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Overview of  project  

Objective 
 
The election commission of India collects various data on candidates of Lok Sabha elections. 
This data includes such variables as age, assets, liabilities, number and nature of criminal 
cases registered against the candidate, educational status etc. 
 
The authors were interested in studying the effects (or the absence thereof) of these variables 
on the outcome of the election.  
 
Thus, the objective of this exercise was to: 
 

• Collect and collate the data for a random sample of constituencies and candidates 

therein w.r.t.2004 elections. 

• Analyze the data using various multivariate data analysis techniques to derive 

meaningful conclusions. 

• Apply the learning, if any, to the 2009 elections. 

Source of data 
 
The data for this study is publicly available and hence was collected from a website 

(empowering-india). A sample of data for a conjoint study was collected from students of 

PGSEM and employees in the Indian IT industry. 

 

Techniques used in the study 
 
Two conjoint analyses were conducted to determine the importances of each variable. A 
discriminant analysis was performed to attempt to discriminate between winning and losing 
candidates and a logit regression was attempted for similar purpose. 

DATA 
 
The primary source of data is from the affidavit that the candidates fill at the time of filing 
their nomination for an election. A sample affidavit is shown below:- 
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Candidate Affidavit 
 

• Candidate Name : Ananth Kumar    

• Party :  Bharatiya Janata Party ( BJP )  

• Symbol :  Lotus  

• Age :  44  

• Gender :  Male  

• Education Status : Law  

• Address :  No-84, SHASHWATI, Ranoji Rao Road, Basavanagudi, bangalore-04  

• Father's Name : NARAYANA SHASTRY  

Assets: Movable Assets Cash  160,000  Deposit in Banks, Financial Institutions and 

Non-Banking Financial Companies  577,097  Bonds, Debentures and shares in 

companies  282,256  Other Financial Instruments NSS, Postal Savings, LIC, Policies 

etc  Not Specified Other assets, such as values of claims/ interests  1,000,000  

Vehicle  Not Specified Jewellery  Not Specified Total : Rs. 2,019,353 Immovable 

Assets Agricultural Land  Not Specified Non-Agricultural Land  1,600,000  Buildings 

(commercial and residential)  Not Specified House/ Apartments, etc  700,000  

Others  Not Specified Total : Rs. 2,300,000  

 

Liabilities Not Available  

 

No of Cases: 1 IPC Section Description 107 Abetment of a thing 143 Punishment 

147 Punishment for rioting 148 Rioting, armed with deadly weapon 149 Every 

member of unlawful assembly guilty of offence committed in prosecution of 

common object 323 Punishment for voluntarily causing hurt 329 Voluntarily causing 

grievous hurt to extort property, or to constrain to an illegal act 332 Voluntarily 

causing hurt to deter public servant from his duty 353 Assault or criminal force to 

deter public servant from discharge of his duty 427 Mischief causing damage to the 

amount of fifty rupees  

 

This data is available from public sites such as empowering India. From a data analysis 

perspective, however, this data needed to be cleaned. 

 

Firstly, we took all the Lok sabha constituencies in the country and selected 50 of them at 

random. Then we went about collecting data for all the candidates in each of these 

constituencies. The data was formatted into the following variables having the following 

levels. 

 



Project Report                                                                                                         AMDA 6 

Variables and their levels 
 

• Party of the candidate 

– Independent (Coded as 0) 

– National Party* (Coded as 1) 

– Regional Party (Coded as 2) 

• Incumbent 

– Won Last Time (Coded as 1) 

– Did Not Contest/Lost (Coded as 0) 

• Education 

– Illiterate (Coded as 0) 

– 8th (Coded as 1) 

– 10th (Coded as 2) 

– 12th (Coded as 3) 

– Graduate (Coded as 4) 

– Post Graduate (Coded as 5) 

– PhD (Coded as 6) 

• Sex 

– Male (Coded as 1) 

– Female (Coded as 0) 

• Percentage of votes polled. 

• Result 

– Won (Coded as 1) 

– Lost (Coded as 0) 

• Total Assets 

• Total Liabilities 

• Number of Criminal Cases 

• Age of candidate 
 
*Following were considered as National Parties: 

1. Indian National Congress (INC, led by Party President: Sonia Gandhi) 
2. Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP, led by Party President: Rajnath Singh) 
3. Bahujan Samaj Party (BSP, led by Party President: Mayawathi) 
4. Communist Party of India (Marxist) (CPM, led by Party General Secretary: Prakash 

Karat) 
5. Nationalist Congress Party (NCP, led by Party President: Sharad Pawar) 
6. Communist Party of India (CPI, led by Party General Secretary: AB Bardhan) 
7. Rashtriya Janata Dal (RJD, led by Party President: Lalu Prasad Yadav) 
8. Samajwadi Party (SP, led by Party President: Mulayam Singh Yadav) 
9. Janata Dal (United) (JD(U), led by Party President: Sharad Yadav) 
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Analyses 
 
The first step thing we checked was to see the simple averages of various levels of the 
variables to spot any obvious differences between winners and losers. The table is shown 
below. 
 

Variable Lost Won 

Incumbent 0.06 0.24 

Sex 0.94 0.86 

Age 47.6 53.07 

Illiterate 0.19 0.07 

Schooling 0.19 0.07 

10th 0.09 0.03 

12th 0.12 0.14 

Graduate 0.28 0.55 

PG 0.11 0.14 

PhD 0.02 0 

Assets 4,62,01,596 4,48,82,969 

Loans 7,93,235 7,78,341 

No of Cases 0.41 0.24 

Independent 0.53 0 

Regional Party 0.29 0.21 

National Party 0.18 0.79 
  
While these observations may not be statistically significant, we noted the following from the 
averages: 

1. Incumbents tend to win more often 
2. More men lost the elections than did women (this is more because more men 

contested elections than did women), and more women won the elections than did 
lose. 

3. Winners are likely to be graduates. 
4. Winners and losers alike have about 4.5 crores in assets. 
5. Winners tend to have fewer cases. 
6. Independents tend to lose. 

Winners tend to be from the national parties. 
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Discriminant analysis 
 

Objective 

 
Linear discriminant analysis is used in statistics to find the linear combination of features 
which best separate two or more classes of objects or events. 
 
The election commission of India collects various data on candidates of Lok Sabha elections. 
This data includes such variables as age, assets, liabilities, number and nature of criminal 
cases registered against the candidate, educational status etc. The authors were interested in 
studying the effects (or the absence thereof) of these variables on the outcome of the 
election. By doing this analysis we wanted to check if we can arrive at a linear function that 
will separate the winners from the losers. 

Methodology 

 
We used Data from the 2004 Lok Sabha elections to perform the discriminant. 50 Random 
Constituencies were chosen from the 543 total constituencies and the data for all candidates 
who contested from these 50 constituencies was collected. We used the following 
independent variables for discriminant analysis: 

• Age of the Candidate 

• Total Assets 

• Total Liabilities 

• No. of Criminal Cases 

• Categorical Variables: 

– Party 

• Independent 

• National Party 

• Regional Party 

– Incumbent 

• Won Last Time 

• Did Not Contest/Lost 

– Education 

• Illiterate 

• 8th 

• 10th 

• 12th 

• Graduate 

• Post Graduate 

• PhD 

– Sex 

• Male 

• Female 
The dependent variable was whether the candidate had won/lost. 
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Output  

 
Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices:- 
 
Box’s M statistic is used to test for homogeneity of covariance matrices. The p-value 
indicates that the null hypothesis (variance-covariance matrices are equal) cannot be 
rejected.

 
 
Significance of the discriminant:- 
 
The Eigen value indicates the proportion of variance explained. (Between-groups sums of 
squares divided by within-groups sums of squares). A low Eigen value here shows that it is 
associated with a weak discriminant function. 
The canonical relation is a correlation between the discriminant scores and the levels of the 
dependent variable. A high correlation indicates a function that discriminates well. The 
present correlation of 0.407 is not extremely high (1.00 is perfect) 
 
Wilks’ Lambda is the ratio of within-groups sums of squares to the total sums of squares. 
This is the proportion of the total variance in the discriminant scores not explained by 
differences among groups. A lambda of 1.00 occurs when observed group means are equal 
(all the variance is explained by factors other than difference between those means), while a 
small lambda occurs when within-groups variability is small compared to the total variability.  
 
A high lambda here indicates that group means appear to differ less. The associated 
significance value indicates whether the difference is significant. Here, the Lambda of 0.831 
has a significant value (Sig. = 0,000); thus, the group means appear to differ but less. 
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Classification:- 
 
As can be seen the function does not perform well in discriminating the winners from the 
losers. It predicts 18/30 winners in the original sample correctly and 5/20 in the hold-out 
sample. 
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Discriminant Variables:- 
 
The ‘Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients’ indicate the unstandardized scores 
concerning the independent variables. It is the list of coefficients of the unstandardized 
discriminant equation. Each candidate’s discriminant score would be computed by entering 
the raw data for each of the variables in the equation. 
 
The independent variables selected in the discriminant function are: 
1. National Party: 0 if the candidate does not belong to a National Party and 1 if he/she 
does. 
2. Graduate: 1 if the candidate's highest educational qualification is a Graduate Degree and 0 
otherwise. 
 

 

 

 

Interpretation 

 
We can see from the analysis above that the discriminant function values only two variables: 

a. If the Candidate belongs to a national party (Higher) 
b. If the candidate’s highest educational qualification is Graduate (to a lesser degree). 

The result shows that in a Lok Sabha election, the voters give more importance to 
candidate’s belonging to a national party (which was evident from 2009 election results by 
the way!). 
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Digging deeper, we tried to find out what discriminates candidates in a national party based 
on the variables above. The analysis is shown below. 
 

Discriminant analysis – Dig Deeper 

Objective 

 
While the statistics in the previous analysis proved to be less than meritorious, the results 
were intriguing. Hence a second study was devised to try to dig deeper and find out if there 
was anything in the variables chosen that distinguishes winners from losers within national 
and regional parties. Hence the objective of this exercise was to “try to arrive at a linear 
function that discriminates winners and losers among national parties and regional 
parties”. 
 

Output  

 
As can be seen from the output below, the data collected by Election commission is not 
sufficient for discriminating winners and losers from regional parties or national parties. 
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Logit regression 
 
In statistics, logistic regression (sometimes called the logistic model or logit model) is used 
for prediction of the probability of occurrence of an event by fitting data to a logistic curve. 
It is a generalized linear model used for binomial regression. 

Objective 

 
Objective was the same as that of discriminant analysis, the logit regression was tried to see 
if improved the results of previous analyses. 
 

Output  

 
SPSS outputs for the national party candidates are shown below. We were not able to 
come up with a good discriminating function.  
 
The Hosmer and Lemeshow Goodness-of-Fit Test divides subjects into deciles based on 
predicted probabilities, and then computes a chi-square from observed and expected 
frequencies. The p-value=0.915 here is computed from the chi-square distribution with 8 
degrees of freedom and indicates that the logistic model is a good fit. If the Hosmer and 
Lemeshow Goodness-of-Fit test statistic is .05 or less, we reject the null hypothesis that 
there is no difference between the observed and predicted values of the dependent; if it is 
greater, as we want, we fail to reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference, implying 
that the model's estimates fit the data at an acceptable level. 
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However the model summary indicates that the estimation terminated at the 20th iteration 
and a solution was not found. Also the standard errors are very high to come up with any 
valid interpretation.  
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Conjoint Analysis #1 

Objective 

 
We carried out two conjoint analyses, the first one, described in this section attempted to 
find out the importance that the “urban elite”, sampled from among PGSEM students and 
executives of IT industry in and around Bangalore, place on various variables and their 
levels. 
 
The second conjoint analysis, described in the succeeding section attempted to understand 
the candidate choice behavior of the general population. This study would also uncover the 
relative importance of the different candidate attributes collected by the election commission 
of India. 
 
The authors were interested in comparing the relative importance of the candidate attributes 
of general population as against the “urban elite” of Bangalore. 
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Methodology 

 
To collect the data for this particular study we created an orthogonal plan via SPSS. We 
generated cards from these and polled these among the urban elite. We think they were 
homogenous group consisting of PGSEM students and executives at IT industry in and 
around Bangalore. 
 
The cards we generated were as follows: 
 
Candidate A, is an independent candidate, has studied up to 10th grade, has declared assets 
of about 50 lakhs, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate B, is an independent candidate, holds an under graduate degree, has declared 
assets of about 5 crores, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate C, is an independent candidate, has studied up to 12th grade, has declared assets 
of about 1 crore, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate D, belongs to a national party, holds a graduate degree, has declared assets of 
about 1 crore, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate E, belongs to a regional party, is illiterate, has declared assets of about 10 lakhs, 
has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate F, belongs to a regional party, holds an under graduate degree, has declared assets 
of about 1 crore, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate G, belongs to a national party, holds an under graduate degree, has declared assets 
of about 1 lakh, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate H, is an independent candidate, holds an under graduate degree, has declared 
assets of about 10 lakhs, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate I, belongs to a regional party, has studied up to 10th grade, has declared assets of 
about 1 crore, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate J, is an independent candidate, holds a graduate degree, has declared assets of 
about 50 lakhs, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate K, belongs to a national party, has studied up to 10th grade, has declared assets of 
about 1 lakh, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate L, is an independent candidate, has studied up to 10th grade, has declared assets 
of about 10 lakhs, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate M, belongs to a national party, has studied up to 12th grade, has declared assets of 
about 10 lakhs, has criminal records. 
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Candidate N, is an independent candidate, holds a doctoral (PhD) degree or above, has 
declared assets of about 10 lakhs, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate O, is an independent candidate, has studied up to 10th grade, has declared assets 
of about 5 crores, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate P, is an independent candidate, has studied up to 12th grade, has declared assets 
of about 1 lakh, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate Q, is an independent candidate, holds a doctoral (PhD) degree or above, has 
declared assets of about 10 lakhs, has criminal records. 
 
Candidate R, is an independent candidate, holds a graduate degree, has declared assets of 
about 1 lakh, has no criminal record. 
 
Candidate S, belongs to a national party, holds an under graduate degree, has declared assets 
of about 50 lakhs has no criminal record. 
 

Output  

Model Description  

 

N of Levels  
Relation to Ranks 
or Scores  

Education  
6  Discrete (less)  

Assets  
5  Discrete (more)  

Cases  
2  Discrete (more)  

Party  

3  Discrete (more)  
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Overall Statistic: Utility 
 
Standard error of the utility values is high and therefore we will do a directional analysis of 
the utility values with respect to attribute values.  
 

Utilities  

  
Utility Estimate  Std. Error  

Illiterate  -2.120 .549 

10th  -.203 .162 

12th  -.484 .338 

Graduate  .526 .305 

Post Graduate  .359 .503 

Education  

PHD  1.922 .294 

    1.00  -.419 .513 

   10.00  .185 .167 

   50.00  .415 .390 

  100.00  -.283 .288 

Assets  

  500.00  .102 .210 

No Cases  1.906 .200 Cases  

Cases present  -1.906 .200 

Independent  -.434 .176 

National Party  .910 .554 

Party  

Regional Party  -.476 .510 

(Constant)  4.462 .140 
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Importance Values  

Education  
35.921  

Assets  
22.980  

Cases  
22.796  

Party  18.302  

Averaged Importance Score  

 
Statistical Tests 
 
Pearson R value is 0.998 indicating that the survey respondents were sincere in responding 
to the survey.  
 

Correlationsa  

 

Value  Sig.  

Pearson's R  
.998  .000  

Kendall's tau  
.962  .000  

Kendall's tau for Holdouts  
1.000  .021  

a. Correlations between observed and estimated preferences  
 
 
 

 
 



Project Report                                                                                                         AMDA 20 

Interpretation 

 
 
Education Utility Values 
 
Utility values have increasing trend with respect to the education level which implies that 
candidates with higher education levels are preferred by the IT sector people. 
 

 
 
 
Asset Utility Values 
 
Asset utility values are like inverted parabola with increasing asset values on the X axis. It 
implies that IT sector people prefer candidate with medium wealth. Possible explanation for 
this observation is that candidates with low wealth may not considered successful in their 
own life and therefore not preferred as a representative. Candidates with high wealth would 
be considered to have indulged into illegal practices to amass the wealth and hence not 
preferred. 
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Cases Utility values 
 
IT sector people prefer candidate with no cases. 
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Party utility values 
 
IT sector people prefer candidate belonging to national party 
 

 
 
 

Conjoint Analysis #2 

Objective 

 
The objective of this study was to find importance that the general population places on 
various variables and their levels. Since a survey amongst a representative and random 
sample from the general population of a constituency was beyond the scope of the project, 
we chose to use the available data as described in the methodology section.  

Methodology 

 
The constituency of Kairana in Uttar Pradesh was chosen. All the candidates who contested 
in the election were taken as cards that had been polled for. The percentage of votes that 
each candidate got was used to calculate ranks for the candidates. One of the main problems 
with this was that the profiles were not orthogonal as will become evident in the following 
sections. The second problem was that people probably used a lot more information than 
the profile data (i.e., cards) while voting for candidates. 
 
The candidate details are as follows:- 
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Candidate Name   Party   Gender   Age   Votes Polled   Vote % 

Anuradha Choudhary     RLD  *  F    43 523923 64.15% 

Amarkant Rana     BJP  *  M    36 75851 9.29% 

Shahnawaz     BSP  *  M    30 181509 22.22% 

Subhash Chand Maheshwari     INC  *  M    62 12511 1.53% 

Ashu Sharma Urf Ashwani Sharma    BJVP  *  M    36 543 0.07% 

Uma Kashyap     BKD  *  F    35 2671 0.33% 

Gayoor     RPI  *  M    39 488 0.06% 

Musheer Ahmad     AP  *  M    49 327 0.04% 

Raghuraj Singh     BVP  *  M    45 3538 0.43% 

Radhesh Kumar Urf Pappu     IJP  *  M    37 203 0.02% 

Suresh     LP(S)  *  M    30 792 0.10% 

Anand Pal     IND  *  M    53 208 0.03% 

Ijharulhaq     IND  *  M    30 485 0.06% 

Ompal     IND  *  M    48 3687 0.45% 

Kamruzama     IND  *  M    42 660 0.08% 

Jaipal     IND  *  M    43 1591 0.19% 

Jakir     IND  *  M    40 1344 0.16% 

Dilshad Ali     IND  *  M    48 318 0.04% 

Naseem Haider     IND  *  M    31 714 0.09% 

Phalkumar     IND  *  M    42 321 0.04% 

Mukesh     IND  *  M    25 126 0.02% 

Yogesh     IND  *  M    25 740 0.09% 

Ravindra Kumar     IND  *  M    45 101 0.01% 

Ramkrishan Mittal     IND  *  M    69 318 0.04% 

Shaheen     IND  *  M    29 359 0.04% 

Shimla Urf Shimla Kashyap     IND  *  F    36 344 0.04% 

Shoraj Singh     IND  *  M    35 216 0.03% 

Sukhmal     IND  *  M    45 851 0.10% 

Suman Ch.     IND  *  M    53 763 0.09% 

Harpal Singh     IND  *  M    53 364 0.04% 

Harendra     IND  *  M    53 860 0.11% 
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Output  

 
SPSS outputs, with some explanations. 
 
Cramer’s V statistic shows that the profiles are not orthogonal.  
 

Cramer's V Statistics  

 Education  Assets  Cases  Party  

Education  1.000  .446  .269  .423  

Assets  .446  1.000  .692  .497  

Cases  .269  .692  1.000  .692  

Party  .423  .497  .692  1.000  

Factors are not all orthogonal.    

 
Standard error of the utility values is high and therefore we will do a directional analysis of 
the utility values with respect to attribute values.  
 

Utilities  

  Utility 
Estimate  Std. Error  

Illiterate  -8.296  10.831  

8th  .597  10.408  

10th  -1.211  11.475  

12th  2.492  13.083  

Graduate  2.359  6.473  

Education  

Post Graduate  4.059  14.941  

     .00  7.304  14.520  

    1.00  .218  8.197  

   10.00  -1.508  8.413  

   50.00  -15.405  18.344  

  100.00  -6.902  14.270  

Assets  

  500.00  16.293  9.030  

No Cases  -9.307  13.974  Cases  

Cases present  9.307  13.974  
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Independent  -9.476  7.541  

National Party  1.194  10.941  

Party  

Regional Party  8.283  7.541  

(Constant)  16.263  11.344  

 
Assets are the most important attributes for the people of the test constituency, followed by 
cases & party. 
 

Importance Valuesb  

Educationa  15.362  

Assetsa  39.413  

Cases  23.144  

Party  22.081  

a. Reversed  

b. 2 reversals  

 
Pearson R value is 0.741 indicating that, if this were a survey, then respondents can be 
thought of as having sincerely responded to the survey.  
 

Correlationsa  

 Value  Sig.  

Pearson's R  .741  .000  

Kendall's tau  .355  .010  

Kendall's tau for Holdouts  .651  .023  

a. Correlations between observed and estimated 
preferences  
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Interpretation 

 
Education Utility Values 
Utility values have increasing trend with respect to the education level which implies that 
candidates with higher education levels are preferred by test constituency people. 
 

 
 
Asset Utility Values 
Asset utility values have minima with respect to increasing asset values on the X axis. It 
implies that test constituency people do not prefer candidate with medium wealth. Candidate 
with either very low wealth or very high wealth are preferred. Possible explanation for this 
observation is that candidates with low wealth may considered as social worker and therefore 
preferred as a representative. Candidates with high wealth would be considered as strong, 
able and successful and hence preferred as a representative. 
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Cases Utility values 
 
Test constituency people prefer candidate with cases to candidates without cases. This is an 
interesting observation and can be attributes to the unlawful clout of the people with 
criminal record. 
 

 
 
 
Party utility values 
 
Test constituency people prefer candidate belonging to regional party followed by a national 
party. 
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Comparison of the results 

Education utility values 

 
Education utility values trend is similar in the survey data and in the test constituency. 
 
Survey                                                                    Kairana Constituency 

  
 

Asset utility values 

 
It is interesting to note that the IT sector people prefer candidate with medium wealth. 
Candidates with low wealth and candidates with high wealth are not preferred by the IT 
sector employees. 
 
Preference of test constituency people is exactly opposite; they prefer candidates with either 
very low or very high wealth. Candidates with medium wealth are not preferred. 
 
Survey                                                                    Kairana Constituency 
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Cases utility values 

It is interesting to note that the IT sector people prefer candidate with no cases while the 
people of test constituency prefer candidate with cases. 
 
 
Survey                                                                    Kairana Constituency 
 

 
 

Party utility values 

 
IT sector people prefer national party candidate while the people of test constituency prefer 
candidate regional party candidate. 
 
Survey                                                                    Kairana Constituency 
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Importance value comparison 

It is interesting to note that education is the most important attribute for the IT sector 
people while wealth is the most important attribute for the test constituency people.  
 
 

 
 

 

Application to the 2009 elections 

Applicability 
 
Discriminant analyses show us that most of the data collected by the election commission 
has very little ability to explain election results. Hence the discriminant function that we 
came up with is not robust. We did, however attempt to predict results at some 
constituencies using the discriminant function. 
 

Prediction 
 
The chosen constituencies and our predictions are listed below:- 
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Pilibhit (Uttar Pradesh) 

Candidate Name: Party Education Total Assets 
Total 
Liabilities PAN No.  

Criminal 
Charges 

Ganga Charan       BSP       * Law     16,999,551 -   Y - 

Master Chotey Lal 
Gangwar    NCP       * NA     7,215,000 -  - - 

Feroze Varun Gandhi   BJP       * Graduate     49,267,810 -  Y Y 

Riyaz Ahmad    SP       * Law     7,962,608 2,429,125 Y - 

V. M. Singh    INC       * Graduate     6,321,566,925 3,935,858 Y Y 

Indra Pal    AD       * Post Graduate    5,055,000 200,000 - - 

Krishna Adhikari    CPI(ML)(L)  
Literate(Some 
School)     64,450 -  - Y 

Jamuna Davi    RKSP       * NA     100,000 -  - - 

Ram Kumar Arya    ABRS       * Post Graduate    1,285,000 -  - - 

Harpal Singh    RCP       * 
Literate(Some 
School)     110,000 -  - - 

Harish Kumar    BSRD       * 
Literate(Some 
School)     132,500 -  - - 

Mahavir Singh    IND       * Post Graduate    22,351,000 -  - - 

Mahesh Saxena    IND       * 
Literate(Some 
School)     3,700,000 -  - - 

Ram Narayan Singh    IND       * Law     512,000 -  - - 

Lalta Prasad    IND       * 
Literate(Some 
School)     35,000 -  - - 

Viquarul Hasan Khan    IND       * Law     2,115,000 -  - - 
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Rae Barreilly 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Candidate Name: Party Education Total Assets Total Liabilities PAN No.  

Criminal 

Charges 

R.S.Kushwaha       BSP       * Others     392,838,456 933,025  Y - 

R.B.Singh    BJP       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     2,798,000 500,000 Y - 

Sonia Gandhi    INC       * Others     13,794,767 590,703 Y - 

Anil Kumar Maurya   AD       * -     20,000 -  - Y 

Dinesh    RCP       * 

Post 

Graduate     276,000 -  - - 

Avnish    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     30,000 -  - - 

Alok Kumar Singh    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     368,315 522,200 - - 

Iliyas Hussain    IND       * -     95,000 -  - - 

Babulal    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     604,779 2,000 - - 

Manoj Kumar S/O 

Ram Naresh Singh    IND       * Graduate     587,000 500 - - 

Manoj Kumar S/O 

Hanumant Prasad    IND       * -     235,000 -  - - 

Rama Shankar    IND       * Others     52,000 -  - - 

Lajjawati Kanchan    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     121,160 -  - - 

Shyam Bihari Gupta   IND       * Others     530,000 -  Y - 

Sripal    IND       * Others     164,000 -  - - 

Horilal    IND       * 

Post 

Graduate     250,000 18,500 - - 
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Gandhinagar 

 

Candidate Name: Party Education Total Assets Total Liabilities PAN No.  

Criminal 

Charges 

L.K.Advani       BJP       * Law     35,543,172 -   Y Y 

Suresh Chaturdas 

Patel    INC       * Others     26,902,114 5,649,035 - - 

Rakesh Pandey    BSP       * Others     7,330,000 356,417 - - 

Ashokkumar 

Ishvarbhai Patel    

BNJD       

* Others     82,000 -  - - 

Khalifa Samsuddin 

Nasiruddin (Jugnu)    

LSWP       

* Others     229,538 -  - - 

Trivedi Sunilbhai 

Manubhai    MJP       * Graduate     2,763,000 465,000 Y - 

Dehli Firoz Ahmed   

AIMF       

* Law     257,575 -  Y - 

Memon Fatamaben 

Farukbhai    IJP       * 

Under 

Graduate     1,450,000 385,000 - - 

Kalpeshkumar 

Rajanikant Modi    IND       * 

Under 

Graduate     2,380,000 -  Y Y 

Thakur Rakeshbhai 

Rajdevsingh    IND       * 

Under 

Graduate     414,500 -  Y - 

Siddheshdineshbhai 

patel    IND       * -     1,034,170 -  Y - 

Parikh Heta 

Kumarpal    IND       * Graduate     1,981,220 46,200 Y - 

Brahmbhatt 

Sanjaybhai 

Amarkumar    IND       * 

Under 

Graduate     1,313,998 -  - - 

Makwana Anilkumar 

Somabhai    IND       * 

Under 

Graduate     288,985 -  - - 

Dr.Mallika Sarabhai   IND       * 

Post 

Graduate     55,092,800 -  Y - 

Mahantshri 

Dharamdasbapu    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     21,000 -  - - 

Rahul Chimanbhai 

Mehta    IND       * Engineering    16,765,051 -  Y - 

Vaghela 

Sukhdevsinh 

Parbatsinh    IND       * Others     854,722 138,000 - - 

Shah Mukesh    IND       * 

Under 

Graduate     110,000 -  - - 
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Bangalore South 

 

 

Candidate Name: Party Education Total Assets Total Liabilities PAN No.  

Criminal 

Charges 

Ananth Kumar       BJP       * Law     913,504 -   - - 

Krishna Byre 

Gowda    INC       * Graduate     26,397,420 9,900,000 Y - 

Naheeda Salma S    BSP       * Graduate     725,000 720,000 Y - 

Prof.Radhakrishna    JD(S)       * Law     29,676,894 2,327,241 - - 

B.M.Govindraj Naik   ABHM       Others     1,515,000 30,000 Y - 

P.Johnbasco    AIJMK       -     - -  - - 

Vatal Nagaraj    

KCVP       

* NA     24,753,000 -  - Y 

B.Shivaramappa    PPOI       * -     - -  - - 

Abhimaani 

Narendra    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     865,000 -  - - 

Khader Ali Khan    IND       * NA     275,000 -  Y - 

Ganesh 

Hanumantarao 

Mokhashi    IND       * Others     - -  - - 

Capt. G.R. 

Gopinath    IND       * Others     5,490,853,000 21,600,000 Y - 

K.C.Janardhan    IND       * 

Post 

Graduate     3,419,968 1,011,732 Y - 

Dr.Jayalakshmi.H.G.   IND       * Others     148,315 -  - - 

K.M.Narayana    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     3,267,400 623,990 Y - 

Madesh.C    IND       * 

Literate(Some 

School)     25,000 -  - - 

Muralidhara.D.J.    IND       * 

Under 

Graduate     83,000 -  Y - 

Ravi Kumara.T.    IND       * Engineering    3,880 10,621 - - 

Sugandharaje Urs    IND       * Graduate     5,744,734 -  Y - 

Santhosh Min.B    IND       * Graduate     511 -  Y - 
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Conclusion 
 
The study found that data collected by election commission does not have statistically robust 
power for predicting or discriminating between winners and losers in an election. 
Discounting this, however, we find that urban elite as well as general voting public in some 
constituencies is prefer national parties rather than regional parties or independents. 
Independents, in general have least preference. This observation is vindicated in the 2009 
results as well. The study also finds, again not very robustly, that preference structures for 
various attributes such as number of cases, assets and education are markedly different 
between the urban elite and the general population - perhaps not surprising. 
 
The main learning w.r.t., multivariate data analysis techniques is that the quality of data and 
the selection of variables determine the utility of the techniques to a very large extent. In this 
case, the objective of the study determined the choice of variables. This, in turn, lead to 
unfruitful results from various techniques. 
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