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Key Questions

• Does growth outcome matter for election 
prospects of incumbents.

• If so, at what level—candidate, incumbent 
party in state government, or incumbent party 
in  government at the center?

• What candidate level variables, if any, are 
important in determining the election 
outcomes.
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Literature

• Fair (1978)--first such paper; subsequent 
papers by Alesina and Rosenthal (1995) 

• Available evidence mostly on developed 
countries

• Most recent paper by Brender and Drazen 
(AER, 2008) is an exception
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Literature

• Brender and Drazen use a cross country database 
of 74 countries (developed and developing), and 
350 elections

• Find that growth helps incumbents win elections 
in developing but not developed countries

• Also assess the impact of fiscal deficit during the 
term of the incumbent, or during the election 
year, on the election outcome.



Novelties of our Work

• Look at the effect of growth on election results 
within a developing country

• A comprehensive treatment of incumbency--
defined at the candidate, party levels

• First paper to control for candidate level 
characteristics of all candidates contesting the 
election

• First systematic quantitative analysis of the 
2009 Lok Sabha elections
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Key Results of the Paper
• Growth Matters—clear advantage to the 

candidates of the state incumbent party in high 
growth states. Effect is quantitatively large; and 
perhaps non linear--sharper at higher growth  
levels. 

• Personal characteristics of the candidates have a 
small impact on election outcomes, and are  more 
important in low growth states.
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Econometric Framework and 
Data
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Regression Framework
Probability of winning elections: 
Prob(Yc,s,p=1) /vote share= G(candidate 
characteristics, party characteristics, candidate 
and state performance)

Prob(Yc,s,p=1)= G(α + βcXc + βpXp + βsXs +  
γcIncumbencyc + γsIncumbencys + γnIncumbencyn

δcIncumbencyc*Economic Performance +  
δsIncumbencys*Economic Performance + 
δnIncumbencyn*Economic Performance) 
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Regression Framework

Alternative Specifications:

(i) Probability of winning elections/vote share

(ii) All Candidates/Top four candidates/only the 
incumbents (i.e. candidates of  the party of the 
incumbent state governments)

Regressors : Candidate Characteristics, Fixed Effects, 
Incumbency Status, Growth of the State, interaction 
variables 
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Robustness Tests

• Drop one state at a time

• Different state level characteristics

• More detailed fixed effects: constituency + 
party, state-party, 

• Estimate regressions using a logit/probit, or a 
tobit model

• Different ways of defining incumbency

• Different growth rate calculations

• Only for reserved constituencies to control for 
caste composition
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Variables and Data Sources

• Unit of analysis is the candidate, we assembled 
the data set on all 8,071 candidates

• Election data: Election Commission’s website

• Candidate characteristics: wealth, age, 
education, criminal charges, serious criminal 
charges: from ADR’s website

• Sample: All states, 19 states; all candidates or 
top four candidates
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Defining Incumbency

• Candidate level: An outgoing MP, whether from the 
ruling or opposition parties. The information is based 
on matching of names and the internet based search.

• Candidates of the ruling party/parties at the center: 
� dummy for the INC, or UPA I
� percentage of seats held by each party in each 

state in 2004 general elections

• Candidates of the parties ruling in a state: if the party 
in government since 2007 or earlier. 
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Defining Economic Performance

• Economic Performance is defined as:

(i) Average growth in the state - average national 
growth during: precise incumbency period; slightly 
extended period; in 2007, 2008.

(ii)  Dummy variable for “High” or “Low” growth states,  
using the median growth as the dividing line 

(iii) Dummy variable for the top one-third or bottom 
one-third states by growth rates with the 

middle growth states dropped from the 
sample.

Relative Economic Growth Across States

-4 -2 0 2 4

MP

PJ

UP

RJ

WB

HP

JD

TN

MH

AP

UL

KL

CT

HY

OR

GJ

GA

BH

DL

14

We divide the 19 (or rather 18) states into above median or 
below median growth states; or into three groups of high, 
medium and low growth states



Characterizing the Candidates 
and the MPs
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Election 2009: Multiplicity of Candidates and 
Parties

• Number of candidates: 8071

• Number of independent candidates: 3825
– But only 9 independents won the election 

• 372 national, state or unrecognized parties 
fielded candidates

• Only 37 parties won one or more seats



Candidates Characteristics-Declared Wealth
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More than half of  the elected MPs have at least 10 mln INR 
worth of declared assets. Probability of victory rapidly 
rises with wealth.
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Candidates Characteristics—Education 
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More than 4/5 of the elected candidates have at least an 
undergraduate degree, and nearly ½ the elected candidates 
have at least a postgraduate /technical degree



Candidates Characteristics—Criminal Cases 
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14 percent of the candidates have at least one criminal case 
registered against them, and 30 percent of those elected have at
least one case registered against them. Probability of winning the 
election increases with the number of charges a candidate faces.

Candidates Characteristics-Serious Criminal Cases
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About 14 percent of the elected candidates have at least 
one serious criminal case registered against them.
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Gender wise Composition of Candidates
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Gender Number of 
Candidates 

 

Number of 
Winning 

Candidates 
 

Probability of Victory 
(Percent) 

 

 I III III: (II/1)x100 

Women 556 58 10.4 

Men 7,515 485 6.5 

Total 
8071 543 6.7 

 
10 percent of women who contested won the elections 
as compared to the rate of victory of 6.5 percent for men

Incumbents vs New Candidates
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One-third of the members of the Lok Sabha are returning 
MPs. Probability of winning is much higher for incumbents 
than for new candidates.
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Constructing a  Typical Winning Candidate in 
2009 General Elections

A winning candidate is likely to be a wealthy male 
candidate (with mean wealth of about 60 million INR 
and median wealth of about 12 million INR), in his mid 
50s, with at least an undergraduate degree and belonging 
to one of the national or state  parties. 

There is a 30 percent probability that he would have at 
least one criminal case and a 14 percent probability that 
he would have a serious criminal case against him.  

There is also a 34 percent probability that he served as an 
MP in the previous parliament.

Main Results
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Growth Matters
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Personal characteristics have a small impact
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 II III IV V 

Age -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002
[-0.95] [-1.11] [-0.83] [-1.46]

Gender, Dummy=1 if Woman 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.11**
[1.40] [1.45] [1.27] [2.12]

Education Index 0.020* 0.018 0.021* 0.014
[1.81] [1.64] [1.89] [1.01]

Wealth Index .031*** .03*** .03*** 0.03***
[3.27] [3.30] [3.34] [2.73]

Criminal Cases Index 0.009 0.008 0.009 -0.005
[0.62] [0.55] [0.64] [-0.26]

Serious Criminal Case, Dummy 0.024 0.028 0.019 0.04 
[0.59] [0.71] [0.48] [0.71]

Incumbent MP, Dummy .10*** 0.09*** 0.10*** 0.099**
[2.97] [3.04] [2.79] [2.32]

Incumbent in State  0.42*** 0.36*** 0.36*** 0.13  
 [6.66] [5.38] [4.92] [1.03]
Dummy for INC 0.36*** 0.38*** 0.38*** 0.36***
 [5.58] [6.10] [6.16] [6.95]
Seats in 2004 0.001 0.001 0 0.002
 [1.37] [1.22] [-0.29] [1.38]
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Incumbency and Growth Interaction 
Growth Differential (04 -08)*State Incumbent .059***

[2.84]
Growth Differential (04 -08)*Incumbent -0.002

[-0.16]
Growth Differential (04 -08)*Seats in 2004 0

[-0.36]
Growth Differential (06 -08)*State Incumbent .047***

[3.44]
Growth Differential (06 -08)*Incumbent -0.005

[-0.50]
Growth Differential (06 -08)*Seats in 2004 0

[-1.30]
High Growth State (1/2)*State Incumbent 0.217*

[1.74]
High Growth State (1/2)*Incumbent -0.012

[-0.25]
High Growth State (1/2)*Seats in 2004 0.001

[0.71]
High Growth State (1/3)*State Incumbent 0.61***

[4.05]
High Growth State (1/3)*Incumbent -0.02

[-0.30]
High Growth State (1/3)*Seats in 2004 0.001

[0.64]
Observations 1,787 1,787 1,787 1,136

An alternative approach in Gupta and 
Panagariya (2012)

• Based on Fair (1978) REStat paper

• Extend their framework to many candidates

Vote Share of the candidate of the incumbent 
state party=fn(candidate characteristics+ state 
level factors+ economic growth/fiscal deficit)
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Growth and Election Outcomes
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 I II  III  
Log per capita income, 2003 14.7*** 14.2***  10.0***  
 [11.60] [10.77] [9.37] 
Dummy for Congress party -6.9*** -7.5***  -6.5***  
 [-5.88] [-5.76] [-5.73] 
Growth in the state  1.43*** 1.46***   
 [6.63] [6.57]  
Dummy for relative growth 
 (1 if high, 0 if medium and –1 if low) 

  5.18***  

   [7.97] 
Age  -0.01 -0.01 
  [-0.28] [-0.27] 
Gender  0.77 0.88 
  [0.39] [0.44] 
Wealth index  -0.09 0.22 
  [-0.22] [0.53] 
Education Index  0.68 0.7 
  [1.34] [1.42] 
Criminal index   -0.42 -0.32 
  [-0.62] [-0.50] 
Dummy for serious criminal case  0.43 0.44 
  [0.28] [0.30] 
Dummy for incumbent candidate  2.13** 1.94** 
  [2.11] [2.00] 
Observations 422 409 409 
R-squared 0.244 0.249 0.283 
 

Interaction of Growth with PCY and Incumbency Variables
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 I II  III  
Log per capita income, 2003 20.8*** 25.0***  25.1***  
  [6.29] [7.00] [6.87] 
Dummy for Congress party -6.17*** -36.5***  -36.5***  
  [4.27] [4.02] [4.02] 
Growth of state under the 
incumbent 

8.1***  13.6***  13.6***  

 [2.61] [3.71] [3.65] 
Growth Variable*log per capita 
income 

-0.73** -1.35***  -1.35***  

  [2.17] [3.38] [3.30] 
Growth variable*dummy for 
congress 

 3.43***  3.43***  

  [3.24] [3.24] 
Growth variable*dummy for 
incumbent candidate 

  0.03 

   [0.07] 
Observations 409 409 409 
R-squared 0.26 0.27 0.27 
 



Including Fiscal Deficit in the Regressions
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 IV V VI  
Log per capita income, 2003 15.6*** 15.3***  24.7***  
  [13.00] [12.13] [6.72] 
Dummy for Congress party -6.7*** -7.4***  -30.2***  
  [5.72] [5.78] [3.15] 
Growth of state under the incumbent 1.4***  1.4***  12.1***  
 [6.41] [6.38] [3.23] 
Change in state fiscal deficit (2008-07) -1.59***  -1.54***  -1.16** 
 [3.03] [2.80] [2.06] 
Growth Variable*log per capita income   -1.18***  
    [2.88] 
Growth variable*dummy for congress   2.71** 
   [2.44] 
Growth variable*dummy for incumbent 
candidate 

  0.04 

   [0.08] 
Observations 421 408 408 
R-squared 0.26 0.26 0.27 
 

Key Results of the Paper
• Growth Matters—clear advantage to the 

candidates of the state incumbent party in high 
growth states. Effect is quantitatively large; and 
perhaps non linear--sharper at higher growth  
levels. 

• Personal characteristics of the candidates have a 
small impact on election outcomes, and are  more 
important in low growth states.

• Incumbency is rewarded at all levels, state 
incumbency factor is the strongest
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Robustness Tests

• Drop one state at a time

• Different state level characteristics

• More detailed fixed effects

• Estimate regressions using a probit model, or a 
tobit model

• Different ways of defining incumbency

• Different growth rate calculations

• Only for reserved constituencies to control for 
caste composition

Advantage Congress!
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The gain to Congress party in 2009 elections mostly 
accrued in the states which grew slowly and had a non 
congress government 

High 
Growth 
State

Medium 
Growth 
State

Low 
Growth 
State

Congress Government 
in the State +1 +8

Non Congress Government
in the State +2 +10 +40
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Caveats/limitations

• We use economic variables at the state level 
rather than at the constituency level

• Omitted variables, especially variables correlated 
with growth

• Performance of the candidates, incumbents not 
considered

• Local factors, caste composition etc. have not 
been controlled for, but constituency fixed 
effects/ regressions for reserved constituencies.

• Cannot generalize our results

Areas for Future Work

1. Is it growth or its correlates that matter? 

2. Is a clear growth turnaround needed for growth to 
matter in elections?

3. Do other macro variables--fiscal, inflation matter?

4. Duration of incumbency and incumbency fatigue

5. If an incumbent is rejected, who gains?
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Thank You!
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