes: The y-axis represents actual close wins by low-caste parties in a state-electoral cycle. The x-axis represents
expected close wins by low-caste parties for that state-electoral cycle. Expected close wins equals half the number of
close elections contested by low-caste parties in a state-electoral cycle. The green line represents the 45 degree line
where expected close wins equal actual close wins. The red dashed line is the predicted linear relationship between
actual and expected close low-caste party wins. The deviation from this line provide the “unexpected” variation in SC
representation through low caste parties that we exploit for our analysis. Close elections refer to elections where the
difference in victory margin between the winner and the runners-up is less than or equal to 4 percent of the valid votes
cast.

Figure 4: McCrary Test for Discontinuity of Low Caste Party Win Margin Around 0

Notes: The figure plots the density of elections by win margin. A victory margin in excess of 0 represents an low caste
party victory; a victory margin less than 0 represent an low caste party loss. Each point on the plot represents the
density oflow caste party victory margin in each of the 500 bins of low caste party vote share. The line segments
indicate the test for a discontinuity in the low caste party victory margin at the threshold of 0, as proposed by
McCrary (2007). The associated robust t-statistic and p-value is -1.35 and 0.176 - suggesting there is no sorting around
the “win” discontinuity.
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Notes: This figure presents covariate balance checks at the constituency level. The following covariates are tested: low caste party vote share; number of eligible
voters; voter turnout; share of constituencies reserved for SC/ST candidates; number of candidates contesting; share of male winners; share of winners from SC/ST
community; share of male winners. Registered voters Each point corresponds to unconditional means of each covariate in each of the 500 bins of low caste party
vote share. The dashed lines represent 95 percent confidence intervals.

Figure 5: Check of Covariate Balance Across Low Caste Party Win Margin

Figure 6: Low-caste Party Representation and Targeted Murders Against SC/STs - OLS and Reduced Form
Relationships

Notes: The y-axis in the first two figures represent the targeted murder rate against SC/STs; in the last figure, the
fraction of elections won by low caste parties in the state. The x-axis in the first figure is the fraction of elections won
by low-caste parties in the state; in the last 2 figures, the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in the
state. The sample is restricted to states where low-caste parties contested in at least 1 close election. Close elections
refer to elections where the difference in victory margin between the winner and the runners-up is less than or equal to
4 percent of the valid votes cast. The x-axis in each case is divided into 18 equally spaced bins and the dots represent
the unconditional mean of the targeted murder rate against SC/STs corresponding to each bin.
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Tables
Table 1: Summary Statistics

Variable
SC/ST Murder Rate (per 100000 SC/ST pop.)
SC Murder Rate (per 100000 SC pop.)
ST Murder Rate (per 100000 ST pop.)
Overall Murder Rate (per 100000 pop.)
Arrest Rate, SC/ST Murder
Arrest Rate, SC Murder
Arrest Rate, ST Murder
Police Cases, No Investigation
Police Cases, Final Report Filed
Cases Chargesheeted
Cases Completed in Court
Court Convictions
Court Acquittals
Court Cases Pending Trial
% Low-Caste Party Wins
% Low Caste Party Close Wins, (4% margin or less)
Low-Caste Party Close Elections Share
Effective No. of Parties
Number of Candidates
Voter Turnout
Low-Caste Party Vote Share
BJP Vote Share
INC Vote Share
Reserved Seats Share
% Percent Literate
% Employed
% Urban
% Female
% SC/ST

Mean
32.04
27.64
4.4
53.81
27.1
28.1
17.3
6.17
228.62
2307.49
0.19
820.34
1449.45
9747.96
28.07
42.72
0.1
3.23
11.01
0.62
0.27
0.2
0.25
0.23
65.49
39.6
27.92
1.07
0.24

Std. Dev.
27.14
27.41
5.98
18.27
1.25
1.4
1.94
12.51
317.54
1994.99
0.08
1218.05
1039.44
8667.5
28.05
20.89
0.09
0.61
4.39
0.08
0.21
0.14
0.13
0.08
10.77
5.14
10.71
0.04
0.07

Note: The above table presents the summary statistics associated with the key variables from the murder, arrests,
court, demographic and electoral data. The unit of observation is the state. The data is obtainedf rom the National
Crime Record Bureau (NCRB), the Census of India (1991, 2001 and 2011) and the Election Commission of India.
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N
300
300
300
300
207
207
207
207
207
207
207
207
207
207
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
297
300
300
300
300
300
300
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-.0232
(.2317)
66
.80

-.1833
(.2095)
66
.78

Close
Wins (t-1)

(2)

-.0010
(.0228)
67
.80

-.0224
(.5558)
66
.80

(3)
Low-caste
Party Vote
Share
(t-1)

-.0019
(.0067)
67
.80

% Urban

(2)

.4817
(.6195)
85
.49

Low-caste
Party Vote
Share

(4)

-.0176
(.0129)
67
.81

(3)
%
Literate

.1523
(.4201)
66
.80

Close
Election
Lag

(5)

(6)

.1909
(.6033)
85
.48

-.2866
(.7270)
85
.48

Voter
Turnout

(7)

2.9532
(2.4351)
66
.81

(5)
%
Seats Rsvd.

Close
Elections

.0111
(.0336)
67
.80

(4)
%
SC/ST

-.0168
(.0151)
85
.50

No. of
Candidates

(8)

-.0002
(.0005)
67
.80

(6)
Pop.
Density

-.0433
(.1736)
85
.48

No. of
Parties

(9)

-7.9085∗
(4.5412)
67
.81

(7)
%
Female

Notes: Table presents results from 16 separate regressions relating a separate state-level characteristic to our exogenous variation in low caste representation. The
regressions collectively indicate little relationship between state-level political or demographic conditions and the fraction of close elections won by low caste parties.
The unit of observation is the state. The outcome of interest is the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in the state. Close elections are elections
where the difference in margin of victory is less than or equal to 4 percent of votes cast. Panel A presents the results using state-level demographic covariates. Each
covariate corresponds to the previous electoral period, and is averaged across the 5-year electoral cycle. We examine the relationship between close low caste win %
and: (1) the percentage of workers, (2) percent of urban population, (3) literacy rate, (4) % SC/ST population, (5) % seats reserved for SC/ST candidates, (6)
population density and (7) % female. Panel B presents the results using state-level political covariates. These include: (1) lagged fraction of elections won by
low-caste parties, (2) lagged fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties, (3) lagged low-caste party vote share, (4) lagged fraction of low-caste party contests
which were close, (5) contemporaneous low-caste party vote share, (6) contemporaneous fraction of elections contested by low-caste parties which were close, (7)
contemporaneous voter turnout, (8) contemporaneous number of candidates, and (9) number of parties contesting. Specifications include state and election year
fixed effects. Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.

% Close Low-caste
Party Win
Observations
R2

Low-caste
Party Wins
(t-1)

Observations
R2
…
Panel B: Political Characteristics
(1)

% Close Low-caste Party Win

Panel A: Demographic Characteristics
(1)
%
Employed

Table 2: Verifying Instrument Exogeneity: There is No Relationship between State-level Conditions and the Instrument for Low Caste Representation

Table 3: Low-caste Party Representation and Murders Against SCs: Main Estimates
(1)
% Low-caste Party Win
Wild Bootstrap p-values
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean
Covariates
Sample
Method
First Stage F-statistic

-.213
(.143)
[.093]
300
.93
27.6
No
SC
OLS

(2)

(3)

SC Murder Rate
-.143
-.415∗∗∗
(.100)
(.130)
[0.069]
[.000]
300
300
.93
.92
27.6
27.6
Yes
No
SC
SC
OLS
IV
114.42

(4)
-.493∗∗∗
(.152)
[.000]
300
.92
27.6
Yes
SC
IV
379.47

(5)
SC/ST Murder
Rate
-.432∗∗∗
(.151)
[.001]
300
.89
32.0
Yes
SC & ST
IV
379.47

(6)
ST Murder
Rate
.061
(.100)
[.567]
300
.65
4.4
Yes
ST
IV
379.47

Notes: This table presents the results estimating the impact of an increase in low-caste parties’ electoral success on targeted
murders against SC/STs. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome variable in columns (1)-(4) is total targeted
murders against SCs, normalized by the SC population. The outcome variable in column (5) is the targeted murder rate rate
against SC/STs; in column (6), the targeted murder rate against STs. The independent variable of interest is the fraction
of elections won by low-caste parties in the state, corresponding to that state-electoral cycle. Columns (1) and (2) present
the OLS estimates; columns (3)-(6) presents the IV estimates. In columns (3)-(6), the fraction of elections won by low-caste
parties is instrumented for by the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties. An election is deemed to be close if the
difference in victory margin between the winner and the runners up is less than 4% of the total votes cast. Each specification
controls for the share of close elections contested by low-caste parties in the state, as well as state and year fixed effects.
Columns (2) and (4)-(6) also control for time-varying state-level characteristics. All specifications are weighted by the state
population and standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.
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Table 4: Low-caste Party Representation and Murders Against SCs: Robustness Checks
(1)
(2)
Log Transformations
of Dep. Variable

% Low-caste Party Win
Wild Bootstrap p-values
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

Logged
Murder
Rate
-.042∗∗∗
(.013)
[ .003]
300
.78

Logged
Murder
-.034∗∗∗
(.010)
[.000]
300
.91

(3)

(4)
Alt. Close Election Thresholds
(Outcome: SC Murder Rate)

Close Election
Close Election
Threshold = 2%
Threshold = 3%
-.636∗∗
-.608∗∗∗
(.274)
(.205)
[.034]
[.003]
300
300
.92
.92
27.6

(5)

Close Election
Threshold = 5%
-.472∗∗
(.232)
[.082]
300
.92

Notes: This table presents results from robustness checks of specifications identifying the impact of low-caste
parties on targeted murders against SCs. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome variable in column
(1) is the logged rate of targeted murders against SCs. The outcome variable in column (2) is the log number of
targeted murders against SCs. The outcome variable in columns (3)-(5) is the rate of targeted murders against
SCs. The independent variable of interest is the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties in the state. The
fraction of elections won by low-caste parties in the state is instrumented by the fraction of close elections won by
low-caste parties in the state. An election is deemed to be close if the difference in victory margin between the
winner and the runners up is less than 4% of total total votes cast in columns (1)-(2); 2% in column (3), 3 % in
column (4) and 5% in column (). Each specification controls for the share of close elections contested by low-caste
parties in the state, state and year fixed effects, as well as state demographic characteristics. All specifications
include population weights. Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.

Table 5: Low-caste Party Representation and Murders Against SCs: Placebo Tests

% Low-caste Party Win
% BJP Win

(1)

(2)

Lagged SC
Murder Rate
.334
(.180)

Overall (Non-Targeted)
Murder Rate
.373
(1.372)

(3)
Altonji
Elder
Taber Test
3.010
(17.033)

% INC Win
Wild Bootstrap p-values
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

[.775]
210
.95

[.782]
300
.90

[.815]
300
.35
27.6

(4)

(5)

SC Murder
Rate

SC Murder
Rate

-.044
(.220)
[.854]
300
.94

-.102
(.283)
[.812]
300
.92

Notes: This table presents results from robustness checks of specifications identifying the impact of low-caste
parties on targeted murders against SCs. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome variable in column
(1) is the lagged murder rate corresponding to the previous electoral cycle; in column (2), the rate of non-targeted
murders; and in columns (3)-(5), the targeted murder rate against SCs. The independent variable of interest in
columns (1)-(3) is the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties in the state, instrumented by the fraction of
close elections won by party in the state. In column (3), we instrument the fraction of elections won by low-caste
parties with the best prediction of the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties. An election is deemed
to be close if the difference in victory margin between the winner and the runners up is less than 4% of total
votes. Each specification controls for the share of close elections contested by parties in the state, state and year
fixed effects, as well as time-varying state-level demographic characteristics. All specifications include population
weights. Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.
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Table 6: Representation & Targeted SC Murders: Party vs. Ethnic Identity
(1)

(2)

(3)

Low Caste Parties
% Party-held Seats
(Reserved Constituencies)
% Party-held Seats
(Non-Reserved Constituencies)
Wild Bootstrap p-values
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

-.695∗∗
(.326)

[.024]
300
.91

(4)
BJP

[0.765]
300
.94

(6)
INC

.193
(.406)
-.381∗
(.208)
[.091]
300
.93

(5)

-.347
(.379)

27.6

-.023
(.228)
[.907]
300
.94

[.564]
300
.91

-.035
(.217)
[.872]
300
.92

Notes: This table presents the impact of legislators representing low caste parties, BJP, and INC on targeted
crimes against SCs, across quota status (reserved vs. non-reserved). The unit of observation is the state-year.
The outcome variable is the targeted SC murder rate. The main independent variable is the fraction of elections
won by low-caste parties (BJP/INC) in the state. All results are estimated using an IV specification where the
the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties (BJP/INC) is instrumented by the fraction of close elections won
by low-caste parties (BJP/INC). An election is deemed to be close if the difference in victory margin between
the winner and the runners up is less than 4 percent of the total votes cast. Each specification controls for the
share of close elections contested by low-caste parties in the state, state and year fixed effects, as well as timevarying state demographic characteristics. Columns (1), (3) and (5) restricts the independent variable of interest
to elections won in reserved constituencies; columns (2), (4) and (6) restricts the independent variable to elections
won in non-reserved constituencies. All specifications are weighted by the state population and standard errors are
in parentheses, clustered by state.
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Table 7: Low Caste Parties and Criminal Justice Outcomes for Targeted Murders Against SCs

(1)

(2)

(3)
Panel A:
Police Effort on SC Crimes
Final Report
No
Investigation
Filed

Arrest Rate
(SC Murder)

(4)
Chargesheet
Filed

% Low-caste Party Win

.071∗
(.043)

-.115∗∗
(.054)

.128∗∗
(.058)

.025
(.017)

Wild Bootstrap p-values
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

.188
207
.48
27.1

.046
207
.56
6.17

.016
207
.88
228.62

.088
207
.97
2397.49

Panel B:
Court Effort on SC/ST Crimes

Cases
Completed
% Close Low-caste Party Win
Wild Bootstrap p-values
Observations
R2

Convictions

Acquittals

Pending
Trial

-.002
(.003)

-.032
(.035)

.034
(.033)

.036
(.019)

.692
207
.66

.407
207
.96

.388
207
.94

.094
207
.97

Notes: This table presents results regarding the impact of low-caste parties on police, prosecutor, and judicial outcomes.
The unit of observation is the state-year. The main independent variable is the fraction of elections won by low-caste
parties in the state, instrumented by the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties. All specifications control
for the fraction of close elections won by a party in the state and year fixed effects, along with time-varying statelevel characteristics, as well as the contemporaneous and lagged rates of targeted murders against SCs. For Panel A,
the outcome variables are: the SC murder arrest rate, the number of police cases in which no investigation has been
undertaken; the number of cases in which a final report has been filed; and the number of cases in which a chargesheet
has been filed. In Panel B, the outcomes are (for SC-targeted crimes): cases completed in court, convictions, acquittals,
and the number of cases pending trial. All specifications include population weights. Outcome variables are logged.
Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.
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Table 8: Low-caste Party Success and Self-Reported Caste Conflicts and Trust in Public Institutions

% Low-caste Party Wins
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

(1)
Trust
Police
SC
.008∗
(.004)
18013
.00
.55

(2)
Overall Trust
Institutions
SC
.065∗∗∗
(.024)
18013
.00
.00

(3)
Caste
Conflict
SC
-.003∗
(.002)
18013
.00
.07

(4)
Trust
Police
Upper Caste
.004
(.008)
14042
.01
.72

(5)
Trust
Institutions
Upper Caste
.014
(.073)
13769
.00
.00

(6)
Caste
Conflict
Upper Caste
-.008
(.006)
14047
.00
.06

Notes: The above table presents results from specifications identifying the impact of low-caste parties on selfreported violent caste conflicts and trust in public institutions. The unit of observation is the household. The
outcome variable in columns (1) and (4) is a binary which equals 1 if the individual reports a high degree of trust
in the police. The outcome variable in columns (2) and (5) is a standardized index measuring trust in public
institutions: namely politicians, police, state government and courts. Column (3) and (6) is a binary which equals
1 if the individual reports a high occurrence of violent caste conflicts in the village. The specifications in columns
(1), (3), (4), and (6) are estimated using a linear probability model. The independent variable of interest is the
fraction of elections won by low-caste parties, instrumented by the fraction of close elections won by low-caste
parties. An election is deemed to be close if the difference in victory margin between the winner and the runners
up is less than 4% of the total votes cast. All specifications include household and survey year fixed effects, in
addition to political and household-level covariates. Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered at level of the
primary sampling unit (district).
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Appendix

A
A.1

Description and Categorization of Low-Caste Political Parties
Defining Low-Caste Political Parties

This section describes the classification, evolution and growth of caste-based low caste parties. The
upsurge in political mobilization of low caste citizens started under two major political parties post
1986 – the Janata Dal (JD) and the Bahujan Samaj Party (BSP). The former effected a broad coalition
of low caste groups - principally the Other Backward Classes (OBC) and the Dalits (in addition to
the Muslims) while the latter explicitly caterered to the Dalits (Scheduled Castes). The rise of these
parties were concentrated particularly in the populous north Indian states of Uttar Pradesh, Bihar,
Madhya Pradesh and Haryana. The JD was also politically successful in eastern India – Orissa –
and southern India (Karnataka). Following the initial electoral successes in federal and state elections
between 1988 and 1991, the JD coalition splintered through the 1990s into powerful regional parties
which continued to wield considerable clout at the state level. Thus in Bihar, the erstwhile JD split
into the Rashtriya Janata Dal (RJD), the Janata Dal-United (JD(U)) and the Lok Janshakti Party
(LJP). The former’s base was entrenched amongst the Dalits, Yadavs (a dominant OBC community)
and the Muslims; the LJP catered to a sub-section of Dalit communities while the JD(U) appealed
to non-Yadav OBC communities and Dalit groups who were not part of the RJD’s core voter base.
Similarly, in Uttar Pradesh, the JD was rechristened as the Samajwadi Party (SP); in Orissa, it became
the Biju Janata Dal (BJD), and in Karnataka, the Janata Dal-Secular (JD(S)). Each of these parties
were successful in forming a powerful legislative voting bloc and at least one stable governing coalition
in each of these four Indian states between 1990 and 2013, covering nearly a third of the country’s
population.
As the OBCs, SCs and STs collectively account for 70 percent of the nation’s population and
an overwhelming share of these households fall below the poverty line, most political parties claim to
represent their interests and work towards improving their socio-economic conditions. The numerical
majority and geographic dispersion of the low-castes makes it difficult for any political party aspiring
for national or state power to be openly hostile, or even indifferent to their interests. This is particularly true for the Indian National Congress (INC) which spearheaded the independence struggle
in the colonial period and became the dominant political formation in the first three decades, often
representing a rainbow coalition of upper castes, Muslims and SC/STs. The mandated reservation
of electoral constituencies for SC/ST politicians also forced all political parties to reach out to these

48

communities to select eligible candidates to contest elections from these constituencies.
Drawing from the pioneering work of Jaffrelot (2003), we classify parties caste-based parties based
on the following two criteria: a) the parties provided political representation to low caste citizens by
nominating a significantly higher proportion of low caste candidates during state and federal elections;
and b) the leadership positions in these parties were typically held by politicians hailing from low-caste
backgrounds. Thus, as documented by Jaffrelot (2003), the JD committed in 1989 to nominate 60
percent of its candidates from lower caste backgrounds. Consistent with their political rhetoric, the
electoral success of parties classified as low caste parties is also positively correlated with the fraction
of legislators hailing from low caste parties across state legislative assemblies between 1990 and 2010.
While the upsurge in political representation accorded to low caste citizens was initiated by
the JD and the BSP, it was soon matched by mainstream parties such as the INC and the BJP
which attempted to electorally counter these nascent caste-based parties through the 1990s. This was
acknowledged by V.P. Singh – one of the key leaders in the JD and the Prime Minister in the JD-led
federal government between 1989 and 1990 – who mentioned that the increased political representation
of low caste citizens across political parties had led to a “silent revolution”, particularly across north
India.
This brings us to the second distinguishing factor based on the political leadership of low-caste
parties. Thus, while the political leadership in almost all these caste-based parties remained with
individuals hailing from low-caste backgrounds, this was not the case for mainstream parties such as the
INC and the BJP. Thus, while the INC’s political leadership was controlled during this period entirely
by a single upper-caste family (barring 6 years between 1991 and 1997) – namely the Nehru-Gandhi
family – the BJP remained under the grip of its parent institution, the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh
(RSS) which represented a conservative Hindu social order, ordained by Hindu scriptures. Additionally,
both the RSS and key BJP leaders on occasions had openly questioned the relevance of affirmative
action policies or “social engineering”, referring to the increased political representation of low caste
groups. In combination with Jensenius’ (2017) recent research documenting the fundamental role
played by political parties in shaping the legislative agenda of politicians, we contend (and empirically
document) that politicians hailing from low-caste backgrounds would be more effective in representing
the interests of low caste citizens while operating in low-caste parties, as opposed to mainstream parties
such as the INC and the BJP, both of which lack an explicit mandate for furthering the interests of
low caste citizens, and political leadership from low caste individuals.
From the perspective of public policy, low-caste parties were at the forefront to advocate for an
aggressive expansion of the affirmative action program as a form of social justice. Chandra (2004)
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notes that in India, the platform of “social justice” is in fact coded language meant to signal support for
all forms of affirmative action sought by the parties representing low caste communities. For instance,
a key administrative decision undertaken by the short-lived Janata Dal (JD) led federal government
in 1990 was to implement the recommendations of the Mandal Commission report which reserved 27
percent of public sector jobs to OBCs. While the report itself along with its recommendations had
been completed and submitted to the federal government in 1979, the two successive Congress governments between 1980 and 1989 did not act on the recommendations. Subsequently, while no political
party actively opposed the affirmative action program, they were often found lacking in implementing
affirmative action quotas or ensuring that vacant positions under the reserved categories were filled
by applicants from lower caste groups.

A.2

The Politics and Policies of Low-caste Parties

The JD as mentioned before was the first political group to aggressively champion the political mobilization of low-caste groups through low-caste leaders, appealing to their low-caste constituents directly
on the basis of their identity, and asking low-caste voters to reject upper-caste dominated parties like
the BJP and Congress. Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, the JD was able to win several state
assembly races, forming governments in key states such as Bihar, Uttar Pradesh, Gujarat, Orissa and
Karnataka. They were also successful in several constituencies in the federal parliament. The BSP on
the other hand had was a party which catered almost exclusively to the Dalits and had a much slower
rise through the 1980s and 90s (in contrast to the JD). The BSP first tasted power in its stronghold of
Uttar Pradesh in 1993, when it formed a coalition government with the SP, which lasted over a year
till 1995. Subsequently, the BSP formed three short-lived governments in coalition with the BJP in
1995, 1997 and 2002. In all three instances, the government was led by Ms. Mayawati as the state
chief minister – the only instance of a female Dalit politician becoming the Chief Minister of a state.
but the government barely lasted a year. Finally, in 2007, the BSP was successful in obtaining a
legislative majority by itself in UP and formed the government for 5 years.

A.3

Key Coalition Partners of Caste-Based Low-caste Parties

In addition to the regional fragments of the JD and the BSP – we also consider the Dravida Munnetra
Kazhagam (DMK) (based in Tamil Nadu) and the Left parties within the ambit of caste-based parties.
We include them as their policy agendas were often aligned in favor of low caste communities and these
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parties formed repeated electoral alliances with the remaining low caste parties. The DMK was the
first political formation in India to adopt a militant anti-upper caste posture in the 1960s and actively
implemented state-level reservations in public service jobs after coming to power in 1967. The Left
parties are a coalition that, while often dominated by leaders hailing from privileged social classes,
have actively represented the poor and the underprivileged. Both the DMK and the Left parties have
repeatedly aligned with the caste-based parties to collectively contest elections, and vote strategically
on legislation in the federal Parliament and state legislative assemblies. For instance, the JD led
federal government formed in 1989 and the United Front federal government in 1996 and 1997 led by
splinter JD groups included active legislative support from both the DMK and Left parties. These
parties combined once again to form two successive federal governments between 1996 and 1998.

A.4

List of Low caste Parties

Presented here is the full list of caste-based low caste political parties considered in the paper.
Caste Identity Based Low-Caste Parties and their Abbreviations:56
1. All India Rashtriya Janata Party - AIRJP
2. Apna Dal - AD
3. Bahujan Samaj Party - BSP
4. Bharipa Bahujan Manasangha - BBM
5. Biju Janata Dal - BJD
6. Indian People’s Front - IPL
7. Janata Dal - JD
8. Janata Dal (Secular) - JD(S)
9. Janata Dal (United) - JD(U)
10. Janata Party - JP
11. Lok Dal - LKD
12. Lok Janshakti Party - (LJP)
13. Peasants and Workers Party of India - PWP
14. Rashtriya Janata Dal - RJD
15. Rashtriya Lok Dal - RLD
16. Republican Party of India - RPI
56

These are provided by the Election Commission of India for the purpose of contesting elections
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17. Samajwadi Janata Dal - SJD
18. Samajwadi Party - SP
19. United Minorities Front, Assam - UMFA
Left Parties and their Abbreviations
1. All India Forward Bloc - AIFB
2. Communist Marxist Party Kerala State Committee - CMPKSC
3. Communist Marxist Party of India - CPM(K)
4. Communist Party of India - CPI
5. Communist Party of India (Marxist) - CPI(M)
6. Communist Party of India (Marxist-Lenninist) - CPI(ML)
7. Democratic Socialist Party - DSP
8. Forward Block (Socialist) - FB(S)
9. Kerala Revolutionary Socialist Party (Baby John) - KRSP
10. Marxist Coordination - MCOR
11. Revolutionary Socialist Party - RSP
12. Revolutionary Socialist Party of Kerala (Bolshevik) - RSPK(B)
South Indian Low-caste Parties and their Abbreviations
1. Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam - DMK
2. Pattali Makkal Katchi - PMK
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B

Additional Details Regarding Data Construction

B.1

Indian Household Development Survey (IHDS)

The IHDS survey responses used to construct the indicators of inter-caste conflict and public trust
are household responses, ordinarily ranked by response intensity. Thus, for inter-caste conflicts, 1
represents the lowest level of conflict and 3 represents high conflict; while for public institutions, 1
represents the least amount of confidence and 3 represents the highest level of confidence. We transform
these variables into binary categories and assign a score of 1 if a respondent reports high inter-caste
conflict (ordinal score of 3) and 0 elsewise. Likewise, we assign a score of 1 to the public institution
dummies if the respondent reports the highest degree of confidence in public institutions (ordinal score
of 3).57
We construct two outcomes of interest for each household. First, a dummy equaling 1 if the
household reports a high degree of violent inter-caste conflict in the village. While the IHDS does not
identify the perpetrators of caste violence, it does identify households by broad caste status, permitting
us to observe changes in household perceptions regarding caste violence across different caste groups
as a function of the variation in low-caste parties’ electoral success. Second, an aggregate standardized
index of households’ trust across 4 public institutions: namely, politicians, police, state governments
and courts. For each of these four categories, we construct a dummy which equals 1 if the household
expresses trust in these institutions, and subsequently standardize each variables and compute the
sum of the four standardized indices. This increases our chances of detecting an effect, while negating
the likelihood of detecting a false positive through multiple hypothesis testing.
57

This conservative mode of classification is chosen to bias ourselves against finding a result.
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C

Additional Analyses

C.1

Shifting Party Priorities

As described in Section 2, we categorize multiple regional political parties under a single political
party umbrella. We thus are implicitly assuming that every regional party that we classify as a “low
case party” has similar common interests – in this case, reducing targeted violence against SC/STs.
However, there are concerns that changes in the political environment between 1990 and 2010 resulted
in changes in the support base, and target constituents of these parties, implying that the “lowcaste” categorization might not hold true over time. However, it is worth noting that the even when
parties toned down their anti-upper caste rhetoric in a bid to expand their electoral footprints, the
core support base on these parties typically remained select lower sub-caste groups. Nonetheless, it is
possible that despite the political rhetoric, select low-caste parties, particularly after splitting from the
JD, catered only to select sub-castes and had little interest in representing the interests of SC/STs.58
We test this in a couple of ways – first we restrict our period of analysis to the pre-2006 period, when
caste-based political parties were still focused primarily on low-caste constituents. Moreover, we also
test the results after dropping the state of Uttar Pradesh post 2007 where the BSP won a legislative
majority after attempting to stitch together a “rainbow alliance” comprising of the Dalits and upper
caste Brahmin groups. The results however remain unchanged, as shown in Table C.4 (Appendix).
Broadly, to the extent that parties that initially favored low-caste constituents begin to broaden their
base of political support, this type of base-broadening would likely not have the effect of reducing
SC/ST-specific crimes—and as such, would bias our estimate of low-caste representation in a positive
direction. Any such bias would thus lead us to underestimate the true crime-reducing benefits of
SC/ST-favoring politicians.

C.2

District-Level Case Study: Low-caste Politics in Uttar Pradesh

To further show that the effectiveness of caste-based political party mobilization of specifically SC/STs,
and at a lower level of disaggregation, we examine the effects of caste-based political parties in a state
where the focus on SC welfare was particularly pronounced, Uttar Pradesh (UP). We focus on UP
because it is India’s largest state, and it witnessed an extensive mobilization of low-caste citizens
through the late 1980s and early 1990s. This was undertaken by two major political parties - the
Samajwadi Party (SP) – a breakaway of the JD – and the Bahujan Samaj Party (BSP). While both
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This might be particularly a concern for parties such as the RJD and the SP in Bihar and Uttar Pradesh respectively,
both of which split from the JD and catered mainly to the OBC and Muslim communities.
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parties in political rhetoric claimed to represent the interest of underprivileged low caste citizens
(OBCs and SC/STs), the SP’s core support group was the Yadav OBC community while the BSP’s
support group was amongst the SCs. As the key leaders of the BSP also hailed from the SC community
(while those from the SP hailed from the Yadav community), we test whether the electoral success of
the BSP also resulted in a reduction in targeted crimes against SC/STs.
As we focus now on a single state, our unit of observation is the district, which forms the third
tier of administration in India, comparable to the US county. While the district-level data on targeted
crimes against SC/STs exist only since 2001, the presence of 40 districts in UP provides us in excess
of 400 annual observations across 3 electoral cycles. We now define both our independent variable
of interest and the instrument at the district level, as the fraction of elections won by the BSP in
the district, instrumented by the fraction of close elections won by the BSP in the district. Close
elections involving the BSP thereby are elections where the difference in victory margin between the
BSP winner (BSP loser) and the non-BSP runners-up (non-BSP winner) is less than 4% of the votes
cast. The outcome of interest is district-level targeted murders against SC/STs, scaled by the SC/ST
population in the district.
The results in Table C.9 identify a negative impact of an increase in the fraction of elections
won by the BSP on targeted murders against SC/STs. While the coefficients in column (1) for all
SC/STs is significant only at the 20 percent level (p-values of 0.19), it is sizable in terms of economic
magnitude: at the respective means of the independent variable and the outcome of interest, a one
standard deviation increase in the fraction of elections (20 percentage points) won by the BSP in the
district reduces targeted crimes by 13 murders (per ten million persons) or 0.18 standard deviations.
Columns (2) and (3) yield findings similar to those in Table 3: while the coefficient in column (2) is
not precisely estimated, we see that the effect of BSP legislators on targeted crimes against SC/STs
is driven through its impact on targeted crimes against SCs (the coefficient is significant at the 20 %
level). This is consistent with our expectations as the BSP caters primarily to the SC community.
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C.3

Additional Figures (for Online Appendix)
Figure C.1: Electoral Success for Low-caste Parties and Legislators from Low-caste Backgrounds

Notes: The figures above plot the correlation between the caste backgrounds of legislators in state legislative assemblies
and the fraction of elections won by low caste parties in the state. The data for legislators’ caste backgrounds are
compiled from various chapters of Jaffrelot and Kumar (2009).
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Figure C.2: State-level Low-Caste Party Vote Shares: 1987-2009
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Notes: The figure depicts the vote share of low-caste parties across major Indian states between 1987 and 2009.
Low-caste party vote share is calculated as total votes received by low-caste parties in the state during an electoral
cycle, normalized by total votes cast in the state.
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Figure C.3: State-level Low-caste Party Close Elections: 1987-2009
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Notes: The figure depicts the total close elections contested by low-caste parties against non-low-caste parties across
major Indian states between 1987 and 2009. Close elections are defined as elections where the difference in victory
margin between the winner and the runners up is less than 4 percent of the votes cast.
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Figure C.4: Robustness of Main (IV) Results to the Dropping of Individual States

Low-Caste Party Win Share

The above coefficient plots presents coefficients estimating the effect of low-caste party legislators on targeted murders
against SC/STs. The regressions sequentially drop 1 state at a time. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome
variable is total targeted murders against SC/STs, normalized by the SC/ST population. The independent variable of
interest is the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties in the state, instrumented by the fraction of close elections
won by low-caste parties. All specification control for the share of close elections contested by low-caste parties in the
state, state, year and electoral cycle fixed effects and state-level time-varying demographic characteristics.
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C.4

Additional Tables (for Online Appendix)

Table C.1: Exogeneity Check: Verifying Demographic Covariates Do Not Predict Low-caste Party Close Wins
- No Fixed Effects

Low-caste Party Win Share
Observations
R2

(1)
Pct
Workers
.0043
(.0082)
67
.01

(2)
Pct
Urban
-.0028
(.0030)
67
.02

(3)
Pct
Literate
.0034∗
(.0019)
67
.03

(4)
Pct
SC/ST
-.0008
(.0036)
67
.00

(5)
Pct
Rsvd
-.0623
(.2928)
66
.00

(6)
Population
Density
.0000
(.0002)
67
.00

(7)
Gender
Ratio
-.6571
(.4744)
67
.02

Notes: This table presents the results from regressing the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in the
state on state-level demographic covariates. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome of interest is the
fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in the state. Close elections are elections where the difference in
margin of victory is less than or equal to 4 percent of votes cast. The demographic covariates of interest correspond
to the previous electoral period and are averaged across 5 years. The demographic covariates are the percentage
of workers, percent of urban population, percentage literate, percentage SC/ST population, percentage of elections
reserved for SC/ST candidates, population density and gender ratio. Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered
by state.

Table C.2: Exogeneity Check: Verifying Political Covariates Do Not Predict Low-Caste Party Close Wins
(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)
Low Caste Party

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Lag
Lag
Lag
Lag
Lag Close Vote Vote
No. of
Close
Close
Voter
Power Win Win Share Share Election Elections Turnout Candidates
Low-caste Party Win Share -.040
.014 -.110 .025 .122
.121
.077
.361
-.007
(.0662) (.113) (.124) (.220) (.365) (.161)
(.232)
(.212)
(.005)
Observations
67
66
64
66
66
85
85
85
85
R2
.01
.00
.01
.00
.00
.01
.00
.02
.02

(10)

No. of
Parties
-.053
(.035)
85
.02

Notes: This table presents the results from regressing the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties in the state
on state-level political covariates. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome of interest is the fraction of close
elections won by low-caste parties in the state. Close elections are elections where the difference in margin of victory is
less than or equal to 5 percent of votes cast. The political covariates are 1) a dummy equal to 1 if low-caste parties were
in power the previous electoral period; 2) lagged fraction of elections won by low-caste parties; 3) lagged fraction of close
elections won by low-caste parties; 4) lagged low-caste party vote share; 5) lagged fraction of low-caste party contests
which were close; 6) contemporaneous low-caste party vote share; 7) contemporaneous fraction of elections contested
by low-caste parties which were close; 8) contemporaneous voter turnout; 9) contemporaneous number of candidates;
10) contemporaneous effective share of parties. Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.
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Table C.3: Low Caste Party Representation and Murders Against SCs: Reduced Form and First Stage
(1)

(2)

(3)

Reduced Form

% Low-caste Party Close Win
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean
Covariates

Murder
Rate
-.076∗
(.043)
300
.92
32.28
No

(4)
First Stage

Murder
Rate
-.057∗∗∗
(.018)
300
.93
32.28
Yes

Low Caste
Party Win
Share
.184∗∗
(.074)
300
.87
28.07
No

Low Caste
Party Win
Share
.116∗∗∗
(.032)
300
.95
28.07
Yes

Notes: This table presents the reduced form and first stage results corresponding to the baseline specification
estimating the impact of an increase in low caste parties’ electoral success on targeted murders against SCs.
The unit of observation is the state. The outcome variable in columns (1) and (2) is total targeted murders
against SCs, normalized by the SC population. The outcome variable in columns (3) and (4) is the fraction
of elections won by low caste parties in the state. The independent variable of interest is the fraction of close
elections won by low caste parties in the state, corresponding to that state-electoral cycle. An election is deemed
to be close if the difference in victory margin between the winner and the runners up is less than 4% of the
total votes cast. Each specification controls for the share of close elections contested by low caste parties in the
state, state, year and electoral cycle fixed effects. Columns (2) and (4) also control for state-level time-varying
demographic characteristics. All specifications are weighted by the state population and standard errors are in
parentheses, clustered by state.

Table C.4: Low Caste Party Representation and Targeted Crimes Against SCs: Robustness Checks

% Low-caste Party Win
Observations
R2

(1)
At Least
1 Close
Election
-.406∗∗∗
(.127)
275
.93

(2)
All
Major
States
-.346∗∗
(.149)
320
.93

(3)

(4)

Exclude
Kerala
-.540∗∗∗
(.188)
300
.92

Exclude
Post 2007
-.419∗∗
(.206)
180
.94

(5)
Exclude
Uttar Pradesh
Post 2007
-.416∗∗
(.166)
295
.94

(6)
Exclude
Population
Weights
-.824∗∗∗
(.318)
300
.81

(7)
State
Year
Clusters
-.493∗∗∗
(.191)
300
.92

Notes: This table presents the results estimating the impact of an increase in low caste parties’ electoral success on
targeted murders against SCs. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome variable is total targeted murders
against SCs, normalized by the SC population.The independent variable of interest is the fraction of elections won by
low caste parties in the state, corresponding to that state-electoral cycle. Column (1) restricts the sample to states
with at least 1 close election in the electoral cycle; column (2) expands the sample to include West Bengal; column (3)
excludes the state of Kerala where the Left parties are strongest; column (4) excludes all observations post 2005 when
low caste parties started to engage in more alliances with non-low caste parties; column (5) excludes the state of Uttar
Pradesh post 2007 when the major low caste party – BSP – appealed to upper caste voters also for electoral support, in
addition to its primary Dalit base. Column (6) excludes population weights while column (7) clusters by state-year. In
all specifications, the fraction of close elections won by low caste parties is instrumented by the fraction of close elections
won by low caste parties. An election is deemed to be close if the difference in victory margin between the winner and
the runners up is less than 4% of the total votes cast. Each specification controls for the share of close elections
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Table C.5: Low-Caste Party Legislators and Targeted Crimes Against SCs

% Low-caste Party Win
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean
…

% Low-caste Party Win
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

(1)
Crime
Index
-.135∗∗
(.065)
300
.77
.00

(1)
Crime
Index
-.138∗∗
(.059)
300
.71
.00

(2)
POAA Offenses
Rate
-1.359∗∗
(.660)
300
.53
50.51

Panel A:
SCs
(3)
Robbery
Rate
-.040∗∗
(.019)
300
.58
.72

(4)
Kidnapping
Rate
.016
(.024)
300
.82
18.32

(5)
Assault
Rate
.079
(.099)
300
.68
1.53

(6)
Rape
Rate
-.083
(.271)
300
.70
5.31

(2)
POAA Offenses
Rate
-1.545∗∗
(.703)
300
.49
55.01

Panel B:
SC/STs
(3)
Robbery
Rate
-.047∗∗
(.019)
300
.52
.86

(4)
Kidnapping
Rate
.021
(.026)
300
.75
21.80

(5)
Assault
Rate
.078
(.096)
300
.78
7.24

(6)
Rape
Rate
-.132
(.305)
300
.72
21.16

Notes: This table presents the results estimating the impact of an increase in low caste parties’ electoral success on
targeted crimes against SC/STs. Panel A restricts the sample to crimes against SCs only; panel B considers crimes
against SC and STs. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome variable in column (1) is a composite
index of all targeted crimes against SC/STs; column (2), crimes registered under the Civil Rights Act and the
Prevention of Atrocities Against SC/ST Act; in column (3), robberies; in column (4) kidnapping; in column (5)
violent assaults; and in column (6), rape. The crime incidences are scaled by the SC/ST population in the state.
The independent variable of interest is the fraction of elections won by low caste parties in the state, instrumented
by the fraction of close elections won by low caste parties. An election is deemed to be close if the difference in
victory margin between the winner and the runners up is less than 4% of the total votes cast. Each specification
controls for the share of close elections contested by low caste parties in the state, state, year, electoral cycle
fixed effects and state-level time-varying demographic characteristics. All specifications are weighted by the state
population and standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.
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Table C.6: Low-Caste Party Legislators and Targeted Crimes Against SCs (optimal bandwidth by outcome)

% Low-caste Party Win
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean
Bandwidth

(1)
Crime
Index
-.130∗∗
(.757)
300
.72
.00
.04

(2)
POAA Crimes
Rate
-.885∗
(.577)
300
.54
50.51
.06

(3)
Robbery
Rate
-.027
(.019)
300
.58
.72
.06

(4)
Kidnapping
Rate
-.021
(.189)
300
.70
18.32
.07

(5)
Assault
Rate
.023
(.016)
300
.80
1.53
.07

(6)
Rape
Rate
.029
(.051)
300
.67
5.31
.07

Notes: This table presents the results estimating the impact of an increase in low caste parties’ electoral success
on targeted crimes against SCs, using the CCT (2014) optimal bandwidth calculation. The outcome variables are:
the mean effects index of all targeted crimes, crimes registered under the Civil Rights Act and the Prevention of
Atrocities Against SC/ST Act; in column (3), robberies; in column (4) kidnapping; in column (5) violent assaults;
and in column (6), rape. The crime incidences are scaled by the SC/ST population in the state. The independent
variable of interest is the fraction of elections won by low caste parties in the state, instrumented by the fraction
of close elections won by low caste parties. Each specification controls for the share of close elections contested
by low caste parties in the state, state, year, electoral cycle fixed effects and state-level time-varying demographic
characteristics. All specifications are weighted by the state population and standard errors are in parentheses,
clustered by state.
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Table C.7: Robustness: Low Caste Parties and Criminal Justice Outcomes for Targeted Murders Against SCs
(optimal bandwidth by outcome)

(1)

(2)

(3)
Panel A:
Police Effort on SC Crimes
Final Report
No
Investigation
Filed

Arrests Rate
(SC Crimes)
% Low-caste Party Win
Observations
R2
Bandwidth

.043∗
(.040)
207
.48
.05

-.057∗
(.031)
207
.56
.07

Observations
R2
Bandwidth

Chargesheet
Filed

Panel B:
Court Effort on SC/ST Crimes

Cases
Completed
% Close Low-caste Party Win

.106
(.066)
207
.88
.08

(4)

Convictions

.001
(.003)
207
.66
.06

-.004
(.036)
207
.96
.08

Acquittals
.012
(.030)
207
.95
.07

.033∗
(.017)
207
.97
.09
Pending
Trial
-.035
(.036)
207
.97
.07

Notes: This table presents results from identifying the impact of low-caste parties on police, prosecutor, and judicial
outcomes, using the CCT (2014) optimal bandwidth calculation. The unit of observation is the state-year. The
independent variable of interest is the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties in the state, instrumented by the
fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties. All specifications control for the fraction of close elections won by a
party in the state and year fixed effects, along with state-level time-varying demographic and political characteristics,
as well as the contemporaneous and lagged rates of targeted murders against SCs (except for column 1 of Panel A).
For Panel A, the outcome variable are: the SC murder arrest rate, the number of police cases in which no investigation
has been undertaken; the number of cases in which a final report has been filed; and the number of cases in which
a chargesheet has been filed. In Panel B, the outcomes are the number of cases which has been completed in court,
the number of convictions, the number of acquitals, and the number of cases pending trial. All outcome variables are
logged. All specifications include population weights. Standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by state.
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Table C.8: Targeted Crimes Against SCs: Differential Effects for Low-caste Parties Across Political Power and
Political Institutions
(1)

(2)

Panel A: Heterogeneity by State Power
Low-caste Party Win Share
Low-caste Party Win Share ×
Low-caste Party Win Share ×
Low-caste Party Win Share ×
Low-caste Party Win Share ×

(3)
(4)
(5)
SC Murder Rate

-.613∗ -.474∗∗∗ -.471∗∗∗
(.331) (.163) (.165)
Party Control
-1.789
(1.742)
Coalition Govt
.444
(.209)
Low Caste Chief Minister
.062
(.149)
BJP Government

Panel B: Heterogeneity by Reservation Policies
Low-caste Party Win Share × Local Reservation Policy

-.287
(.194)

-.311
1.774 -.522∗∗∗
(.419) (1.285) (.151)

-.124
(.353)

Low-caste Party Win Share × Final Two Years
300
.91
27.65

300
.93
27.65

300
.92
27.65

(7)

.076
(.062)

Low-caste Party Win Share × Fraction Rsvd. Seats - High

Observations
R2
Dep Var Mean

(6)

268
.94
27.65

300
.93
27.65

-11.958∗
(7.163)

300
.82
27.65

.043
(.143)
300
.92
27.65

Notes: This table presents the heterogeneous effects of low-caste parties’ electoral success on targeted murders
against SCs, across political factors. The unit of observation is the state. The outcome variable is total targeted
murders against SC, normalized by the SC population. The independent variable of interest is the fraction of
elections won by low-caste parties in the state and its interatction with the political factor of interest. All results are
estimated using an IV specification where the the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties is instrumented by
the fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties. An election is deemed to be close if the difference in victory
margin between the winner and the runners up is less than 4 percent of the total votes cast. Each specification
controls for the share of close elections contested by low-caste parties in the state, state, year and electoral cycle
fixed effects, along with state-level time-varying demographic characteristics. Column (1) tests for heterogeneous
effects in periods when low-caste parties are the sole parties enjoying political power in the state; column (2) tests
for heterogeneous effects across states where low caste parties enjoy political power while being in coalition with a
non-low caste party; column (3) tests for heterogeneous effects in states where the Chief Minister is from a low caste
community; column (4) tests for heterogeneous effects across states where the government is led by the right-wing
BJP’ column (5) tests for heterogeneous effects across states which has implemented reservations for SC/STs in local
governments; column (6) tests for heterogenous effects across states with a high fraction of seats reserved for SC/STs
in the state legislature; and column (7) tests for heterogeneous effects in the last 2 years of the state legislature’s
tenure. All specifications are weighted by the state population and standard errors are in parentheses, clustered by
state.

65

Table C.9: BSP Representation and Targeted Crimes Against SC/STs: District-Level Crimes for Uttar Pradesh

Share of BSP Win
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

(1)
Murder
SC/ST
-.632
(.490)
417
.64
88.90

(2)
Murder
SC
-.637
(.492)
417
.63
90.19

(3)
Murder
ST
2.534
(7.248)
417
.17
85.62

Notes: This table presents the results estimating the impact of BSP legislators on targeted murders against
SC/STs. The unit of observation is the district. The outcome variable is total targeted murders against
SC/STs in the district, normalized by the district SC/ST population. Columns (2) and (3) estimates the
specification separately for SCs and STs. The independent variable of interest is the fraction of elections
won by the BSP, instrumented by the fraction of close elections won by the BSP in the state. An election
is deemed to be close if the difference in victory margin between the winner and the runners up is less than
4% of the total votes cast. Each specification controls for the share of close elections contested by the BSP
in the state, district and year fixed effects, along with district-level time-varying demographic and political
characteristics. The sample is restricted to districts in the state of Uttar Pradesh. Standard errors are in
parentheses, clustered by district.

Table C.10: Low-caste Party Success and Self-Reported Caste Conflicts and Trust in Public Institutions for
OBC Households

% Low-caste Party Win
Observations
R2
Dep. Var. Mean

(1)
Trust in
State Institutions
.0962
(.0617)
23650
.00
-.01

(2)
Caste
Conflict
-.0067
(.0041)
23650
.00
.07

Notes: The above table presents results from specifications identifying the impact of low-caste parties on selfreported violent caste conflicts and trust in public institutions for OBC households. The unit of observation
is the household. The outcome variable in column (1) is a binary which equals 1 if the individual reports a
high occurrence of violent caste conflicts in the village. The outcome variable in column (2) is a standardized
index measuring trust in public institutions: namely politicians, police, state government and courts. The
independent variable of interest is the fraction of elections won by low-caste parties, instrumented by the
fraction of close elections won by low-caste parties. An election is deemed to be close if the difference in victory
margin between the winner and the runners up is less than 4% of the total votes cast. All specifications include
household and survey year fixed effects, in addition to political and household-level covariates. Standard errors
are in parentheses, clustered at level of the primary sampling unit (village or town).
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