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Abstract

Utilizing new data on criminal charges against candidates to India’s Fodintead Fifteenth Lok Sabha
elections, we study the conditions that resulted in approximately a quartersef ¢hected to each legislature
facing or having previously faced criminal charges. We show that ing@ditical parties are more likely to
select criminals to run as candidates in electoral districts with lower levels @fditemnd when parties face
greater electoral uncertainty. The first finding resonates with a largatliterthat documents that poorly
informed voters are more vulnerable to manipulation by unscrupulous polgicifime latter finding runs
contrary to standard democratic theory, which claims that more electoraletivimp improves democratic
accountability. We provide a formal model to gain insight into this surprisisglte Subsidiary results
show that the well-known incumbency disadvantage characterizing Irgigldgve elections stems from
the extraordinary performance of criminal candidates.



1 Introduction

Why would a political party in a competitive democratic system recruit knownicals to run for national
public office? There are multiple puzzling aspects to this phenomenon. Noisdhpuzzling that a party
would stand a known criminal, since this ought to prove electorally disadyaots, it is puzzling that
voters, instead of repudiating a criminal candidate for public office, welddt him. And it is genuinely
astonishing that this would occur in fully a quarter of ne&#y single-member legislative districts not once
but twice in a row in a highly competitive multiparty system in a well-established;&tagding democratic
polity.

We analyze data on the 2004 and 2009 Indian national elections, thenfirseaond legislative elections
in which candidates to the national parliament, the Lok Sabha, were reduirad?003 Supreme Court
ruling to file sworn affidavits that included, among other pieces of informatieclarations of criminal
records. Candidates also had to disclose whether they currently fangdat proceedings. Our dataset
contains information drawn from all the affidavits for the more than000 legislative candidates in these
two elections. Empirically, our goal is to isolate the main electoral, demogramritsan, or other factors
that impel parties to select criminals as candidates. Theoretically, we sek&ddight on how electoral
democracies generate situations in which accountability is so seriously coispch

Substantively, who wins an election is of greater interest than who rumsffoe. If criminals are listed
on the ballot but win in only a handful of districts, the phenomenon wouldfloaly marginal interest or
political importance. But in fact, the reverse is the case. As the data rdporfable 1 shows, in both 2004
and 2009 candidates whose affidavits reveal them as criminals have dargestiikelihood of winning than
non-criminals. In 2004, more than a quarter of criminals won their seat aeehpath a success rate of only
8 percent for non-criminal candidates. The 2009 elections were muahcoopetitive — the total number
of candidates rose 50 percent over 2004 — but even so criminals wpertdnt of the time compared with
an election rate of 6 percent for those who did not report criminality on #iBdavits. In both elections,
criminals were two to three times as likely to win as non-criminals. This apparenbvedbadvantage makes
criminals obviously attractive to parties to secure as candidates. Althoughsincmmumstances we expect
criminality to constitute an electoral hindrance, in contemporary India thesewappears to be the case.

[Table 1 about here]

Our main empirical results of theoretical interest are that in 2004 and agadO®criminals are more
likely to appear on the ballot in electoral districts with a larger proportion of idiess in the electorate and
where the electoral contest is more competitive. We proceed in four stejgetonent and analyze these
findings. First, we briefly review literature related to our study. Secosihguformal methods we model
the decision by a political party to select a criminal candidate. The modetajesenypotheses to inves-
tigate empirically. We then turn to empirical estimations,where we proceed usingfaivstical methods.
Conceptualizing our dependent variable as the likelihood that a crimindidzte appears on the ballot in
an electoral district, we first use logistic regression to study the problemth&vestudy the percentage
of criminal candidates on the ballot in each district, for which we use OLS®.latter strategy allows us
to pull out and discuss some quantities of interest that are not easily d@aildb logistic regression. A
fourth section uses a regression discontinuity design to investigate selefféots. We do this to rule out
the possibility that criminals appear on the ballot where a party would havetlvaalection anyway. In
addition, the regression discontinuity analysis allows us to document thatth&nown but relatively un-
usual electoral disadvantage faced by incumbents in India is due to thefrey with which non-criminal
incumbents square off against criminal challengers. Criminals, we shuasgt lan extraordinary electoral
advantage in India. We conclude with some ideas for understanding whyityin$ be the case.

!Because the penalty for non-compliance or furnishing inaccurateniafiiton was to debar the candidate from standing and to
make him liable to prosecution — and because the affidavits were releatiesl ieedia and the opposition — strong incentives
were in place encouraging accuracy in the material furnished to the Elg&timmission.



Our study has two theoretically unexpected and normatively troubling implicatiginst, as we docu-
ment in the next section, a number of studies show that once information pdlitical corruption is re-
leased and disseminated to voters, they will use that information to electtlobwadiengers or, what comes
to the same thing, public officials, anticipating voter backlash, will substantiatiyae the frequency of
corrupt activities. We observe voters successfully using new informatigettings as diverse as Uganda,
Brazil, and Italy to obtain less corruption in specific domains. On the basiesétbtudies, we expect that
the release of public information about criminality among the Indian political eldsseduce the number
of criminals elected — if not immediately then certainly by the second election in veaictiidates file affi-
davits reporting their legal status. Instead, we observe a nearly unpiersistence in the rate of criminality
among those elected. This suggests that information alone is inadequateng reinorruption and that
prior studies must have omitted important variables from consideration. @bearch that we summarize
below indicates that ethnic or programmatic attachments to a party may dissti@defram turning against
that party even if it its leaders engage in corrupt or criminal behavior.

Second, a number of papers have documented an incumbency disgévantagislators at the federal
and state levels in India. Our results show that the Indian incumbency dis@dye, which until now has
lacked explanation, is linked to the high rate of criminality among candidatesiminency disadvantage
occurs because of the extraordinary political advantage of criminalesagaven experienced politicians.
We thus appear to be witnessing the nearly wholesale take-over of lang&schf an established demo-
cratic political system by persons with ties to organized crime. Moreoveristloiscurring even as Indian
politics becomes increasingly competitive. This too suggests that democretigraigbility can encounter
unexpected obstacles that have not been previously identified or vaststood.

2 Related Literature

Our paper builds on three prior studies that use the same affidavit infomtatb we do, on studies of
electoral responses to political corruption, on studies of incumbencghdiagage in India, and on studies
of political competition and accountability. We briefly review these variouseksf studies.

We have identified three other studies that analyze candidate affidavisn{€i2008); Banerjee and
Pande (N.d.); Viashnav (2010)) although for somewhat differerigmes or, in the cases of Banerjee and
Pande (N.d.) and Viashnav (2010), at levels of government below tl@ah Chemin (2008) studies local
outcomes after 2004 and reports that where criminals are elected into pifilcks bureaucratic corruption
is reduced but poverty rates increase. These findings are consigtiert theoretical framework in which
criminals enter and capture the polity; such a view would expect to seeipegacrime reduce evidence
of unorganized criminality and also encourage greater economic inequadiyipgained political power.
Banerjee and Pande (N.d.) examine the 2004 affidavits in electoral distrittte Btate of Uttar Pradesh,
a state with a high level of political corruption, and find that winners are rikety to be criminals in
districts with more low-caste voters. The broad lines of the argument is thatption and criminality
among politicians in Uttar Pradesh has been due to the rise of low-caste aimetting and that ethnic
party politics creates incentives for political corruption. These findimgsat inconsistent with ours; we
find that areas with more illiterate voters (which are likely to coincide with aréttsmore low-caste voters)
also see more criminals on the ballot. This is also broadly consistent with stsudldsas Wilkinson (2007),
that contend that poor Indians are more susceptible to patronage apfeaktudy closest to ours, finally,
is Viashnav (2010), who analyzes the affidavit information of partya#fid candidates to state elections
in India in a political selection framework. His main argument is that criminal icktels are attractive
to political parties because they are self-financing, presumably beoatise financial returns that their
criminal activities have brought them. However, Vaishnav finds no ecilémat electoral competitiveness
increases the likelihood that a criminal appears on the ballot. We discuskisvigsults differ from ours in



this respect later.

A number of studies have analyzed how voters respond to revelationsraption on the part of public
officials, including Reinikka and Svensson (2005); Ferraz and Fip@@8); Bobonis and &mara Fuertes
(2009); Brollo (2009); Chang, Golden and Hill (2010); Banerjeele{2009). These studies find that
revelations of corruption by elected officials result in electoral retributioder certain conditions — for
instance, when information about corrupt activities is disseminated widelytéws: When it is not, elected
officials with records of malfeasance may be repeatedly reelected.

Our study’s findings accord only partially with this view. We show that crimiaglsear on the ballot
less frequently in districts with a larger proportion of literate voters. Thismsistent with an informational
view of voter behavior vis-a-vis political corruption. It suggests thatiesanticipate that literate and better
informed voters are more likely to reject criminal candidates and hence tdoenmit them on the ballot
where such voters predominate. However, the data we presented inITalde shows that despite the
considerable public outcry that occurred after the 2004 election of manesthundred and a quarter known
criminals to the Lok Sabha, a nearly identical number of criminals securetibelés the same legislative
institution five years later. Even in 2004, information from the affidavits aldich candidates faced
criminal indictments had been well publicized. We infer that in India illiterate goéee not effective in
repudiating criminal candidates; an alternative interpretation is that Indidicpl parties are able to subject
illiterate voters to criminal representatives. One possible explanation foptitiforward by Banerjee et al.
(2009) and building on Banerjee and Pande (N.d.), is that caste votingVotdrs into supporting criminal
candidates. The experiments reported in Banerjee et al. (2009) showhé¢heformation that must be
disseminated to curtail electoral support for criminal candidates dogsenaiin to their status as criminals
but rather must explicitly and actively discourage caste voting. This is aiowdly lively and open debate
to which our study hopes to make a modest contribution.

Various studies show that in India, unlike many other political systems,deded state legislators face
an incumbency disadvantage (Linden (2004); Nooruddin and Chh{gb6ér); Uppal (2007); Chakrabarti,
Gangopadhyay and Krishnan (N.d.)). This disadvantage is appareaégitrand it overlaps in part with the
growing turnover of legislative representatives in India. Nooruddih@nhibber (2007), for instance, show
that electorally more volatile states in India also exhibit larger anti-incumbengswikewise, Wilkinson
(2007) contends that party volatility, electoral turnover, and clientelisme higen together in India since
the late 1960s. Our work is structured to make headway into this problem. Blsaggession discontinuity
design, we analyze incumbency disadvantage together with candidate tityrtma&stimate the effect of
criminal opponents on incumbent reelection probabilities. Our goal is toaealuhether the proliferation
of criminals on the ballot is causally linked to the growing incumbency disadgantelndia.

Finally, many studies of political competitiveness and accountability repartat@untability is en-
hanced by electoral competition. The most compelling statement of this view iddeevation advanced
by Sen (1981) that famines occur only under non-democratic regime®wdalers do not face reelection
prospects. In the Indian context, this view is extended by Besley andBs1(g002), who show that public
food distribution across Indian states in response to falls in grain prodcentio flood damage is improved
where newspaper circulation and political competition are greater. OQuitgdail to corroborate the view
that political competition enhances accountability and responsivenesnipinical results show that where
partisan competition is more intense and when a party has less assuramoglatber it will win, that party
is more likely to list a criminal on the ballot. The aggregate outcome of intensegradisnpetition is thus
to diminish political accountability.

We are not the first to note that legislators may respond to competitive elgutesaures by engaging
in criminal or corrupt behavior. In a study of Japan, Nyblade and R2@@d8) differentiate rent-seeking
by politicians wishing to line their pockets from electoral corruption. The @sticharacterize electoral
corruption as a way to raise additional funds for political campaigns. inalseount, incumbents are more
likely to seek additional campaign funds illegally when they experience moctoedt uncertainty. Hence,

3



politicians are more likely to engage in electoral corruption when they arererts their prospects for
victory.

Our explanation for why Indian political parties list criminal candidates is simil& contend that they
risk listing known criminals on the ballot only in marginal electoral circumstandésen a party anticipates
that it will win or lose a seat, it has no reason to alienate its partisan suppbstgyutting a criminal on
the ballot. Instead, criminal candidates are advantageous when pactesdatoral uncertainty, especially
where there are large numbers of illiterate voters, because these vhtearevpoor, can be easily bought
by the resources provided by criminal candidates. The reputationtal @bsriminal candidates are lower
among the illiterate. In our story, like that of Nyblade and Reed (2008), calsere politically productive
for parties because of the ability of criminals to increase the returns on plotiéiogpaigns conditional on
the costs of criminality among voters. We do not have information that allows assss directly how
criminals secure votes, although ethnographic work (BerenschoB)R€i@ows that they often use violence
and intimidation.

3 A Model of Candidate Selection and Criminality

In this section we present a formal model that is designed to illustrate the ll@gicaections between
electoral competition, the costs of fielding a criminal candidate, and the eleatbrantage of criminality,
on the one hand, and the incentive of political parties to field criminal categidan the other. It thereby
provides a useful framework for interpreting the empirical results tHemwo The model highlights what
we believe is the central trade off facing party officials tasked with seleetingndidate in a particular
electoral district. The trade off is between the extra votes that criminaidated can muster for the party
and the reputational cost to the party of selecting a candidate with a knawimakrecord. We stress that
in focusing on the demand side, i.e., on why parties may want to select cawdigith a criminal record,
we take the supply of criminal candidates as given, bracketing the ques$tidry criminals want to run for
public office.

3.1 Assumptions

We consider two political parties € { A, B} that compete in a district for a seat in parliament. In contrast
to the standard Downsian or probabilistic voting model (see, e.g., Persddrabellini (2000)), we assume
that the platforms of the parties are fixed or pre-determfri€his allows us to focus on candidate selection:
the choice variable of the two parties is the type of candidate to field in the di€aatlidates have different
types, index by € R*, depending on their criminal record. We denotetpyhe type of candidate fielded
by partyj for j € {A, B} and assume that candidates with a higher indeave worse criminal records.
We can think of candidates with a very smallone close to zero, as being essentially non-criminals and
candidates with a largeas having been convicted of serious crimes.

The reason for selecting criminal rather than non-criminal candidated isritménal candidates are able
to muster extra votes for the party. We do not model this explicitly and arestigraibout the sources of
this advantage. It could be related to the capacity of criminal networks to intienidders to vote for a
particular party or to induce (or to discourage) them to turn out to vote iti@fe; or it could be related to
the financial resources that criminals bring with them. Here, we simply posthkzt¢he vote production

2This assumption is justified by our focus on a particular election district. TEtifopms of political parties are typically decided
at the national level. Accordingly, the party officials tasked with selectinglicates for a given district can be assumed to take the
platform of the party as given. By platform, we understand prograticroaidentity characteristics of the national party that are
distinct from the individuals selected to represent the party in public office

3We conceputalize criminality as a continuous rather than dichotomous leafatreasons of presentational simplicity. In
Appendix B, we respecify the model for criminal and non-criminaldidates separately rather than for degrees of criminality.



function of partyj is a function of the type of the candidate that it fiefds;) and that this function is strictly
increasing int;. Votes translate into a probability of wining the seat. For patfythis win probability is
given by

af(ta)
FlE) + (1—a) F(tp) @)

wherea € (0,1) and the win probability of party3 is 1 — p4. Snyder (1989) uses a similar functional
form in his seminal analysis of campaign spending as advertising. It espthe competitiveness of a
race in a simple and transparent way and thereby makes it easy to drawstthetion between safe and
marginal seats. In particular, the degree of competition is controlled by thengéera. To see how, begin
by supposing that both parties field a candidate of the same type. In tleatlvasvin probability of party
A'is a and that of partyB is 1 — a, no matter how bad (or good) the criminal records of the two candidates
are. Therefore, it > % party A enjoys a “natural advantage” in the district and vice versad<f % This
advantage may relate to incumbency or to other factors but is unrelated tqtheftgandidates fielded.
This implies that the race in the district is close and electoral competition at its maxivhem: = % and
any increase or decreasediirom % represents a reduction in closeness or competitiveness. In the extreme,
if a = 1 0ora = 0, then one of the parties will win with certainty and the seat is not contested/ireah
sense.

Fielding a criminal candidate is, however, not a free lunch. We specifgdbeto party; of fielding a
criminal candidate of type; as

ta,tpia) =
pa(ta,tp;a) ,

C(t;) = ut; (2)
with x> 0 representing the (constant) marginal cost of fielding a candidate with seveoiminal record.
This fielding cost could, of course, differ by party, but, for simplicity,agsume that it is the same. We think
of the fielding cost as being distinct from any specific electoral costéed with running criminals. Such
costs are build into the vote production functigfit;), directly, which should be understood aseh vote
production function. Thus, the fielding cost, represents those disadvantages that the party must suffer
irrespective of its electoral success in the particular district as a coesee of allowing a criminal of type
t; onits party list. This, among other things, includes reputational costs foratttye pationally or locally
and the inconvenience for the local party organization that comes freimg associate with criminals.

3.2 Analysis

The objective of each of the two parties is to select and field a candidateypéahat maximizes its win
probability net of the fielding cost, i.ep4(ta,tp;a) — ut4 for party A andl — pa(ta,tp;a) — utp for
party B. The two parties choose candidates simultaneously, taking the choice dhtreparty as given.
The Nash equilibria of the candidate selection game are summarized in theogasition.

Proposition 1 Assume that f(t;) = t;. The candidate selection game has one unique symmetric pure
strategy Nash equilibrium. In this equilibrium, the two parties select the same type of candidate. The
candidate type is given by

t*:tzzt*B:M. (3)
The win probability of party A (B) isa (1 — a).

Proof. The first-order conditions are:



D(tatp)+ (a—a®)tp
(tg +ata —atp)®

D(tatp) + (a - a2) ta
(tp + aty — atp)?

(4)

ta

=0, %)

lp

whereD(t tp) = —a®uty—2apu (1 — a) tatp—p (1 — a)* t%. Inspection shows thay = tp =t > 0
and so the common type choice must satify, ¢) + (a — a?) t = 0 or

~t(—a+tp+a*) =0 (6)

which fort > 0 implies equation (3). The second-order conditions are satisfied andamggs! is implied
by the general characterization results discussed in (Konrad 2002). ain

The proposition shows that electoral competition forces the two parties tt seiminal candidates
despite the fact that it is costly for them to do so and, at equilibrium, it doeactoally help them win
the seat (the outcome is determined by the natural advantage or disa@vaiitag parties, captured by the
parameter). The parties face a prisoners’ dilemma-type situation and would be bettiérttody could
agree to field candidates without criminal records.

The type of the chosen candidates depends on two key consideragensdisation (3)). Firstly, the
fielding cost obviously plays a role. Intuitively, if it is more costly to field a crialicandidate at the
margin, then the two parties have an incentive to field less criminal <%€;es<( 0). In the limit, if it
becomes infinitely costly to field a criminal, only non-criminals will be fielded (liea,, . t* = 0).

Secondly, electoral competition is also important for candidate selectiorpdrties have the strongest
incentive to field criminal candidates in districts in which electoral competition seclim fact, the “criminal
type” is maximized at equilibrium whei = % and the race is decided by the toss of a coin. As one of the
parties gains a natural advantage and the race becomes less competitiveydoxees away frorr% in either
direction, the value of fielding a criminal candidate diminishes. For the paitgtiays the advantage in the
race, the reason for this is straightforward: the party does not neesld@fcriminal to boost its prospects
of winning. For the “underdog,” or the party lacking a natural advastago effects are at work. On the
one hand, this party has an incentive to field criminals to catch up with thatiaparty. On the other hand,
the need to do so is diminished by the fact that the favorite fields a less crinaimdidate. At equilibrium,
the later effect dominates and both parties select the most criminal candilaties most open races and
vice versa. In the limit, if one of the parties is virtually sure to win the seat (i.e,i$f either0 or 1),
neither of the parties fields a criminal candidate. This is illustrated in Figurdithvehows the (common)
equilibrium type choicet() on the y-axis as a function of the competitiveness paranmeter the x-axis.
The relationship is hump-shaped, with a maximura at % andt* is zero atu = 0 anda = 1.

[Figure 1 about here]

Thirdly, the model suggests that the two aspects — the fielding cost andrifpetitveness of the race

— interact in interesting ways. Mathematically, we notice that

1

< a<i

ot* 2a — 1 2
Sadr = a2 = 0for a=1% . (7)

e s a>3

The interpretation of this cross derivative is that the (positive) effedhe criminal type chosen by the two
parties of an increase in the competitiveness of the racadves closer tc%) is bigger when the cost of
fielding is low. To see this more clearly, imagine two districts, one with a closearadene with a candidate



who is a clear favorite. Then, ceteris paribus, the candidates fieldedforther should have worse criminal
records than those fielded in the later. Now, imagine that the cost of fieldmgals falls in both districts.

This will induce the parties to field candidates with worse criminal records tim dhgtricts, but the effect
will be larger in the district with the close race because the marginal valueldiinfy a criminal is larger in

that district.

Another way to grasp the interaction effect is to consider Figure 2. It is sitail&igure 1 but shows
the relationship between the choice of candidate type and electoral conguetsis/for two different values
of the fielding cost. The dashed curve represents didirigith low fielding costs and the unbroken curve
represents districtl with high fielding costs. Imagine that parfy is the favorite in both districts with
a=ad < % As a consequence of the lower fielding costs, candidates with worse atireitords are
fielded in districtL than in district, i.e.,t; > t7;. Now, suppose that the races become more competitive
in both districts, i.e., that increases ta’ + Aa, whereAa > 0 represents the increasednCriminals with
worse records are then fielded in both districts, but we can see grhpttied the increase in* is larger in
district L (the increase in} is indicated by the length of the dotted arrow) than in distfc(the increase
in t7; is indicated by the length of the unbroken arrow).

[Figure 2 about here]

3.3 Empirical Implications

Empirically, we observe if a party fields a candidate with a criminal recorabinreach district rather than
the degree of criminality of the candidates as such. Itis, thereforejluseéstate the three main predictions
of the model in terms of either the probability of fielding a criminal candidate ivangilistrict or in terms
of an index of candidate criminality in a district. We base our empirical anatyséisese hypotheses.

Let Y;;; be an indicator variable equal foif party j fields a criminal in district in electiont and let
COMP;; andCOSTy; be empirical measures of the competitiveness of the race in distriatlectiont
and the fielding cost in districtin election¢, both defined to be increasing in competitiveness and cost,
respectively. Given this, we are interested in estimating a probit model ébltbeiing type:

Pr[Yi;e = 1] = F [By + BCOMPy + Bo2COST + B3 (COMPy + COSTy) + .| (8)

whereF' represents the cumulative normal distribution and we might condition onwatigerfactors other
thanCOM P andCOST. Given that, we can restate the model’s predictions as:

1. The probability that a party fields a criminal candidate is increasing in treeméss of the race

(B1 > 0);
2. The probability that a party fields a criminal candidate is decreasing ingldanfy cost G, < 0);

3. The effect on the probability of fielding a criminal candidate associatédam increase in the close-
ness of the race is larger in districts with low fielding costs.

As an alternative to the probit model, we also consider a linear model whedefine the outcome as
the proportion of criminal candidates fielded in distiigh electiont, i.e.,y;; = Zj Y;;:. Formally, we can
write

Yit = a9 + a1COM Py + coCOSTy + a3 (COM.PZt * COSEt) + ..+ 9)

wheree;; is an error term with zero mean. In this formulation, the model predictsithat 0, a; < 0 and
ag < 0.



4 Data and Empirical Analysis

We test the three hypotheses outlined above using each of the two posmbddianalizations of the out-
come variable discussed: as the probability that a candidate will appeae dralibt and as the rate of
criminality of all candidates in the district. We operationalize competitivenesseapditent difference
between the share of the vote secured by the winning candidate and teesshared by the runner up.
Although we might operationalize this using information from the prior election hemdeciding whom
to put on the ballot, parties look back to the most recent election and assedsgitee of competitiveness
in the district on the basis of those results — extensive redistricting just foriie 2009 elections makes
this infeasible. We therefore use a measure of competitiveness drawrifeosame election instead of the
prior election. One justification for this, in addition to the sheer necessityinfdm, is that we believe that
candidates are selected on the basis of relatively current and aciticaiteation collected by the parties
operating in the district as to how competitive the race is likely to be. Especiaby ghe costs of fielding
a criminal candidate, parties are likely to have used various instruments totdofiermation about the
sentiments of the electorate. Therefore, if the decision to list a criminal oratlw ts in part a function of
electoral competitiveness, assessing the degree of competitivenessantbeslection simply means that
we believe that parties have a relatively good estimate of how close the eleclikely to be even in the
period leading up to the election when they must make final decisions abalt eandidate to list.

We proxy the fielding costs to running a criminal candidate with literacy rateseimligtrict. Our ra-
tionale for this is that the reputational costs to fielding a criminal candidateigiherrwhere more voters
are literate. Literacy carries with it an entire array of characteristicebof voters from political ma-
nipulation, allowing them to exercise greater independence in their voteesha@nd as a result rendering
it more costly for a party to field criminal candidates. Literate voters havesado written information,
including newspaper reports, about the quality of the candidates; teeglatively well educated and hence
equipped with some measure of human capital; they are thus more employalpetantally able to op-
erate independently in the labor market; they are as a result less dependgovernment resources for
everyday survival. Using literacy as a proxy for fielding costs meartsathaelieve that the reputational
costs associated with criminal candidates are lower where voters aregraoant, and vulnerable.

Our empirical specifications of the two sets of three hypotheses outlined rehi®mus section thus
invoke two independent variables of theoretical interest as well as thenagtion: the competitiveness
of the race and the extent of voter literacy. We study these using probiglnadd, for the proportion
of criminal candidates, OLS. As pointed out by Ai and Norton (2003),inkeraction effect in the probit
model is not captured by the parametgralone but must be evaluated separately for each combination of
the control variables. We return to this point below, but note that the maddigts a negative interaction
effect.

4.1 |Institutional and Political Context

2004 was the first year in which candidates for the federal legislatuossdndia’s543 single-member
electoral districts were legally required to file affidavits in which they rejplocteminal histories or pending
criminal charges. In Figure 3, we map India’s electoral districts, difféating them according to whether
at least one criminal appeared on the ballot or not in 2004 and 200%:[Ntap not yet available for 2009.]
In 2004, fully half of the districts witnessed criminal candidates; in 200f)inal candidates appeared on
the ballot in three-quarters of the Lok Sabha’s districts, attesting to a idiffies criminality in national
political life.
[Figure 3 about here]

In 2004 and again in 2009, a quarter of the legislators elected had crireit@ids or faced pending

charges. As the data presented in Table 1 has indicated, it appear tod®avpolitically advantageous to



have been malfeasant.

We omit from analysis candidates who are unaffiliated with any political pdite reason is that we
are interested in studying when patrties list criminal candidates and indapecethdidates self-nominate.
In addition, independent candidates are not politically relevant. In 20®4ercent of India’s legislative
candidates were unaffiliated with any political party and in 2009 indepérdemlidates rose to comprise
47 percent of all candidates. Despite their numbers, unaffiliated caedidad almost no chance of winning
seats: a mere five of thx 385 independent candidates were elected in 2004 and in 2009 niH&ff won
their seats. As a result, only aboutpercent of the Lok Sabhasi3 members are unaffiliated with any
party. Unaffiliated candidates are therefore numerous but politically alimetgvant. The median vote
share collected by the winner and the first runner-up togeth&r percent, making most races effectively
two candidate contesfsThe vote share of the unaffiliated candidates was lessthmarcent in 2004 and
2009 and no independent candidate won more Thaercent of the vote in either election.

Examining only those candidates who are put on the ballot by a political padtgxcluding indepen-
dents, we find that the ability of criminal candidates to gain seats in the legisiswren more pronounced
than for all candidates regardless of partisan affiliation. We documenwitiisdata presented in Table
1. For partisan-affiliated candidates in 2004, being charged more thdoledathe rate of winning a seat,
increasing it froml5 percent ta6 percent. In 2009, the difference is less marked but even so suetess r
among the criminals are 20 percent compared with 11 percent for non cismipar candidates listed as
affiliated with one of India’s numerous political parties, we find that beirgrgéd thus proves especially
electorally advantageous.

4.2 Data and Measures
4.2.1 Criminality

Candidates for the two Lok Sabha elections that we analyze were requifieelsworn affidavits in which
they reported criminal histories or pending criminal charges. The var@2RIMINAL is coded! if the
affidavit reports charges against the candidate at any time regaréitbsscourt’s outcome an@ otherwise.
We use this as our dependent variable in the first set of specificatiotise kecond, we use the proportion
of candidates in the district who are codedn CRIMINAL out of the total number of candidates in the
district; we label this variable PCRIM.

One potential objection to using charges drawn from affidavits is that criciiaages against candidates
may be politically motivated rather than genuine. Skilled politicians may be chavijledrimes by their
rivals in efforts to discredit them politically. If this is the case, criminals coaldirally be expected to enjoy
an electoral advantage. This would not be due to the intimidation of voterther attributes specifically
associated with the criminal status of candidates but rather becauseatioseédfects. Skilled politicians
are more adept at winning elections. If skilled politicians are more likely to begeld with crimes, criminal
candidates are more likely to win elections.

One way to refute this line of argument is to examine the specific chargessagaimdidates and to
estimate the proportion that are plausibly politically motivated. For instance,auddvexpect politically
motivated charges to involve crimes such as libel and slander (of othdidea®s) as well as activities
for which there is little or no direct physical or eyewitness evidence. Suctinute investigation of the
pattern of charges is beyond the scope of this paper. However, a2664 release by the Association
for Democratic Reforms (ADR) sheds light on the nature of the criminalggsaagainst Indian politicians
elected to the Fourteenth Lok Sabha. Table 2, taken from the ADR reptailsdsome of the more serious

“4(Chakrabarti, Gangopadhyay and Krishnan N.d., p. 4) note thahtite sf the vote received by candidates not among the top
two averaged7 percent, enough to unsettle the final outcome, but that is much less treecitelude the unaffiliated, who have
virtually no chance of winning the seat to begin with.



charges against legislators. The ADR finds that there @&Feharges for serious violent crimes wher8as
charges were related to “dishonesty, cheating, fraud, forgery ealihd in stolen property.” Although it is
possible that some charges were politically motivated, the large proportiamiotis violent crimes suggests
thatCRIMINAL is mainly picking up a true criminal element in Indian politics. Itis easy to fabrigatearge
of libel against a political opponent and much more difficult to fabricatesagehof murder.

[Table 2 about here]

The information displayed in Table 2 shows that even prominent political paitieluding India’s
largest governmental party, the Indian National Congress, list crimimats@ their candidates. There is
also large variation in the number of criminal candidates listed by the six main abpiolitical parties. The
Communist Party of India has only a single legislator among its ten with a criminaid&cereas thé6
legislators elected as part of the Bahujan Samaj Party’s delegation faize ef &6 serious charges among
them. This suggests that some parties may be more prone to selecting criminai<do mational office
and that we will want to consider party affiliation in our analysis.

Finally, how the information about the criminality of legislative candidates is wstin India is also
relevant. The Indian press and several non-governmental orgiangaise the information from the affi-
davits to publicize the criminal element in Indian politics. An implication of this is thatda criminal
is considered a potential electoral liability. Even if a candidate is unfairlyggtawith criminal activity
for political reasons, the general public is unlikely to know this. The cadigvould have to use scarce
campaign resources convincing voters that the charges against harfalss. For a party to deliberately
select a criminal as its candidate thus carries with it fielding costs that are iigimethose associated with
other candidates. Given the added cost of running as a criminal, thengeeen the ballot of such a large
number poses a puzzle.

4.2.2 Electoral Competitiveness

We hypothesize that a party’s propensity to field a criminal candidate istaral on how uncertain it is
about the electoral outcome. A party that is sure of winning or losing is relylik field a criminal because
of the fielding costs involved whereas a party that is on the cusp of winmilogiog is more likely to do so.

Our measure of competitivenesSOMP, is the percentage difference between the share of the votes
obtained by the winning candidate and the arty of the candidate in question insthietdn the same
election. The reason that we construct a separate measure of compesisvfer each party, rather than
a single district-level measure, as is common in single-member districts, lies withr¢feerlamber of
parties that operate in the typical Indian electoral district. Even a thirdwtHaunner up will gauge the
competitiveness of the race in terms of how close the candidate of his partyiisrting, not by how close
the runner up was. In the decision of whether to field a criminal on the ballogssume that each party’s
judgement depends on their own competitiveness position in the district.

We include four additional measures that we believe affect electoraletitimpness. These are whether
the candidate is the incumbent, whether the seat in the district is resengetefmesentative of a scheduled
caste or tribe, whether the candidate is affiliated with a political party or is emtegnt, whether the party
of affiliation is nationally organized.

INCUMB is codedl if a candidate was an incumbent and zero otherwise. The standard agisme
that incumbents enjoy an electorally advantage because their names ailikatpte be familiar to voters
and because they have had the opportunity to use government restiucomsolidate their electoral hold.
However, research finds that in India, legislators experience an irengyldisadvantage (Linden (2004);
Uppal (2007)). This, however, is apparent only using a regresdisrontinuity design. Raw electoral
returns show that incumbents do well in Indian elections. In 2004, 4Gpeof those elected to the Lok
Sabha were incumbents and in 2009 the equivalent figure rose to ShpeRut another way, in 2009, 51
percent of incumbents who ran again won their seat; in 2004, which éshioany fewer candidates overall,
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53 percent of incumbents who ran were reelected.

RESERVED is coded1 if a district is reserved for a member of a scheduled caste or tribe. A seat is
designated reserved or not by each delimitation order that sets electoraldries. The electoral boundaries
used in the Lok Sabha elections of 2004 had been set by the Delimitation @rdi@76. In 2009, a new
Delimitation Order was issued that redrew electoral boundaries. Preliminaearch shows that these
boundaries reflect population changes and not political bias lyer hindksimar (2009). A seat is reserved
on the share of population that is comprised of members of scheduled aasibss. There were 120 seats
reserved in the Fourteenth Lok Sabha and 131 in the Fifteenth out of atd&dB seats. Thus, nearly a
quarter of the seats are now reserved.

Because caste features prominently in Indian politics, it seems reasonabt®tpairate its potential
impact on criminality in elections. We cannot measure it directly since informaharaste is not included
in the Indian census. But seeing if the selection of criminal candidatessdifttween reserved and non-
reserved legislative seats is an indirect way to assess it.

Reserved districts may differ from other district in three important ways vagipect to criminality.
First are the demographics of the population resident in the jurisdiction$ahécreserved. Reserved seats,
which by definition have a higher scheduled caste and tribe population,|stalyave more illiterate voters.
Thus, one would expect higher rates of criminals nominated in districts wdezge are reserved. Literacy
rates are lower in reserved districts — 52 percent compared to 56 pgererally. Even though we control
for literacy in our estimations, this suggests that reserved districts may taecharacteristics related to
literacy rates that make the parties there more likely to nominate criminals, justifyindecision to code
them separately.

A second difference relates to the barriers to entry in the political marketodgtimall voters are eligible
to vote for reserved seats, only members of scheduled castes or tebalgyible to stand as candidates. It
is possible that this feature constitutes a barrier to entry, making reseratdsafer.

The third possible difference between reserved and other seats ispeatsof political competition
may be different in districts with large proportions of the population in scleedeastes and tribes. Politics
in these districts may be “ethnified” Banerjee and Pande (N.d.). Banerge®amde (N.d.) argue that
candidate quality is a function of the proportion of a district’s population thates the same caste as the
political party representing it. Their model predicts that candidate qualityidedtes as there is a closer
match between district population characteristics and the representatigacteristics. Since reserved
seats, by definition, have high shares of scheduled caste and tribg, Wo&dr model predicts that in districts
with reserved seats, low caste parties will have lower quality candidateg. mibdel predicts therefore that
more criminals will be nominated for reserved seats.

On the basis of these three considerations, we expedRE&#ERVED will have a positive impact on the
likelihood of criminals being nominated.

We also control for whether the party with which the candidate is affiliatednisidered a “national”
party (NP). According to the Election Commission of India, six national parties conté¢is¢te20004 elections.
These parties were the Bharatiya Janata P&1), the Bahujan Samaj PartB®P), the Communist Party
of India (CPI), the Communist Party of India (MarxistCPM), the Indian National Congres&\C), and
the Nationalist Congress PartMCP). In 2009, national parties are defined as these same six parties plus
the Samajwadi Party, Samata Party, and the Shiv Sena. National partitSinesl as those parties that run
candidates in a certain number of districts and across a minimum number of states

We include this variable because we suspect that the decision making sad€ulational parties about
recruiting criminals onto the ballot is different from that of the decision makiaigulus of non-national
parties. National parties make decisions across electoral districts andramerned with the extra-district
ramifications of their candidate selection. Parties that are organized oallylocin a state or two are more
parochial in their decision making calculus.
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4.2.3 Fielding Costs

We explained previously why we proxy the specific fielding co8OST, associated with criminal candi-
dates with a measure of literadylT refers to the literacy rate in each electoral disttiéts the literacy rate
increases, we expect that the likelihood of fielding criminal candidatesadses.

4.2.4 Demographic Control Variables

In addition to variables that may affect electoral competitiveness, ouessigns include two control vari-
ables for which data is available at the district level. Other variables that nyigically feature in models
of electoral behavior, such as income, are available only at the statédewedliia and we therefore are not
able to include them.

POP is the population of each district. Although India’s electoral system is singlabmeg electoral
districts are not equally sized. We have no theoretical expectation forigheot this variable, but we
suspect that the number of voters in a district could affect informationsflparty organization, and the
availability of criminal candidates.

URB is the percent of the population located in urban as opposed to ruraliartree electoral district.
We include this variable because we believe that urban voters, regaafl¢iseir level of literacy, have
greater access to political information and are likely to be more sensitive taithimality of elected offi-
cials. We therefore expect that the sign on this variable will be negatitle,greater urbaness, expect the
likelihood of a criminal to appear on the ballot to fall.

Summary statistics for the independent variables appear in Table 3. Ticeshlstoral outcomes for
2004 and 2009 are presented in Table 4.

[Table 3 and Table 4 about here]

4.3 Analysis of the Probability a Criminal Appears on the Balbt

We employ a logistic analysis to test the effects of political competitiveness aniitdlacy rate on the
likelihood that a criminal candidate appears on the ballot. The unit of anatysie candidate-district.
Because of changes in electoral district boundaries that took placgrjasto the 2009 elections, we are
not able to match districts precisely across the two elections. Our strategpdbng the data from both
elections is therefore to attach to each candidate characteristics reletlaetectoral boundaries in which
he operates; population, for instance, is the estimate of total population insthietdor either 2004 or
2009, as appropriate. The basic model that we estimate is:

CRIMINAL = B+ B+ COMP + 3% LIT + 8+ COMP % LIT + 8+« CONTROLS + ¢

whereCOMP is a measure of the margin of victory of the winning candidatd; is the proportion of the
population that it literateCOMP*LIT is the interactionCONTROLS compriselNCUM, RES, NP, POP,
andURB; ande is an error term. For ease of interpretation, we report odds ratios; shégef our first set
of estimations appear in Table 13.
[Table 13 about here]

Our baseline model appears as Model 1. It tests the likelihood a party Wdlkfieriminal candidate as
a function of COMP andLIT, our main theoretically relevant variables. Model 2 adds the addition&iaion
variablesINCUM, RES, NP, POP, andURB. Model 3 adds the interaction variable @OMP*LIT. Model

SData on literacy are available at the level of India’s census (adminisgjatistricts, unlike other data, such as income, which
are available only at the state level. We choose not to work with data availalylatthe state level because it would drastically
reduce the number of observations.
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4, finally, adds state fixed effects to control for possible unobsenege-kvel heterogeneifyinterpretation
of the odds ratios follows standard guidelines. Results greateritiraply that the covariate increases the
likelihood that a party fields a criminal candidate and results lessitivaply the opposite. For each model
we run three analyses. The first is for candidates who ran in 2004etload is for 2009, and the third is a
pooled analysis with both sets of observations.

In our baseline model, our principal independent variadl€SERACY andCOMP) are statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.01 percent level. They retain significance even with thesina of our statistical controls,
though the inclusion of the interaction term (Model 3) reduces the levégoifcance forCOMP. The in-
clusion of state level dummies diminishes the statistical significandd T&RACY to the 0.10 level in 2004,
and it loses significance entirely for 2009, and in the pooled analysien@he difficulty of comparing logit
coefficient across different models, a marginal effects table waseckdéar the baseline model (Model 1)
and Model 3 which includes controls and the interaction term. This table wageck using Clarify.

[Table 14 about here]

We varyLITERACYandCOMP one standard deviation below and above their means. THIERACY
varies from 42% to 66%, an@OMP varies from 14% to 44%. All other variables are set to their mean
values and in the case of dummy variables, to zero.

The substantive impact of our IVs is quite substantial. For example, thelpitity that a party fields
a criminal candidate in a high literate district versus a low literate district is eztlbg nearly 40% in the
baseline model in 2004, 30% in 2009 and 34% in the pooled analysis. Thiemstap betweeihl TERACY
and the probability of fielding a charged candidate is even stronger wdr@rot variables are added for
the 2004 model (52%), though weaker in 2009 (17@PMP also has a substantive impact. In 2004 for
the baseline model, a party that is 14% away from winning or losing is 40% maeilg tik field a criminal
candidate than a party that is 44% away from winning or losing. The margffeadt increases to 50% in
2009. A second noteworthy result is that parties in general are more tikdigld criminal candidates in
2009 than in 2004. Using Model 3, parties are about 55% more likely to fietdranal candidate in 2009
than in 2004.

Models 2 - 4 useRESERVED andNATIONAL as control variables. In order to explore their impact on
criminality, we create another marginal effects table. Here, we use Makeb8r estimating model and set
all covariate values to their mean, or to zero for dummy variables.

[Table 15 about here]

Parties competing in reserved districts are far less likely to field a criminaldated We estimate that
in 2004, a party was 33% less likely to field a criminal candidates and 37% le$g iik2009. National
parties weremore likely to field a criminal candidate in 2009, in contrast to 2004 when being amstio
party made no difference. In fact, they were nearly 33% more likely to fieldaaged candidate in 2009.
We are currently unsure as to why we see such differences acresdeamtion period.

Finally, our interaction term is not statistically significant. We will further studig ih the future.
Include that interaction not significant

4.4 Analyses of the Proportion of Criminals Listed on the Balld

[This section yet to be completed.]

5The coefficients for state effects are not included in the tables reporingsults. Note that when state dummies are included,
states without variation on the dependent variable drop out of the analysssimplies that if all the candidates in all the districts
of a state are non-criminals, the state is dropped.
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5 Regression Discontinuity Analyses

We now turn our attention to the role criminality may play in contributing to the incumbdisadvantage
that has been identified in India (Linden (2004); Uppal (2007)). Ini@adar, we study two issues. First,
given that criminal candidates have additional resources unavailabds toriminals, do they experience an
equivalent incumbency disadvantage? Second, can the Indian incoyrdisadvantage be explained by the
presence of incumbents facing criminal opponents?

We examine these questions using regression discontinuity techniquessassing the extent of in-
cumbency (dis)advantage for different groups of candidates. Kiestonduct a baseline analysis on all
candidates and calculate the incumbency disadvantage in the 2009 elesgoord, we conduct an analy-
sis for criminal and non criminal candidates separately. Third, we carsgparate analyses for candidates
facing a criminal opponent and for those who do not. Finally, for thoséidates who do face a criminal
opponent in 2009, we conduct an analysis for criminal and non crimaralidates.

We find that the criminality does play a role in the electoral disadvantageierped by incumbents in
2009. Incumbents who face a criminal opponent are less likely to be elbetetheir non-incumbent coun-
terparts, though criminal incumbents do not face an incumbency disadesagainst criminal opponents.
Tests of statistical significance have not yet been calculated and oiltsrage still preliminary.

5.1 Regression Discontinuity Design

The regression discontinuity design has been used to assess the exastéegtent of incumbency (dis)advantage.
Lee (2008) estimates the level of incumbency advantage for incumbeigsparthe U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives and finds that incumbent parties are 40 to 45 percent moredikely an election. Using similar
analytic techniques, an incumbency disadvantage has been identifiedainlimtlen (2004) estimates that
since 1991 incumbents in the Lok Sabha are 14 percent less likely to witJ@al (2007) estimates that
since 1991 incumbents in state assemblies are 25 percentage points less likalygelection.

Generally speaking, a regression discontinuity analysis compares thehjiity of winning an election
across two groups: candidates who barely won office in the previotisogl@nd candidates who barely lost.
The underlying logic is that whether a candidate barely wins or barely &rsefection is essentially random
and as such, candidates who are close to winning or losing are otheremgiead. This approach controls
for any observed or unobserved characteristics of incumbents thabissayhe impact of incumbency on
election rates when they are estimated using a regression-based empateglys

There are three main steps in using this approach. First, we must estimatetthbility that a candidate
wins an election. We do this by using a logistic regression that estimates thabpitytthat a candidate
wins the election in 2009 as a function of the candidate’s 2004 margin of viaMado this for incumbents
and non incumbents separately. The margin of victory of candidates wham®004 is calculated by
subtracting the vote share for the second place candidate; i.e. we usantbefamula as for COMP,
studied above. The margin for those who lost in 2004 is calculated by stibgdhe vote share of the
winning candidate from the share of the near-Idser.

Second, we must restrict our sample space to ensure that the two gfagrlmlates (incumbents and
non-incumbents) are equivalent. There is a trade-off between samelargizgroup comparability. If we
set the margin of victory cutoffs too narrowly, then the likelihood of haviamparable groups is high but
at the cost of a small sample size. Conversely, if we set our margin of yictoffs too widely, then the
likelihood of having comparable groups is lower (potentially biasing the rgdultsve would have a larger
sample size. Since our analysis only covers one election period, it is parjcsensitive to sample size

’In contrast to our approach, Linden (2004) uses a non-paramesigrdand Uppal (2007) utilizes logistic regression with a
fourth order polynomial for margin of victory as well as their interactiand fixed effects.
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problems. Though this introduces bias, we show later that the direction bieth & towards overestimating
an incumbency advantage.

Finally, we must estimate the discontinuity between near-winners and neas-lo&raphically, we
examine the impact of incumbency on the probability of being elected in 200&tinyaging the gap between
the probability of being elected for candidates who lost in 2004 (those withrgimef victory less than
0) and the probability of being elected for candidates who won in 2004gthith a margin of victory
above 0). These election probabilities are calculated by running two lagissions. The first estimates
the probability of winning a seat in 2009 for candidates who just won in 20@4the second estimates the
probability of winning a sear for candidates who just lost in 2004.

In order to calculate the size of the gap, we subtract the probability of leé@acted in 2009 for incum-
bents from the probability of being elected in 2009 for non-incumbentsclimbency has no impact, there
is no gap between the probabilities of the two groups. If there is a negéiat, ¢hen the line representing
the probability of being elected in 2009 will be “lower” for incumbents than-irmumbents. We calculate
the gap at discontinuity, or in this case, where the margin of victory is zero.

5.2 Data

Of the approximately 8,000 candidates who ran for the Lok Sabha in 20@%&d also run in 2004. Of
these 572, we restrict our attention to candidates within 25 percent of wimmmitosing in 2004, thereby
reducing our pool of candidates to 398. Tables 5 through 11 compambents and non-incumbents in a
variety of ways: with respect to the probability of winning in 2009; with respe their vote shares in 2004
and 2009; share of the candidates that have criminal charges; sitheecandidates that faced a charged
candidate in 2009; and the proportion of candidates that were membees@btigress or BJP party.

Bias-free results of a regression discontinuity analysis require thagbotips be balanced on observed
as well as unobserved traits. Since in order to obtain large enough samgpéet a wide margin of victory
cutoff (25 percent), our groups are not comparable along certain tergatimensions. For example, in
all the analyses that we perform, incumbents have a higher vote shar@4rit2th non-incumbents. This
implies that incumbents as a whole had better political skills than their non-incurobenterparts. The
main implication for our analysis is that results may be skewed in favor of incntebdhus results that
show an incumbency advantage need to be viewed with caution where#is teat show an incumbency
disadvantage may understate the true level of this disadvantage.

5.3 Results

Table 12 summarizes the results of our analyses and Figures 4 tH?8ggaphically reproduce them. The
results of our baseline analysis are consistent with those reportedgysstudies. We find that incum-
bents are at an electoral disadvantage in the Indian legislature. Thattapercentage point disadvantage
for winning office in 2009, which translates into being 19 percent less liteelyin8 We find that crim-
inal candidates and their non-criminal counterparts face incumbencgvdistage, and with roughly the
same magnitude. Non-criminal candidates &peercentage points less likely to win in 2009 and criminal
candidates aré percentage points less likely to win.
[Tables 5-12 and Figures 4—10about here]

Figure 6 reveals a surprising, and puzzling relationship between the noéxgatory for non-incumbents

and the probability of winning in 2009. Although we expect there to be a pesitilationship between the

80ur results do not exactly match those reported by Linden (2004) opgigddi7 but our analysis differs in three important
respects. First, unlike Linden (2004), we use a parametric approaogstimate a logit function. Second, unlike Uppal (2007), we
do not use control variables in our estimation strategy. Instead, we salynargin of victory in 2004 as an independent variable.
Finally, by using a wider margin of victory cutoff than either prior studytlwan Clots-Figueras (2005), who also performs a
regression discontinuity analysis using Indian data, our results unetts¢sincumbency disadvantage.
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two, our results show a negative relationship. This negative relationshipendue to a misspecification of
our logit function. Possibly either a non-parametric design or more covdribles are needed.

Figures 7 8 represent the main results of the regression discontinuitysenaly 2009, candidates
not facing a criminal opponent have an incumbency advantagercentage points) whereas candidates
facing a criminal opponent have an incumbency disadvantager€entage points). The analysis depicted
in Figures 9 and refdiscon-fig7 confirms our intuition that criminal candgdateuld fare better against
criminal opponents in comparison to their non-criminal counterparts. Mamral candidates have &
percentage point incumbency disadvantage when facing criminal opisowbereas criminal candidates
have a6 percentage point incumbency advantage. These results show thatateaditage of the Indian
legislative incumbent is systematically related to the likelihood that the incumbeatesyoff electorally
against a criminal. That fully three-quarters of India’s electoral distseis at least one criminal on the
ballot in 2009, representing a massive diffusion of candidate criminality 20@4 when only half of the
country’s electoral districts witnessed criminal candidates, raises th&mrsthat criminals are driving out
non-criminals in the Indian polity.

We do not calculate test of statistical significance. The simulation results iadidde confidence
intervals for each estimate, which may imply that our results do not have krpmyger to pass statistical
scrutiny. We intend to explore this in the future.

Finally, we note that our analysis may have misspecification problems. Orniedfititht raises this
possibilty is the negative relationship between margin of victory and the pitdpaf winning in 2009
for criminal non-incumbents. This is the reverse of what we would exghetmargin of victory and the
probability of winning should be positively related. We need to considettivenghe functional form of
the relationship between electoral performance and winning differsdiercniminals and criminals. If so,
this could be due to unobserved attributes of criminal candidates or toemebsattributes of districts that
criminal candidates run in.

We are also concerned about misspecification because of a parddegidaconcerning criminal can-
didates. Overall, criminal incumbents exhibit an incumbency disadvantageiyeénal incumbents facing
an opponent with a criminal record have an incumbency advantagethifrbsults are true, then criminal
incumbents have an electoral disadvantage when facing non-criminahepts. This in turn contradicts
our initial finding that criminal candidates are more likely to win than non-crimiaaldidates. Again, it
is possible that there is reason for this, but it is also possible that our ead@gtimation strategy needs
additional calibration. Future analyses may require the use of non-pai@esimation methods or the use
of control variables in the logisitic regression.

5.4 Discussion

Our preceding analysis presents suggestive evidence that the wedftkmcumbency disadvantage in India
is due to the presence of criminal candidates. Our results demonstratw@ytiai criminality is an asset in
Indian politics but that criminality trumps incumbency. This is truly remarkablés iiteans thatincumbents
have either failed to deliver benefits to constituents sufficient to waresléction or that they lack the
resources to mount effective electoral campaigns against criminahepf® In either case, the benefits of
being in office do not counteract the electoral pressures that criminalitgsto Indian politics. This is
especially troubling since theories of democratic accountability start with guergstion that politicians are
office seeking individuals. If electoral pressures and competitigamssilt in conditions that favor criminal
candidates and if criminal candidates have different policy prefeseonee in office, then the ability of
political competition to ensure normatively good outcomes is completely compramised

Linden (2004) notes that the rise of the incumbency disadvantage in lediaswith the demise of the
political dominance of the Congress Party. Chhibber (1999) arguegr€sss initial dominance was based
on clientelistic arrangements between the party and regional elites. The d#nlisagress’s dominance
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was the result of the rising importance of caste based politics, the erosiba ofd clientelistic networks,
and increasing political competition throughout India. As clientelistic relatigsdhave their effectiveness
in the electoral arena, the increase in political competitiveness makes fineimgvays to target and mo-
bilize voters even more important. The increase in political competitivenessiepiom have resulted in the
political incorporation of unsavory elements of the Indian political econdruyther research needs to be
done to clarify the link between criminal candidates and their capacity to mobiltes.vo

The importance of incumbency is apparent in seniority based systems likaniteel States. There, the
ability of legislative representatives to deliver benefits to voters is notafupction of whether or not their
party is in power but also a function of their length of tenure in Congrelss.ability to deliver benefits in a
Westminster political institution is a function of being in government and thus megsacumbency at the
party level would be more appropriate. Doing such an analysis betwe@®@deand 2009 election period
is difficult since India underwent a new delimitation between elections.

6 Conclusions

In this preliminary analysis, we have shown that criminal candidates arelikelseto appear on the ballot
in India in districts with more illiterate voters and where electoral competitiveisgsgher. We interpret
these results in light of the theory laid out: parties risk placing criminals on tiha baly when they think

it might change the outcome of the election; and the cost of fielding a crimindidate makes this more
likely where there are more illiterate voters. Our main results were consistessavarious specifications
and corroborated our hypotheses. The main hypothesis that thug fasolts do not corroborate involves
the interaction of competitiveness and the costs of fielding a criminal. We amédipizat the interaction
would be significant, but our preliminary results were not. We expect to sngulditional techniques of
analysis to further explore this.
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Appendix A: Data and Data Sources

Data units are of four types:

1. National elections occur in India’s 543 parliamentary constituencies.

2. Demographic information from the 2001 Indian Census is collected in 888nastrative dis-
tricts. The administrative districts do not coincide neatly with the parliamentarstitoencies.

3. India’s 35 states and territories hold elections across 4,140 assemBtjtwencies.
4. The assembly constituencies aggregate perfectly to the parliamentatifenmcies.

To use demographic information at the level of the parliamentary constitisemogeestimate values
based on parliamentary voter-weighted values aggregated from adntivéstiiatricts. For additional
details, see below, undpopulation.

Caste information is provided by the 2001 Indian census. The information availaiégs to numbers
of persons who are members of scheduled castes and tribes. Datat aaiteble for Manipur
and Nagaland. Caste information downloaded fioint p: / www. i ndi ast at . comandhtt p:
/ censusi ndi a. gov. i nin April 2008.

Indian Census 2001. Many demographic variables below are taken from the 2001 Indiamsgeagailable
as Censuslinfo [electronic resource], India 2001 (Office of thed®eg General, New Dehli, India),
Version 1.0.

Criminal charges are based on sworn affidavits provided by all parliamentary candidaties taok Sabha
in the 2004 elections. The affidavits contain the candidate name and paligtiaffi organized
by state and parliamentary constituency. Downloaded from the Liberty lesthtit p: / www.
enpower i ngi ndi a. or g/ new horre. aspx.

Electoral returns from 2004 and 2009 are available from the Electoral Commission of Indfarrhation
includes the number of votes received by each candidate where cestiae organized by state, par-
liamentary constituency, and party. We matched the returns for each asadiith the Liberty Insti-
tute’s coding on whether the candidate’s affidavit reported pending @alroirarges. Election results
downloaded fronht t p: / eci . nic.in/ Statistical Reports/El ectionStati stics.
asp.

Incumbents are coded 1 and non-incumbent candidates are coded 0. Incumbatusyas of 2004 coded
by matching the names of the winners in the 1999 Lok Sabha elections andsvimaay subsequent
bye-elections with the names of candidates in 2004. Prior election resuttstifie website of the
Electoral Commission of India.

Independent vote shareswere calculated for both 1999 and 2004. Refers to the share of the veteln
district that was won by candidates with no partisan affiliation. Our calculti@ased on data from
electoral results.

Literacy rates are calculated using 2001 Indian Census (see above); we dividedltres\of the number
of illiterate persons by the total population.

National parties are parties that have met the requirements to be designated as nationalEbgdtien
Commission of India. A national party must be a state party in four or more stat@904, the six
national parties were the BJP, the BSP, the CPI, and CMP, INC, and IN@B09, the Nationalist
Congress Party lost its designation as a national party and the SamajwigdBaenata Party, and the
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Shiv Sena were all designated national parties in addition to the other fittespthhat had enjoyed
national status in 2004.

Reserved seatsare coded 1 and regular parliamentary seats coded 0. In the Fourtedrahha, there are
79 seats reserved for scheduled castes and 41 for scheduleditrithesFifteenth Lok Sabha, 84 seats
are reserved for scheduled castes and 47 for schedeuled tritestsicBe designated for reservation
by delimitation orders based on the population of scheduled caste and Tritee2004 elections were
conducted under the Delimitation Order of 1976 and the 2009 elections tedeelimintation Order
of 2009; the latter was based on 2001 census data.

Population in each parliamentary constituency was calculated using data from the 80ih ICensus.
Population data is available at the level of administrative districts. We estimatgapiop for par-
liamentary constituencies in two steps. First we estimate population totals for teeasteembly
constituencies on the basis of the fraction of votes cast in each state &ssendtituency out of the
total number of votes cast in the corresponding administrative districtligf@ntary vote totals are
available from the Election Commission of India at the smaller level of administrdistricts.) We
then aggregate the estimated population totals from assembly constituenciebatogrgary con-
stituencies. Similar manipulations are performed for all variables drawntherindian census.

Total votes castin the 2004 and 2009 Lok Sabha elections for each parliamentary constitirem the
Election Commission of India.

Urban is the percent of the population that lives in urban areas. We calculatebythéking the urban
population in each administrative district and dividing by the distric’s totalettfon. Data available
from India Census 2001.

Vote shares for each candidate in 2004 and 2009 are calculated by dividing the nuohbetes each
candidate receives by the vote totals received by all candidates in adiempentary constituency and
multiplying by 100. We calculate the total votes cast in each parliamentary cemsjtiy adding
up the votes for all candidates listed by the Election Commission of India in eadiarmpentary
constituency.

Matching 2004 and 2009 parliamentary constituencies with 2001 cens districts occurred as follows.
For 2004, the Delimitation Order of 1976 was used to match administrative distristate assembly
districts. Second, each assembly district’s population figures from tlseisénestimated as a fraction
of the population in the corresponding administrative district. Each assensiicts fraction was
determined by its fraction of votes cast in the 2004 election of the entire adrativistdistrict. Third,
since state assembly districts are perfect subsets of parliamentary cocstisi@opulation estimates
are aggregated up to the parliamentary constituency level.

Some administrative districts were partitioned after 1976. The following pantitane constituen-
cies were reaggregated to their 1976 boundaries: in the state of KaanBtdalkot was reaggregated
to Bijapur, Koppal was reaggregated to Raichur, Gadag and Haveei ieaggregated to Dharwad,
Davangere was reaggregated to Chitradurga, Bangalore Ruraéaggregated to Bandalore, Udupi
was reaggregated to Dakshina Kannada, and Chamarajnagar wgiegedgd to Mysore. In the state
of Rajasthan, Bharapur was reaggregated to Dhaulpur, Hanamunganeaggregared to Gangana-
gar, Dausa was reaggregated to Jaipur, Baran was reaggregated t&karauli was reaggregated to
Sawai Madhopur, and Rajsamand was reaggregated to Udaipur. Rpatdef Tamil Nadu, Ariyalur
was reaggregared to Perambular. In the union territories, Andamaniaabax were combined as
were Daman and Diu.

For the 2009 elections, we replicated the above procedures using trelewtaral districts.

21



Appendix B: Alternative Specification of the Formal Model

This appendix briefly describes an alternative specification of the mdusieathere are only two types of
candidates, criminglC') or non-criminal (). This formulation allows one to make predictions about the
probability of fielding a criminal candidate and about the number of criminadicites fielded in a given
district. The down side is that the analysis is more complex, involving mixed syratggjlibria and the
interaction effects are harder to draw out and interpret.

Suppose that there are only two types of candidates, crimifjedu(d non-criminal /) candidates i.e.,
t € {tc,tu} with tc > tg. In this case, the candidate selection game can be represented as a magdrix ga
with four possible pure strategy equilibrium outcomes. The payoffs &gedowith the four configurations
are shown in the table below. The vote production functiofi(i§ = ¢ and the win probability is given
by equation (1). We have normalized the vote productivity of the criminal tgpe: = 1 and denote
ty = t < 1 the productivity of the non-criminal type. The first entry in each cell espnts the payoff of
party A while the second is that of party.

A/B Criminal Non-criminal
a
- a — ar(i—ax M
Criminal ) _afu “ ((1%”
a+(1—a)t
at a
Non-criminal att(1-a)
S 1-a
at+(1—a)

This game has two pure strategy Nash equilibria and one equilibrium in mixe€dgiés® For exposi-
tional purposes, let us assume that % so that partyd enjoys a natural advantage in the race. Define the
following two thresholds:

at
Ti(a) = a-— Py
To(a) = 1—a— aj—l(zi)at)t

with T3 (a) > To(a) > 0 for a > 5. Thresholdl’(a) decreasing i while T} (a) is increasing in for a
close to%. We can then summarize the outcome of the game as follows.

1. Foru > Ti(a), both parties field an honest candidate for sure;

2. Foru € [Tx(a), Ti(a)], the two parties randomize and field a criminal with positive probability. The
outcome may be that both, neither, or one of the two parties actually fields aakimive probability
that partyA selects a criminal is

(u—T1)(at+1—a)(a+t(l—a))
(t—121—a)(1-2a)a

pa(C) =

while the probability that party3 selects a criminal is

(u—T)(at+1—a)(t+a(l—1t)
(t—121-a)(2a—1a

pe(C) =

3. Foru < Th(a), the two parties field a criminal candidate for sure.
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Intuitively, we see that the expected number of criminals fielded in eachdexeases with the cost
of fielding criminals. Likewise, a reduction in the electoral advantage of calwifi increases towardb)
reduces the expected number of criminals fieldédandT; are both decreasing if.

The impact of competitiveness is more complex. To see this, let us comparsearate to a race in
which partyA has a clear advantage. A decrease tnwards%, which makes the race more competitive,
shifts threshold up. As a consequence, for a given cost of fielding, it is more likely th#t parties field
criminals. The effect ofi}, however, is ambiguous. Farclose to%, Ty increases im (the opposite is true
for a close tol). Thus, starting from an close to% an increase im, that makes the race less competitive,
means that, on the one hand, itis less likely that both parties field a criminairigrand, on the other hand,
it also becomes less likely that both field non-criminal candidates. In othrelswitne region with the mixed
strategy equilibrium “eats” into the regions of the two pure strategy equililoidietlae prediction regarding
competitiveness and fielding criminals becomes more blurred.
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Table 1: Criminality and Electoral Outcomes!” and15* Lok Sabha

Number of Number Percent

Candidates Elected Elected
All candidates 2004
Not criminals 4,960 415 8.37
Criminals 475 128 26.95
Total 5,435 543 9.99
All candidates 2009
Not criminals 7,177 414 577
Criminals 893 129 14.45
Total 8,070 543 6.73
Party-affiliated candidates 2004
Not criminals 2,691 410 15.24
Criminals 359 128 35.65
Total 3,050 538 17.64
Party-affiliated candidates 2009
Not criminals 3,596 406 11.29
Criminals 643 128 19.91
Total 4,239 534 12.60
Independent candidates 2004
Not criminals 2,269 5 .22
Criminals 116 0 0
Total 2,385 5 .21
Independent candidates 2009
Not criminals 3,581 8 .22
Criminals 250 1 4
Total 3,831 9 .23
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Table 2: Serious Criminal Charges Against MPs by Party, Fourteenttshbka

Party BJP INC CPM CPI BSP NCP Other Total
Murder, attempted murder, etc. 7 4 2 1 17 0 56 84
Robbery 0 4 0 0 8 0 5 17
Kidnapping 0 1 0 0 2 0 9 11
Theft and extortion 1 0 0 0 3 0 24 28
Rape 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Other violent crimes 9 7 3 0 13 2 54 88
Total violent crimes 17 16 5 1 43 2 149 229
Dishonesty, cheating, fraud,

forgery, dealing in stolen property 5 17 6 0 23 0 36 87
False oaths 5 4 0 0 0 0 7 16
Defiling place of worship 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total other serious crimes 11 21 6 0 23 0 43 104
Total all crimes 28 37 11 1 66 2 192 333

Notes: Adapted from “Lok Sabha Elections: Press Release July 21, 2008¢ddsy the Association for
Democratic Reforms (ADR) and partner NGOs from All India Election Wateltmrk; downloaded from

www. adri ndi a. or g/ downl oads/ LokSabha_Hi gh_Level _Anal ysi s. doc. Data refer to the

number of crimes committed not number of MPs charged. BJP: BharatiyeaRendy. INC: Indian National

Congress. CPM: Communist Party of India (Marxist). CPl: Communist Réduitydia. BSP: Bahajan Samaj
Party. NCP: Nationalist Congress Party.
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Table 3: Summary Statistics for Independent Variables

Mean SD Min. Max.
Electoral year 2004
COMP 37.87 16.94 0.06 72.95
INCUM .0765409 .2658861 0 1
RES 1762649 .3810805 0 1
NP 2485741 .4322261 0 1
LIT 55.00925 12.29996 25.8629 85.42501
POP 1949653 538711.1 60595 5410783
URB 29.84113 22.34279 3.484043 100
Electoral year 2009
COMP 37.03 14.52 0.04 78.24
INCUM .0354399 .1849004 0 1
RES 3095415 .4623333 0 1
NP .2008674 .4006739 0 1
LIT 55.0358 12.14263 25.42116 85.293
POP 1928146 371871.3 186189 4013609
URB 29.85517 21.69144 3.484043 100

Notes: COMP is percentage margin of victory; INCUM is whether the candidate is themibent; RES is
reserved seat; NP is affiliation with national party; LIT is percent of pepan that is literate; POP is total
population; URB is percent of total population in urban areas. COMP, RESPOP, and URB measured
at the level of the electoral district. INCUM and NP measured at the levtleofandidate.
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Table 4: Fourteenth and Fifteenth Lok Sabha Electoral Results

Party

No. of

No. of

Percent
Candidates Seats Won Winning of Lok Sabha

Percent

2004 Electoral Results

BJP 364 138 37.9 25.4
BSP 435 19 4.4 3.5
CPI 34 10 29.4 1.8
CPM 69 43 62.3 7.9
INC 417 145 34.8 26.7
NCP 32 9 28.1 1.7
Other 1,699 174 10.2 32.0
Total 3,050 538 17.6 99.1

2009 Electoral Results
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Table 5: Comparison of Candidate Characteristics (2009 Lok Sabha)

Won in 2004 Lostin 2004 Difference

Proportion winning in 2009 0.45 0.33 0.12**
(0.03) (0.04) (2.28)
Vote Share 2009 0.37 0.29 0.07***
(0.01) (0.01) (5.41)
Vote Share 2004 0.46 0.33 0.13***
(0.00) (0.01) (14.69)
Criminal Charge 0.23 0.16 0.07
(0.03) (0.03) (1.60)
Faced charged opponent 2009 0.68 0.73 -0.05
(0.03) (0.04) (-1.13)
Proportion of INC Candidates 0.34 0.34 0.00
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Proportion of BJP Candidates 0.24 0.28 -0.04
(0.03) (0.04) (0.91)
Number of observations 253 145

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis except for the Differences columohwihs t-stats in parenthesis.
***p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 6: Comparison of Characteristics of Candidates With No Criminal @{2@p9 Lok Sabha)

Won in 2004 Lostin 2004 Difference

Proportion winning in 2009 0.47 0.32 0.15%**
(0.04) (0.04) (2.59)
Vote Share 2009 0.37 0.29 0.08***
(0.01) (0.01) (5.63)
Vote Share 2004 0.46 0.34 0.13***
(0.01) (0.01) (12.83)
Criminal Charge 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) @)
Faced charged opponent 2009 0.66 0.70 -0.04
(0.03) (0.04) (-0.69)
Proportion of INC Candidates 0.38 0.37 0.01
(0.03) (0.04) (0.17)
Proportion of BJP Candidates 0.24 0.27 -0.04
(0.03) (0.04) (-0.712)
Number of observations 121 194

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis except for the Differences columohwihs t-stats in parenthesis.
***p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 7: Comparison of Characteristics of Candidates with a Criminal Cli20§® Lok Sabha)

Won in 2004 Lostin 2004 Difference

Proportion winning in 2009 0.41 0.42 -0.01
(0.06) (0.10) (-0.08)
Vote Share 2009 0.33 0.29 0.04
(0.02) (0.03) (1.26)
Vote Share 2004 0.45 0.29 0.15%**
(0.01) (0.02) (7.69)
Criminal Charge 1.00 1.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) @)
Faced charged opponent 2009 0.75 0.92 -0.17
(0.06) (0.06) (-1.76)
Proportion of INC Candidates 0.19 0.17 (0.02)
(0.05) (0.08) (0.21)
Proportion of BJP Candidates 0.25 0.33 -0.08
(0.06) (0.10) (-0.72)
Number of observations 59 24

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis except for the Differences columohwihs t-stats in parenthesis.
***p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 8: Comparison of Characteristics of Candidates not Facing a Cri@pmeinent (2009 Lok Sabha)

Won in 2004 Lostin 2004 Difference

Proportion winning in 2009 0.49 0.24 0.25%**
(0.06) (0.07) (2.64)
Vote Share 2009 0.40 0.29 0.11%**
(0.01) (0.03) (4.49)
Vote Share 2004 0.47 0.35 0.13***
(0.01) (0.01) (8.82)
Criminal Charge 0.19 0.05 0.13*
(0.04) (0.04) (1.96)
Faced charged opponent 2009 0.00 0.00 0
(0.00) (0.00) )
Proportion of INC Candidates 0.38 0.26 0.11
(0.05) (0.07) (1.19)
Proportion of BJP Candidates 0.30 0.39 -0.09
(0.05) (0.08) (-1.02)
Number of observations 80 38

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis except for the Differences columohwihs t-stats in parenthesis.
***p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 9: Comparison of Characteristics of Candidates Facing a Criminar@pp(2009 Lok Sabha)

Won in 2004 Lostin 2004 Difference

Proportion winning in 2009

\Vote Share 2009

0.37 0.07

(0.05) (1.08)
0.29  0.06%*

(0.01) (3.51)

\ote Share 2004

0.32  0.13*
(0.01) (11.83)

Criminal Charge

Faced charged opponent 2009

Proportion of INC Candidates

Proportion of BJP Candidates

Number of observations

0.21 0.05
(0.04) (0.93)
1.00 0.00

(0.00) ()
0.36 -0.05

(0.05) (-0.80)
0.24 -0.03

(0.04) (-.057)
107

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis except for the Differences columohwihs t-stats in parenthesis.

***p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 10: Comparison of Characteristics of Candidates without a Crimireab€Hracing a Criminal Oppo-
nent (2009 Lok Sabha)

Won in 2004 Lostin 2004 Difference

Proportion winning in 2009 0.46 0.36 0.09
(0.04) (0.05) (1.34)
Vote Share 2009 0.36 0.29 0.07***
(0.01) (0.02) (3.73)
\ote Share 2004 0.46 0.33 0.12%**
(0.01) (0.01) (9.87)
Criminal Charge 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) @)
Faced charged opponent 2009 1.00 1.00 (0.00)
(0.00) (0.00) ()
Proportion of INC Candidates 0.36 0.41 -0.06
(0.04) (0.05) (-0.81)
Proportion of BJP Candidates 0.22 0.21 0.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.22)
Number of observations 129 85

Notes. Standard errors in parenthesis except for the Differences colurminohwhs t-stats in parenthesis.
*»**p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 11: Comparison of Characteristics of Candidates with a Criminal €r@gjng a Criminal Opponent

(2009 Lok Sabha)

Won in 2004 Lostin 2004 Difference

Proportion winning in 2009

\ote Share 2009

\Vote Share 2004

Criminal Charge

Faced charged opponent 2009

Proportion of INC Candidates

Proportion of BJP Candidates

Number of observations

0.41 -0.02
(0.11) (-0.18)
0.29 0.02
(0.03) (0.70)
0.29  0.15%*
(0.02) (6.92)
1.00 0.00
(0.00) )
1.00 0.00
(0.00) ()
0.18 0.02
(0.08) (0.22)
0.36 -0.18
(0.10) (1.63)
22

Notes. Standard errors in parenthesis except for the Differences colurminohwhs t-stats in parenthesis.

*»**p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 12: Summary of Regression Discontinuity Results

2004 Incumbents 2004 Non Incumbents Difference % Difference
All observations 0.31 0.37 -0.06 -19
Non charged candidates 0.33 0.41 -0.08 -24
Charged candidates 0.28 0.34 -0.06 -21
Did not face charged opp. 0.37 0.32 0.05 14
Did face a charged opp. 0.29 0.38 -0.09 -31
Non charged candidate
with a charged opponent 0.29 0.46 -0.17 -59
Charged candidate
with a charged opponent 0.32 0.26 0.06 19
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Figure 1: Degree of Competition and Equilibrium Candidate Choice
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Figure 2: Degree of Competition and Equilibrium Candidate Choice, Incluthiagnteraction between
Competition and Fielding Costs

37



Figure 3: Maps of India’s Electoral Districts Showing Where Criminal Gaaigs Appeared on the Ballot
for Elections to the Fourteenth (2004) and Fifteenth (2009) Lok Sabha
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Figure 4: Regression Discontinuity Results of the Probability of Being Elegté&andidates
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Figure 5:

~
o
©
o
(e)]
o
(@]
N
£
(@)
s °
c
£
s
sz
2
£
(1]
o]
S m
o o
o~
o

Regression Discontinuity Results of the Probability of Being Eledted Criminal Candidates

I I I I I
-0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2

Margin of Victory 2004

40



Probability of winning in 2009

Figure 6: Regression Discontinuity Results of the Probability of Being EleGedhinal Candidates
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Figure 7: Regression Discontinuity Results of the Probability of Being Eldeaethg Non Criminal Oppo-
nent
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Figure 8: Regression Discontinuity Results of the Probability of Being Eldeaethg Criminal Opponent
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Figure 9: Regression Discontinuity Results of the Probability of Being Ele®Med Criminal Candidate
Facing Criminal Opponent
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Figure 10: Regression Discontinuity Results of the Probability of Being EleGeminal Candidate Facing
Criminal Opponent
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Probability of winning in 2009
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Figure 11: Incumbency (Dis)advantage:Charged Candidate and&th@gposition

-0.2

I I I
-0.1 0.0 0.1

Margin of Victory 2004

46

0.2




Ly

Table 13: Odds Ratios of Estimations of the Probability a Party Fields a Crimimali@zte. DV = Charged Candidate

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Election 2004 2009 Pooled 2004 2009 Pooled 2004 2009 Pooled 2004 9 200Pooled
COMP 0.981*** 0.973*** 0.977** 0.982*** (0.976** 0.979**  (0.975* 0.979 0.975*  0.972** 0.989 0.976**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.014) .01@) (0.010) (0.014) (0.014) (0.010)
LITERACY 0.977*** 0.983*** (0.981*** 0.967** 0.986* 0.976*** (0.9 64*** 0.988 0.974***  (0.978* 1.003 0.988
(0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.007) (0.006) (0.004) (0.009) .009) (0.006) (0.012) (0.011) (0.008)
COMPXLIT 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
INCUMBENT 1.278 1.001 1.026 1.278 0.998 1.027 1.255 1.159 1.096
(0.205) (0.232) (0.131) (0.206) (0.232) (0.131) (0.212) .218) (0.144)
RESERVED 0.638** (0.575** 0.618*** 0.637** 0.575*** 0.618** 0.625** (0.5 94** (.635***
(0.098) (0.071) (0.059) (0.098) (0.071) (0.059) (0.101) .070) (0.064)
NATIONAL 0.982 1.417**  1.197** 0.983 1.422*%**  1,195** 1.047 1.458*** 1.251*
(0.121) (0.147) (0.095) (0.121) (0.148) (0.095) (0.138) .168) (0.103)
POPULATION 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) .000) (0.000)
PCT-URBAN 1.007* 0.997 1.002 1.006 0.997 1.002 1.000 0.999 1.000
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) .008) (0.003)
Constant 0.812 0.983 0.890 1.618 0.669 1.110 1.916 0.603 1.258 0.377 **®.140.325**
(0.213) (0.204) (0.145) (0.726) (0.290) (0.338) (1.080) .350) (0.505) (0.288) (0.107) (0.160)
State FX NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES
Observations 3050 4052 7102 3050 3667 6717 3050 3667 6717 2828 641 3 6637

z-statistics in parentheses
***p <0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 14: Marginal Effect of Literacy Rate and Competitiveness on tbedhility of Fielding a Charged Candidate

Model Baseline levels Literacy =42% Literacy = 66% Marginal Effect Margin 8614 Margin = 44% Marginal Effect
Baseline Model 2004 10.9 14.1 8.5 -39.72 14.6 8.7 -40.41
Baseline Model 2009 14.2 16.9 11.8 -30.18 21.0 10.5 -50.00
Baseline Model Pooled 12.8 15.7 10.4 -33.76 18.1 9.8 -45.86
Controls+Interaction 2004 10.1 14.6 7.0 -52.05 13.9 8.1 -41.73
Controls+Interaction 2009 15.6 17.2 14.2 -17.44 20.1 13.7 -31.84
Controls+Interaction Pooled 11.4 14.6 8.5 -41.78 16.6 9.0 -45.78
Note: Each cell represents the probability, in percent, that a party fieldsianal candidate.

Note: Covariate levels are set to their mean or zero for dummy variablesumdesd otherwise.
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Table 15: Marginal Effect of Reserved and National Party on thedhitity of Fielding a Charged Candidate

Model Baseline levels Reserved=1 Marginal Effect National=1 Marginad¢ff
Controls+ Interaction 2004 10.1 6.8 -32.7 9.9 -2.0
Controls + Interaction 2009 15.6 9.8 -37.2 20.7 32.7
Controls + Interaction Pooled 11.4 7.4 -35.1 13.3 16.7

Note: Each cell represents the probability, in percent, that a party fieldsianal candidate.
Note: Covariate levels are set to their mean or zero for dummy variablesurdesd otherwise.



