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Abstract
We examine the political economy of bureaucrat reassignments using detailed data on politicians and
bureaucrats across Indian states. We find that state party politicians who lack both a legislative majority
and coalition support from the party controlling the federal government are the most likely to reassign
bureaucrats. Such state governments also receive the lowest levels of discretionary fiscal transfers from
the federal government. Our results suggest that politicians are more likely to reassign bureaucrats as a
means to exert control over policy outcomes when they are constrained in terms of fiscal and personnel
resources. Other explanations, such as differences in internal party organizations or caste frictions, do not
have a significant role in explaining the pattern of bureaucrat reassignments across different parties.
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1. Introduction
The nature of the interaction between politicians and the bureaucracy lies at the heart of government
institutions. In principle, maintaining the power balance between elected politicians and appointed
bureaucrats is crucial to effective representation of citizen interests in a democracy (see Maskin and
Tirole, 2004). In practice, the divergence in their objectives results in politicians trying to assert control
with creative strategies to either curtail bureaucratic independence and/or align bureaucrats’ incentives
with their own. One such strategy may be to control what tasks are assigned to bureaucrats (Alesina and
Tabellini, 2007), while another may be in terms of what types of candidates are appointed (Besley and
Ghatak, 2007).
Iyer and Mani (2012) highlight a preferred tool of politicians faced with such challenges: frequent
bureaucrat reassignments across posts. There is wide-ranging evidence on how the length of bureaucrats’
tenure (and hence reassignments) affects government efficiency and public good outcomes. Akhtari et al
(2015) show how high bureaucrat turnover has adverse effects on schooling outcomes of children in
Brazil, Nath (2016) finds that bureaucrats perform better when presented with longer term incentives and,
Rasul and Rogger (2014) find that more autonomous bureaucrats are more likely to successfully complete
projects in Nigeria. In the U.S., the length of a bureaucrat’s tenure has been shown to be an important
determinant of his long-term investments (Rauch, 1995) and the degree of professionalization of the
bureaucracy (Evans, 1995).

Given these adverse effects of high bureaucratic turnover on economic

outcomes, what are the conditions that compel some politicians to make more frequent bureaucrat
reassignments than others?
To address this question, we first consider what politicians care about: maximizing the value of
bureaucrats’ state output under their control, so as to reap electoral and non-electoral benefits. Making
bureaucratic appointments to maximize resources under their control requires politicians to make a
tradeoff between bureaucratic loyalty and efficiency. If politicians have independent access to state
resources that they can control, bureaucrats’ loyalty matters less than their efficiency. This reduces the
need for a politician to make bureaucrat reassignments when he assumes office. To summarize, our key
prediction is that bureaucratic control becomes more important in the absence of the politician’s access to
independent fiscal resources and political control.
We test these insights using data on India’s state governments and the top echelon of its bureaucracy, the
Indian Administrative Service (IAS).

We put together data on the coalition structure of the state

government, on party identity of state politicians, on bureaucrat reassignments, on the internal
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organization of parties, and caste composition of ruling party; covering more than three decades.

As a

measure of politician’s access to independent fiscal resources, we use the state’s transfers from the central
government. We note that a state’s central government transfers – unlike its share of central government
tax revenue – is decided by the discretion of the Central Government. Hence, the relations between the
political party at the centre and the party in power in the state should be crucial for transfers, but not tax
revenue. We consider the politician’s degree of political control to be low in cases where his party has no
majority in the state legislature and has to rely on coalition partners.
We have three main findings. The first is that regional party chief ministers are significantly more likely
to reassign bureaucrats upon assuming office than chief ministers from national parties. This difference in
behavior by party type has not been documented for any federal system. Second, only specific types of
regional party chief ministers—those who do not have a majority on their own, and are in a coalition —
have a significantly higher rate of bureaucrat transfer. These types of regional party governments also turn
out to receive the lowest levels of discretionary fiscal transfers from the central government, suggesting
that lack of fiscal resources is a key driver of bureaucratic reassignments. Third, variations in internal
organization of parties or their caste composition cannot explain differences in the propensity to reassign
bureaucrats. In ongoing work, we are investigating additional hypotheses about the factors that determine
bureaucratic transfer rates of political parties.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes India’s political system and bureaucracy,
Section 3 details our data and key variables, Section 4 presents our empirical results and Section 5
concludes.

2. Political Parties and Bureaucrat Reassignments in India
2.1. India’s Political System: A Federation of States
India is a parliamentary democracy in which elections are held every five years for both the central
government in New Delhi and the 28 states that constitute the Indian Union. The head of the state
executive is the governor, who acts on the advice of the chief minister and the council of ministers. The
chief minister is usually the leader of the party that wins a majority of seats in the state legislature (similar
to the prime minister at the national level). If the current chief minister loses the support of his or her
party (due to internal party politics) or the parties in a coalition government fall apart, efforts are made to
form another government, either by choosing a new leader from the same party or putting together
another coalition. If these efforts fail, the central government often steps in to declare “president’s rule” in
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the state: the administration of the state is brought under the central government until new elections are
held. The election calendar resets to a five-year one after any such midterm poll. Differing incidence of
midterm polls across states has now resulted in states’ calendars being different from each other and from
the national election calendar.
States wield considerable power in India’s federal system, being responsible for law and order, public
health, government, agriculture, and sales taxes. They also have joint decision making power (with the
central government) over subjects in the concurrent list; this list includes subjects such as education,
economic and social planning, criminal law, trade unions, and bankruptcy.
However, Indian states are relatively constrained in terms of revenue raising abilities. In addition to
exclusive powers over subjects such as defense, railways, currency, banking, and insurance, the central
government also has the exclusive right to levy taxes on corporations and on non-agricultural income.
Very few states tax agricultural income, where the majority of the population is still employed and only
the central government imposes an income tax. The major sources of revenue for most states are sales
taxes, excise taxes and other indirect taxes. This is in contrast to federal countries, such as the United
States or Canada, where states also levy income taxes. A portion of the taxes collected by the central
government is given back to the states as part of tax-sharing arrangements (fiscal devolution). Given the
imbalance between their revenues and expenditures, most state budgets rely on this system of center-state
transfers; transfers from the central government account for 39 per cent of subnational governments’
revenues (GFS 2001).
There are three main types of center-state fiscal transfers in India. The first consists of tax shares and
grants decided by a non-political Finance Commission, which makes recommendations every five years.
For instance, in 2014, the Fourteenth Finance Commission decided that 42 per cent of central government
tax revenues would be given back to the states for the fiscal years 2015-16 to 2019-20. Dividing up these
funds among the states is done by means of an explicit formula, which is changed slightly by successive
Finance Commissions. The Fourteenth Finance Commission places weights on factors such as the state’s
area (15 per cent), population (17.5 per cent), demographic change (10 per cent), forest cover (7.5 per
cent) and “income distance” or the gap between the state’s per capita GSDP and the state with the highest
per capita GSDP (50 per cent). Tax devolution in India is thus geared to assign more funding to
economically lagging regions.
The second source of funding over our sample period was from the Planning Commission, which was in
charge of formulating national five-year plans and makes grants and loans for implementing state
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development plans.1 The Planning Commission worked out five-year-plan investments for each sector of
the economy and each state. With this plan as background, the states worked out their respective
development plans for each year; these plans then are approved by the Planning Commission. Since 1969,
these funds have been awarded to states on the basis of a consensus formula devised by the National
Development Council, which includes the prime minister and the chief ministers of all the states. This
formula gives maximum weight to state population (60 per cent) and the gap between state per capita
income and national average (25 per cent).
Third, in various ministries, the central sector and centrally-sponsored schemes give grants to their
counterparts in the states for specified projects either wholly funded by the centre (central sector projects)
or requiring the states to share a proportion of the cost (centrally-sponsored schemes). These grants are
wholly discretionary. In addition, there are “non-plan” grants to states that include grants to rural and
urban municipal bodies and central government contributions to disaster response. Neither of these is
governed by explicit formulae.2
2. National and Regional Parties in India
The Indian National Congress (Congress) Party had long been the country’s dominant political party. The
Congress Party led India’s campaign for independence from British rule and remained a powerful force in
Indian politics, forming the national government for the first three decades after independence in 1947.
From the very beginning, the Congress Party espoused a broad political ideology based on the concept of
a free Indian nation. It embraced all Indians, regardless of religion or region, although members of the
upper class or upper caste clearly held the top positions. As the national voting constituency grew,
divergent political philosophies and demographic interests were absorbed under this umbrella. But as the
democracy matured, the need for specific actions and attention to constituent needs became more obvious.
Consequently, during the 1960s, observers noted the development of “widespread patronage networks
which provided critical linkages between local demands and central responses” (Mathur 2006).
This patronage system began to break down during prime minister Indira Gandhi’s term of office. After
allegations of election misconduct, economic recession and a wave of protests in 1975, Indira Gandhi
initiated an emergency declaration that temporarily suspended elections and other civil liberties for 21
months. In reaction against Indira Gandhi’s controversial declaration, the Janata Party consolidated allies
1 The Planning Commission was scrapped by the Narendra Modi government in 2014, and has since been replaced by a new

agency called the NITI Aayog.
2 See Cole et al (2012) for an analysis of the political economy of disaster relief expenditures by state governments in India.
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unified in opposition to the emergency, before the 1977 election. Together, the coalition was strong
enough to wrest control from the Congress Party. Disagreements among coalition partners soon led to the
collapse of the coalition government, and the Congress was voted back in office during the 1980 national
election. However, this watershed event had paved the way for a number of new parties to arise in
opposition to the Congress, including the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP).
In 1984, the BJP had only two seats in the Lok Sabha (India’s lower house of parliament); by 1989, the
party had won 86 seats, and by 1991, 119. By May 1996, the BJP constituted its first national
government, although it lasted just 13 days. Two years later, the BJP assembled broad support with a 13party coalition. Led by the BJP, the National Democratic Alliance (NDA) won a majority in the Lok
Sabha in October 1999. The Congress then won the largest number of seats in the 2004 and 2009 national
elections, but needed the support of several regional parties in order to form a legislative majority. In the
2014 national election, the BJP won a majority on their own to form the national government.
At least 28 political parties with strong regional identities became active on the national level by
1996. The total number of parties in the Lok Sabha increased from 22 in 1984 to 40 in 1998. Many of
these regional parties mobilized “along the fault lines of social cleavages,” appealing to specific caste,
religions, or regional identities; in turn, this meant that constituents had increased expectations for
representation of local and cultural interests on a national level (Pai 2006, p. 478). These fault lines were
further deepened by rural versus urban and wealth disparities. In addition to participating in national
government coalitions, many regional parties were in power in state governments as well, both in
coalitions or achieving majorities on their own.
According to the rules set by the independent Election Commission of India, a party is recognized as a
national party if it wins at least 11 seats in the Lok Sabha (national parliament) from at least 3 different
States, or if it wins at least 6% of votes in four states and 4 Lok Sabha seats, or if it is recognized as a
state party in four or more states. Recognition as a state party, in turn, is given if the party wins at least
3% of seats in the state legislature, or one out of 25 Lok Sabha seats from that state, or 6% of votes plus
one Lok Sabha seat and two state legislature seats. Throughout this paper, we will use the terms “regional
party” and “state party” interchangeably.
2.3 The Indian Administrative Service
The IAS is the topmost layer of the government bureaucracy in India, consisting of fewer than 5,000
officers in 2005. It is the successor to the Indian Civil Service established by the British to administer
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India during the colonial period. IAS bureaucrats staff the most important positions in district
administration, state and central government secretariats, and state-owned enterprises.
IAS officers are career civil servants, and political neutrality is a requirement of their position. They
cannot join political parties or be involved in any political events. Politicians are not involved in the
hiring process of IAS officers. Recruitment is through either extremely competitive nation-wide
examinations conducted by an independent commission (“direct recruits”), or promotion of the bestperforming officers from the lower state civil services (SCS promotees), the latter category being
restricted to not more than one-third of officers in a state.
After recruitment and initial training, direct recruits are assigned to specific state cadres, where they
typically spend most of their careers. This assignment of officers to states is done by a rigid (rather
complicated) bureaucratic rule, resulting in a quasi-random assignment of officers to states. In particular,
it is very difficult for elected politicians or the bureaucrats themselves to affect this assignment.3
IAS officers start by holding positions at the subdistrict level and move on to higher positions within the
district, the state secretariat, or state-owned enterprises. Officers are usually appointed as district officers
after attaining five to ten years of experience (this varies by state). Promotions are based on years of
service for the first few years and have a merit-based component for the higher-level positions. IAS
officers are evaluated by their superior officers in annual confidential reports. Wages and salaries are set
by independent pay commissions and are determined by the bureaucrat’s rank within the hierarchy.
The Constitution of India provides IAS officers considerable immunity from state-level politicians by
stipulating that an IAS officer “holds office during the pleasure of the Pres- ident” and cannot be
“dismissed or removed by an authority subordinate to that by which he was appointed” (articles 310 and
311). This means that IAS officers cannot be dismissed or demoted by state-level elected representatives.

3 A recruit can specify whether he or she wants to be assigned to his or her home state. Even if this person expresses the desire to

go to his or her home state, it may not happen if (a) the state in question does not need any more officers, (b) if the previous
officer assigned to the state was from that state (at most, one- third of the direct recruits assigned to a state can be natives of that
state), (c) if the reservation criteria for the disadvantaged sections of society need to be satisfied, and (d) if too many top-ranked
officers have already been assigned to that state. An officer who is not assigned to his or her home state is assigned to the next
available state in alphabetical order. Since assignments proceed from the top-ranked recruit downward, these constraints are more
likely to bind for lower-ranked recruits. Thus, all else being equal, higher-ranked candidates are more likely to be assigned to
their home state. In our data, the correlation between the home state dummy and the dummy for an officer being ranked in the top
20% of his cohort is 0.28, which is statistically significant at the 5% level.
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2.4 Bureaucrat Reassignments as a Means of Control
While IAS officers cannot be hired or fired by state-level politicians, they can be reassigned or transferred
from one post to another. Such transfer orders are signed by the chief secretary (the top bureaucrat), who
reports directly to the chief minister of the state. While bureaucrats can request specific assignments, they
have very little power to affect the outcome of such requests. These reassignments are almost always
within the state or sometimes between the state and central governments; appointments across states are
extremely rare.
In our data, we find that IAS bureaucrats are transferred quite frequently: over the period 1980 to 2012,
approximately 49% of officers were transferred each year. It should be noted that frequent transfer of
bureaucrats has been a long-standing feature of the Indian bureaucracy.4
In previous work (Iyer and Mani, 2012), we documented patterns of bureaucrat reassignment which
strongly support the hypothesis that such reassignments are used as a control mechanism by politicians. In
particular, we find that the average rate of bureaucrat turnover in a state increases significantly when there
is a new chief minister in that state (see Figure 1 for a graphic illustration of bureaucrat transfers in Tamil
Nadu and Madhya Pradesh states). Our previous work has documented the role of bureaucrat
characteristics in determining the pattern of reassignments (Iyer and Mani, 2012), and the role of electoral
competition in the ability and willingness of individual politicians to monitor bureaucrats (Nath, 2016). In
this paper, we examine the role of political party characteristics in determining the extent to which the
tool of bureaucrat reassignment is used.
3. Data
3.1. Bureaucrat Reassignments
We obtained detailed information on the career histories of all officers serving in the IAS as of 2012 from
the Web site of the Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances and Pensions. We have information on the
start and end dates of each post held by the officer, the exact designation, the level of seniority, and the
department. Based on the start and end dates of each post, we construct a transfer dummy variable that
equals 1 if an officer is recorded as starting a new post in a given year. If he or she does not start a new

4 For instance, using data from the British colonial period, Potter (1996) finds that two-thirds of all district officers in 1936 had

held their posts for less than one year. Gilmour (2005, p. 220) pro- vides a vivid example from an even earlier period: “Between
1879 and 1885 Colonel Tweedie did three stints in Gwalior, two in Baghdad, two in Ajmer, one in Jodhpur, one on the road
between Peshawar and Kabul as Political Officer during the invasion of Afghanistan, and another as Political Officer in charge of
Jalalabad.”
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post in that year, the transfer dummy is 0. Multiple reassignments within the same calendar year are coded
as 1 as well, so that our measure is an underestimate of the actual transfer probability. We use these data
to construct a state-level average transfer probability for each year. As mentioned earlier, we find that IAS
officers experience very frequent reassignments: on average, 49% of officers in a state are transferred in
any given year.
3.2. Political Events
We gathered data on changes in the identity of the chief minister in the nineteen major states over the
period 1980 to 2011.5 We also collected information on the dates of state and national elections, as well as
the party identity of the elected representative in each constituency, from the Web site of the Election
Commission of India.
Over the years 1980 to 2011, states had an election about once every five years but a new chief minister
once in three years. This is because a change in the chief minister of a state can happen in several ways.
First, the incumbent party might lose a state election. Second, it might happen that the incumbent party is
reelected but chooses a different leader to become the chief minister. Third, there can be a change in the
chief minister even without elections, if his or her government loses a vote of confidence in the state
legislature. Finally, in rare cases, there can be a change in the chief minister due to the death or
resignation of the incumbent for reasons apart from losing legislative support. In our data, about 54% of
new chief ministers come to power as a result of elections, and 55% of the new chief minister involve a
change in the party in power.
As described in Section 2.2, we find that the dominance of national parties in state governments declined
considerably over time. In the 1980s, 83% of state-year observations in our data had chief ministers from
national parties. This proportion declined to 75% in the 1990s and 71% in the years after 2000. The
incidence of coalition governments also increased, in keeping with the observation of greater political
competition and vote fragmentation. The fraction of state-years with coalition governments increased
from 24% in the 1980s to 42% in the 1990s and 46% in the years after 2000.

5 This information is available from the official Web sites of the relevant state governments in most cases. The states included are

Andhra Pradesh, Assam, Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Jharkhand, Karnataka, Kerala, Madhya
Pradesh, Maharashtra, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, Uttarakhand, and West Bengal, comprising 96% of
India’s population in 2001. Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand were carved out of Madhya Pradesh, Bihar, and Uttar
Pradesh, respectively, in November 2000.

!9

3.3. Inter-state Fiscal Transfers
We obtained detailed state level budgetary data from official published sources over the period 1985-2008
(Government of India, 2008). The data include the amount of state revenue from several different sources,
including own state sources (like sales or excise taxes) and different types of center-state transfers. Our
main variable of interest is the per capita discretionary transfers obtained from the central government,
which are composed of centrally sponsored schemes, centrally planned schemes, and non-plan grants. As
a placebo variable, we also examine the completely formula-driven per-capita Finance Commission
transfers to the states.
3.4 Internal Party Organizations
To examine the role of party internal party dynamics rather than (external) resource organizations, we
create two proxy variables. The first is a dummy for whether the chief minister came to power in the
absence of an election and without a change in the party in power. This set of circumstances strongly
suggests the presence of multiple factions within the party that are not working smoothly together. Since
national parties are more likely to be larger entities, they are more likely to have such factional chief
minister changes. This is indeed true in our data: nearly 14% of national party CMs have come to power
as a result of internal party mechanisms, compared to less than 2% of regional party CMs. We verify that
this difference is statistically significant (Table A1, column 3).
Our second measure of internal party organization comes from the work of Chibber, Jensenius and
Suryanarayan (2014), who coded internal organization levels of India’s state parties over the period
1950-2004. A party was categorized as less organized when there was no clear succession plan within the
party, where party functionaries’ roles were fluid and election-focused, and where opportunities for
upward mobility were either limited or prone to the whims of a few leaders. In addition, a less organized
party depended on the charisma of a single leader and decision-making within the party was referred to as
ad hoc by commentators. More organized parties were coded as 3, less organized parties as 1 and parties
falling in between these two categories as 2. The coding was based on extensive reading of secondary
sources about Indian party politics.
3.5 Legislator Caste Identity
We also test an alternative hypothesis, namely that regional parties transfer more bureaucrats due to caste
frictions. Despite the existence of affirmative action for members of lower castes in the IAS, members of
!10

the upper castes tend to be over-represented in this top layer of the bureaucracy. In data we obtained for
the state of Uttar Pradesh, we find that 72% of officers recruited between 1968 and 2005 belonged to the
upper castes. As described earlier, regional parties in India often claim to represent the interests of
specific lower castes. For instance, the Bahujan Samaj Party (BSP) stands for the interests of the lowest
castes (“Dalits”), while the Samajwadi Party in Uttar Pradesh and the Rashtriya Janata Party in Bihar
stand for the interests of the middle castes. Members of caste-based regional parties are therefore less
likely to belong to the upper castes, a factor that may cause frictions in working with upper-caste
dominated civil service.
We investigate the validity of this hypothesis using data on the fraction of state legislators from each caste
group for each party and state over 1980-2008.6 We verify that regional parties indeed have a lower
fraction of members from the upper castes, but there is also considerable variation across different
regional parties. Since we do not have the exact caste distribution for IAS officers in each state, we
assume that most of them are from the upper castes. We then examine whether the extent of bureaucrat
reassignment varies with the caste composition of the regional party’s legislators.

4. Empirical Results
4.1. Which Parties Reassign Bureaucrats More?
We begin with some exploratory data analysis, documenting that a change in politician identity (i.e. the
arrival of a new chief minister) leads to a significant increase in the rate of bureaucrat reassignment in the
state. This first result is similar to that documented in Iyer and Mani (2012) with a longer time series of
observations. We then investigate whether the impact on bureaucrat transfers varies by specific party or
chief minister characteristics. Our regression equation is:
Transferjt = αj + βt + γNewCMjt + δNewCMjt*PartyCharacteristicjt + φXjt + εjt

(1)

where Transferjt is the fraction of bureaucrats reassigned to new jobs in state j and year t, αj is a state fixed
effect that controls for all time-invariant state characteristics, and βt is a year fixed effect that controls for
any nationwide shocks in year t. NewCMjt is a dummy that equals one if a new chief minister takes office
in state j in year t and PartyCharacteristicjt are a series of party and chief minister characteristics. Xjt is a
set of control variables, including the main effects of the party characteristics and whether there was a
6 We thank Alexander Lee for sharing these data with us, from his ongoing book project The Four Indias: Reinforcing

Inequalities and Underdevelopment in South Asia.
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state or national election in that year, and εjt is an error term. Our standard errors are clustered at the state
level to control for any correlation across years for outcomes within the same state. Our coefficients of
interest are γ and δ, capturing respectively the impact of a new chief minister and the additional impact of
a chief minister with a specific characteristic.
We first establish that the presence of a new chief minister does result in a spike in bureaucrat
reassignment (Table 1, column 1). We find that average transfer rates increase by 4.9 percentage points
when a new chief minister takes office, an increase of 10% over the baseline transfer rate of 48%.
Our main finding is that regional party chief ministers transfer a larger fraction of bureaucrats than chief
ministers from national parties. The presence of a regional party CM results in an increase of 8.4
percentage points in the bureaucrat reassignment rate, compared to 4 percentage points for a national
party CM. This difference is large and statistically significant (Table 1, column 2).
We find that other politician characteristics, such as whether the chief minister came to office as a result
of elections or whether s/he came to office as a result of a change in party do not have a differential effect
on bureaucrat reassignment (Table 1, columns 3 and 4). Further, the impact on bureaucrat reassignment
does not depend on whether the chief minister is heading a coalition government (column 5), or whether
he belongs to the same party as the Prime Minister (column 6) or whether his party is part of the
government coalition in the central government (column 7).7
This main finding leads us to consider several different hypotheses for why regional parties may be more
likely to reassign bureaucrats. In the rest of the paper, we examine the relevance of three different
mechanisms: resource constraints, party internal organization and the ethnic composition of parties.
Regional parties receive significantly less discretionary fiscal transfers from the center, have a
significantly smaller extent of intra-party organization and

have a higher proportion of politicians

belonging to low caste (Table 2).
4.2. Politician Resource Constraints
Our theoretical framework outlined in the Introduction suggests that parties are most likely to transfer
bureaucrats when (a) their fiscal resources are low and (b) they do not have members of their own party
to monitor bureaucrats at the local level. Regional parties, by definition, have a substantial political

7 Our data is an unbalanced panel, due to the fact that three states (Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh) were split into two in

2000. We have verified that our results remain unchanged when rerun on balanced panels from 1980-1999 or 2000-2012 (results
available upon request).
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presence in less than 4 states and therefore are likely to be smaller in size and scope than national parties.
In turn, this suggests that their bargaining power vis-à-vis the central government is smaller, and that
therefore they might be disadvantaged in obtaining discretionary fiscal transfers from the government.
Using our data on fiscal transfers from the central government to states, we verify that regional party
governments indeed receive approximately 21% lower discretionary fiscal transfers (Table 2, column 1).
We investigate this further by examining whether specific types of regional party governments are more
or less disadvantaged in receiving discretionary fiscal transfers from the central government. In particular,
we distinguish between regional parties who hold a majority in the state legislature (implying that they
have many elected representatives to monitor bureaucrats) and regional parties who are in a coalition with
national parties (which is likely to be a weaker form of government). We find that regional parties which
are in a coalition receive 22% lower discretionary fiscal transfers from the central government (Table 3,
column 2). In contrast, we find that they do not receive significantly lower revenues from central
government tax-sharing schemes (Table 3, columns 3 and 4). Since the latter category of funding is
mainly determined by pre-set formulae, there is less role for them to be influenced by the political
alignments of state governments.8 Figure 1 shows that there is a strong positive relationship between
discretionary fiscal transfers from the center and the total state revenue, indicating that state governments
have an incentive to bargain for discretionary transfers from the center.
We find that new chief ministers facing resource and personnel constraints are the most likely to transfer
bureaucrats when they come into office. Table 4 shows that chief ministers from regional parties that have
a coalition government are 6 percentage points more likely to reassign bureaucrats compared to national
party chief ministers. In particular, it is noteworthy that this spike in bureaucrat reassignments occurs only
when both these constraints are in place. This suggests that politicians are well aware of the efficiency
costs of such reassignments and resort to them only when other avenues to influence outcomes are not
available to them.
4.3 Party Internal Organization
We test for the relevance of internal party characteristics (as opposed to external resource constraints) by
running the regression specification (1) with the measures of internal party organization discussed in
Section 3.4. These were a dummy for whether the chief minister came to office without elections and
without a change in the party in power (as a proxy for how dependent the chief minister is on party
8

See Arulampalam et al (2009) for a detailed analysis of center-state fiscal transfers in India. For tax-sharing
revenues and Planning Commission grants, the regressions do not control for all the components of the
formula which determines these funds; we are in the process of collecting the data on these variables.
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hierarchies) and measures of internal party organization coded by Chhibber, Jensenius and Suryanarayan
(2014).
We find that these measures of party internal organization do not play a significant role in explaining
variations in bureaucrat transfer rates. The coefficient δ from these regressions is statistically insignificant
and small in magnitude (Table 5, columns 1 and 3). The inclusion of these variables also does not reduce
the size or significance of the regional party difference in transfer rates (Table 4, columns 2 and 4).

4.4. Politician Caste Identity
We do not find any evidence that regional parties reassign more bureaucrats due to caste frictions. Table 6
reports the results of specification (1) with measures of caste composition of politicians in the same party
as the Chief Minister. There are three categories of lower caste: Scheduled Caste (SC), Scheduled Tribes
and Other Backward Classes (OBCs). Whether taken individually (columns 1 and 2) or combined
together (columns 3 and 4), caste composition does not play any significant role in explaining variations
in bureaucratic reassignments.
4.4. Cross-state Spillovers
In ongoing research, we consider the role of cross-state spillovers. National parties, by definition, have a
substantial presence in multiple states. Therefore, the actions of a national party chief minister in one state
may have implications for bureaucrat incentives or bureaucrat morale in other states. National parties,
therefore, might transfer less if the potential for such spillovers is greater. We plan to test this by
examining whether national party chief ministers transfer less if they are in power in several other states
i.e. we will consider the interaction of national party chief minister with the number of other states whose
chief minister is from the same party.
5. Conclusions
Bureaucrat reassignments are often used by politicians as a means to control policy outcomes. Previous
work has documented, both theoretically and empirically, that this tool can have efficiency costs. In this
paper, we investigate the circumstances under which politicians resort to this policy tool. Using unique
and detailed data from India on state politician characteristics and bureaucrat reassignments, we find that
politicians facing resource constraints are most likely to transfer bureaucrats when they come to office.
Importantly, politicians appear to consider bureaucratic reassignments a costly endeavor, and are more
!14

likely to undertake them when they face both resource and personnel constraints. While there could
potentially be several other mechanisms to explain the greater incidence of reassignment by state party
chief ministers, we do not find much empirical support for the role of internal party organization or ethnic
identity.
In future work, we plan to formalize our theoretical framework, conduct more detailed and specific tests
of the implications of the framework and test other alternative mechanisms. In particular, we will explore
why regional parties in a coalition receive less fiscal transfers compared to national PM parties but the
national non-PM parties receive allocations similar to the PM party. One explanation for this could be that
if PM party at the center allocates less to sates with non-PM party, then the non-PM national party could
retaliate when they come to power. Since regional parties do not pose such a threat, the PM party at the
center can reduce allocations made to them.
Moreover, the difference between regional parities in a coalition and the regional parties with a majority
could be emanating from the fact that in states with a coalition government, the competition between the
parties is higher. If the PM party is in the opposition, it will have a higher incentive to reduce fiscal
transfers to the regional party in power if the difference in seat shares between party in power and PM
party is lower. We plan to test these hypotheses by getting additional election data from India and
extending the analysis to other countries with a multi party system like Brazil.
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Table 1: Politician Characteristics and Bureaucrat Reassignments
Dependent Variable: proportion of bureaucrats transferred in the state in a given year
New CM
State Election Year
General Election Year

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

0.049***

0.043***

0.040***

0.041***

0.043***

0.052***

0.046***

(0.011)

(0.013)

(0.011)

(0.012)

(0.013)

(0.016)

(0.011)

0.002

-0.002

-0.000

-0.006

0.001

0.002

0.002

(0.013)

(0.014)

(0.012)

(0.013)

(0.012)

(0.013)

(0.013)

-0.084**

-0.086**

-0.095**

-0.092**

-0.081**

-0.083**

-0.083**

(0.036)

(0.036)

(0.040)

(0.034)

(0.036)

(0.035)

(0.035)
New CM* Regional Party

0.044**
(0.017)

New CM* Election Year

0.012
(0.022)

New CM* Party Change

0.020
(0.019)

New CM* State Govt. Coalition

0.019
(0.015)

New CM* CM from PM Party

-0.009
(0.016)

New CM* CM Party in Nat. Coalit.

0.018
(0.022)

Observations

571

571

571

571

571

571

571

R2

0.523

0.523

0.527

0.524

0.525

0.524

0.525

Mean Dependent Variable

0.476

0.476

0.476

0.476

0.476

0.476

0.476

State Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

Year Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at state level.
Dependent variable is the average proportion of bureaucrats transferred in the state in a given year.
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Table 2: How Do Regional Parties Differ from National Parties?
Fiscal transfers to States

Caste

Discretionary

Formula

CM Change

High

Low

Fiscal

Driven

Without

Party

Party

Transfers

Tax

Party Change

Organiz.

Organiz.

Shares

or Elections

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(1)
Regional Party

Intra-party Organization

-0.205**

0.052

-0.104***

-0.034

0.101

0.072

(0.092)

(0.042)

(0.023)

(0.073)

(0.109)

(0.054)

308

310

685

223

223

281

0.865

0.979

0.168

0.685

0.702

0.827

Mean Dep. Variable

10.898

11.864

0.063

0.211

0.668

0.432

State Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

Year Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

Observations
R

2

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at state level.
[1] Dependent variables are indicated on top of each column.
[2] Specifications (1) and (2) includes population as a control.
[3] All fiscal transfers are in logs.

So no confidence motions within-party that result in a CM change, are less likely with Regional parties
This suggests that Regional Party CMs are powerful within their party.
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Why does coefficient drop by one point relative to Table 2 column 1? More obs?

Table 3: Fiscal Transfers and Link to the Center
Discretionary Fiscal Transfers
Regional Party

-0.195**

0.055

(0.081)

(0.041)

Regional CM Party with Coalition

-0.217***

0.063

(0.070)

(0.050)

-0.178

0.025

(0.142)

(0.062)

-0.008

-0.021

(0.077)

(0.029)

Regional Majority
National non-PM Party
Observations

Formula Driven Tax Shares

318

318

320

320

0.870

0.870

0.980

0.980

10.878

10.878

11.838

11.838

State Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

Year Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

R

2

Mean Dependent Variable

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at state level.
[1] Dependent variable in (1) and (2) is log of central discretionary transfers.
[2] Discretionary transfers consist of centrally planned schemes, central plan schemes and non-plan grants.
[3] Dependent variable in (3) and (4) is log of share in central taxes.
[4] Formula Driven Tax Shares refers to Finance Commission’s allocation of tax revenue.
[5] Regional Coalition with Link to Center refers to cases where regional party CM is in coalition with PM party.
[6] Regional Coalition without Link to Center consist of cases where regional party is in a coalition,
with non-PM national party or other other regional parties.

These variables are not in the table any more

[7] Regional Majority refers to cases where CM party is regional and has a majority in the Assembly.
[8] National non-PM Party refers to cases where CM is from a National party not in power.
[9] All Parties with No Link to Center consists of [4], [5] and [6] above.
[10] Controls include population size, state and year fixed effects.

So omitted category is National Party ?
And the CM party with Coalition includes both Centre & Non-Centre national party?
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Figure 1: Relationship Between Total State Revenue and Discretionary Fiscal Trans-
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Table 4: Bureaucrat Reassignments

Dependent variable: proportion of bureaucrats reassigned in the state in a given year
(1)
Regional CM Party with Coalition* New CM

(2)

0.060**

0.086***

(0.023)

(0.027)

-0.015

0.047

(0.035)

(0.028)

0.014

0.012

(0.022)

(0.030)

0.031**

0.021

(0.012)

(0.019)

-0.014

-0.009

(0.019)

(0.015)

-0.039**

-0.075***

(0.017)

(0.020)

-0.016

-0.018

(0.012)

(0.022)

586

318

R2

0.531

0.433

Mean Dependent Variable

0.476

0.481

State Fixed Effects

YES

YES

Year Fixed Effects

YES

YES

Regional Majority*New CM
National non-PM* New CM
New CM
Regional CM Party with Coalition
Regional Majority
National non-PM Party
Observations

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at state level.
[1] Dependent variable is proportion of bureaucrats reassigned in a state within a calendar year.
[2] Regional Coalition refers to regional party CM in coalition with PM and non-PM party.
[3] Regional Majority refers to cases where CM party is regional and has a majority in the Assembly.
[4] National non-PM Party refers to cases where CM is from a National party not in power.
[6] Controls include state and year fixed effects.
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Table 5: Party Internal Organization and Bureaucrat Transfers
Dependent variable: proportion of bureaucrats reassigned in the state in a given year
New CM
New CM* No election * No party change
Less likely to be Regional Party — from Table 2

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

0.059***

0.048**

0.032**

0.019

(0.020)

(0.018)

(0.015)

(0.015)

0.011

0.020

(0.052)

(0.053)
-0.008

-0.003

(0.024)

(0.020)

New CM* High Organization
New CM* Regional Party
Observations

0.039**

0.068*

(0.017)

(0.038)

571

571

222

222

0.520

0.524

0.472

0.492

Mean Dependent Variable

0.476

0.476

0.479

0.479

State Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

Year Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

R

2

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at state level.
[1] Dependent variable is the average proportion of bureaucrats reassigned in the state in a given year.
[2] ‘High organization’ means that party has index 3 for intra-party organization on a scale of 1-3.
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Table 6: Caste Composition of CM Party and Bureaucratic Reassignment
Dependent variable: proportion of bureaucrats reassigned in the state in a given year
(1)

(2)

-0.042

-0.097

(0.048)

(0.083)

0.141

0.122

(0.128)

(0.139)

0.123

0.094

(0.187)

(0.188)

Proportion of OBCs from CM party
Proportion of SC from CM party
Proportion of ST from CM party
Proportion of OBC/SC/ST from CM party
New CM* Proportion of OBCs

(3)

(4)

0.001

-0.044

(0.044)

(0.068)

0.115
(0.107)

New CM* Proportion of SCs

0.145
(0.187)

New CM* Proportion of STs

0.123
(0.106)

New CM* Low Caste

0.113
(0.100)

New CM
Observations

-0.026

-0.022

(0.053)

(0.046)

283

283

283

283

0.403

0.430

0.398

0.421

Mean Dependent Variable

0.482

0.482

0.482

0.482

State Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

Year Fixed Effects

YES

YES

YES

YES

R

2

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at state level.
[1] Dependent variable is proportion of bureaucrats reassigned in a state within a calendar year.
[2] Controls include state and year fixed effects.
[3] OBC refers to Other Backward Classes.

Q: How may low caste CMs do we have?
Is it the match between the CM’s caste and the
party caste profile that matters?

[4] SC refers to Scheduled Caste.
[5] ST refers to Scheduled Tribe.
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