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Abstract

Affirmative action policies have been proposed and used in both developed and developing coun-

tries to raise the well-being of disadvantaged minority groups. Among the most radical of these

policies has been to mandate political representation for minorities. This paper examines the

effect of political reservation for minorities on poverty in India. The Indian constitution stip-

ulates that the share of reserved seats for scheduled castes and scheduled tribes–two principal

disadvantaged minorities in India–be the same as their share in most recent decennial census

of population. I take advantage of the state–time variation in minority political representation

generated by the aforementioned policy rule in the Indian Constitution and the timing of elec-

tions to provide exogenous variation in minority representation. Using state level panel data, I

find that increasing scheduled tribe representation significantly reduced rural and urban poverty,

while increasing scheduled caste representation reduces urban poverty but has no impact on rural

poverty. Interestingly, it appears to be the people just below the poverty line, not those far below

it, who are benefiting. These findings survive a variety of robustness checks.
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1 Introduction

The most thought over issue in the area of development economics is to find means and mechanisms
to alleviate poverty. Currently, approximately 300 to 420 million people are trapped in the web of
chronic poverty. India itself accounts for more than one-third of the worlds poor. Poverty is an
economic and social problem for India and other nations of the world, thus establishing itself as a
global issue. It will also not be hard to believe that in most cases, the minority groups of a country
are the prime sufferers of poverty. Since poverty poses a major hindrance to the development of a
nation, the countries around the world are striving to lift these disadvantaged groups from the web
of poverty and improve their well being through various policy measures. One such policy measure is
the mandated representation accorded to a group. This policy tool is most widely used to increase the
representation of a specific group. So far, over 30 countries (World Bank, 2001) have used the policy
of reservation for women in order to increase their participation in assemblies or in internal political
party elections.

In India providing adequate representation in different spheres is a well known policy measure
employed to lift not only the disadvantaged minorities, but also other groups. This policy has also been
employed previously to deal with the issues concerning women’s under representation and has recorded
positive results. Duflo and Chattopadhyay (2004) clearly show the impact of women representation on
policy decisions. Pande (2003) finds an increase in transfers targeted towards disadvantaged minorities
due to political reservation mandated towards them for the case of India. One important conclusion
from all these studies is that political reservation for a group has a positive impact on public good
allocation towards them. Thus, a reservation has gathered some fame as a policy aimed to improve
the overall well being of different target groups.

In this paper, I use Indian state level panel data to evaluate the impact of a unique political
reservation rule for disadvantaged minorities (Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes) on poverty
outcome. This unique reservation policy in India is not simply a government tool, it is also an idea
embedded in the Indian political discourse and in Indian constitution. The constitution of India was
drafted in 1950, after India attained its independence. The constitution then laid down a political
structure under which directly elected government were formed both, at the federal (national) level as
well as state levels. India is a federal democracy, and each state has substantial independent policy-
making powers (Jean Dreze and Amartya Sen, 1995). The states in India under the constitution are
assigned broad fiscal powers, which in nature is similar of a federal nation. Most of the development
and education related expenditures are in the hands of the state government and they exercise full
autonomy while discharging these responsibilities. Based on data from (1970-1995), Indian states have
shared about 60 percent of total consolidated expenditures. The state expenditure as a percentage of
national GDP is a substantial amount and provides a justification to go on with state level analysis.
On average, bigger and richer states’ expenditure as a share of India’s GDP ranges from a minimum
of 10 percent to a maximum of 15 percent per annum since 1980-81. For smaller and poorer states,
the expenditure as a share of India’s GDP ranges from a minimum of 3 percent to a maximum of 9
percent per anum since 1980-81.

This paper borrows the identification strategy from Pande (2003). The identification strategy
takes advantage of the institutional feature, and the within state-variation of the political reservation
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process for disadvantaged minorities, to study its impact on poverty. The within state-variation comes
from the change in percentage of seats reserved for disadvantaged minorities in a state over time. I
use this variation, to identify the impact of change in percentage of seats reserved for disadvantaged
minorities in a state, on poverty. As per the institutional feature of this policy, the only change that
affects percentage of seats reserved for minorities is the change in their census population count. This
change features a lag, because the population count for disadvantaged minorities changes continuously
over time, but the percentage of seats reserved for them do not change until the election year, and after
fresh census count for the group has arrived. This lag is used to control for the factor that is driving
my minority political reservation variable. Moreover, the number of seats reserved for scheduled caste
and scheduled tribe in a state assembly election can only be an integer. So, political reservation for
disadvantaged minorities is a non-linear function of its most recent census count.

The key challenge to my identification was to disentangle the effect of omitted variables that are
driving my political reservation variable and my outcome variable. The paper contributes by doing a
comprehensive empirical test of trickle down effect of minority political reservation in case of India.
The existing literature empirically proves that mandated political reservation accorded to a group
leads to volume of transfers towards them. But, whether these transfers have led to any change in
their well-being is yet to be tested. In a period where eradication of poverty is key to economic
growth for a country, it is imperative to see the impact of a unique political reservation policy on
it. Empirically testing the well-being of disadvantaged minorities, which is also of first order interest,
is the first step towards evaluation of this reservation policy. My main result suggests a negative
impact of minority political reservation on poverty. Specifically, a 1-percent increase in percentage of
seats reserved for scheduled tribes lead to a 0.6- percent fall in rural poverty and 0.7-percent fall in
urban poverty. While, scheduled caste representation do not reduce poverty at conventional level of
significance. However, the magnitude of impact on poverty differs across region and group.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 talks about the literature. Section 3
describes the background about disadvantaged minorities and the reservation policy in India. Section
3 describes the data. Section 4 presents the empirical framework. Section 5 presents the central results
of the paper: the impact of political reservation for minorities on their well being and key robustness
checks. Section 6 presents the discussion.

2 Literature Review

The political economy of affirmative action is a well researched area in economics. This paper attempts
to combine the literature on these topics, and empirically study the impact of a unique Indian policy
of political reservation for disadvantaged minorities, on poverty. Such a research which employs the
literature on political economy and affirmative action to study the effect of a policy on poverty is
being carried out for the first time. Poverty is an important outcome to evaluate, because the policy
makers in India have indirectly intended to target poverty, using reservation policy as a tool for the
disadvantaged minorities. Even for social scientists, what matters is to test whether these unique and
strictly mandated policies have helped the disadvantaged minorities beyond just transfer of funds. If
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transfer of welfare funds1 have not led to changes in their well being, then mandated policies like these
have not been effective, and the policy makers need to re-evaluate. This paper endeavors to evaluate
this policy from the view point of a social scientist.

There are many political economy models like the standard median voter model (including Downs
1957), where it is assumed that candidates contesting an election for a public office can commit to
their parties specific agendas when elected. Theoretical models by Osborne and Slivinski (1996),
called the “Citizen-Candidate”model predicts that the legislature’s identity has an influence on policy
determination. In a similar spirit, a three-stage game theoretic approach has been modeled by Be-
sely and Coate (1997),where candidates who win, implement their preferred policies, cannot credibly
commit to do otherwise. Alesina, Baqir and Easterly (1999) suggests the negative impact of ethnic
fragmentation on share of public good spending.

There are empirical papers which argue that policy preferences differ by groups. One such policy
studied, case of India, is where one-third of the seats at local levels have been randomly reserved for
women. Duflo and Chattopadhyay (2004) empirically study this policy, and show that reservation
of a seat at local level affects the provision of public goods. The elected leaders from the reserved
seats invest more in infrastructure than is directly relevant to the needs of their gender. Pande (2003)
shows that mandated political representation has led to increased welfare transfers to groups which
benefit from the mandate. Specifically, a 1-percent rise in scheduled caste reservation is associated
with a 0.6 percent increase in job quotas for them. Additionally, scheduled tribe reservation has a
significant positive effect on their welfare spending. Edlund and Pande (2001) and Lott and Kenny
(1999) empirically show that women and men have different policy preferences. Both theoretical and
empirical predictions have come to two conclusions. Firstly, providing political reservation to a group
has an influence on specific policies targeted towards the group. Secondly, elected members fail to
commit to their parties specific agendas.

The existing literature falls short of examining welfare outcomes of mandated political reservation
accorded to disadvantaged groups. This paper makes a contribution by taking this discussion a step
further. I empirically test whether the positive impact of political reservation of a group on public
good spending has contributed to their well being, which is also the first order interest. I show that
political reservation for disadvantaged minorities has led to a significant decrease in poverty in rural
as well as urban India. The impact however differs across groups and regions in India. This paper
uses a richer data compared to the existing literature, in the study of political reservation process in
India.

3 Background

3.1 Disadvantaged Minorities

There are two groups of historically disadvantaged minorities in India comprising of 24.4 percent of
the total population according to 2001 census. They comprise of Scheduled Castes (now onwards SCs)
and Scheduled Tribes (now onwards STs). Historically disadvantaged because these groups have been

1Pande (2003) shows that mandated political representation has led to increased transfer of welfare funds to groups which
benefit from the mandate.
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Table 1: Economic characteristics of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes

Variable Scheduled Castes Scheduled Tribes Non-SC/ST
All India Population share 16.4 7.9 75.4

Within-group characteristics:
Infant Mortality Rate∗ (age 0-5 yrs) 118 121 80
Literacy Rate (Rural) 51 45 63
Literacy Rate (Urban) 68 69 82
School Enrollment (age 7-17 yrs) 65.7 56.3 81.3
Drop Out Rate (age 6-14 yrs) 72.2 73.0 56.1
Rural Head Count Ratio 36 46 21
Urban Head Count Ratio 38 35 21

Notes:The sources for this data (1990’s) are

NSSO, Census of India, Thorat (2005) and

SC and ST Commissioner’s Report.

All figures are in percentage.

∗ Excludes Jammu and Kashmir.

perennially discriminated agaisnt and excluded from all possible cultural practices and institutional
rights, that leads to economic and social advancement in Indian society. SCs are defined as having
historically low social and ritual standing. SCs population share varies from one state to another with
a maximum of 25 percent in any state. STs are distinguished by their tribal culture and physical
isolation. STs population share also varies from one state to another with a maximum of 95 percent
in any state. The disadvantaged minorities in India have been discriminated in all spheres for ages.
This is reflected in their current low well being characteristics as compared to their counterparts. The
poverty rate (percentage of people below Indian poverty line, measured by Head Count Ratio) among
the disadvantaged minorities is highest across all states as compared to rest of the population (see
Table 1). On a similar dimension the literacy rate is by far the lowest among the SCs and STs in both
rural and urban India across all states as compared to their counterparts2. Their health indicators are
no better, the infant mortality rate3 for SC is 118 while for ST is 121. Both these figures are much
higher compared to their counterparts. This systematic deprivation across all spheres has further led
to their low educational achievements. According to NSSO4 2005 only 52.4 percent of ST and 58.2
percent of SC children (age 6-14) can read and write as compared to 72.0 percent for their counterparts.
Other indicators, like literacy rate, enrollment rate and dropout rate show similar pattern. According
to a report from Ministry of Human Resource Development, the drop out rate for the disadvantaged
minorities in the age group 6-14 years is alarming and has crossed 70 percent despite all effort by the
center (federal) and the state5. Low educational attainment by the disadvantaged minorities has led to
several unfilled public sector jobs at the center and state level despite being constitutionally reserved
for them in India. The reason is straightforward, low educational attainment prohibits them from

2See Table 1.
3Per 1000 child under age 5 .
4National Sample Survey Organization- a nationally representative survey.
5See Table 1.
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achieving the minimum qualification for the reserved public sector jobs. In a nutshell, the probability
for a Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe to be poor is higher as compared to rest of the population.

3.2 Process of Reservation: Constitutional Policy and its working in India

As mentioned earlier, the SC and ST population of India has faced social and political exclusion
for ages. The Indian government concluded that this exclusion, leading to low social and political
prominence and participation, might be the root cause of their disadvantaged and impoverished state.
Thus, the drafting committee embedded the reservation policy in the Constitution. Article 332 of
Indian Constitution provides reservation for SCs and STs in the legislative assemblies of the states.
The number of seats shall bear, as nearly as may be, the same proportion to the total number of
seats in the assembly as the population of the SCs and STs. Additionally according to Article 15(4):
Prohibition of discrimination on grounds of religion, race, caste, sex or place of birth and nothing in this
article shall prevent the state from making any special provisions for the advancement of any socially
and educationally classes of citizens or for the SCs and STs. This policy of official discrimination in
favor of the most “backward sections of the population” is unique in the world, both in the range of
benefits involved and in magnitude of the groups eligible for them.

The reservation policy in India is handled by two bodies: The Election Commission and the
Delimitation Commission. The Election Commission primarily conduct the elections in India. The
Delimitation Commission takes care of the representation of territorial constituencies in the national
and state legislative assemblies, the delimitation of those constituencies and the reservation policy. The
Delimitation Commission was constituted under Delimitation Act 1952 and consists of three members.
The membership to this commission is restricted to a supreme (national) court judge, high (state)
court judge and the chief election commissioner. The order passed by these commissions has the full
force of law and shall not be called in question in any court. The Delimitation Commission meets
after the arrival of a new census count to redraw the constituency boundaries. The delimitation of
constituency was temporarily suspended after 1973; by a constitutional amendment made in 1976. The
basic premise was that states which were running efficient family planning programs would otherwise
be penalized since the reservation of seats in assemblies would decline while laggards in the family
planning would gain seats. The present size of the state assemblies will remain unaltered till 2026.

After every census until 1973 the Delimitation Commission divides the population of each state
according to the census population by existing number of assembly seats in that state6. This gives
the average size of each constituency. The commission then tries to draw constituency boundaries in
such a manner that each one approximates this size. Then the actual reservation of seats for SCs and
STs is done for each state on the basis of their share in the population of the state. For example, if
SCs constitutes 25 percent of the population of the state, then one-fourth of the seats in the state
assembly must be reserved for the SCs.

Within a state the entire electorate participates in selecting the candidate from the reserved con-
stituency. But the policy rule lays guidelines for the selection of reserved constituencies for scheduled

6According to the Delimitation Act 1972, the total number of assembly constituencies in a state has to be a integral multiple
of parliamentary (federal) constituencies in the state. The choice of integral multiple is left to the discretion of Delimitation
Commission but has to adhere to the broad parameters laid down by the constitution that a state assembly shall not have less
than 60 or more than 500 members.
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castes and scheduled tribes. While selecting a reserved constituency for SC (or ST), preference should
be given to the constituency where the proportion of SC (or ST) population is relatively higher. Once
the delimitation of seats is completed, the process of identifying the seats to be reserved starts. All
seats are arranged in the descending order of the share of the relevant population say, ST. Then you
keep going down the list till as many seats reserved are needed. This ensures that the reserved seats
are those with the largest shares of SCs or STs. This process also means that after delimitation some
seats which were earlier reserved might get deserved while others from the general quota might move
to the reserved list.

Thus, the state-level political reservations for the disadvantaged minorities are in proportion to
their population share in that state. My econometric identification comes from the way the policy rule
is implemented. The population count of the disadvantaged minorities keeps changing continuously.
But the proportion of seats reserved for the scheduled castes and scheduled tribes in state assembly
elections changes only when the following condition is met: it should be the first state election after
the new census count has arrived and delimitation of constituencies have been completed according to
the new census count. So there is a lag between the census count and when seats are actually reserved
for the minorities in state elections. I use this lag to control for census population share of SC and ST
(this variable leads to changes in minority reservation) and identify the impact of minority political
reservation on poverty measures. Additionally, I use the variation coming from the integer rule to
identify this impact on poverty. According to this rule, the number of seats reserved for SCs (or STs)
in any state can only be a integer while its population share can be a fraction.

As per the reservation policy, the only time the seats reserved for minorities changes are when
fresh census count arrives or by any institutional change. There has been no political reason behind
any changes in reserved seats 7. Table 5 illustrates the names of the act that led to changes in the
reserved seats, the year of effect, years enacted in state elections, reasons for the change and the ma-
chinery responsible. All states in India do not have elections at the same time, so the Commission’s
recommendations about the changes in minority reservation are enacted in multiple years. The first
institutional change that led to changes in minority reservation was in 1956, called the State Reorga-
nization Act of 1956. This act reorganized the boundaries of India’s states along linguistic line, and
amended Indian Constitution to replace the three types of states known as Part A, B and C states
8, with a single type of state. The changes made by this act was enacted in state election years of
1957 and 1962. In January 1961, two member jurisdiction was permanently abolished to form a single
member jurisdiction. On November 1, 1966, a new state Haryana was carved out of the state Punjab.
Then in 1976, Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe Orders Act, mandated that a scheduled caste or
scheduled tribe in any part of the state will be defined as so in the entire state9. There has been no
change in the representation of assembly constituencies since 1980 by the constitutional amendment
in 1976.

We come to a point where firstly, this unique reservation policy for the minorities, which has
7In the nineties, the politicians tried twice to get the seats readjusted according to the 1991 census count but failed.
8Part A states include Andhra, Assam, Bihar, Bombay, Madhya Pradesh, Madras, Orissa, Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, and West

Bengal. Part B includes Hydrabad, Madhya Bharat, Mysore, Pepsu, Rajasthan, Saurashtra, Travancore-Cochin, Jammu and
Kashmir, and Sikkim. Part C includes Ajmer, Bhopal, Coorg, Delhi, Himachal Pradesh, Kutch, Vindhya Pradesh, Manipur
and Tripura.

9The plea was that area restriction were causing hardship to members of those communities in the area they were specified.
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been in existence for more than fifty years, aims at eradicating the social, education and economic
disparities caused by purposeful societal discrimination in the past. Secondly, the SCs and STs are
the most disadvantaged and least represented groups socially, economically and politically in India.
With these two things in the background, evaluating the first order interest which is the well-being
will be an important contribution in the literature of affirmative action policy.

4 Data and Descriptive Statistics

This paper builds upon a wide variety of data source. The data source used in this paper covers sixteen
main Indian states from the period 1960-1992 unless mentioned otherwise. These states are Andhra
Pradesh, Assam, Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, Jammu-Kashmir, Karnataka, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh,
Maharashtra, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal. Haryana was
created in 1967 by splitting up Punjab. Haryana enters the data set in 1967 and Jammu-Kashmir
enters the data set in 1962. Madras state changed its name to Tamil Nadu in 1969. Tamil Nadu
enters the data set in 1971.

Poverty Outcomes

This paper uses three poverty measures and are defined as follows. (a) Head Count ratio (HCR) is
defined as the proportion of the population below the Indian poverty line, (b) Poverty Gap Index
(PGI) is a combined measurement of incidence and deapth of poverty. PGI is HCR multiplied by
the mean percentage shortfall of consumption from poverty line and (c) Squared Poverty Gap (SPG)
measures the severity dimension of poverty. This measure gives more weight to very poor than less
poor. The rural and urban Indian poverty line uses the nutritional norm of 2400 calories per day
and is defined as the level of average per capita total expenditure at which this nutritional norm is
typically attained. See Datt [1995] for more details on the rural and urban cost of living indices and
on the estimation of poverty measures.The poverty figures are for rural and urban Indian states from
the year 1960-1992 organized by Ozler, Datt and Ravallion [1996].The series from 1993-2000 has been
updated by Datt. The other source used is EOPP10 Indian state database. The poverty measures
are based on 25 consumption expenditure rounds of the National Sample Survey (NSS) spanning this
period. The average interval between two NSS surveys ranges from 0.9 to 5.5 years. NSS surveys
used for computing the poverty outcomes were carried out in the following years 1961, 1962, 1963,
1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1973, 1974, 1978, 1983, 1987, 1988, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993,
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 2000. Weighted interpolation has been used to obtain the poverty estimates
for years when NSS was not conducted on an annual basis.

Political Data

This paper uses the source Election Commission Reports for the political data. This is a very detailed
data from the period 1951-2004. This has constituency level data for each state elections held with
information about the candidates participated in the election process and the winner. This includes
information on seats reserved for SC, ST and General. The political variables are, “Percentage of

10Economic Organization and Public Policy Program.
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Seats Reserved for SC” and “Percentage of Seats Reserved for ST” which is also the proportion of
jurisdictions in a state reserved for SCs and (STs). The variable election dummy takes the value of
one in the year when election is held in a state and zero otherwise. For institutional details I use the
Annual Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe Commissioner’s reports (1951-1996).
-Percentage of Seats Reserved for SC (or ST): defined as total number of seats reserved for SC (or
ST) in state assembly divided by total number of assemly seats in that state in a specific election year.

In my sample, the mean SC reservation is 14 percent, and the mean ST reservation is 7.5 percent
(see Table 2).

Population data

This paper uses Census of India, Registrar General data from 1951-2001. Additionally a fresh census
estimates of SCs and STs was issued in 1977 according to the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes
(Amendment) Act, 1976, also known as Area Restriction Act of 1976. The data series has been in-
terpolated for inter-censal years. I use two main control variables. First, “SC (ST) census population
share” which is defined as the percentage of SCs (STs) population share reported by the Census of
India at the time when reservation of seats for the elections was determined. This variable is updated
each time a new census estimate arrives for a state and following two conditions are met, (a) it should
be the first state election after the arrival of new census estimate and (b) the Delimitation Commis-
sion should have met to reorganize the reservation of assemly seats for each state according to the
new census estimates. This variable is constant until two such state elections are held. The second
control variable is, “SC (ST) current population share” which is the interpolated SC (ST) population
share from the census as measured in the current year. Population density is computed as the ratio of
interpolated total population data from the census as measured when reservation was determined in
the state divided by total land area of the state, as reported in the Census Atlas, India. This variable
is also updated according to the two conditions described above.
-SC (or ST) Census population share: defined as population count of SC (or ST) in a state divided
by total population count in that state at the time of census.
-SC (or ST) Current population share: defined as population count of SC (or ST) in a state divided
by total population count in that state in the current year.
-Census population density : defined as interpolated total population count from the census as mea-
sured when reservation was determined divided by total land area in a state.

In my data the mean SC census population share is 14 percent while mean SC current population
share is 14.5 percent.The average of ST census population share is 7.6 percent while average ST cur-
rent population share is 7 percent. Finally, the average census population density is 220.

State Domestic Product

State domestic product is the log of real per capita state income. The data source is: Domestic
Product of States of India from 1960-61 to 2000-01 prepared by Economic and Political Weekly
Research Foundation. In my sample the average state income per capita is 1036.
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5 Empirical Framework

The empirical framework of this paper focuses on sixteen Indian states [see data section for the names]
for the years 1960-1992. In this study, I estimate the impact of minority political reservation in state
assembly elections, on poverty. In order to identify the impact on poverty, I use within state-variation
in minority political reservation over time, and the manner in which the policy rule is implemented.
The key to my identification strategy is to estimate the causal impact of political reservation for
disadvantaged minorities on poverty by disentangling the effect of omitted variables that drive both
the political reservation variable and my outcome variable; i.e. poverty measures.

5.1 Identification Strategy

In order to estimate the impact of minority political reservation on poverty I estimate my specification
(1):

Yst = αs + βt + γPolReservationst + est s = state, t = time (1)

where Yst is my poverty outcome is state s at time t. The variable PolReservationst is a vector whose
elements are percentage of seats reserved for SC and percentage of seats reserved for ST. αs and βt are
state and time fixed effects while est is the state level error term. My primary coefficient of interest is γ

which will be the estimated impact of minority political reservation on poverty. The state fixed effects
controls for any unobserved time-invariant state characteristics on poverty outcomes. The time fixed
effects controls for any national policy changes that affected all states uniformly. In my specification (1)
the minority political reservation variable is likely to be endogenous due to omitted variable problem.
The omitted variables are likely to be correlated with both minority political reservation variable and
my outcome variable. Moreover, the constituency that elects more minorities may be systematically
different and affect my outcome variable differently.

The way in which the minority political reservation policy is designed and implemented, the main
likely omitted variable is lagged population share of SC and ST. In order to guard against this source
of omitted bias I control for census population share of SC and ST. I am able to control this due to two
reasons. Firstly, there is a time lag when a new census count arrives and the Delimitation Commission
sits down to determine the extent of minority political reservation in state assembly. In other words,
even though the population share of the disadvantaged minorities is changing continuously , the extent
of minority political reservation can change only at a point when the following condition is met. It
should be the first election held in the state after the new census count arrives and the Delimitation
Commission has met. In between two such state elections the proportion of seats reserved in state
assemblies for SC and ST remains constant. Secondly, the number of seats reserved for disadvantaged
minorities is a discontinuous function of census population share, i.e., the number of reserved seats
for disadvantaged minorities must be an integer for each state. For example: In Uttar Pradesh (a
state in India) according to 1961 census, the proportion of SC to total population was 0.2091. The
total number of seats in Uttar Pradesh for 1967 state assembly election was 425. Hence, the number
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of seats reserved for SC was 89 11.
After adding census population share of SC and ST I estimate my specification (2):

Yst = αs + βt + γPolReservationst + δ1CenPopst + est s = state, t = time (2)

where CenPopst is a vector whose elements are census population share of SC and census population
share of ST. My specification(2) is again likely to suffer from omitted variable problem. There could be
government policy targeted towards the disadvantaged minorities driven by their current population
in the state. To guard against this omitted variable I add the current population share of SC and
current population share of ST as my controls. I am able to accomplish this because current year
and election year in a state is different and reservation of seats in state assembly for disadvantaged
minorities is based on most recent census count and not on most recent population count.

For example, in state Uttar Pradesh:

︷ ︸︸ ︷
Seats based on
1961 Census

1971 1974

1975

1977 1981
[Census Year] [1st election after census]

[2nd election year]

[Census Year]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Seats based on 1971 Census

Figure 1: Time line

From figure (1), the most recent census count for Uttar Pradesh is 1971, but the seats are not
adjusted for the disadvantaged minorities until the first state assembly election after this new census
count has arrived. In other words, the reserved seats are based on 1961 census until the next state
election in the year 1974, even though an updated census count has arrived. According to the policy
rule, the seats are readjusted in 1974 when the Delimitation Commission meets at the time of state
election, and remains constant till another such election year12. The key is, reservation of seats
for the disadvantaged minorities are based on most recent census count and not on their recent
population count, even though their population count keeps changing continuously. After adding
current population share of SC and ST as my controls I estimate specification(3):

Yst = αs + βt + γPolReservationst + δ1CenPopst + δ2CurrPopst + est s = state, t = time (3)

where CurrPopst is a vector whose elements are current population share of SC and current population
share of ST.

Before moving on to robustness checks, I further add three additional controls which can be
potentially correlated with the population share of SC and ST in a state. In my specification (4),
that is also my preferred specification, I include state income per capita lagged by one time period.

110.2091*425=88.87, the rounding off is done to the nearest integer according to the Delimitation Commission.
12The reserved seats for SC and ST changed for the election year 1977 due to area restriction act of 1976. The Delimitation

Commission has not met until 2001 census due to Constitutional Amendment 1976 and the total state assembly seats is freezed
until 2026.
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States with high income can affect fertility rates for disadvantaged minorities differently than states
with low income. Additionally, any difference in income across states can induce migration. The two
reasons mentioned above can independently change the population share of SC and ST cross-states. I
include census population density when reservation of seats was determined as my control because any
changes in population share is directly correlated to changes in population density. Finally I include
election year dummy. This control variable ensures that my political reservation variable do not pick
up any election year effects. The election year dummy takes the value one in the year when election
is held in an state and zero otherwise. My final form of specification (4) that I estimate is:

Yst = αs+βt+γPolReservationst+δ1CenPopst+δ2CurrPopst+λXst+est s = state, t = time (4)

where Xst is a vector whose elements are lag of state income per capita, census population density
and election year dummy.

6 Central Results

The findings for the impact of minority political representation on rural and urban head count ratio
are reported in table 6 and 7 respectively. In both tables, I estimate the impact for all the four
specifications discussed before [column (1)-(4)]. In table 6, the impact of ST reservation on rural
poverty is significant and negative. This is robust to the inclusion of additional controls [column
(2)-(4)]. According to column (4), the estimate suggests that a 1-percent increase in seats reserved for
scheduled tribes reduces rural poverty by 0.6-percent. The impact of SC reservation on rural poverty
is not significant. In table 7, the impact of SC and ST reservation on urban poverty is negative and
significant. This is robust to the inclusion of additional controls [column (2)-(4)]. The estimate from
column (4) suggests that a 1-percent increase in seats reserved for scheduled tribes reduces urban
poverty by 0.7-percent. However, a 1-percent increase in seats reserved for scheduled castes reduces
urban poverty by 0.2-percent.

The difference in impact between the two social groups should not be a surprise to the readers.
Scheduled Castes as a group are more heterogenous compared to Scheduled Tribes. In Karnataka
there are 133 communities in the scheduled caste, while only 49 listed in scheduled tribe. There
is an additional feature of difference between a reserved SC versus reserved ST constituency. On
an average, the percentage of SC residing in a SC reserved constituency is lower as compared to
ST residing in a ST reserved constituency. This demographic feature explains the behavior of SC
legislator. For example, in Bihar, the SC legislator behaves the same way as other legislators. They
tend to underplay their caste identity (Lelah 1972). One possible explanation is their within group
heterogeneity. Alesina, Baqir and Easterly (1999) concludes that public goods supplied are inversely
related to ethnic fragmentation. This theoretical implication can be used to support the findings from
table 6 and table 7. Also, sociological literature has also pointed to ethnic division as a problem for
public good provision.

Moreover, scheduled castes and scheduled tribes in India differ in their group characteristics. As
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compared to ST, the SC legislators act in a bloc, they prefer to concentrate their efforts on those
items of the protective discrimination system that are of most concern to their more prosperous caste
constituents: more ministers for themselves, more scholarships, reservation in educational institutions,
and more public sector jobs. This result is consistent with Pande (2003). But the key to understand
this is to know the actual beneficiaries. Scheduled castes are heterogenous group, and only the better
off among SC (creamy layer) have taken advantage of these mandated policies. In order to corroborate
my hypothesis, I estimate the impact of minority political reservation on two additional measures of
poverty. They are poverty gap index and squared poverty gap. Additionally, head count ratio has
some limitations as an indicator of poverty. Changes in head count ratio can be highly sensitive to
the number of poor households near the poverty line (since changes in the head count ratio is entirely
driven by “crossings” of the poverty line). If poor households are heavily bunched near the poverty
line, then a small increase in average per capita income could lead to a misleading decline in the head
count ratio.

Table 8 and 9 reports the findings for poverty gap index and squared poverty gap. These measures
reflects the depth and severity of poverty by giving more weight to very poor than to less poor. In
table 8, the impact of ST reservation on rural poverty gap index (measure of poverty) is negative
and significant to the inclusion of additional explanatory variables. A 1-percent increase in seats
reserved for scheduled tribes reduces rural poverty by 0.2-percent. The impact is not significant for
SC reservation. Table 9 reports the finding for urban poverty gap index. Again, we find a similar
trend for both SC and ST reservation. Table 10 and 11 reports the finding for the third measure of
poverty, squared poverty gap. This measure reflects the severity of poverty. In table 11, the impact
of ST reservation is negative and significant. A 1-percent increase seats reserved for scheduled tribe
reduces urban poverty by 0.1-percent. The impact is not significant for SC reservation.

We can conclude from table (8)–(11) that, the policy of political reservation for disadvantaged
minorities has been more effective for the poor at the margin as compared to the chronic poor. This
is very important finding of this paper. Mandated policies and other government sponsored welfare
schemes have failed to help the extreme poor. This outcome could be driven by the non-representation
of the members who are extreme poor in the state assemblies. This result is consistent with the between
group differential characteristics. This is also consistent with Pande (2003) findings. In Pande (2003),
ST reservation has a positive and significant impact on ST welfare spending while this is not significant
for SC reservation.

6.1 Robustness Checks

In this section I use two additional measures of poverty, and four additional control variables, result of
which support the validity of my identification strategy used. In my key robustness checks, I include
four additional controls that may be driving my political reservation variable and my outcome. Finally,
I estimate all my specifications for poverty gap index and squared poverty gap, the two additional
measures of poverty. This is reported in table (12)–(14).

Robustness Check (1): In this specification I include quadratic controls for SC and ST census
population share. This inclusion captures the non-linear impact of SC and ST census population share
on my political reservation variable. This control variable enters in additional to my specification (4),
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that has percentage of seats reserved for SC and ST, census population share of SC and ST, current
population share of SC and ST, lag of state income per capita, population density and election year
dummy as my explanatory variables. In this study, my political reservation variable is primarily
driven by the census population share of SC and ST. Specifically, the political reservation of seats
for SC and ST is lagged function of census population share of SC and ST in a state. Hence, it is
imperative to estimate my specification after the inclusion of quadratic controls of SC and ST census
population share. The inclusion reduces the statistical significance of the impact of ST political
reservation, but the economic magnitude and sign are similar for rural poverty. For urban poverty,
the inclusion increases the statistical significance and the economic magnitude of the impact, sign
remains unchanged.

Robustness Check (2): In addition to the controls in specification (4), I include one and two-
period lagged values of current population share of SC and ST for each state. Again, I suspect my
main explanatory variable and my outcome variable could be driven my current population share of
SC and ST. Specifically, policy makers use current population count of SC and ST to design targeted
policies and welfare schemes in India. It is of our primary interest to make sure that lagged value
of current population shares of SC and ST are not driving my results. I do not find any significant
change in results from my preferred specification, except there is no impact of SC reservation on urban
poverty.

Robustness Check (3): I include a state-specific linear time trend variable, in addition to the
right hand side variables in specification (4). This additional variable resets to zero in the year of
a political reservation change for the group, and increases by one each year. The motivation to do
this, stems from the fact that, there can be omitted variables that also change at the time when
reservation of seats for disadvantaged minorities changes. The estimated results does not indicate any
correlation between my political reservation variable and these omitted variables. I do not find any
significant change in results from my preferred specification for rural poverty. For urban poverty, the
inclusion increases the statistical significance and the economic magnitude of the impact, sign remains
unchanged.

Robustness Check (4): The result of this robustness check is important to validity of my
identification strategy. In this specification, I restrict my sample for each Indian state to a five year
period centered around election time. I construct a dummy variable that takes the value one, only
when it is a election year and reservation of seats for SC or ST has changed in the state, and zero
otherwise. This dummy also takes the value one, two years prior to the above mentioned change and
two subsequent years. The idea to ensure that discontinuous changes in seats reserved for SC and
ST are not correlated with any policy changes that could be affecting my outcome variable. This is
a key robustness check, because in India politicians use specific policies to target vote bank. In this
case, the sample size is reduced and leads to increase in standard errors. The inclusion increases the
statistical significance and economic magnitude of the impact of ST political reservation, sign remain
unchanged for both rural and urban poverty.

Robustness Check (5): In addition to the above mentioned robustness checks, I drop the years
for which the poverty estimates are interpolated. They are 1964, 1975, 1976, 1977, 1979, 1980, 1981,
1982, 1984, 1985, 1986, and 1989 respectively. This leaves me with 302 observations. The economic
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magnitude and significance decreases but the sign remains the same. This further raises confidence
in the identification and that omitted variables are not driving the results. The result is reported in
table 15.

Other measures of poverty: In addition to head count ratio as a measure of poverty, I repeat
the same exercise for two additional measures of poverty. First, poverty gap index- a combined
measurement of poverty and depth of poverty. Second, squared poverty gap- this measures the severity
dimension of poverty. It gives more weight to very poor than to less poor. My result remains unaltered.

7 Discussion

A mandated political representation for minorities has important effects on poverty among Indian
states.

First, Scheduled Tribe legislators have greater impact on poverty than Scheduled Caste legislators.
Second, the impact is greater for urban India. To better understand the intensity of this impact on
poverty, we do a thought exercise.

Thought Exercise: At this stage, it is imperative to know the intensity of the impact, of this policy
on poverty. From table 7, we estimated the impact of minority political representation on poverty.
Specifically, a 1-percent increase in SC representation reduces urban poverty by 0.2-percent. A 1-
percent increase in ST representation reduces urban poverty by 0.7-percent. The next question is how
big are these coefficient in terms of impact. For example, in Bihar there are 324 seats (constituencies)
in the legislative assembly. A 1-percent increase in ST representation implies a gain of 3 seats 13. This
is an increase of 3 constituencies. On an average there are 60,000-100,000 voters in a constituency
among Indian states. So a 0.7-percent decline in urban head count ratio implies a 1.35-percent 14 drop
in urban poverty in the state Bihar. Whereas, a 10-percent increase in ST representation implies a
gain of 32 seats 15. This is a huge change in terms of size of representation. A 0.7-percent decline in
urban head count ratio implies a 14.8-percent 16 drop in urban poverty in Bihar.

These results seem to be largely attributable to the effect of the minority political representation
policy. The results remain unaffected after various robustness checks. The results adhere to the
theoretical model where greater ethnic fragmentation leads to a lower public good spending. In Indian
context, scheduled castes are more fragmented than scheduled tribes. The impact of this policy is
more effective for scheduled tribes as compared to scheduled castes. Partly this could be driven by the
demographic composition of reserved constituencies. On average the scheduled tribes are in majority
in ST reserved constituency while this is not true in case of scheduled caste reserved constituency. This
demographic difference could be driving more policy commitment among ST legislators as compared
to SC legislators. Moreover, the impact is greater for urban India. One possible explanation could
the better infrastructure in urban areas compared to the rural areas. In this scenario, the marginal
impact of any policy aimed at reducing poverty will be larger in urban areas. Additionally, the chronic

131/100*324=3.24
14Average head count ratio in urban Bihar is 52, 0.7/52*100= 1.346
1510/100*324=32.4
167.7/100*100=14.8
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poor is smaller in urban India compared to rural India.
The take from this empirical study is threefold.

1. The policy of minority political representation has been more effective in reducing poverty for the
individuals who are closer to the poverty line. The magnitude of impact reduces significantly for the
chronic poor.
2. The scheduled tribe legislators have a greater impact than scheduled caste legislators in reducing
poverty.
3. The impact of minority political reservation is greater for urban areas than rural areas.

The result from this paper makes an important contribution by establishing a link between minority
political representation and poverty. A country that represents more than one third of worlds poor,
it is important for an economist to establish the links that has an impact on poverty. These links
can be used by the policy makers to design policies that not only reduce poverty at the margin but
also chronic poor. However, it is premature to say anything about the success or failure of the policy
of mandated minority representation, but this policy has definitely made a significant dent on the
number in poverty during the period 1960-1992. This paper also suggests that the mandated political
reservation is an important significant explanatory variable behind the reduction of poverty figures in
India, which otherwise would not have been achieved.
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Table 2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Variable Mean Standard deviation
Dependent Variables:
Head Count Ratio (Rural) 50.53 (14.13)
Head Count Ratio (Urban) 43.03 (12.76)
Poverty Gap Index (Rural) 14.80 (6.21)
Poverty Gap Index (Urban) 12.49 (5.56)
Squared Poverty Gap (Rural) 5.97 (3.18)
Squared Poverty Gap (Urban) 4.98 (2.81)

Political Variables:
Percentage of seats reserved for SC 13.94 (5.57)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST 7.52 (7.89)
Election dummy 0.24 (0.42)

Population Variables:
SC census population share 14.37 (6.62)
ST census population share 7.61 (7.39)
SC current population share 14.53 (6.02)
ST current population share 7.28 (7.48)
Census population density 220.29 (141.68)

Income variables:
State income per capita 1036.22 (357.49)
Lag(1) state income per capita 6.88 (0.31)

Notes: The data includes 16 main Indian states from the

period 1960-1992. The data for Haryana starts in 1967 as it

was carved out of Punjab on Nov 1, 1966. The data for Jammu

and Kashmir starts is from 1962-1992. Dependent Variable has

521 observations. The sample size for other variables is 504;

deviations from this are accounted for by missing observations.
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Table 4: Selection criteria for scheduled tribes

1. Tribal origin

2. Primitive way of life and habitation in remote and less accessible areas

3. General backwardness in all respects
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Table 6: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Poverty

Dependent Variable: Head Count Ratio (Rural)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.802∗∗∗ −0.746∗∗∗ −0.772∗∗∗ −0.286
(0.199) (0.188) (0.199) (0.227)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.870∗∗∗ −0.778∗∗∗ −0.640∗∗∗ −0.660∗∗

(0.200) (0.196) (0.207) (0.269)
SC census population share 0.403∗∗∗ 0.609∗∗∗ 0.302∗

(0.122) (0.189) (0.166)
ST census population share −0.255 −0.213 −0.022

(0.183) (0.234) (0.250)
SC current population share −0.609 0.039

(0.381) (0.318)
ST current population share −0.230 −0.742∗

(0.387) (0.424)
Lag(1) of SDP −16.175∗∗∗

(3.522)
Census population density −0.072∗∗∗

(0.014)
Election Dummy 0.742

(0.729)
R2 Adjusted 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.86
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 7: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Poverty

Dependent Variable: Head Count Ratio (Urban)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.452∗∗∗ −0.393∗∗∗ −0.295∗∗ −0.261∗

(0.157) (0.151) (0.140) (0.142)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.573∗∗∗ −0.476∗∗∗ −0.695∗∗∗ −0.775∗∗∗

(0.193) (0.186) (0.186) (0.212)
SC census population share 0.393∗∗∗ −0.049 −0.083

(0.111) (0.118) (0.122)
ST census population share −0.263∗ −0.110 −0.036

(0.142) (0.171) (0.168)
SC current population share 1.265∗∗∗ 1.346∗∗∗

(0.198) (0.248)
ST current population share −0.142 −0.176

(0.312) (0.363)
Lag(1) of SDP −2.126

(2.441)
Census population density −0.019∗

(0.011)
Election Dummy 0.558

(0.580)
R2 Adjusted 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.92
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 8: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Poverty

Dependent Variable: Poverty Gap Index (Rural)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.276∗∗∗ −0.231∗∗ −0.244∗∗ 0.011
(0.099) (0.105) (0.110) (0.112)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.337∗∗∗ −0.247∗∗ −0.243∗∗ −0.224∗

(0.088) (0.106) (0.110) (0.120)
SC census population share 0.112∗∗ 0.143∗ 0.004

(0.057) (0.084) (0.075)
ST census population share −0.186∗∗ −0.233∗∗ −0.161

(0.084) (0.117) (0.122)
SC current population share −0.081 0.236∗

(0.157) (0.137)
ST current population share 0.103 −0.150

(0.177) (0.190)
Lag(1) of SDP −6.879∗∗∗

(1.761)
Census population density −0.034∗∗∗

(0.007)
Election Dummy 0.145

(0.336)
R2 Adjusted 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.85
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 9: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Poverty

Dependent Variable: Poverty Gap Index (Urban)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.106 −0.059 −0.035 0.054
(0.070) (0.069) (0.067) (0.060)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.221∗∗∗ −0.125∗ −0.265∗∗∗ −0.298∗∗∗

(0.071) (0.071) (0.074) (0.068)
SC census population share 0.104∗∗ −0.099∗∗ −0.145∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.048) (0.052)
ST census population share −0.195∗∗∗ −0.245∗∗∗ −0.139∗

(0.060) (0.087) (0.074)
SC current population share 0.603∗∗∗ 0.849∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.106)
ST current population share 0.248∗ −0.071

(0.131) (0.129)
Lag(1) of SDP −0.681

(1.060)
Census population density −0.029∗∗∗

(0.005)
Election Dummy 0.382

(0.268)
R2 Adjusted 0.87 0.88 0.89 0.90
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 10: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Poverty

Dependent Variable: Squared Poverty Gap (Rural)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.108∗∗ −0.078 −0.085 0.058
(0.055) (0.061) (0.064) (0.061)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.146∗∗∗ −0.083 −0.098 −0.080
(0.048) (0.062) (0.064) (0.065)

SC census population share 0.040 0.037 −0.030
(0.031) (0.046) (0.043)

ST census population share −0.122∗∗∗ −0.165∗∗ −0.133∗

(0.047) (0.068) (0.071)
SC current population share 0.016 0.194∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.075)
ST current population share 0.114 −0.029

(0.097) (0.104)
Lag(1) of SDP −3.158∗∗∗

(0.973)
Census population density −0.019∗∗∗

(0.004)
Election Dummy −0.011

(0.191)
R2 Adjusted 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.82
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 11: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Poverty

Dependent Variable: Squared Poverty Gap (Urban)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.033 −0.005 −0.001 0.053
(0.041) (0.041) (0.040) (0.034)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.098∗∗ −0.037 −0.122∗∗∗ −0.124∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.042) (0.045) (0.041)
SC census population share 0.029 −0.074∗∗∗ −0.104∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.026) (0.029)
ST census population share −0.115∗∗∗ −0.186∗∗∗ −0.120∗∗∗

(0.035) (0.050) (0.043)
SC current population share 0.312∗∗∗ 0.469∗∗∗

(0.046) (0.064)
ST current population share 0.246∗∗∗ 0.012

(0.078) (0.071)
Lag(1) of SDP −0.434

(0.592)
Census population density −0.018∗∗∗

(0.003)
Election Dummy 0.211

(0.150)
R2 Adjusted 0.83 0.83 0.85 0.87
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 12: Robustness Checks

(1) (2) (3) (4)

PANEL A
Dependent Variable: Head Count Ratio (Rural)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.282 −0.235 −0.216 −0.343
(0.246) (0.238) (0.229) (0.253)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.619∗ −0.623∗∗ −0.627∗∗ −0.705∗∗∗

(0.340) (0.280) (0.263) (0.287)
PANEL B
Dependent Variable: Head Count Ratio (Urban)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.307∗∗ −0.221 −0.311∗∗ −0.404∗∗

(0.148) (0.141) (0.142) (0.180)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.924∗∗∗ −0.745∗∗∗ −0.798∗∗∗ −0.886∗∗∗

(0.206) (0.207) (0.205) (0.230)

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include (i) state fixed effects and time fixed effects,

(ii) SC/ST census population share and SC/ST current population share as controls, and (iii) state income per capita lagged-

one period,census population density and election year dummy.

(1) includes SC/ST census population shares squared/100.

(2) includes SC/ST one- and two-period lagged population shares.

(3) includes a state specific trend which increases by one unit in year of reservation change.

The data are for 16 main states, and the period 1960-1992.

For Haryana, which split from Punjab in 1966, the data spans 1967-1992.

For Jammu-Kashmir the data spans 1962-1992. This gives 492 observations.

(4) restricts the sample for each state to data for two years prior to an election in which the

minority reservation changed, the election year and two subsequent years.The number of observations is 294.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 13: Robustness Checks

(1) (2) (3) (4)

PANEL A
Dependent Variable: Poverty Gap Index (Rural)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.076 0.023 0.023 0.038
(0.125) (0.115) (0.114) (0.117)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.280∗∗ −0.217∗ −0.219∗ −0.198
(0.142) (0.121) (0.120) (0.129)

PANEL B
Dependent Variable: Poverty Gap Index (Urban)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC 0.038 0.078 0.037 −0.029
(0.071) (0.060) (0.062) (0.099)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.272∗∗∗ −0.283∗∗∗ −0.307∗∗∗ −0.374∗∗∗

(0.078) (0.069) (0.069) (0.112)

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include (i) state fixed effects and time fixed effects,

(ii) SC/ST census population share and SC/ST current population share as controls, and (iii) state income per capita lagged-

one period,census population density and election year dummy.

(1) includes SC/ST census population shares squared/100.

(2) includes SC/ST one- and two-period lagged population shares.

(3) includes a state specific trend which increases by one unit in year of reservation change.

The data are for 16 main states, and the period 1960-1992.

For Haryana, which split from Punjab in 1966, the data spans 1967-1992.

For Jammu-Kashmir the data spans 1962-1992. This gives 492 observations.

(4) restricts the sample for each state to data for two years prior to an election in which the

minority reservation changed, the election year and two subsequent years.The number of observations is 294.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 14: Robustness Checks

(1) (2) (3) (4)

PANEL A
Dependent Variable: Squared Poverty Gap (Rural)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.013 0.062 0.058 0.078
(0.067) (0.063) (0.063) (0.068)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.125∗ −0.079 −0.080 −0.057
(0.071) (0.065) (0.065) (0.070)

PANEL B
Dependent Variable: Squared Poverty Gap (Urban)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC 0.035 0.067∗ 0.041 0.007
(0.043) (0.035) (0.035) (0.057)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.106∗∗ −0.116∗∗∗ −0.130∗∗∗ −0.171∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.041) (0.042) (0.066)

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include (i) state fixed effects and time fixed effects,

(ii) SC/ST census population share and SC/ST current population share as controls, and (iii) state income per capita lagged-

one period,census population density and election year dummy.

(1) includes SC/ST census population shares squared/100.

(2) includes SC/ST one- and two-period lagged population shares.

(3) includes a state specific trend which increases by one unit in year of reservation change.

The data are for 16 main states, and the period 1960-1992.

For Haryana, which split from Punjab in 1966, the data spans 1967-1992.

For Jammu-Kashmir the data spans 1962-1992. This gives 492 observations.

(4) restricts the sample for each state to data for two years prior to an election in which the

minority reservation changed, the election year and two subsequent years.The number of observations is 294.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 15: Robustness Checks

(Rural) (Urban)

PANEL A
Dependent Variable: Head Count Ratio
Percentage of seats reserved for SC −0.031 −0.180

(0.278) (0.172)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.365 −0.702∗∗∗

(0.298) (0.247)
PANEL B
Dependent Variable: Poverty Gap Index
Percentage of seats reserved for SC 0.117 0.099

(0.143) (0.075)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.085 −0.223∗∗∗

(0.149) (0.083)
PANEL C
Dependent Variable: Squared Poverty Gap
Percentage of seats reserved for SC 0.116 0.076∗

(0.078) (0.042)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST −0.003 −0.082∗

(0.084) (0.048)
PANEL D
Dependent Variable: Gini Coefficient
Percentage of seats reserved for SC 0.202∗∗ 0.265∗∗

(0.106) (0.117)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST 0.063 0.208∗

(0.104) (0.120)

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include (i) state fixed effects and time fixed effects,

(ii) SC/ST census population share and SC/ST current population share as controls, and (iii) state income per capita lagged-

one period,census population density and election year dummy.

The data are for 16 main states, and the period 1960-1992.

For Haryana, which split from Punjab in 1966, the data spans 1967-1992.

For Jammu-Kashmir the data spans 1962-1992. This gives 302 observations.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 16: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Inequality

Dependent Variable: Gini Coefficient (Rural)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC 0.149∗∗ 0.153∗ 0.151∗∗ 0.168
(0.075) (0.080) (0.076) (0.102)

Percentage of seats reserved for ST 0.186∗∗ 0.187∗∗ 0.108 0.091
(0.077) (0.084) (0.088) (0.095)

SC census population share 0.086∗ 0.002 0.019
(0.048) (0.064) (0.064)

ST census population share −0.020 −0.108 −0.109
(0.070) (0.074) (0.079)

SC current population share 0.259∗∗ 0.385∗∗∗

(0.110) (0.129)
ST current population share 0.276∗ 0.142

(0.153) (0.176)
Lag(1) of SDP 2.206

(1.439)
Census population density −0.007

(0.005)
Election Dummy 0.072

(0.335)
R2 Adjusted 0.71 0.71 0.72 0.72
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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Table 17: Impact of Minority Political Reservation on Inequality

Dependent Variable: Gini Coefficient (Urban)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Percentage of seats reserved for SC 0.258∗∗∗ 0.264∗∗∗ 0.301∗∗∗ 0.287∗∗∗

(0.092) (0.092) (0.092) (0.097)
Percentage of seats reserved for ST 0.191∗ 0.199∗ 0.139 0.124

(0.101) (0.103) (0.107) (0.102)
SC census population share 0.079 −0.061 −0.078

(0.062) (0.078) (0.078)
ST census population share −0.032 0.047 0.113

(0.079) (0.096) (0.095)
SC current population share 0.398∗∗∗ 0.479∗∗∗

(0.114) (0.129)
ST current population share −0.123 −0.203

(0.193) (0.209)
Lag(1) of SDP 0.799

(1.481)
Census population density −0.008∗

(0.005)
Election Dummy −0.015

(0.404)
R2 Adjusted 0.57 0.58 0.58 0.60
Number of observations 503 503 503 492

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. All the specifications include state fixed effects and time fixed effects.

SC/ST census population share is population shares measured by the census when reservation was determined;

SC/ST current population share is the population share measured in current year.

* Significant at 10-percent level.

** Significant at 5-percent level.

*** Significant at 1-percent level.
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