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 In first past the post electoral systems where the “winner 
takes all”, minority social groups may be disadvantaged 
by policy choices made by democratically elected leaders.  
 

 Hence pertinent to consider whether increasing political 
representation of  minority groups improves their 
outcomes.  
 Evidence relevant to motivating quotas even if  quotas 

generate distortions. 
 

 Recent theoretical models of  democracy admit this 
possibility (Osborne and Slivinski 1996, Besley and Coate 
1997). But it is at odds with the classical model (Downs 
1957).  
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 We study the impact of  Muslim representation in India’s state 
legislatures on development outcomes for the population as a 
whole and for Muslims relative to Hindus  
(In a sequel paper, for females relative to males) 

 Topical given politicization of  religion in India and continued 
Hindu-Muslim conflict. 

  
 No quotas for Muslims, although quotas for low castes and similar 

average poverty and education. 
 

 No previous analysis: no systematic data on Muslims in politics.  
 We identify the religion of  political candidates for state assembly 

elections: mean Muslim politician share at district level is 6.4% (less 
than 1 in 9 seats in median dist.); mean population share is 12.9%. 
 



 For identification, we exploit close elections between Muslim 
and non-Muslims in which the identity of  the winner may be 
deemed quasi-random (Lee 2002).   
 Can focus on political identity, given voter identity 
 

 Control for party 
 Can focus on religion of  politician given party 
 

 Find that raising Muslim share of  state assemblies results in 
improved health and education outcomes.  
 A 1% point increase results in a decline in infant mortality of  1.8% 

of  mean, and an increase in years of  primary schooling of  2.5% of  
mean. 

 No evidence of  “religious favoritism”. 
 



 Evidence that women influence policy choices in a direction 
favourable to women and children  

 
 Chattopadhyay and Duflo 2004, Clots-Figueras 2011, Bhalotra and Clots-

Figueras 2013, Brollo and Troiano 2012, Iyer et. al. 2012 
 But women are not a demographic minority. 
 The behaviour of  politicians from minority groups may reflect electoral 

considerations in addition to preferences. 
 

 Mixed evidence for ethnicity.  
 Pande (2003, quotas in India) Kudamatsu (2009), Burgess et al. (2011) 

Kramon and Posner (2012).  
 Burgess et al- cabinet ministers in Kenya allocate road building efforts in 

favour of  their own ethnic group but this dissipates upon transition to 
democracy 

 
 No previous evidence on religion. 

 
 
 
 



 Cross-country relationship that Muslim countries have lower growth 
rates: Barro and McCleary 2006  

 Muslim societies are often associated with patriarchal values and 
conservatism on the subject of  women’s rights: Norris and Inglehart 
2002, Alexander and Welzel 2011, our estimates from the WVS. 
 

 But recent studies show that Islamist parties perform better than non-
Islamist parties on indicators of  development and women’s status. 
 

 Henderson and Kuncoro (2011): Islamist parties commit less 
corruption in Indonesia than other parties. 
 

 Meyersson (2013): women’s education improves in municipalities led by 
Islamist as opposed to secular parties in Turkey. 
 
 
 



 Previous studies focus upon Islamist vs non-Islamist parties 
or countries.  

 
 We focus upon the religious identity of  the individual 

legislator controlling for party affiliation and state 
demographic composition. 
 
▪ We investigate gender-specific outcomes in view of  evidence that 

religion and gender may interact. 

 
 
 
 



 India’s constitution confers the fundamental right to freely “profess, practice 
and propagate religion.” 
 

 India had 138 million Muslims in 2001, the third largest Muslim population in 
the world; 13% of  country population. 
 

 Muslims are, on many fronts, as disadvantaged a minority group in India as the 
lower caste population.  
 

 There is no “positive discrimination” in favour of  Muslims in education, jobs 
or reserved seats in state legislatures 
 In fact, Muslims and Christians are explicitly excluded from the “scheduled castes” 

in favour of  whom reservations are in place. 
 

 History of  Hindu-Muslim violence, Muslims often the victims, relative 
improvements in Muslim income is a trigger (Mitra and Ray 2013). 
 

 Muslims report facing discrimination in access to government loans and 
pensions (Government of  India 2006) and in access to infrastructure, health 
and transport facilities (Das, Kar and Kayal 2011). 



 Our indicators of  development outcomes are infant survival 
and basic education.  

 These indicate of  provision of  broad-based public services. 
 In the estimation sample 1977-1998, 22% of  respondents were 

illiterate and 8.2% of  children did not survive beyond the first year 
of  life.  

 
 Religion: Muslims have significantly worse education and 

significantly better health than Hindus (Bhalotra and Zamora 
2008, Bhalotra, Valente and van Soest 2010).  
 

 Gender: Girls have higher infant mortality rates (esp amongst 
Hindus) and lower educational attainment (in both groups). 



 Infant and neo-natal mortality from National Family Health 
Survey (DHS) 1998-99 round. 
 Very poor outcomes overall: 38% of  women had a full course of  

ante-natal care; 67% of  all births delivered at home; 5.5% of  births 
did not survive until one month and 8.4% did not survive the first 
year. 

 
 Education levels from National Sample Survey 1999-2000 
 Restrict to ages 14 and older to assess completed primary schooling 

indicators. 
 

 Individual outcomes matched to district-level proportion of  
Muslim legislators 
 Year before for infant outcomes 
 3-year window around primary school starting age for education 

outcomes 



 Parliamentary system of  government; first-past-the-post elections; very 
competitive elections. 
 Few “Muslim-only” parties, but some parties appeal more to Muslims than others. 

Rise of  the BJP since 1980. 
 

 We created a new database on the religious identity of  candidates for state 
legislators in India over 1960-2007 (17 major states). 

 Two independent teams assigned religion on the basis of  legislator names. 
 Disagreements (<2% of  obs) resolved by authors; doubtful cases assigned “non-

Muslim” classification. 
 

 Muslims are a relevant political constituency in many states. 
 Samajwadi Party’s successful “Muslim-Yadav” targeting in Uttar Pradesh 
 Jha (2012) shows that anti-Muslim violence increases votes for Hindu nationalist 

party in Gujarat. Wilkinson (2004) finds that greater political competition is 
associated with less violence against Muslims. 



 The political data are at the candidate and constituency level 
 Survey data (NSS, NFHS) that record individual level health and 

educational outcomes identify the district of  residence  
 To match political and outcome data, we aggregate constituency 

electoral data to the district level using administrative district 
boundaries as of  1991.  
 

 Electoral constituencies per administrative district vary; median=9.  
 

 Use 16 largest states (excluding Jammu and Kashmir), 1977-1998.  
 Before 1977, (a) the number of  constituencies increased over time due to 

periodic redistricting, (b) political (party) landscape different 
 After 1998 we have no district-IDs in the outcomes data. 

 
 On average, 9% legislators are Muslim. 
 In the estimation sample excluding Jammu and Kashmir, 6.4% of  

legislators are Muslim and 64% of  district-year observations had no 
Muslim legislators. 
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#obs Mean s.d.

Between 
district

Within 
district

Non-Muslim 
households

Muslim 
households

Infant mortality (scaled 0-100) 128100 8.21 27.45 3.65 27.23 8.42 6.86
Neonatal mortality (scaled 0-100) 128100 5.29 22.38 2.56 22.25 5.41 4.49
Rural resident 128100 0.77 0.42 0.23 0.35 0.79 0.65
Muslim 128100 0.14 0.34 0.17 0.30 0.00 1.00
Scheduled caste 128100 0.20 0.40 0.12 0.39 0.23 0.03
Scheduled tribe 128100 0.10 0.30 0.17 0.26 0.12 0.01
Male child 128100 0.52 0.50 0.04 0.50 0.52 0.51
Age of mother at birth of child 128100 23.64 5.22 1.22 5.10 23.56 24.17
Year of education of mother 128094 2.48 3.93 1.88 3.52 2.55 2.06
Years of education of father 128100 5.29 4.82 1.77 4.55 5.46 4.19
Panel B: Education and Demographics, Individual data, NSS 1999-2000, individuals aged 14 or more at survey date
Illiterate 109448 0.22 0.42 0.14 0.39 0.21 0.27
Years of education up to primary 109448 3.67 2.11 0.76 1.98 3.72 3.37
Muslim 109448 0.14 0.35 0.13 0.32 0.00 1.00
Age of mother at birth of child 109448 19.17 3.56 0.48 3.53 19.20 18.97
Male child 109448 0.54 0.50 0.05 0.50 0.54 0.53
Scheduled caste 109448 0.08 0.27 0.15 0.23 0.09 0.01
Scheduled tribe 109448 0.17 0.38 0.09 0.37 0.20 0.01
OBC 109448 0.36 0.48 0.20 0.43 0.36 0.33
Rural resident 109448 0.63 0.48 0.21 0.43 0.66 0.49
Panel C: Electoral Variables. District-year data, Election Commission of India, 1977-1998.
Proportion of seats in the district won by a Muslim politician 8549 0.064 0.130
Prop seats in the dist won by Muslim in close election against non-Muslim 2% 8549 0.005 0.027
Prop seats that had close elections Muslim vs non-Muslim 2% 8549 0.011 0.040
Prop seats in the dist won by Muslim in close election against non-Muslim 1% 8549 0.003 0.022
Prop seats that had close elections Muslim vs non-Muslim 1% 8549 0.006 0.031
Prop seats in the dist won by Muslim in close election against non-Muslim 3% 8549 0.007 0.034
Prop seats that had close elections Muslim vs non-Muslim 3% 8549 0.016 0.050
Notes: The percentages in Panel C refer to the vote margin on either side of zero that is used to define close elections between Muslim and non-Muslim candidates.  
Prop is proportion, OBC is "other backward castes".

s.d.

Panel A: Health and Demographics, Individual data, NFHS 1998-1999, birth cohorts 1977-1998

Mean



 The share of  Muslim legislators elected from a district is unlikely to be 
independent of  characteristics and trends correlated with either 
average or gender-specific outcomes in the district. 
 

 It is plausible that districts with a higher demographic share of  
Muslims or with more politically mobilised Muslims (history, events,..) 
will be more likely to have Muslim candidates and Muslim winners 
(this is evident in the Indian data). 
 

 A common feature of  democracies is that politicians with the most 
conservative views on women are elected in areas where women tend 
to be most vulnerable (Meyerrson 2013).  
 

 This makes it difficult, in general, to isolate the impact of  political 
choices from voter preferences.  



 We address this challenge by exploiting close elections between Muslim 
and Hindu candidates in India 
 Close elections are those in which the vote margin between the winner and 

the runner up is small. We use a 2% vote margin. 
 

 In first past the post elections there is a sharp discontinuity at the zero 
vote margin in the chances of  winning the election. 
 

 So constituencies in which a Muslim narrowly wins against a Hindu are 
not systematically different from places in which a Hindu narrowly wins 
against a Muslim- RD 
 

 Since we use the share of  Muslim legislators elected from a district 
(with median 9 constituencies), we instrument this share with the share 
of  Muslim legislators who win in close elections against Hindus. 
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Yidst = health/education outcome for individual i, district d, year-of-birth t, 
state s 
Mdst = fraction of  Muslim legislators in district d and year t 
TCdt = fraction of  close inter-religious elections 
Ijdst = dummie for occurrence of  inter religious election 
G(mjdst) = 3rd degree polynomial in margin of  vicory 

 
 Mdst instrumented by MCdt= fraction of  Muslim legislators winning in 

close elections 
 23% of  Muslim legislators win in close elections against non-Muslims 

(vote margin of  5% or less); 13% win by a margin of  3% or less. 
 

 Controls: district & year-of-birth FE; family characteristics;  political 
party; Standard errors clustered at district level. 
 

 
 



 Essentially this is a regression of  a health or education 
outcome for individuals in district d on the share of  
Mulsim legislators at the state level elected from d. 
 

 Interact this share with indicator for Muslim child. 
 

 Interact this share with indicator for male child. 
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• The density of the vote margin (difference between vote share of Muslims 
and non-Muslims) does not show any discontinuities around zero. 

• Test explicitly for any discontinuities in the density around zero (following 
McCrary 2008). Estimated discontinuity = -0.0259 (s.e. = 0.0872). 
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 Raising the share of  Muslims elected from a district to the state legislature 
leads to improved health and education outcomes in the district.  
 

 An increase in Muslim representation by 1 percentage point results in a 
statistically significant decline in infant mortality of  0.148 percentage points 
on average, which is 1.8% of  the sample mean, and a more imprecisely 
determined increase of  0.09 years of  primary schooling, which is 
approximately 2.5% of  the sample mean 
 

 The mean of  Muslim legislator share at the district level is 6.4% and the 
mean of  Muslim population share is 12.9% 
 

 So our estimates suggest that Muslim representation proportional to 
population is likely to have large beneficial impacts on child development 
outcomes 
 

 Why? A possible explanation is that Muslims have stronger preferences over 
publicly provided services essentially because they are, on average, poorer. 
 



 We find no significant difference in the impact of  Muslim 
political representation on Muslim compared with non-Muslim 
households. 
 

 Barriers to targeting benefits to Muslim households 
 Insufficient residential segregation, at odds with political 

incentives 
 

 Muslim leaders prioritise reducing Hindu-Muslim conflict, and 
equal provision of  public goods is a means to this end 
 

 Strategic political incentives- non-Muslims constitute a 
numerical majority in most constituencies.  
 



Fraction Muslim legislators in district -15.918** -21.468** -10.605 -10.605
[6.961] [8.810] [9.313] [9.313]

Fraction Muslim legislators * male child -10.863
[11.287]

Fraction close elections between M -0.896 -0.58 -0.96 -0.96
and non-M in district [2.924] [4.187] [3.692] [3.692]

Male child -0.151 -6.67
[0.174] [8.895]

R-squared 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05
Observations 134770 69982 64788 134770
Sample all males females all
District and year-of-birth FE Y Y Y Y
State*year-of-birth FE Y Y Y Y
3rd degree polynomial in victory margin Y Y Y Y
Party composition of legislators Y Y Y Y
Margin of victory 2% 2% 2% 2%

Infant mortality



            All Male FemaleMale Interactio
Fraction Muslim legislators in district (3-year avg -0.129 -0.376*** 0.111 0.111
            [0.122] [0.131] [0.167] [0.167]
            
Fraction Muslim legislators  (3-year avg) * Male c 0.023 0.072 -0.045 -0.045
            [0.056] [0.065] [0.090] [0.090]
            
Male -0.153*** -0.051
            [0.006] [0.147]
            
Fraction Muslim legislators * Male child -0.486***
            [0.181]
            

R-squared 0.22 0.14 0.29 0.25
Observations 102604 55396 47208 102604

Illiterate (binary)



            All Male Female Male Interaction All Male Female Male Interaction
Fraction Muslim legislators in district (3-year avg 0.182 0.644*** -0.331* -0.331* 0.805 2.683*** -1.215 -1.215
            [0.130] [0.160] [0.183] [0.183] [0.618] [0.718] [0.852] [0.852]
            
Fraction Muslim legislators  (3-year avg) * Male c -0.008 -0.107 0.118 0.118 -0.069 -0.467 0.443 0.443
            [0.060] [0.073] [0.092] [0.092] [0.281] [0.337] [0.438] [0.438]
            
Male 0.153*** 0.004 0.765*** 0.113
            [0.006] [0.161] [0.030] [0.757]
            
Fraction Muslim legislators * Male child 0.975*** 3.898***
            [0.233] [1.015]
            
R-squared 0.22 0.15 0.29 0.24 0.24 0.16 0.31 0.27
Observations 102604 55396 47208 102604 102604 55396 47208 102604

Attained Primary or Higher (dummy) Years of Primary Education



 We identified significant improvements in health 
and education flowing from increased Muslim 
representation in government. 
 

 However health and education gains seem 
unique to boys.  
 

 
 



 Citizen candidate: Muslims care more about 
health/education.  

 But no documented preference over education 
and no significant difference between Muslims 
and non Muslims 
 
 
 



Obs Non-Muslim Muslim Difference 

Age 2812 49.2 49.8 0.56 

Education: Less than high school 2558 0.258 0.305 0.048 

High school 2558 0.135 0.128 -0.007 

College degree 2558 0.294 0.212 -0.082 ** 

Graduate or professional education 2558 0.313 0.355 0.042 

Any criminal charges filed against candidate 2864 0.293 0.271 -0.022 

Any serious criminal charges filed 2864 0.175 0.147 -0.028 

Log(net worth) 2708 14.927 14.676 -0.251 ** 

• Data on education, wealth and criminal records of candidates available after 
2004. 

• Muslim legislators are less likely to have a college degree and have smaller net 
worth than non-Muslims. 

* Indicates difference significant at 10% level; ** significant at 5% 

• 5.4% of Muslims in NSS 1999-2000 have college degrees compared to 8.6% of Hindus. 
• NSS 2004-05: Muslims have 30% less per capita expenditure compared to Hindus in urban areas; 

very similar levels in rural areas. 

Presenter
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 Muslims are a majority only in a few 
constituencies: need to appeal to a majority 
 

 Violence reduction: avoid accusation of  pro 
Muslim patronage to prevent communal 
violence 



 We find that increasing Muslim representation improves 
basic health and education outcomes, suggesting they are 
“better” at providing those public goods. 
 
 

 There is no evidence that Muslim households benefit from 
Muslim representation relative to others. 
 

 However the benefits appear to flow exclusively to boys. 



 New data on the religious composition of  state 
legislators in India shows that Muslims are 
systematically under-represented. 
 

 Muslims are poorer and less educated on 
average, with SES similar to low castes. There 
are quotas for low castes but not for Muslims. 



 
 
 

 Explore heterogeneity of  impact by share of  
muslim population 



Do gender differences in the impact of  Muslim (vs 
Hindu) politicians stem from son preferring behaviour 
among families? Test using indicators of  son 
preference 
 Region (north west v south..) 
 District level sex ratio 
 Household level indicator: first born son 

 
Can we identify what (Muslim vs Hindu) politicians do? 
 Village infrastructure (NFHS, census) 
 School construction data- date, type (DISE) 
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