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PART I: INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL ANALYSIS

SECTION 1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND SUBSTANTIVE EFFECTS

This first section contains some basic information about the voter-level analysis. First,
Tables S.1 and S.2 present standard descriptive statistics for the variables employed in
the paper’s analysis, for both non-elite and upper caste voter samples respectively.
Second, Tables S.3 present detailed information on the measures used in the analysis, the
concepts they seek to represent, and the sources from which they were constructed
(including the wordings of the relevant survey questions). Finally, Tables S.4 and S.5
report the full list of substantive effects for variables registering significant impacts on
the electoral preferences of non-elite and elite voters from the paper’s analyses
(computed from the analyses presented in Table 1 of the main text).




TABLE S.1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR VOTER ANALYSIS
(UPPER CASTE SAMPLE)

STANDARD
VARIABLE OBSERVATIONS MEAN DEVIATION MIN MAX
Non-Party
Member 3186 210 407 0 1
Liberalization 3264 9.573 2.627 4 16
Ethnic
Influence 3264 .054 226 0 1
Tncome 3245 3.734 2.038 1 8
Communalism 3264 2.962 1.139 1 4
ConversionBan 3264 2.936 1.185 1 4
Religiosity 3264 13.900 3.586 5 20
Age 3264 40.201 18.918 18 99
Male 3264 1.072 997 0 2
Education 3264 3.222 2.270 0 9




TABLE S.2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR VOTER ANALYSIS (DALIT AND ADIVASI

SAMPLE)
STANDARD

VARIABLE OBSERVATIONS MEAN DEVIATION MIN MAX
Non-Party
Member 5226 190 413 0 1
Liberalization 5460 9.475 2.312 4 16
Ethnic
Influence 5460 106 308 0 1
ConversionBan 5460 2.864 1.121 1 4
Religiosity 5460 12.573 3.507 5 20
Age 5460 38.897 15.356 18 99
Male 5460 537 498 0 1
Education 5460 1.632 2.011 0 9




TABLE S.3: VARIABLES USED IN VOTER-LEVEL ANALYSIS (ALL MEASURES CODED FROM

2004 NES)

CONCEPT

MEASURE

SOURCE

Electoral Support of
the BJP

Did you vote for the BJP in 2004?

Question 2a

Switching to
Support BJP

Did you vote for the BJP in 2004?
(only voters who did not in 1999)

Questions 2a and 5a

Non-party
Membership

Other than political parties, are you
a member of:

Any religious/ caste association?
Any other associations and
organizations like co-operatives,
farmers’ association, trade unions,
welfare organizations, cultural and
sports organizations?

Questions 18 and 19

Religiosity

Now I will ask you about a few
religious activities. You tell me how
often do you practice then- daily,
weekly, only on festivals, or never?
a. Prayer
b. Visiting temple, mosque,
church, gurdwara [Sikh
temple], etc.

Questions 34a, 34b.

Communalism

To what extent do you agree with
these options- fully agree, somewhat
agree, somewhat disagree or fully
disagree:

On the site of the Babri Masjud,
only Ram temple should be built

Q34a.

There should be a legal ban on

convetrsions

Q36h

Income

What is your total monthly
household income?

QB19

Influence of Caste
Identity

In deciding whom to vote for,
whose opinion mattered to you
most? (coded 1 only if response was
‘caste/community leadet’

Q9




TABLE S.3 CONTINUED

CONCEPT

MEASURE

SOURCE

Support for

Economic
Liberalization

Now I will read out a few
statements regarding the economic
policy of the country. You tell me,
do you fully agree, somewhat agree,
somewhat disagree, or fully disagree
with these statements?

The number of government
employees should be reduced as
paying for their salaries is costly for
the country.

Q30b

The government factories and
businesses should be sold/handed
over to private companies.

Q30c

Foreign companies should not be
allowed free trade in India (coding
was reversed for this question)

Q30d

People are responsible for their
poverty and not their government.

Q30e

Opposition to caste-
based employment
quotas

There should not be caste-based
reservations in jobs.

Q36d




TABLE S.4: SHIFTS IN SIMULATED PROBABILITY OF BJP SUPPORT AMONG DALITS AND

ADIVASIS (ESTIMATED FROM MODELS REPORTED IN TABLE 1)

Variable name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Non-Party Member 18.43 16.26 15.27 15.55
Ethnic Influence -5.80 -5.65 -5.64
Income 7.25 5.79 5.78
Religiosity 11.10 11.61 10.60

Note: Values in percentage points. Predicted values obtained through simulations using the Clarify software
package while keeping other variables at their means. Only statistically significant explanatory factors from each

model are shown above.

TABLE S.5: SHIFTS IN SIMULATED PROBABILITY OF SUPPORTING BJP AMONG UPPER

CASTES (ESTIMATED FROM MODELS REPORTED IN TABLE 3)

Variable name Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Liberalization 14.86 13.10 14.89
Ethnic Influence -8.17 -10.93
Income 16.05 8.87
Communalism 10.77 9.82 10.92
Religiosity 15.27 16.94 14.91
Education 19.31 19.59

Note: Predicted values obtained through simulations using the Clarify software package while
keeping other variables at their means. Only statistically significant determinants in each model

shown above.
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SECTION 2: BASIC ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

In this section I present the results of some preliminary checks on the robustness of
the results of the voter-level analysis. First, I present the results of some diagnostics used
to examine the survey data. Table S.6 shows that collinearity between the explanatory
variables is not an issue within either elite or non-elite voter samples, or among the state-
level variables. Next, I examined whether specific observations within each data set were
biasing the results. To do so, I examined the Pregibon’s delta beta (the equivalent of
Cook’s distance for logistic regression analyses) across all observations, and present the
scatterplots of those values (Figure S.1). This measure of influence revealed no
observation exerted what is considered a standard ‘high’ degree of leverage (>1) on the
overall sample. Still, I re-ran the analysis while excluding observations whose influence
statistic was twice the mean of the entire sample. These results are presented in Tables
S.7 and S.8 and show the key results of the analysis hold and are even improved within
this edited sample.

Second, I ran trimmed down specifications that individually assess the impact of
each potential confounder included in Table 1 on the relationship between membership
and voting. As noted by Ray (2005: 288), potentially confounding effects are often best
assessed by models with only the key independent variable and one alleged confounder.
The models below suggest the key results are unchanged by such verification. Among the
Dalit and Adivasi sample (Table S.9), Non-Party Member remains highly significant,
while ideology (Communalism) and policy preferences for liberalization (Liberalization)
do not exert a significant influence. Among upper castes (Table S.10), Non-Party
Member remains insignificant across the different specifications, while Liberalization and
support for the signature Hindu nationalist demand (Communalism) remain significant
determinants of BJP support.

Thirdly, I include alternative measures of economic and ideological policy
positions on support for the BJP. In addition to its support of economic liberalization, the
BJP has voiced consistent opposition to caste-based reservations for non-elite castes,
particularly for employment. This position makes sense given the party’s elite profile,
and distinguishes the party from its chief rivals. Could it be that the party attracts support
from non-elite individuals who (albeit somewhat counter-intuitively) might oppose such a
system of reservations? Alternatively could this position- rather than positions on
liberalization or Hindu nationalism be explaining upper caste support for the party? To
assess this possibility, Tables S.11 includes a measure of opposition to caste-based quotas
(No Quotas), which does not have a significant impact on either sample. Nor does
including this measure alter the impact of other variables. Additionally, I test the
influence of a different agenda item of Hindu nationalism- opposition to religious
conversions- on support for the BJP (Table S.12). The banning of conversions has come
to occupy a central place within the Hindutva platform. Briefly, this preoccupation stems
from concerns about the proselytizing efforts of minority religions, specifically attempts
to induce conversions among Dalit and Adviasi communities. Once again, this measure
does not distinguish non-elite supporters of the party. Interestingly, the measure also does
not register a significant impact among upper castes, indicating that ideological support
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for the BJP among elites is specific to particular demands within the Hindu nationalist
ideological agenda.

TABLE S.6: NO COLLINEARITY BETWEEN EXPLANATORY VARIABLES IN
INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL SAMPLES

S.6A: Dalit and Adivasi Sample

Variable Variance Tolerance R-sq.
Inflation Factor
(VIF)
Membership 1.01 986 014
Liberalization 1.02 976 024
Ethnic 1.01 .993 .007
Influence
Income 1.04 964 .036
Communalism | 1.01 .980 .020
Religiosity 1.03 970 .03

S.6B: Upper Caste Sample

Variable Variance Tolerance R-sq.
Inflation Factor
(VIF)
Membership 1.01 986 014
Liberalization 1.02 985 015
Ethnic 1.01 .990 010
Influence
Income 1.01 .986 014
Communalism | 1.02 985 015
Religiosity 1.02 981 019
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TABLE S.7: RESULTS AMONG NON-ELITES ARE ROBUST TO EXCLUDING HIGH
INFLUENCE OBSERVATIONS'

Voting for Switched to
the BJP BJP (1999-
(2004) 2004)
VARIABLES ) 2)
Non-Party
Member A32xx% =
(112 (.118)
Communalism .031 .066
(.047) (.050)
Tncome .060* .040
(.020) (.035)
Ethnic Influence - 585k -.552
(.139) (.311)
Liberalization .049 .037
(.030) (.031)
Relzgiosity 070k 076%Hk
(.002) (.023)
Age (.002) -.008*
(.003)
Male 175% 120
(.075) (.113)
Education .021 012
(.024) (.047)
Constant -4.228%** 4,464+
(.3806) (.540)
Number of 17 17
States
N 4641 4445
% predicted
correctly 81.24 89.13
Log
Likelihood -2215.243 -1348.957

*=p<.05 **=p<.01 ¥**=p<.001

! Defined as twice the mean value of the Pregibon delta-beta statistic for the entire sample.



TABLE S.8: RESULTS AMONG ELITES ARE ROBUST TO EXCLUDING HIGH INFLUENCE
OBSERVATIONS (UPPER CASTE SAMPLE)

Voting for Core BJP
the BJP supporter
(2004) (1999-2004)
VARIABLES (1) 2)
Non-Party
Member 403 412
(.343) (.310)
Communalism 2371 %k 1978k
(.067) (.058)
Tncome .083 .078*
(.033) (.038)
Ethnic Influence -.797 -.363
(.417) (.378)
Liberalization 108%kk 108%kx
(.020) (.025)
Religosity .058%*
(.022)
Age 011* .009
(.005) (.005)
Male -.054 -.039
(.050) (.052)
Education 169%6k 143
(.050) (.035)
Constant -7.240kx* -6.057+**
(.388) (.540)
Number of 17 17
States
N 2098 2245
% predicted 82.13 82.41
correctly
Log
Likelihood -852.537 -922/806

*=p<.05 **=p<.01 ¥**=p<.001
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TABLE S.9: MEMBERSHIP EFFECTS ARE ROBUST TO SEPARATELY
CONTROLLING FOR INDIVIDUAL POTENTIAL CONFOUNDERS (NON-ELITES)

Voting for the BJP (2004)
VARIABLES (1 2 3) 4 5)
Non-Party
Menmber S271%¢ 539%¢ 4945 536%* 536%*
(.182) (.187) (.187) (.192) (.182)
Religiosity 064+
(.023)
Communalism 051
(.051)
Income 087+*
(.034)
Ethnic Influence -.520%*
(.128)
Liberalization 050
(.029)
Constant S3.545Kkx 3,033 3,039 289480 3,334
(.225) (.124) (.071) (.036) (.244)
Number of 17 17 17 17 17
States
N 5226 5226 5177 5226 5226
% predicted
correctly 80.98 81.00 81.09 81.04 80.98
Log Likelihood  -2286.9548 -2301.9282 -2274.340  -2995.695 -2298.291

**=p<.001 **=p<.01 *=p<.05



TABLE S.10: RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO SEPARATELY CONTROLLING FOR INDIVIDUAL

POTENTIAL CONFOUNDERS (ELITES)

Voting for the BJP (2004)
VARIABLES ) 2 3) 4 5)

Non-Party
Menmber 359 359 343 375 348

(:215) (.204) (.204) (.204) (.202)
Religiosity 052%%F

(.012)
Communalism 54%

(:069)
Income 091 Hkk
(.019)
Ethnic Influence 613
(.175)
Liberalization 047+
(.017)

Constant S2.7769%KF 2,687 S2481%0F 2 200%%K 26263

(.137) (.233) (.070) (.030) (.138)
Number of 17 17 17 17 17
States
N 2650 2650 2638 2650 2650
% predicted
correctly 72.94 73.09 72.90 73.13 72.94
Log
Likelihood -1465.435  -1465.388  -1461.029  -1467.904 -14068.713

*rik=p< 001 **=p<.01 *=p<.05
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TABLE S.11: RESULTS ARE NOT AFFECTED BY CONTROLLING FOR ADDITIONAL
PoLICY MEASURE: (BJP OPPOSITION TO CASTE-BASED RESERVATIONS)

Voting for the BJP (2004)
VARIABLES Dalit/Adivasis | Upper Castes
Non-Party Member A466%* 272
(176 (.178)
Reljgiosity 060** 048%+*
(.023) (.015)
Communalism 031 A37*
(.047) (.060)
Income 057* .052%
(.020) (.024)
Caste Influence -.509%** - ATTH*
(.149) (.176)
Liberalization 049 045%*
(.029) (.017)
No Quotas .035 .003
(.041) (.032)
Age -.002 005
(.002) (.004)
Male 148%* -.022
(.077) (.052)
Education 021 08 8xk
(.025) (.029)
Constant -4.135%%* -4.061++*
(.398) (.239)
Number of States 17 17
N 5177 2637
% predicted
correctly 81.09 72.70
Log
Likelihood -2244.368 -1435.382

**=p<.001 **=p<.01 *=p<.05



TABLE S.12: RESULTS ARE NOT AFFECTED BY INCLUDING ADDITIONAL IDEOLOGICAL

PoLICY MEASURE: (SUPPORT FOR BANNING RELIGIOUS CONVERSIONS)

Voting for the BJP (2004)
VARIABLES Dalit/Adivasis | Upper Castes
Non-Party Member AT74x% 275
(.175) (.173)
Relzgiosity 060** 052%**
(.023) (.014)
ConversionBan .063 -.036
(.038) (.057)
Income .059* .052*
(.020) (.023)
Caste Influence - 508#F - 494x%
(.152) (.170)
Liberalization 049 046%*
(.029) (.017)
Age -.002 .004
(.002) (.004)
Male .148 010
(.078) (.051)
Education 022 .085%*
(.020) (.030)
Constant -4 147H8F -3.607#FF
(:399) (.240)
Number of States 17 17
N 5177 2637
% predicted
correctly 81.15 72.82
Log
Likelihood -2243.72 -1441.19
**=p<.001 **=p<.01 *=p<.05
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SECTION 3: CONTROLLING FOR VOTER OPINIONS OF POLITICAL PARTIES

A. VIEWS OF BJP PERFORMANCE

In this section, I examine whether the key results of my analysis are confounded
by a voter’s preferences regarding specific political parties. Most importantly, do the
results hold when we control for a respondent’s satisfaction with the BJP’s performance
as a political party? The NES allows us to derive a number of indicators of such an
opinion. Tables S.13A (non-elites) and S.13B (elites) includes measures of respondent
satisfaction with the BJP-led coalition’s tenure in office (1999-2004), and with
improvement in a voter’s pocketbook during that period. Not surprisingly, both measures
of satisfaction register positive and significant impacts within both samples. More
importantly, the key results within each sample remained robust to the inclusion of these
variables. Associational membership remains a significant predictor of non-elite support,
while preferences for economic liberalization and Hindu nationalist ideology do not.
Among elite supporters, we continue to obtain the inverse of these results.

B. PARTY RATINGS: BJP vS. CONGRESS

In this section, I examine the impact of voters holding partisan preferences for the
BJP. In the first set of tests, I identify voters who rate the BJP as superior to its main
national rival (the Indian National Congress) across a range of measures (governance,
corruption, leadership, and terrorism, and an index of all four responses constructed using
principal component analysis). Not surprisingly, respondents rating the BJP favorably
were more likely to vote for it (the reverse was also true, with voters rating the Congress
higher emerging as more likely to vote for the Congress).

More pertinently, Table S.14A demonstrates that the impact of non-party
associations remain robust to including each of these measures. In Table S.14B, we see
that the main results for associational Associational Membership, Liberalization, and
Communalism among elite voters also remain untouched by controlling for voter
preferences for the BJP as a party across a range of dimensions. As before, associational
membership remains an insignificant predictor, while preferences for liberalization and
Hindu nationalist ideology are positively correlated with voting for the BJP.

However, I should note I am somewhat skeptical about whether these measures
actually capture a voter’s view of the relevant policy item, or just a general partisan
preference for the party. For example, positive ratings of the BJP’s performance on
terrorism exerts a highly significant and substantial effect across the sample, yet only
3.2% of all respondents on the NES rate this as the issue most important to them.

This analysis is even more complicated among the elite sample, by the fact that
the main explanatory factors for elite support of the BJP (Liberalization and
Communalism) are arguably closely related to voter opinions on the BJP’s quality of
governance and leadership. Hindu nationalist ideological views might easily drive voters
to hold more favorable views of the BJP’s leaders or anti-terror strategy, and therefore be
highly correlated with the latter. This appears to be what happens in Model 5, where
Communalism retains a positive effect, but loses statistical significance. Similarly, pro-
liberalization voters might prefer the BJP’s record on economic governance.

All of that said, the robustness of the results in 14 of the 15 cases of these 3 key
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independent variables across 5 models increase confidence in this paper’s argument.
Further, on Tables S.15A and B I replicate the variables used in Tables S.23A and B, but
code them to identify respondents who prefer the Congress on a range of issues. Once
again, these variables are significant (and negative in this case), but do not confound any
of the key results among elite or non-elite voters.

C. ‘LIKING’ THE BJP

Table S.16A shows the impact of membership is also robust to including a binary
measure identifying respondents who ‘like’ the BJP as a party (Q15 and 15A on the NES:
“Is there any party you particularly like” (If yes) which one?).. While this result helps
confirm the robustness of the analysis, I have reservations about using measures of
‘liking” or ‘preferring Party A’ as a predictor of ‘voting for Party A’. First, the act of
voting for a party has repeatedly been found to increase voter preferences for that party,
and so concerns of endogeneity are substantial. Second, the conceptual overlap between
this predictor and the dependent variable is extreme. I believe the massive coefficient on
‘Liking BJP” is more a function of this conceptual proximity, not because it is a
genuinely valuable explanatory factor.

Indeed, Table S.16B shows the impact of including similar predictor variables for
other parties examined in Table 5 of the main text (the leftist Communist parties, and
lower caste ‘ethnic party’). In both instances, the “liking’ variables register massive
coefficients that crowd out or substantially attenuate other impacts found in the analysis
(antipathy to economic liberalization for leftists, and the influence of co-ethnic leaders
for the Dalit ethnic party). In the face of these results, the robustness of associational
membership on BJP support is even more impressive. Yet in all of these models,
including such conceptually proximate predictors crowds out more analytically powerful
results, leaving us with the simple fact that “voters vote for parties they like’. The goal of
my analysis is to explore why voters like the parties they like.

Finally, Table S.16C shows that among elites, the results remain robust for
associational membership (not significant), liberalization, and communalism (both
significant). The substantive coefficient on communalism does decrease with this
specification. However, this could again be viewed as a product of the concerns
mentioned above. Among the BJP’s elite core especially, a measure of ‘liking the BJP’
might even be better conceptualized as an alternative measure of the dependent variable,
rather than an autonomous independent variable. Indeed, communalism and preferences
for liberalization prove to be strong predictors of an upper caste ‘liking the BJP’ in the
first place (Model 3).

In sum, while it is heartening that my key results mostly hold even with the
inclusion of such powerful measures, these predictors are highly analytically problematic.
The concerns raised here are common criticisms of the analytic value of ‘party ID’
variables in explaining vote choice, not simply within India. Perhaps due to similar
concerns, past analyses of political preferences in India (including those using the NES
data, and those studying the BJP) have largely not included these variables (e.g. Chhibber
1997, 1999, Verma 2012).
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D. VIEWS OF THE OPPOSITION (CONGRESS)

A slightly different question is whether the BJP is simply benefitting from voters
dislike of its rivals, especially the Indian National Congress. Thus, voter support for the
BJP might be motivated by disaffection with the Congress. To examine this possibility, I
created a binary variable identifying respondents who specified the Congress as a party
they didn’t like (Q16 and 16A on the NES: “Is there any party you particularly dislike”
(If yes) which one?). The results (Table S.26A and S.26B) show that the inclusion of this
variable does not change any of the key results among elites or non-elites. More
interestingly however, Table S.17A (Model 2) does report a significant interaction effect
between non-party membership and disliking Congress. Note the coefficient is tricky to
interpret since this is a logistic regression model, but subsequent analysis reveals that this
interaction term exerts a positive marginal substantive effect (Table S.17A2) that is
significant for most observations in the sample (Figure S2C). Interestingly this interaction
term is not significant among elite voters (Table S.17B, Figure S2D) Further, an
interaction term between membership and actively ‘liking’ the BJP does not register
consistently significant impacts among elites or non-elites (Tables S.25A-B, Figures
S2A-B).

Thus non-party networks appear particularly effective in recruiting non-elite
voters who are displeased with the Congress towards the BJP, rather than those who
already like the latter, which is very much in line with my argument.
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TABLE S13A. RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR PERSONAL SATISFACTION
WITH BJP-LED CENTRAL GOVERNMENT AND POCKETBOOK INCREASES DURING BJP
TENURE (NON-ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP (2004)
VARIABLES (1) 2)
Association Member 0.494+%¢ 0.519%%*
(0.142) (0.139)
Liberalization 0.114 0.111
(0.065) (0.062)
Communalism 0.0688 0.088
(0.0547) (0.061)
Satisfaction with NDA 0.487 %tk
(0.080)
Personal Finances
Improved during NDA rule 0.389+x*
(0.097)
Control V ariables
Ethnic Influence -0.449** -0.433%*
(0.160) (0.160)
Income 0.060 0.0471
(0.0321) (0.035)
Religiosity 0.080#k* 0.088x*
(0.025) (0.020)
Age -0.00355 -0.004*
(0.00212) (0.002)
Male 0.145%* 0.145
(0.0709) (0.075)
Education -0.0166 -0.018
(0.0298) (0.030)
Constant -3.660%F* -2.646%F%
(0.353) (0.314)
Log Likelihood -2298.950 -2359.964
% correctly predicted 81.05 80.74
Observations 5177 5,037

Note: Unless noted otherwise models include state fixed effects

and robust clustered standard errors.

R p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 For ALL tables in this supplement.
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TABLE S13B. RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR PERSONAL SATISFACTION
WITH BJP-LED CENTRAL GOVERNMENT AND POCKETBOOK INCREASES DURING BJP
TENURE (ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP (2004)
VARIABLES (1) 2)
Association Member 0.251 0.245
(0.153) (0.143)
Liberalization 0.060%* 0.058**
(0.025) (0.022)
Communalism 0.169%* 0.208%*
(0.074) (0.0753)
Satisfaction with NDA 0.596**
(0.073)
Personal Finances
Improved during NDA rule 0.341 %%
(0.0933)
Ethnic Influence -0.012 -0.142
(0.200) (0.214)
Income 0.082* 0.0633
(0.040) (0.0360)
Religiosity 0.065%* 0.068**
(0.025) (0.029)
Age -0.002 -0.00120
(0.004) (0.00462)
Male 0.043 0.0608
(0.064) (0.0661)
Education 0.014 0.0222
(0.0406) (0.0447)
Constant -2.993%%x 22,051
(0.396) (0.379)
Log Likelihood -1613.503 -1638.759
% correctly predicted 74.85 73.44
Observations 2,637 2,582
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TABLE S14A. RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR POSITIVE RATINGS OF BJP
(NON-ELITES)

Voted for the BJP (2004)

VARIABLES (1) 2 3) 4 (5)
Association Member 0.346** 0.341** 0.315%* 0.368** 330+
(0.130) (0.127) (0.137) (0.140) (0.123)
Liberalization 0.108 0.118 0.108 0.118 0.112
(0.0708) (0.0738) (0.0769) (0.0654) (0.0765)
Communalism 0.0739 0.0566 0.103 0.0745 0.0533
(0.0657) (0.0649) (0.0653) (0.0620) (0.0662)
Control 1 ariables
BJP is better at:
Curbing Corruption 1.034%%*
(0.0921)
Governance 1064
(0.0883)
Having Good 1 eaders 1.008***
(0.0734)
Eradjcating Terrorism 1.019%**
(0.0750)
Index: (constructed using
principal component analysis) 1.053%**
(0.09306)
Control 1 ariables:
Ethnic Influence -0.549** -0.498** -0.617%%* -0.545%** -0.477F%*
(0.165) (0.165) (0.169) (0.159) (0.163)
Income 0.0594 0.0655 0.0515 0.0654 0.0537
(0.0330) (0.0367) (0.0320) (0.0351) (0.0361)
Religiosity 0.092%*x* 0.084**x* 0.087*+* 0.087*+* 0.077#+¢
(0.028) (0.027) (0.027) (0.020) (0.024)
Age -0.00271 -0.00261 -0.00139 -0.00139 -0.000867
(0.00279) (0.00272) (0.00265) (0.00247) (0.00296)
Male 0.0845 0.0656 0.0563 0.0443 0.0216
(0.0800) (0.0819) (0.0804) (0.0855) (0.0855)
Education -0.0376 -0.0399 -0.0457 -0.0322 -0.0529*
(0.0331) (0.0310) (0.0317) (0.0331) (0.0321)
Constant -1.958** -1.927%* -2.126%%* -2.050%** -2.154x%%
(0.318) (0.322) (0.300) (0.297) (0.315)
Log Likelihood -2052.570 -2052.354 -2046.206 -2126.023 -1930.659
% correctly predicted 81.63 81.77 8138 81.46 82.40
Observations 5177 5177 5177 5177 5177

Note: The models above only include one ‘rating’ variable at a time, because each of these

are highly correlated with each other (with partial correlations of .7 and higher)
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TABLE S14B. RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR POSITIVE RATINGS OF BJP

(ELITE SAMPLE)

VARIABLES

Voted for the BJP (2004)

©) (2) (3) G) ©)
Association Member 0.185 0.178 0.149 0.234 0.146
(0.157) (0.164) (0.182) (0.174) (0.177)
Liberalization 0.056** 0.062%* 0.055%* 0.065* 0.054*
(0.023) (0.025) (0.023) (0.030) (0.028)
Communalism 0.152%* 0.153* 0.142%%* 0.166* 0.119
(0.075) 0.072) (0.040) (0.085) (0.087)
Control 1 ariables
BJP is better at: 1.440%**
Curbing Corruption (0.197)
Governance 1.868***
(0.184)
Having Good 1 eaders 1.936%**
(0.193)
Eradicating Terrorism 1.31 1%k
(0.170)
Index: (constructed using
principal component analysis) 1.125%%*
(0.126)
Ethnic Influence -0.075 0.0472 -0.0195 -0.0573 0.0554
(0.210) (0.213) (0.183) (0.182) (0.202)
Income 0.0764 0.0643 0.0678* 0.085* 0.0717
(0.0381) (0.0378) (0.0407) (0.041) (0.0407)
Religiosity 0.039** 0.040%* 0.036* 0.042%* 0.037*
(0.01506) (0.0158) (0.010) (0.010) (0.015)
Age 0.000124 -0.000363 -0.0012 -0.001 0.000304
(0.00441) (0.00502) (0.005) (0.005) (0.00487)
Male -0.00105 -0.0238 -0.017 -0.005 -0.0484
(0.0609) (0.0585) (0.058) (0.067) (0.0587)
Education 0.00291 -0.0168 -0.021 -0.006 -0.0253
(0.05106) (0.0514) (0.052) (0.053) (0.0560)
Constant -1.834x%¢ -2.0718k -2.126%%* -1.818%** -0.955%*
(0.373) (0.399) (0.300) (0.372) (0.410)
Log Likelihood -1548.260 -1477.208 -1470.197 -1572.539 -1441.371
% correctly predicted 78.87 72.62 78.86 78.15 72.94
Observations 2,037 2,037 2,037 2,037 2,037
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TABLE S.15A: RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR POSITIVE RATINGS OF CONGRESS
PARTY (NON-ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP (2004)

VARIABLES (1) 2) (3) 4 (5)
Associational member 0.493%*x* 0.327* 0.479#4¢ 0.509##¢ 0.462%+*
(0.149) (0.142) (0.149) (0.152) (0.154)
Congtess is better at:
Curbing Corruption -1.069*+*
(0.196)
Governance -0.992%4*
(0.153)
Having Good 1 eaders -1.1344%
(0.137)
Eradicating Terrorism -0.86 7+
(0.117)
Index: (constructed using principal
component analysis) -1.085%**
(0.0991)
Liberalization 0.147 0.111 0.119 0.140 0.133
0.077) (0.060) (0.070) 0.078) (0.081)
Ethnic Influence -0.627+** -0.478** -0.629%** -0.578*** -0.571#%*
(0.169) (0.161) (0.170) (0.161) (0.167)
Income 0.074* 0.059* 0.070 0.076* 0.0692*
(0.034) (0.035) (0.030) (0.030) (0.0365)
Communalism 0.103 0.056 0.121 0.095 0.0889
(0.069) (0.060) (0.069) (0.069) (0.0715)
Religiosity 0.057#** 0.066*+* 0.060%** 0.064*** 0.066%**
(0.017) (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.020)
Age -0.005* -0.002 -0.004 -0.004 -0.00402
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.00282)
Male 0.215%* 0.015 0.200%* 0.192* 0.196**
(0.080) (0.082) (0.070) 0.077) (0.0770)
Education -0.004 -0.056* -0.001 0.010 0.000496
(0.035) (0.028) (0.032) (0.032) (0.0332)
Constant -1.465%%* 2. 473wk -1.504** -1.607+%* -2.333%#k
(0.337) (0.307) (0.332) (0.330) (0.320)
Log Likelihood -2209.929 -2100.482 -2192.666 -2266.4539 -2100.462
% Correctly Classified 81.21 81.80 81.01 81.21 81.59
Observations 5177 5177 5177 5177 5177
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TABLE S.15B: RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR POSITIVE RATINGS OF
CONGRESS PARTY (ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP (2004)

VARIABLES (1) 2) (3) 4 (5)
Associational member 0.261 0.257 0.263 0.275 0.256
(0.155) (0.147) (0.160) (0.150) (0.153)
Liberalization 0.064** 0.058* 0.059* 0.064* 0.068**
(0.023) (0.027) (0.028) (0.0323) (0.024)
Communalism 0.196* 0.207** 0.194* 0.208** 0.192%*
(0.0835) (0.0887) (0.0930) (0.0853) (0.0910)
Control 1 ariables
Congtess is better at:
Curbing Corruption -1.87 2%
(0.319)
Governance 2,097k
(0.255)
Having Good 1 eaders -2.35]Hk
(0.247)
Eradicating Terrorism -1.786%**
(0.283)
Prefer Congress (Index variable) -1.136%**
(0.156)
Ethnic Influence -0.0183 0.0613 0.0599 0.000297 0.122
(0.223) (0.215) (0.207) (0.182) (0.218)
Income 0.0865%* 0.0836* 0.0864* 0.0889* 0.0902*
(0.0389) (0.0387) (0.0401) (0.0399) (0.0395)
Religiosity 0.056%** 0.058*** 0.058*** 0.056%+* 0.058***
(0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013)
Age -0.00269 -0.00358 -0.00528 -0.00278 -0.00398
(0.00502) (0.00570) (0.005406) (0.00526) (0.00570)
Male 0.0646 0.0748 0.0677 0.0668 0.0734
(0.0675) (0.0677) (0.0708) (0.0729) (0.0695)
Education 0.0188 0.00650 0.00701 0.0229 0.0106
(0.0458) (0.0470) (0.0465) (0.0474) (0.04706)
Constant -0.965%* -0.837* -0.756* -1.068*** -1.352%%¢
(0.424) (0.429) (0.439) (0.407) (0.415)
Log Likelihood -1560.768 -1516.959 -15006.573 -1481.553 -1580.265
% Correctly Classified 77.43 79.36 79.28 77.16 79.89
Observations 2,037 2,037 2,037 2,037 2,037
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TABLE S.16A: RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR ‘LIKING’ BJP
(NON-ELITE SAMPLE)

0 ®)
VARIABLES Voting for Voting for
BJP BJP
Association Member 0.321* 413*
(0.159) (.210)
Liberalization 0.112 152
(0.090) (.110)
Communalism 0.014 .015
(0.054) (.054)
Control V ariables
‘Liking’ BJP 2.33G%%* 2384k
(0.161) (.191)
Liking BJP*Member -160~
(.251)
Ethnic Influence -0.495%* -.493
(0.178) (.178)
Income 0.069 .069
(0.038) (.038)
Religiosity 0. 077* 3067
(0.038) (.097)
Age -0.002 -.002
(0.002) (.002)
Male 0.073 .071
(0.078) (.079)
Education -0.044 -.044
(0.039) (.039)
Constant -1.955%** -1.977
(0.287) (.291)
Log Likelihood -2156.119 -2154.539
% correctly predicted 83.79 84.12
Observations 5,177 5177

» The average coefficient of interaction terms calculated separately for each observation (using the protocol
developed by Norton et. al) is slightly positive (.005) and statistically not significant (indeed none of the
individual interaction effects were found to be significant). See Figure S2.0A.
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TABLE S.16B: EFFECTS OF “LIKING PARTIES” ON LEFTIST AND ETHNIC PARTY

SUPPORT
Voted for Voted for Voted for Voted for
Leftist Party ~ Leftist Party ~ Lower Caste ~ Lower Caste
Ethnic Party  Ethnic Party
VARIABLES (1) 2 3) 4
Associational member 0.121 0.0845 -0.119 0.123
(0.230) (0.235) (0.252) (0.282)
Liberalization -0.189* -0.173 -0.232 -0.292*
(0.0880) (0.108) (0.137) (0.134)
Liking “Left” 2.539%**
(0.159)
Ethnic Influence -0.116 -0.062 0.91 2% 0.334*
(0.302) (0.361) (0.164) (0.159)
Liking “BSP 4.217HF%
(0.589)
Income 0.0452 0.002 -0.156%** -0.225%%*
(0.063) (0.0706) (0.043) (0.081)
Communalism 0.014 0.058 -0.136* -0.101*
(0.030) (0.035) (0.063) (0.060)
Religiosity -0.007 -0.033 -0.336 -0.420
(0.148) (0.151) (0.227) (0.300)
Age -0.002 -0.002 0.008** 0.016%**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Male -0.105 -0.162 -0.139 -0.266*
(0.147) (0.165) (0.124) (0.159)
Education -0.045 0.016 0.030 0.024
(0.038) (0.038) (0.040) (0.041)
(0.240) (0.220)
Constant -2.440%%* -2.7766%* -4.363%** -4.895%**
(0.307) (0.367) (0.278) (0.408)
Log Likelihood -623.574 -551.878 -829.269 -598.929
Percent predicted correctly 91.92 93.78 91.65 95.00
Observations 2,958 2,958 3,962 3,962
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TABLE S.16C: RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR ‘LIKING’ BJP

(ELITE SAMPLE)

0 ®) ®)
VARIABLES DV: “Voting DV: “Voting DV: “Liking’
for BJP” for BJP” the BJP
Association Member 0.0211 -.050 0.154
(0.194) (.278) (0.162)
Communalism 0.142* (.141) 0.374#k*
(0.068) (.068)* (0.050)
Liberalization 0.066%* .068 0.174%
(0.025) (.020) (0.082)
Control V ariables
“Liking BJP” 1.922%%% 1.873%+%
(0.363) (.351)
Liking BJP*Member 191>
(.270)
Ethnic Influence -0.0674 -.069 -0.365%*
(0.231) (.231) (0.144)
Income 0.0846%** 084+ 0.017
(0.034) (.033) (0.030)
Religiosity 0.043 .043 0.479%¢
(0.220) (.120) (0.102)
Age -0.000433 -.001 -0.00593
(0.00449) (.001) (0.00410)
Male -0.0145 -.015 0.17 5%k
(0.0605) (.060) (0.0408)
Education 0.0103 011 0.0518
(0.0459) (.045) (0.0354)
Constant -1.512%%% -1.495%+% -2.333%%%
(0.391) (.403) (0.347)
Log Likelihood -1482.351 -1481.996 -1786.612
% correctly predicted 72.47 72.86 71.57
Observations 2,637 2,637 3,169

» The average coefficient of interaction terms calculated separately for each observation (using the protocol

developed by Norton et. al) is positive (.036) and statistically insignificant, and none of the individual

interaction effects are statistically significant. (See Figure S2.0B).
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CONGRESS PARTY DISLIKE (NON-ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP (2004)
VARIABLES (1) 2)
Associational member 0.456%%* 0.392**
(0.145) (0.158)
Liberalization 0.126 0.125
(0.0704) (0.0711)
Communalism 0.110 0.108
(0.0608) (0.0599)
Control V ariables
Congtress Dislike D526H0k 0.399+%*
(0.090) (0.118)
Nonparty*Congress Dislike D8k
(.144)
Ethnic Influence -0.601#** -0.604***
(0.169) (0.169)
Income 0.0725% 0.0709%*
(0.0363) (0.0360)
Religiosity 0.054%* 0.059%*
(0.015) (0.017)
Age -0.00433* -0.00424**
(0.00213) (0.00210)
Male 0.152* 0.1507%*
(0.0740) (0.0754)
Education -0.0131 -0.0120
(0.0321) (0.0315)
Constant -1.94 1% -1.923%%x
(0.325) (0.321)
Log Likelihood -2408.681 -2406.254
% Correctly Classified 81.32 81.34
Observations 5177 5177

TABLE S.17A: RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR DISLIKE OF CONGRESS
PARTY, POSITIVE INTERACTION EFFECT BETWEEN NON-PARTY MEMBERSHIP AND

» The average coefficient of interaction terms calculated separately for each observation (using the protocol
developed by Norton et. al) is positive (.144) and significant (p<.001). Practically all of the individual
interaction effects are positive, and most are significant. (See Figure S2.0C)
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Table S.17A2: Interpreting Substantive Effect of Interaction between Membership and
Congtress Dislike From Table S.26A: The table below shows that the effect of non-party
membership is stronger for those who profess a dislike for the Congress, showing there is an
interactive effect of these two variables. However, dislike for the Congress does 7oz
confound the independent effect of non-party membership on BJP support.

Predicted Probability of BJP Support
Member Non-Member Impact of
2 1 Membership
@-()
Dislike Congress 56.12 30.74 25.38***
Don’t Dislike Congress 23.54 11.89 11.65**
Difference in impact of Membership tor different levels of Congress Dislike 13.73
kP <.001
p<.01
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TABLE S.17B RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR DISLIKE OF CONGRESS

PARTY, NON-SIGNIFICANT INTERACTION EFFECT BETWEEN NON-PARTY
MEMBERSHIP AND CONGRESS PARTY DISLIKE (ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP (2004)

VARIABLES (1) 2)
Associational member 0.236 0.289
(0.158) (0.159)
Liberalization 0.062** 0.058**
(0.025) (0.022)
Communalism 0.21 3% 0.21 3%k
(0.0757) (0.0755)
Congtress Dislike 0.770%%* 0.960***
(0.256) (0.248)
Nonparty*Congress Dislike -0.538
(0.307)
Ethnic Influence -0.132 -0.133
(0.207) (0.206)
Income 0.0766 0.0773*
(0.0402) (0.0402)
Religiosity 0.04 5% 0.055%%*
(0.012) (0.012)
Age -0.003 -0.003
(0.005) (0.005)
Male 0.0542 0.0525
(0.0657) (0.0662)
Education 0.028 0.027
(0.045) (0.045)
Constant -1.363*** -1.368***
(0.392) (0.395)
Log Likelihood -1674.324 -1672.996
% Correctly Classified 73.29 73.48
Observations 2,637 2,637

» The average coefficient of interaction terms calculated separately for each observation (using the protocol

developed by Norton et. al) is also negative (-.120) and statistically insignificant, and practically of the

individual interaction effects are statistically non-significant. (See Figure S2.0D).
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FIGURE S2: INTERACTING MEMBERSHIP WITH PARTY PREFERENCES (ONLY
SIGNIFICANT FOR NON-ELITE VOTERS DISLIKING THE CONGRESS)

FIGURE S2A: Z-STATISTICS OF LIKING BJP*MEMBERSHIP INTERACTION EFFECTS
AMONG NON-ELITES (SHOW INTERACTION EFFECTS ARE NOT CLEARLY POSITIVVE OR
NEGATIVE, AND ARE ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT)

z-statistics of Interaction Effects after Logit
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FIGURE S2B: Z-STATISTICS OF LIKING BJP*MEMBERSHIP INTERACTION EFFECTS
AMONG ELITES (SHOW POSITII'E INDIVIDUAL INTERACTION EFFECTS, BUT ALL ARE NON-
SIGNIFICANT)

z-statistics of Interaction Effects after Logit
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Predicted Probability that y = 1

Note: Blue dots represent z-statistics for interaction effects of each individual observation within the dataset
calculated using znteff command in Stata. Red lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.
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FIGURE S2C: Z-STATISTICS OF DISLIKING CONGRESS*MEMBERSHIP INTERACTION
EFFECTS AMONG NON-ELITES (SHOW POSITIVE AND MOSTLY SIGNIFICANT INDIVIDUAL
INTERACTION EFFECTS)

z-statistics of Interaction Effects after Logit
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z-statistic

T T
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Predicted Probability that y = 1

FIGURE S2D: Z-STATISTICS OF DISLIKING CONGRESS*MEMBERSHIP INTERACTION
EFFECTS AMONG ELITES (SHOWS NEGATIVE AND NON-SIGNIFICANT INTERACTION
EFFECTS)

z-statistics of Interaction Effects after Logit
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Note: Blue dots represent z-statistics for interaction effects of each individual observation within the
dataset calculated using znzeff command in Stata. Red lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.
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SECTION 4: MEASUREMENT VALIDITY CONCERNS

Section A: Is the impact of Membership specific to non-party organizations, or does it
also apply to political parties?

Table S.18 checks my argument’s emphasis on voter incorporation within non-
party organizations by including a measure of incorporation within party organizations.
Interestingly this latter variable has no impact on poor voter support for the BJP, and does
not confound the effect of non-party associations (Column 2). Further, inclusion within
party networks does identify upper caste supporters of the BJP, consistent with my
argument that the party arm focuses on retaining elite support.

Section B. Is the Impact of Membership greater in states where it more likely reflects
participation in Hindu nationalist organizations?

These tests show membership matters precisely in those states where it is most
likely to measure participation in Hindu nationalist welfare organizations.

One of the very reasonable concerns with the Associational Membership
(Membership) variable is that the survey instrument provides a noisy measure of
inclusion within Hindu nationalist organizations. To partially address such concerns, this
section combines information from the citizen survey and Hindu nationalist records on
welfare provision. For the Membership variable to capture membership within Hindu
nationalist welfare organizations, it is plausible to assume those organizations have to
have a local presence. 1f they do not, Membership is more likely to capture participation
in other associations (such as those based on caste or unions). Accordingly, my theory
anticipates membership to correlate with BJP support more strongly in states with dense
Hindu nationalist networks. Conversely, if membership correlates more strongly with
BJP support in states with weak Hindu nationalist networks, the plausibility of my
interpretation of the results is weakened.

Statistically, I test this argument by examining how membership’s impact on BJP
support is conditioned by the state-level welfare index.” I do so by interacting the Hindu
nationalist welfare index value for the state in which a respondent resides (Sangh Service)
with their membership status in non-party associations (Member) to create the interaction
variable (Sangh*Member).

The results, presented in Table S.19, are intriguing. The coefficients for both
associational membership and the service index are positive and strongly significant.
More importantly for this analysis is the impact of their interaction. However, the
substantive and statistical significance of the interaction term within a non-linear
framework cannot be interpreted in the same manner as in OLS.? I therefore use the inteff
command in Stata, to calculate the interaction effect for each observation separately.
According to this test, the mean interaction effect is positive (.488 in the full
specification) and significant (p<.01). Figure S3A shows the interaction effect is positive
for every voter (represented by blue dots) in the sample. Figure S3B shows this positive

* T am grateful to Ana De La O for a helpful discussion on this point.
? See Norton et. al 2004.
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effect is significant for voters with a predicted probability of supporting the BJP >.2
(which includes most voters in the sample).

Of course the inclusion of a variable measured at the state-level within an
individual-level model requires careful consideration and interpretation (see fn).* A
second issue is that, since the interaction term uses a variable observed at the group-level,
it essentially serves to compare the equality of coefficients across the different groups
partitioned by that variable. In doing so, we assume no group differences in residual
variations, which is problematic. Further most statistical efforts to address this issue
involve their own problematic assumptions.’

However, one simple way to address this issue is to examine the average marginal
effect of membership on the predicted probability of supporting the BJP, and to do so for
different values of the welfare index (Long 2009).° Figure S3C plots the difference in
predicted probabilities of members and non-members supporting the BJP across the range
of observed values for the Hindu nationalist welfare index. The average marginal impact
of membership is negative for low values of the welfare index and is statistically not
significant (the 95% confidence intervals cross zero). Yet as we move to higher values of
the welfare index, the average marginal impact of membership becomes positive and
steadily increases, and becomes statistically significant after the welfare index crosses a
value of 0.1. In line with my expectations, membership’s positive impact on BJP
support gets substantively stronger as Sangh service networks grow denser.

Of course, this test is not foolproof, as the interaction term does not uniquely
identify members of Hindu nationalist welfare associations. It therefore remains
technically possible that membership in non-religious associations, say unions or caste
associations, still drive the results. However in the wake of these results, such an
interpretation becomes seems increasingly theoretically implausible. For example, such
an argument would now have to explain why membership in non-Hindu nationalist

* Most importantly, since there is no variation in individual values on this variable within the state, the
assumption of independence of individual level observations is violated. Without accounting for such
clustering, our estimates of the standard errors for the state-level variable will likely be biased downwards,
leading to deflated p-values. To help correct for this, the model includes standard errors corrected for
clustering by state. While not a panacea, this method both presented less biased estimates than naive errors,
and is also preferable to alternatives such as hierarchical linear models, which are problematic when
dealing with a small number of higher-level units. I prefer this approach to hierarchical multi-level model,
because it requires fewer assumptions and data requirements. Because HLM models estimate each of the
component levels using MLE it is unadvisable to use it for data with small numbers of higher-level units
(Steenbergen and Jones 2002). Thus HLM is not appropriate for a dataset with only 17 state-level units. In
such instances, using clustered standard errors has proven to provide more reliable estimates than using
naive standard errors, or using HLM. Further, the technique I use is not appreciably different from the
widespread practice of including state dummies within the individual level regressions, which also
essentially assign all respondents within the same state a score of the same value.

> Allison (1999) proposes a test that removes the effect of residual variation by assuming that the
coefficients for at least one independent variable are the same in both groups. Unfortunately, it is difficult
to provide sufficient theoretical or empirical information to justify such an assumption for most analyses.

® First, predicted probabilities can be used to compute marginal effects of variables in the model (rather
than multiplicative effects indicated by the coefficients). Second, Long (2009) notes that predicted
probabilities are unaffected by residual variations, and therefore can be used to provide more accurate tests
of the significance of differences across groups than examining coefficients.
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associations increases the likelihood of BJP support more strongly in states with dense
Hindu nationalist associations.

Section C. Do Members Primarily Belong to Non-Religious Organizations?

These tests show members are distinguished by attributes and attitudes more
consistent with participation in religious organizations than those organized around
labor or caste.

In the first set of tests, I specifically examine whether members are
distinguished by traits we would expect of personnel within a) trade and labor unions, b)
caste associations, or ¢) religious organizations. Table S.20A shows that members are not
distinguished by employment in occupations that enjoy higher levels of unionization
within India (these include public sector employees, and workers in manufacturing). The
variable is statistically insignificant across all four specifications. Further, many union
members depend directly on the public sector, which provides most formal employment
opportunities in India. Thus if union members dominated the Membership measure, we
would expect to see members oppose moves to reduce or privatize the public sector. Yet
the tests in Table S.20A (especially Columns 1 and 2) show no such opposition.

Table S.20B similarly examines whether members are distinguished by traits
we would expect of personnel within caste associations. Here I examine three variables:
the degree to which respondents agree they should vote in the same way as their caste
community members, whether respondents identified their caste leaders as the most
important influence on their vote choice, and the degree to which they agree that boys
and girls from different castes should not marry. Since caste associations function as
socio-political organizations that both regulate the marriage market within caste groups,
and function as political lobbies for their members, we would expect members within
such associations to respond positively to all three of these measures. Yet these
expectations are met in none of the three cases. Further, in two instances, we find
significant effects in the opposite direction. Members are significantly less likely to agree
they should vote with their co-ethnics, and significantly less likely to disapprove of inter-
caste marriage. These results cut strongly against the idea of that voters identified by the
Membership variable are largely participants within caste associations.

Finally, Table S.20C examines whether members are distinguished by traits of
those participating in religious organizations. Specifically, I examine if members are
marked by higher levels of religious activity, which may make them more likely to
affiliate with Hindu nationalist associations. I test whether members are more likely to
pray frequently, attend temple, and participate in ritual religious occasions. I anticipate
that if Nonparty membership is driven by religious associations, we would expect to see
members positively distinguished across these three criteria. The results show that the
coefficients for all three measures are positive, and in two cases statistically significant.
Religious participation also has a substantial impact. The predicted probability of a
respondent being an associational member increases from 11.15 percent for someone who
never participates in religious rituals, to 19.18 percent if they do so frequently (an
increase of 72%).
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TABLE S.18: PARTY ORGANIZATIONS ARE NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR NON-ELITE

RECRUITMENT
Dalit and Adivasi Upper Caste Voters
Voters
@) ©) ©) “4)
PartyMeniber -.090 -.152 1, 59 1.581%**
(.203) (184) (.550) (.525)
Non-Party
Member S12%0kk -.059
(.190) (.144)
Liberalization 073 .083 197+ .194%
(.058) (.060) (.075) (.080)
Communalism .053 .051 122% J21%*
(.048) (.048) (.062) (.062)
Tncome 076%* 067 .049* .052*
(.028) (.028) (,023) (.022)
EthnicInfluence 53906k -.533%0kk -.498%* - 462%*
(.147) (.140) (.188) (.181)
Relzgiosity 24 5%00% 236%* 165%6¢ 185k
(.079) (.087) (.057) (.058)
Age -.001 -.002 .006 .005
(.002) (.002) (.004) (.004)
Male 175 157 -.058 -.033
(.079) (.073) (.047) (.051)
Education 027 .023 .096 .090**
(.020) (.020) (.032) (.031)
Constant 23,027k 2 .995kkk | D TRk D Q3] Hokk
(.171) (.161) (.234) (.242)
Number of 17 17 17 17
States
N 5207 5059 2699 2637
% predicted
correctly 81.20 81.26 73.18 73.04
Log
Likelihood -2256.714  -2193.678 | -1449.184  -1416.404
#k=p< 001 #=p<.01 *=p<.05

Note: Logistic regression models. Robust standard errors have been corrected for
clustering by state. State-level fixed effects included but not reported here.
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TABLE S.19 DOES NON-PARTY MEMBERSHIP INCREASE BJP SUPPORT MORE IN

STATES WITH DENSE WELFARE NETWORKS?

Voting for the BJP (2004)

0 @
Service Network Density 7.139%** 6.724%**
(1.288) (1.180)
Non-Party Member 1.21 3% 1.129**
(.311) (:311)
Service*Member 4. 4(07kky 4.189kk
(1.070) (1.099)
Liberalization .091
(.067)
Communalism 107
(.075)
Control V ariables
Religiosity 285%*
(.092)
Income .071
(.036)
Ethnic Influence -.525
(.149)
Age -.005*
(.002)
Male 207+
(.074)
Education -.013
(.037)
Constant -2.751 -2.943%*x
(.268) (.394)
Number of States 17 17
N 5226 5177
% predicted correctly 80.90 80.93
Log Likelihood -2405.971 -2336.894

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by state. Models uses a random effects framework, since the Service

index is a unique value for each state, and therefore collinear with the state dummies

» The average coefficient of interaction terms calculated separately for each observation (using the protocol

developed by Norton et. al) is positive (.501 in Model 1, .488 in Model 2) and significant (p<.01) in both

models.
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FIGURE S3A: SERVICE¥MEMBER INTERACTION EFFECTS AFTER LOGIT

Interaction Effect (percentage points)

0 2 4 .6
Predicted Probability that y = 1

e Correct interaction effect — Incorrect marginal effect

FIGURE S3B: Z-STATISTICS OF SERVICE¥MEMBER INTERACTION EFFECTS

10

z-statistic

0 2 4 .6
Predicted Probability that y = 1

Note: Blue dots represent z-statistics for interaction effects of each individual observation within the dataset
calculated using /nzeff command in Stata. Red lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.
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FIGURE S3C: AVERAGE MARGINAL IMPACT OF MEMBERSHIP INCREASES WHERE
HINDU NATIONALIST WELFARE NETWORKS ARE DENSER

.15

Member- Non-member Difference

Pr(VotedBJPIMembers)- Pr(VotedBJP}Non-Members)

+ _| West Bengal Maharashtra Jharkhand Assam

T T T T
0 A 2 3
Religious Welfare Index

NOTE: SHADED AREA INDICATES 95% CONFIDENCE INTERVALS. STATE NAMES ALONG THE X-AXIS IDENTIFY
STATES WHOSE WELFARE INDEX MOST CLOSELY APPROXIMATES THE INDEX VALUE THEY IDENTIFY.
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TABLE S.20A. Is ASSOCIATIONAL MEMBERSHIP DRIVEN By UNIONS?
Membership is not determined by opposition to reductions in public sector, or by
position in unionized employment sectors, as we would expect from trade union
members.

DV: Non-party Associational Membership

VARIABLES (1) 2) (3)
Union Jobs 0.115 0.118 0.118
(0.204) (0.205) (0.2006)
Reduce Government Employees -0.0659
(0.0513)
Government Factories Should be
Sold to Private Companies 0.0202
(0.0476)
Foreign Companies Should be
Allowed Free Trade -0.0106
(0.0475)
Age 0.000737 0.000724 0.000761
(0.00248) (0.00250) (0.00251)
Male 0.4071%k* 0.39 7k 0.396%**
(0.111) (0.110) (0.109)
Education 0.0908*+* 0.0928++* 0.0924++*
(0.0254) (0.0255) (0.0253)
Utban 0.0262 0.0272 0.0279
(0.112) (0.113) (0.112)
Income 0.120%k* 0.125%% 0.124%k
(0.0343) (0.03206) (0.0324)
Constant -2.525%%% -2.716%F% -2.652%%%
(0.211) (0.168) (0.231)
Log Likelihood -1837.585 -1838.730 -1838.801
Percent Correctly Predicted 87.27 87.27 87.29

Observations 5177 5177 5,177




TABLE S.20B. Is NONPARTY MEMBERSHIP DRIVEN BY CASTE ASSOCIATIONS?
Members are actually /ess likely to believe they should vote with their caste
community and /ess likely to believe inter-caste marriage should be banned
(both are the inverse of what we would expect of caste association members).

DV: Non-party Associational Membership
VARIABLES (1) 2) (3)
Vote with Caste Community -0.0572*
(0.0287)
Caste Leader Most Important
Influence 0.0952
(0.168)
Disapprove of Inter-Caste
Marriage -0.0918*
(0.0419)
Age 0.000720 0.000799 0.000880
(0.00252) (0.00254) (0.00252)
Male 0.383%*x* 0.390%*x* 0.381#**
(0.107) (0.100) (0.107)
Education 0.0871#+* 0.0934*** 0.0860%***
(0.0258) (0.02506) (0.0265)
Urban 0.0260 0.0333 0.0242
(0.111) (0.113) (0.113)
Income 0.120%** 0.128%** 0.125%**
(0.0314) (0.0325) (0.0323)
Constant -2.520%%* -2.690%** -2.455%%%
(0.184) (0.191) (0.225)
Log Likelihood -1837.945 -1838.856 -1835.934
Percent Correctly Predicted 87.27 87.27 87.29
Observations 5177 5177 5177
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TABLE S.20C. Is NONPARTY MEMBERSHIP DRIVEN BY RELIGIOUS ASSOCIATIONS?

Non-party Members are found to pray more frequently, and attend religious

services more frequently.

DV: Non-party Associational Membership

VARIABLES (1) 2) (3)
Pray Frequently 0.0716*
(0.0364)
Visiting Temple 0.0896
(0.0594)
Religious Services 0.132%*
(0.0595)
Give Donations for
Religious Activities
Communalism -0.0642 -0.0632 -0.0681
(0.0423) (0.0411) (0.0418)
Age 0.000541 0.000666 0.000351
(0.00251) (0.002406) (0.00250)
Male 0.41 1%k 0.394#kk 0.4077%kk
(0.107) (0.107) (0.107)
Education 0.0878*+* 0.0886*** 0.0883%**
(0.0258) (0.0256) (0.0261)
Utban 0.0228 0.0250 0.0276
(0.113) (0.111) (0.112)
Income 0.123%% 0.123%% 0.125%k*
(0.0312) (0.0320) (0.0311)
Constant -2.679%F% -2.693%%% S2. 714K
(0.268) (0.323) (0.251)
Log Likelihood -1836.638 -1836.480 -1822.870
% Correctly Predicted 87.21 87.23 87.23
Observations 5177 5177 5177
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SECTION 5: CAUSAL SEQUENCING: DOES VOTE CHOICE PRECEDE
MEMBERSHIP?

The specifications in Table S.21 show that while associational membership
significantly distinguishes voters switching to support the BJP between 1999 and 2004
(Column 1), it does not distinguish those already supporting the party in 1999 (Column
2). This increases confidence that non-party associations are drawing voters towards the
party, rather than supporters of the party being drawn into these associations.

However, this analysis does not preclude a voter deciding to vote for the BJP at
some point in the five years between 1999 and 2004, and only then joining a non-party
organization, again during the same five-year span. One possible way to address such
concerns is to test the impact of associational membership on the subsample of
respondents who reported making their electoral decision within a few days of the 2004
election. Table S.21 shows that membership increased the likelihood of these ‘late
deciders’ voting for the BJP (Column 3), and late deciders switching to vote for the BJP
(Column 4). In this final specification membership precedes vote choice, except in the
unlikely event of the respondent joining a non-party association on election day or just
before.

The data is unable to deal with a related concern, that people may have joined
associations before 1999, voted for a party other than the BJP, and then changed their
mind in 2004. However, this sequencing is less problematic for my argument, which
emphasizes that organizational incorporation precedes vote choice, not necessarily that
these shifts must be immediate. If a voter joined a Sangh affiliated organization in 1998,
and took until 2003 to decide to switch their political allegiance to the BJP, that would
not necessarily contradict the logic implied by my analysis.
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TABLE S.21: RESULTS SHOW ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTS CORRELATE WITH
SWITCHING TO BJP, NOT TO VOTING FOR BJP IN 1999. RESULTS ALSO ARE ROBUST
WHEN EXAMINING ‘LATE DECIDERS’ VOTING FOR THE BJP (2004), AND ‘LATE
DECIDERS’ SWITCHING TO THE BJP (1999-2004)

DV: Voted for BJP in 2004
Switched to Supported Late Late Deciders
BJP in 2004  BJP in 1999 Deciders Switching to
(2004) BJP
VARIABLES (1) 2) 3) 4
Associational Member 331* 0.275 0.475%* 0.400*
(.140) (0.202) (0.196) (0.198)
Liberalization .039 0.149 0.0762 0.0184
(.031) (0.0608) (0.0529) (0.0574)
Communalism -471 0.142 -0.0551 0.0415
(.319) (0.0825) (0.0594) (0.105)
Control V ariables
Ethnic Influence 061 -0.673* -0.543% -0.903*
(.049) (0.310) (0.265) (0.378)
Income 036 -0.0282 0.0357 0.000172
(.034) (0.0747) (0.0375) (0.05006)
Religiosity .050%* 0.145 0.211 0.157
(.020) (0.115) (0.169) (0.160)
Age -.008* -0.00242 0.00399 0.000162
(.003) (0.00472) (0.00266) (0.00347)
Male 076 -0.00450 0.212 0.0624
(.115) (0.180) (0.110) (0.213)
Education 011 0.0436 0.0400 0.0314
(.040) (0.0548) (0.0395) (0.0578)
Constant -4 287HF 1,147+ -2.192%%% -2.465%FF
(.564) (0.298) (0.250) (0.333)
Log Likelihood -1375.259 -420.033 -705.610 -462.945
% correctly classified 88.95 70.28 75.78 83.75
Observations 4,454 720 1157 1157
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SECTION 6: FURTHER DETAILS ON MATCHING ANALYSIS

This section contains a couple of additional tests that help confirm the validity of
the propensity matching protocol used in Table 3. First, since the propensity matching
technique uses replacement, it is possible that only a few control units are being matched
with multiple treatment units. As a consequence, we may have members compared with
relatively few non-members. Table S.37A shows this is not the case, as 85% of control
units within the matched sample are only used once, and 97% are used once or twice.

A second concern is whether ‘nearest’ neighbors are actually closely matched
(since the match did not specify calipers around the propensity score differential). Table
S.37B shows this is not the case, as most matched pairs had a minimal propensity score
difference of less than .001 (on a 0-1 probability scale), and no pair had a difference of
greater than .011.

TABLE S.22A: IS MATCHING HIGHLY DEPENDENT ON A FEW CONTROL UNITS?

No- the vast number of control units for the matching are used only once.

Number of Frequency % of Cases
Times Control

Unit is Used

1 657 83.59%

2 106 13.49

3 22 2.80

4 1 0.13

TABLE S.22B: ARE ‘NEAREST’ NEIGHBORS ACTUALLY NEAR?
Yes. Most matched pairs had a propensity score difference of less than .001 on a
0-1 probability scale (i.e. 0.1%). None had higher than a .01 difference.

2500
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1500 2000
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1000

500
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T
.002

T
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SECTION 7: ADDITIONAL TESTS

A. OTHER MARGINALIZED COMMUNITIES: HINDU NATIONALISM AND RELIGIOUS
MINORITIES IN INDIA (SURVEY EVIDENCE)

Does the BJP’s success extend to other poor Indians, specifically poor religious
minorities? Many minority communities, especially Muslims, make up a significant part
of India’s poor. Yet there is also greater income heterogeneity within these communities
than within Dalit and Adivasi populations. Only 54.98% of Muslims lie within the
bottom two income categories on the 2004 NES (earning less than $22 and $44 per
month). By contrast 71.33% of Dalits and 76.17% of Adivasis are within these two
categories. Thus, I replicated the results for the sample of poor Muslims (defined as those
in the bottom two income categories, which was roughly half the Muslim sample). Table
S.23 shows that non-party associations do not exert the same positive effect on support
for the BJP among poor Muslims. The second column shows a similar non-impact among
low-income Christians (again those within the bottom two income categories).

The evidence also suggests that relatively few poor Muslims or Christians are
incorporated within these organizations. However, it is difficult to tell if these low
numbers are due to supply or demand-side constraints. Are the low numbers of religious
minorities within these associations due to a Hindu nationalist aversion to incorporating
religious minorities?’ Or is it due to the fact that religious minorities are unlikely to join
such organizations, despite the potential material benefits of doing so, because of the
BJP's Hindu nationalist?® These are important questions worthy of further inquiry.

B. STATE AND CONSTITUENCY-LEVEL EFFECTS:

I examined if the key results shifted if I did not include state-level fixed effects.
Tables S.24 and S.25 present the results for random effects models for non-elite and elite
samples respectively. Once again the results were practically identical among the lower
caste sample. Membership distinguished non-elite supporters of the BJP not simply
within states, as the fixed effects specification measured, but across the national sample.
Membership also continued to mark those poor voters shifting to support the party, while
economic and cultural preferences once again did not. Among upper castes as well, the
results were highly similar to those in the main text. The only difference here was
regarding the influence of caste leaders, which was previously significantly negatively
related to BJP support among elites, and was not significant in these specifications.
Overall, the consistence of these findings across fixed and random effects specifications
is encouraging.

7 Observations from qualitative fieldwork suggests that service activists in central India didn’t prevent
anyone from coming to their chapters (and there were occasional Christian and Muslim beneficiaries). This
suggests the low rates of religious minority incorporation might remain due to the concerns among such
communities with Hindu nationalist ideology

¥ The average level of support for Hindu nationalism, measured on a 4 point scale, was one full point lower
among Christians (1.94) and Muslims (1.78) than among Hindus (2.91), a difference that was significant at
the .001 level.
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Tables S.26A and S.26B repeat the analysis using constituency-level fixed effects
and robust standard errors corrected for clustering at the constituency level. The results
are robust to this specification: non-party membership significantly distinguishes non-
elite supporters of the BJP, while support for economic liberalization and Hindu
nationalism significantly distinguish elite supporters. The robustness of these results offer
strong confirmation of my argument, showing that associational membership marks
supporters of the BJP from co-ethnic non-supporters, even within the same electoral
constituency. However, including constituency fixed effects does attenuate the sample, as
the dummies for constituencies in which the BJP won no votes perfectly predict the
outcome variable, and so are dropped from the analysis.

C. COALITIONAL EFFECTS:

Could the BJP’s success be the product of the party’s alliances with parties who
appeal to lower caste and tribal voters? Some of the concerns about this being a
‘coalitional effect’ is addressed by having the DV measure votes for the BJP specifically,
and not a coalitional partner. However, it is possible the BJP itself does better with the
poor in states where it has coalition partners, specifically those that are seen as low-caste
parties or headed by low-caste chief ministers. To assess this possibility, I created an
indicator variable that identified those states in which the BJP had coalition partners in
the 2004 national elections, and a second variable that specifically identified states in
which the BJP had joined a coalition or offered external support to parties seen as having
a lower caste base. The results of this analysis are presented in Table S.27 (see fn for a
list of parties and states in each case).” Neither coalition variable has a significant impact,
and each actually registers a negative coefficient.

D. IS THIS CLIENTELISM?

Given that welfare is privately provided out of electoral considerations, can we
not think of it as a form of clientelist exchange? In the main text (p. 34), I argue that the
benefits provided by the BJP’s non-party affiliates are not part of a clientelist exchange
because a) they are not provided with exclusion locally, and b) quid pro quo is not
enforced among recipients. In support of the latter point, I present evidence that the BJP
does not appear to attempt to monitor the reciprocity of voters incorporated within its
non-party networks (a key feature of clientelism)."

Finding evidence of the presence or absence of micro-level monitoring is of
course extremely difficult, and has been the subject of significant debate within studies of
distributive politics (e.g. the debate between Stokes 2005 and Nichter 2008). However,
the NES 2004 does provide measures of party contact with individual voters. Specifically
respondents were asked if they had been visited by party personnel during the election

? National Democratic Alliance Coalition Politics: Janata Dal United(Bihar), Shiva Sena (Maharashtra) ,
Shiromani Akali Dal (Punjab), Asom Gana Parishad (Assam), Jharkhand Mukti Morcha (Jharkhand),
Dravida Munnetra Kazagham (Tamil Nadu), Trinamool Congress (Bengal), Biju Janata Dal (Orissa),
Indian National Lok Dal (Haryana).

States where BJP Coalition Partners have ‘Lower Caste Profile’: Bihar, Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh, Tamil
Nadu.

' On the importance of monitoring see Stokes 2005.
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campaign (NES 2004, Q8)."" If members who were visited by such personnel were more
likely to vote for the BJP than members who were not visited, then this would suggest the
importance of monitoring efforts in translating non-party activities into votes. A second
variable related to monitoring is whether a respondent attended a campaign rally prior to
the election. Prior studies have noted that parties often use attendance at these rallies as a
signal of a voter’s intention to reciprocate at the polls (e.g. Auyero 2001).

Table S.28 show that both measures of monitoring effort are actually negatively
correlated with the likelihood of a member voting for the BJP, and statistically
insignificant. This runs against the expectation of non-party associations forging
clientelist ties with their members.

"' See Huber and Suryanarayana 2012 for a similar operationalization.
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TABLE S.23: RESULTS ARE NOT REPLICATED AMONG POOR MEMBERS OF
RELIGIOUS MINORITY COMMUNITIES (MUSLIM AND CHRISTIAN)

Voting for BJP (2004)
Poor Poor
Muslims Christians
VARIABLES (1) 2)
Associational Member 0.840 1.173
(0.465) (0.650)
Liberalization -0.283 0.934**
(0.345) (0.453)
Communalism 0.202 0.147
(0.169) (0.205)
Control V ariables
Ethnic Influence -0.0308 -0.483
(0.304) (0.598)
Income -0.150 -0.00733
(0.396) (0.420)
Religiosity -0.217 -0.667
(0.193) (0.464)
Age -0.0152* 0.00512
(0.00638) (0.0132)
Male 0.167 -1.568**
(0.269) (0.534)
Education -0.0364 0.249*
(0.103) (0.105)
Constant -3.850x** -3.814%x*
(0.753) (1.184)
Log Likelihood -233.564 -61.379
% correctly classified 93.80 94.32
Observations 1,129 370




Fixep EFFECTS

TABLE S.24: RESULTS AMONG NON-ELITES ARE NOT AFFECTED BY REMOVING STATE

Voting for the BJP (2004)  Switched to
BJP (99-04)
VARIABLES (1) 2) 3) 4)
Non-Party
Member .609%kx H45kHk 538 Hokk 531k
(.148) (.136) (.079) (.183)
Relzgiosity 074500k 07 8%k 072%%
(.023) (.011) (.024)
Communalism 109 105 148
(.063) (.074) (.095)
Tncome .070* 071%* .047
(.032) (024) (.050)
Caste Influence =573k BT 5w -.549
(.169) (.141) (.358)
Liberalization .069* .069* .063
(.030) (.032) (.040)
Age -.004 -.010%*
(.002) (.003)
Male 157+ .057
(.075) (.115)
Education -.010 .020
(.020) (.042)
Constant S1.579%kk 3 60100k 3 527k -3.803***
(.190) (.5506) (.245) (.694)
Number of 17 17 17 17
States
N 5226 5177 5177 4454
% predicted
correctly 80.90 80.95 80.92 88.95
Log
Likelihood -2518.267 -2430.138 -2426.502 -1497.176

**=p<.001 **=p<.01 *=p<.05

Membership remains significant, and in fact the coefficient increases in a random-effects
specification. Support for Hindu nationalism remains insignificant. The only change is
that in this specification support for liberalization has a significant effect, but one that is
substantively and statistically far less significant than that of membership (and one that is
eliminated when excluding prior supporters of the BJP).
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TABLE S.25: RESULTS AMONG ELITES ARE NOT AFFECTED BY REMOVING STATE
Fixep EFFECTS

Voting for the BJP (2004) Core BJP
Supporters
VARIABLES (1) 2 3) “)
Non-Party
Member 225 311 277 212
(\174) (173) (.162) 168
Religiosity 074 128k 267
(.023) (.013) (.028)
Communalism LD LD 233%*
(.082) (.037) (.084)
Income L090%* 078#** .080
(.030) (.023) (.044)
Caste Influence -176 -.157 -.004
(.214) (.191) (.175)
Liberalization 07455 072%%x 076%*
(.023) (.0106) (.0206)
Age -.003 -.003
(.003) (.004)
Male 060 077
(.044) (.055)
Education 022 029
(.022) (.042)
Constant -.355 -3.778%H* -3.779 -3.650%**
(.281) (.740) (:290) (.735)
Number of 17 17 17 17
States
N 2649 2637 2637 2637
% predicted
correctly 57.19 62.34 62.85 62.42
Log
Likelihood -1804.004 -1689.394 -1686.797 -1703.2215

**=p<.001 **=p<.01 *=p<.05



TABLE S.26A RESULTS ARE ROBUST T0O USING CONSTITUENCY-LEVEL FIXED EFFECTS
(NON-ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP
(2004)
VARIABLES (1)
Associational Member 0.466***
(0.1306)
Liberalization -0.00300
(0.0525)
Communalism 0.127
(0.082)
Control V ariables
Ethnic Influence -0.608***
(0.174)
Income 0.0529
(0.0387)
Religiosity 0.173*
(0.0738)
Age -0.000898
(0.00311)
Male 0.138
(0.0959)
Education 0.0511
(0.0301)
Constant -19.73%%*
(0.260)
Log Likelihood -1728.649
% correctly classified 75.12
Observations 3,452

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Robust standard errors clustered by constituency in parentheses.
Sample is smaller since this specification drops constituencies in which
BJP did not win any votes.
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TABLE S.26B:

RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO USING CONSTITUENCY-LEVEL FIXED
EFFECTS (ELITE SAMPLE)

Voted for BJP
(2004)
VARIABLES (1)
Associational Member 0.243
(0.171)
Liberalization 0.374+%¢
(0.114)
Communalism 0.281#%*
(0.0650)
Control V ariables
Ethnic Influence -0.768**
(0.369)
Income 0.0501
(0.0368)
Religiosity 0.292%¢
(0.0998)
Age 0.00178
(0.00446)
Male -0.00679
(0.0757)
Education 0.0470
(0.0384)
Constant -19.73%%*
(0.260)
Log Likelihood -19.96%**
% correctly classified (0.394)
Observations 1671

Note: ¥#* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Robust standard errors clustered by constituency
in parentheses. Sample is smaller since this
specification drops constituencies in which BJP
did not win any votes.
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(NON-ELITE SAMPLE)

TABLE S.27: RESULTS ARE ROBUST TO CONTROLLING FOR COALITIONAL EFFECTS

Voted for BJP (2004)

VARIABLES (1) 2)
Associational Member 0.464+%* 0.506***
(0.121) (0.139)
Liberalization 0.301 0.317
(0.165) (0.167)
Ethnic Influence -0.619%+x -0.602%+*
(0.171) (0.164)
Income 0.0912%+% 0.0726*
(0.0320) (0.0342)
Communalism 0.103 0.104
(0.0628) (0.0590)
Religiosity 0.060%* 0.067#F*
(0.022) (0.020)
Age -0.00404** -0.00442%*
(0.00203) (0.00203)
Male 0.180* 0.175%*
(0.0720) (0.0769)
Education -0.00117 -0.00604
(0.0293) (0.0296)
Coalition Partner in State -0.411
(0.329)
Coalition Partner (Low Caste) -0.307
(0.498)
Constant -1.702%%% -1.776%F%
(0.352) (0.329)
Log Likelihood -2413.617 -2423.491
% correctly classified 81.01 80.95
Observations 5177 5177
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TABLE S.28: Is THIS CLIENTELISM? NO EVIDENCE THAT MONITORING
MECHANISM IS DRIVING NON-PARTY MEMBERS TO SUPPORT THE BJP

VARIABLES DV: Voted for the BJP
(Associational Members Only)
@) @)
Visit by Party Worker -0.0245
(0.0561)
Attended Rally -0.141
(0.161)
Liberalization 0.219%* 0.218*
(0.104) (0.104)
Communalism -0.0926 -0.105
(0.275) (0.267)
Control V ariables
Ethnic Influence 0.145%* 0.145*
(0.0627) (0.0630)
Income 0.130 0.134
(0.0922) (0.0930)
Religiosity 0.407** 0.399**
(0.144) (0.147)
Age -0.00496 -0.00514
(0.00295) (0.00296)
Male 0.0426 0.0636
(0.145) (0.135)
Education -0.0235 -0.0216
(0.0357) (0.0361)
Constant -1.485%+* -1.519%%x
(0.340) (0.362)
Observations 939 939




SECTION 8: FURTHER DETAILS ABOUT THE 2004 NATIONAL ELECTIONS STUDY

The 2004 National Election Study (NES) conducted by the Center for the Study
of Developing Society (CSDS) in New Delhi, was the largest voter survey (N=25,433)
available at the time this study was conducted. In this section I provide additional details
about the survey, and show it compares favorably with other widely used surveys,
including the Afrobarometer and World Values Survey. Not surprisingly, the NES studies
have been the most widely utilized electoral surveys within the study of Indian politics
(e.g. Chhibber 1999, Yadav 1999, Chandra 2004, Heath 2005, Ray and Wallace 2007).

Since the Election Commission of India does not keep individual-level voting
data, nor does it provide aggregate voting statistics for different caste groups, the NES
provides invaluable empirical opportunities to 