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1. Introduction 

In the 2014 General Elections, BJP won a spectacular victory. It won 282 seats by itself, and together 

with its allies, it now commands a formidable majority of 334 out of 543 seats. Its principal rival, the 

Congress, which headed the coalition that ruled India for the last ten years, was reduced to their lowest 

ever tally of 44 seats. While most commentators predicted that the Congress would be defeated, 

regional heavy weights were expected to play a dominant role in forming the ruling coalition. However, 

the onslaught of BJP, riding on the popular wave for Modi confined these important state-based parties 

like All India Anna Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam (AIADMK) and Trinamool Congress to their respective 

states. Two important regional parties, the Janata Dal United (JDU) and Bahujan Samaj Party (BSP), lost 

the bulk of their votes to the BJP.  

In the months and years to come, analyses of the electoral verdict will help us understand the factors 

that enabled the BJP to sweep the polls this time. Among these explanations will figure factors like the 

following: (a) the Indian corporate sector's support for the BJP, which probably contributed to the 

massive amount of funds that the BJP spent in its campaigns (by some estimates 4 times that spent by 
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the Congress), (b) the calibrated use of religious polarization and skillful re-fashioning of caste alliances, 

especially in the Western and Northern Indian states including the electorally important states of Uttar 

Pradesh and Bihar, (c) the virtual take-over of the mainstream media by the BJP's campaign machine, 

facilitated no doubt by corporate financial and ideological support, (d) the discrediting of the incumbent 

INC-led government (the second United Progressive Alliance in 2009-14) by the spate of corruption 

scandals that came to light over the last few years, (e) the half-hearted support of the INC-led 

government for the same welfare schemes that it (the first United Progressive Alliance in 2004-09) had 

inaugurated and championed five years ago. 

In this paper, we focus on a different factor: the role of young (and first time) electors in ensuring BJP a 

field day in the elections. The importance of this constituency for the BJP was evident by the strong 

emphasis that their campaign laid on luring them by engaging them through social media and tailoring 

their manifesto in accordance to their aspirations and needs. Our analysis shows that there is a strong 

positive correlation between the proportion of first time electors and change in BJP’s vote share 

(between 2009 and 2014) across Indian states. Thus, states which had a high proportion of first time 

electors were also the states where BJP increased its vote share significantly between 2009 and 2014. 

This suggests that one of the important factors underlying BJP’s unprecedented electoral victory was its 

ability to reach out to first time electors. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: the next section discusses our key hypothesis, our 

empirical methodology and the data set. The following section presents and discusses the main 

empirical result. Details of data sources are collected together in an Appendix. 



2. Hypothesis, Methodology and Data 

2.1. Hypothesis 

This paper aims to test the hypothesis that young electors, in particular first time electors, were an 

important constituency in determining that the outcome of the 2014 elections was in favor of BJP. We 

measure BJP’s electoral success by the change in its vote share between 2009 and 2014, and capture the 

importance of young electors by their share in total electors in 2014. While vote share data is from the 

Election Commission of India, we used the 2011 Census of India to estimate the share of young electors.  

The 2011 Census of India provides the age-wise break-up of the population of India in 2011 for every 

state. To calculate the number of first time electors, we added up the population between the ages of 

15 and 19 in the year 2011; next, we divided this number by the total number of electors (data on this 

was taken from the Election Commission of India's website) to get the proportion of first time electors 

(as a percentage of all electors). These cut-offs of 15 and 19 years give us the number and proportion of 

first time electors in 2014 for the following reasons. All those who are of age 15 years in 2011 would 

become eligible voters, i.e., reach age 18 years, in 2014. Similarly, all those who were of age 20 years in 

2011 would have been of age 18 in 2009 and would have been eligible to vote in the 15thLok Sabha 

elections in 2009; hence, they would not be first time electors in the 16thLok Sabha elections. Thus, the 

number of those who became first time electors in the 16thLok Sabha Elections in 2014 would be all 

those who were of between the ages of 15 and 19 years in 2011.  

Three caveats regarding this procedure to estimate the proportion of first time electors are in order. 

First, not all those who were of age 15 in 2011 would become eligible voters in the 16thLok Sabha 

Elections in 2014. For instance, those who have their birthdays after May would turn into age 18 years 

only after the elections are over. So, if we had monthly data on birthdays, we would have excluded them 

from list of first time electors. Second, by a similar logic many of those who were of age 20 years in 2011 



would not have been eligible voters in the 15thLok Sabha Elections in 2009. Again, if we had month-wise 

break-up of the persons of age 20 in 2011, we would include some in our list of first time electors. Lack 

of more fine grained data prevents us from making these two adjustments. Third, to arrive at the correct 

number of first time electors in 2014, we would need to adjust the relevant 2011 Census population 

with age-specific death rates. We avoid this for simplicity and believe this will not affect the results in 

any significant manner.  

[Figure 1 about here] 

To present the hypothesis of this paper Figure 1 presents a scatter plot of change in BJP’s vote share 

between 2009 and 2014 against the share of first time electors in 2014 across 23 states.1 The (linear) 

regression line included in Figure 1 – from a bivariate regression of the change in BJP’s vote share on the 

percentage of first time electors and a constant – has a slope of 2.49 and is statistically significant at the 

1 percent level.  Thus, states which had a high proportion of first time electors are also the states that 

saw the largest increase in their vote share. In fact, we can be more precise: on average a 1 percentage 

point increase in the proportion of first time electors was associated with 2.5 percentage point increase 

in BJP’s vote share between 2009 and 2014. This provides preliminary evidence for our hypothesis that 

BJP’s electoral success in 2014 was at least partly the result of its ability to attract young voters.  

2.2. Empirical Strategy 

To strengthen the initial result shown in Figure 1, we will adopt two strategies. First, we will include 

additional regressors to the basic bivariate regression model to control for the effects of other relevant 

factors that could have impacted on the change in BJP’s electoral fortunes (between 2009 and 2014) and 
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could also be correlated with the proportion of first time electors. Hence, the empirical model we 

estimate can be represented as 

∆𝐵𝑉𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛽 × 𝑌𝐸𝑖 + 𝛾1𝑧1𝑖 + ⋯+ 𝛾𝑘𝑧𝑘𝑖 + 𝑢𝑖     (1) 

Where i indexes states, ∆𝐵𝑉 denotes the change in BJP’s vote share between 2009 and 2014, YE stands 

for the proportion of young electors in 2014, and 𝑧1, … , 𝑧𝑘 denote additional controls.   

Second, to rule out the possibility that the result is being driven by the behaviour of older electors, 

which we have not included in the regression model, we will adopt a novel strategy: we will estimate 

several specifications of the full model, where we will use an increasingly expansive definition of 

“young” electors (YE). Thus, we will estimate (1) with 5 different measures of YE: the proportion of 

people in the age group 18-22 years (first time electors), the proportion of people in the age group 18-

23 years, the proportion of people in the age group 18-28 years, the proportion of people in the age 

group 18-38 years, and the proportion of people in the age group 18-48 years. The change in the 

magnitude and statistical significance of the coefficients on the variable measuring the proportion of 

young electors (YE), as we increase its ambit of definition, will allow us to rule out the possibility that the 

result is being driven by the behaviour of older, and not young, electors. 

2.3. Data 

Before we present and discuss the main results of this paper in the next section, we would like to offer 

an overview of the data set – our sample consists of 23 states (22 states and the NCR of Delhi) with 

variables measured in 2014 – by analyzing summary statistics of the key variables that are part of our 

analysis in Table 1.2 The dependent variable in our model is the change in BJP’s vote share between 

2009 and 2014. Average change in BJP’s vote share between 2009 and 2014 is 10.21 percent, with the 
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minimum at -1.36 (Punjab) and maximum at 24.8 percent (Uttar Pradesh). At the low end, states like 

Karnataka, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Chhattisgarh and Himachal Pradesh saw a small increase in BJP’s 

vote share. While some of these states are in the Southern part of India, a region that has not been very 

receptive to BJP’s politics in the past, others like Chhattisgarh and Himachal Pradesh already had very 

high vote shares for BJP in 2009. At the other end, states like Uttar Pradesh, Assam, Rajasthan, Haryana, 

and Bihar have all seen vote share increases in excess of 15 percentage points. Other states lie between 

these two extremes, with Jammu & Kashmir at 13.79 percent and West Bengal at 10.66 percent being 

significant gains for BJP. 

The key independent variable is the proportion of young voters, with the latter defined in increasingly 

exhaustive manners. Thus, the average proportion of first time electors (age group 18-22 years in 2014) 

was 14.33 percent, ranging from a minimum of 10.73 percent (Kerala) to 17.23 (Jammu & Kashmir). The 

average proportion of persons in age groups 18-23 years, 18-28 years, 18-38 years and so on, increases, 

as expected. 

[Table 1 about here] 

Other control variables include the percentage of rural persons, per capita Net State Domestic Product 

(NSDP), the proportion of Muslims, Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes in each state and finally the 

levels of literacy in each state. These controls allow us to assess the impact of first-time electors in each 

state, while controlling for the effect of urbanization, prosperity, religion, caste and literacy. From Table 

1 we see that in 2011, average proportion of the rural population was 66.17 percent. On the lower side 

were Delhi (2.5 percent) and Goa (38 percent), and on the higher side Himachal Pradesh had the 

maximum at 90 percent. Prosperity levels, as measured by per capita NSDP, varied a lot across states in 

2014. While Bihar had a per capita NSDP of Rs. 18928, Delhi and Goa had per capita NDSP in excess of 

Rs. 15000. Average literacy levels varied from a low of 62 percent (Bihar) to a high of 94 percent 



(Kerala). While the average proportion of Muslim population was 13 percent, the average of SC and ST 

populations were 16 and 10 percent respectively. The last variable that figures in Table 1 is what we call 

the “traditional BJP states”. This is a dummy variable that takes a value of 1 for states that have been 

the traditional strongholds of the BJP – Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Delhi, Goa, Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal 

Pradesh, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh – and 0 otherwise. 

The mean of this variable in our sample is 0.52 suggesting that roughly half of the states were traditional 

BJP strongholds. Controlling for this factor is important because we would like to rule out the possibility 

that the variable measuring “young voters” is just a proxy for the traditional BJP support base.   

Before we move to discussing the main results, we would like to point out that while we acknowledge 

the BJP having spent huge sums of money for election campaign, we have not included it in our 

regression model for two reasons. First, no credible estimate for this expenditure is available – and 

certainly not disaggregated by states – but more importantly, the advertisements and campaign 

expenditure may be one of the reasons why first time electors were influenced by the BJP. So instead of 

being independent explanatory variables, they may be the channels through which the stated 

hypothesis works. 

3. Main Results 

The main results of this paper are presented in Table 2, where we report results from estimating the 

model in (1) by ordinary least squares (OLS). Recall that the dependent variable is the change in BJP’s 

vote share between 2009 and 2014, and the key independent variable is a measure of the proportion of 

young electors. Each column reports results for a different specification of the model in (1), where the 

definition of “young electors” changes. The first specification, (A), uses the proportion of first time 

electors as the measure of “young electors” (age group 18-22 years); the second specification, (B), uses 

the proportion of the population between ages 18 and 23 as the measure of “young electors”; 



specification (C) uses the age group 18-28 years; specification (D) uses the age group 18-38 years; 

specification (E) uses the age group 18-48 years; specification (F) uses the age group 36 years and above; 

specification (G) is specification (A) with the traditional BJP state dummy as an additional control. 

[Table 2 about here] 

The first specification, (A), in Table 2 is our preferred specification. It shows that across major Indian 

states, the proportion of first time electors is strongly positively correlated with the increase in BJP’s 

vote share between 2009 and 2014, even after controlling for income, urbanization, religion, caste and 

literacy. Thus, states which had higher proportions of first time electors in 2014 were also states where 

BJP registered large increases in vote share. The estimate of the coefficient suggests that, on average, 

states with a 1 percentage point higher share of first time electors gave BJP a 3.7 percentage point 

increase in its vote share between 2009 and 2014. The fact that the standard error is 0.59 suggests that 

the positive relationship between the proportion of first time electors and increase in BJP’s vote share is 

statistically significantly different from zero. Among the controls, there are three significant regressors: 

share of Muslims, share of SCs and share of STs. Thus, on average, when states increased their Muslim, 

SC and ST population by 1 percentage point, BJP’s vote share declined between 2009 and 2014 by 0.2, 

0.8 and 0.5 percentage points respectively. This result is along expected lines: the upper-caste Hindu 

ideology of BJP is not attractive for Muslims, SC and STs. Interestingly, urbanization, income and literacy 

are not significant determinants of BJP’s electoral success in 2014.     

As we move from specifications (A) through (E) in Table 2, we see an interesting pattern: the magnitude 

and statistical significance of the coefficient on the measure of “young electors” goes down secularly. 

This decline in the magnitude and statistical significance of the coefficient on “young electors” is crucial 

for the results of this paper because it allows us to rule out the possible confounding factor of elder 

voters. To see this note that the decline of the coefficient on “young voters”, as we move from 



specification (A) through (E), means that the strong relationship across states between the proportion of 

first time electors (age group 18-22 years) and the increase in BJP’s vote share becomes numerically 

smaller and statistically weaker as we increase the ambit of our definition of “young voters”. For 

instance, the coefficient on the age group 18-28 years on the change in BJP’s vote share at 1.78 is less 

than half the magnitude of the corresponding effect of first time electors (3.74). As we move to the age 

group 18-38 years, the coefficient drops further to 0.94 and with the age group 18-48 years, the 

coefficient is no longer statistically significantly different from zero. Thus, as we include older electors in 

the measure of “young voters” the strength of the association between this variable and the change in 

BJP’s vote share weakens.  

This is the crucial piece of evidence that allows us to rule out an alternative interpretation of our basic 

results in specification (A). One could have surmised that the result in specification (A) was being driven 

by the behaviour of older electors. It is possible, one could have argued, that BJP’s victory really rested 

on high support from older electors. States with high support for BJP among older electors could also 

have had high proportions of young electors. Hence, the variable “first time electors” in specification (A) 

was really picking up the effect of the support of older electors, the argument would have gone. Our 

results show that this is not the case. The fact that the magnitude and statistical significance of the 

variable “young electors” declines as we include older age groups in the definition of this variable rules 

out the alternative interpretation. In fact, it suggests that it was young electors – especially first time 

electors – and not electors of all ages that drove BJP’s electoral success. 

This conclusion is further corroborated by specification (F) in Table 2, which is specification (A) with an 

additional regressor: the proportion of electors age 36 years and above. If it was older electors, and not 

younger electors, who had been important to BJP’s electoral success then adding this variable – the 

proportion of electors age 36 years and above – should have given a positive and significant coefficient 



on it (with the coefficient on first time electors possibly losing statistical significance). Specification (F) in 

Table 5 shows that the coefficient on “electors age 36 years and above” is negative and significant; but 

the coefficient on first time electors remains large and strongly statistically significant. Thus, one can 

conclude that older electors in fact had a negative effect on BJP’s electoral performance. This is not 

surprising: older electors would have had a memory of the devastation of the 1991 Ayodhya campaign 

and the 2002 Gujarat riots, which might have pushed them to vote against BJP. 

The last specification in Table 2, (G), performs another robustness check. In this specification, we 

estimate specification (A) with an additional regressor: a dummy variable for traditional BJP states. This 

specification allows us to rule out the possibility that the basic result in specification (A) is being driven 

by the traditional strongholds of BJP. One might have surmised that the group of Northern and Western 

states are both traditional BJP strongholds and have high fertility rates. The latter factor would have 

translated into a relatively high proportion of young electors. Hence, one could have argued that the 

variable “young electors” was really picking up the effect of the high support base of the BJP in its 

traditional strongholds. Specification (G) allows us to rule out such an interpretation. Since the dummy 

variable is not significant, but the variable “first time electors” remains both numerically and statistically 

unchanged, compared to specification (A), we can conclude that the result is not being driven by 

traditional BJP stronghold states.   

  

4. Conclusion 

The empirical analysis presented in this paper shows that BJP’s electoral success in 2014 – measured as 

the change in vote share between 2009 and 2014 – was crucially dependent on the support of younger, 

especially first time, electors. A cross-state regression analysis shows that states with a 1 percentage 



point higher share of first time electors (age group 18-22 years in 2014) in the state’s population 

recorded close to a 3.7 percentage point increase in BJP’s vote share between 2009 and 2014. While this 

paper has demonstrated that young electors had a statistically significant impact on BJP’s electoral 

fortunes, we have not investigated the reasons for this. It would be useful for future research to delve 

into the reasons behind the attractiveness of the right-wing BJP for young Indian electors. 

 

  



Data Appendix 
We have used the following sources for the data used in this paper. 

 
1. Electoral data are from the Election Commission of India’s website http://eci.nic.in/eci/eci.html 
2. Data on the age composition of electors have been computed from age-wise data available from 

the 2011 Census of India http://censusindia.gov.in/ 
3. Data on state-level urbanization (proportion of the rural population) are from the 2011 Census 

of India http://censusindia.gov.in/ 
4. Data on percentage of Adult Literacy is for the year 2010-2011 from the 2011 Census of India 

http://censusindia.gov.in/ 
5. Data on the percentage of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes are for the year 2010-2011 

from the 2011 Census of India http://censusindia.gov.in/ 
6. Data on the percentage of Muslims in the states are for the year 2010-11 from the 2011 Census 

of India, accessed from the Open Government Data Platform of the Government of India 
http://data.gov.in/catalog/state-wise-percentage-muslim-population-and-enrolment-primary-
level-dise-flash-statistics#web_catalog_tabs_block_10  

7. Data on per capita net state domestic product (at current prices) are for the year 2010-11 from 
Table 1.7, Statistical Appendix, Economic Survey of India 2012-13.  
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Table 1: Summary Statistics of Key Variables 

 
Mean Median Min Max Std Dev 

      Change in BJP's Vote Share (2014-2009) 10.21 10.55 -1.36 24.80 7.14 
Rural population (% of total) 66.17 69.45 2.50 89.96 18.88 
Per capita NSDP (1000 rupees) 62.65 59.98 18.93 159.24 35.60 
Muslim population (% of total) 13.04 9.06 1.57 66.97 14.23 
Literate population (% of total) 75.74 75.55 61.80 94.00 8.40 
SC population (% of total) 15.81 16.80 1.70 31.90 6.74 
ST population (% of total) 10.33 7.00 0.00 31.80 10.03 
Age group 18-22 (first time electors) 14.33 14.45 10.73 17.23 1.93 
Age group 18-23 17.74 17.89 13.01 21.33 2.37 
Age group 18-28 31.38 31.56 23.94 37.44 3.41 
Age group 18-38 55.02 54.64 44.84 65.16 4.69 
Age group 18-48 74.11 72.85 65.36 86.23 5.26 
Age group 36 and above 48.26 49.00 40.18 60.29 4.68 
Traditional BJP States 0.52 1 0 1 0.51 

 

 

 

  



 

Table 2: Regression Results 

        Dependent Variable: Change in BJP's Vote Share between 2009 and 2014 

 
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) 

Age group 18-22 3.736***  
    

3.091***  3.74***  

 
(0.59) 

    
(0.66) (0.69) 

Age group 18-23 
 

3.143***  
     

  
(0.51) 

     Age group 18-28 
  

1.777***  
    

   
(0.44) 

    Age group 18-38 
   

0.938**  
   

    
(0.38) 

   Age group 18-48 
    

0.62  
  

     
(0.38) 

  Age group >= 36 
     

-1.336***  
 

      
(0.40) 

 Traditional BJP States 
      

5.54  

       
(3.35) 

Rural (% of popn) -0.013 -0.001 -0.011 -0.013 -0.012 0.09 -0.013 

 
(0.08) (0.08) (0.11) (0.13) (0.15) (0.09) (0.08) 

Per capita NSDP -0.039 -0.041 -0.077 -0.083 -0.066 -0.001 -0.039 

 
(0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.10) (0.11) (0.06) (0.06) 

Muslim (% of popn) -0.196**  -0.2**  -0.226*  -0.202 -0.165 -0.106 -0.196*  

 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.12) (0.16) (0.18) (0.09) (0.11) 

SC (% of popn) -0.762***  -0.76***  -0.783***  -0.662**  -0.587*  -0.728***  -0.763***  

 
(0.18) (0.18) (0.24) (0.29) (0.32) (0.17) (0.21) 

ST (% of popn) -0.508***  -0.531***  -0.593***  -0.55**  -0.505**  -0.463***  -0.509***  

 
(0.11) (0.12) (0.16) (0.21) (0.24) (0.11) (0.12) 

Adult literacy (%) 0.068 0.131 0.003 -0.143 -0.288 0.244 0.068 

 
(0.15) (0.16) (0.20) (0.23) (0.24) (0.17) (0.16) 

Constant -25.369 -32.668*  -18.794 -5.682 7.518 -14.029 -25.361 

 
(16.42) (17.56) (22.38) (28.27) (30.83) (16.51) (17.01) 

        Adjusted R-2 0.742 0.733 0.549 0.326 0.2 0.777 0.724 
N  23 23 23 23 23 23 23 
Note: standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

  



 

 

Figure 1: First time electors in 2014 and change in BJP’s vote share between 2009 and 2014 across Indian 
States. The bivariate regression line has a slope of 2.49 (t-stat=4.17).  
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