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ABSTRACT 

Karnataka's political landscape has been significantly shaped by the emergence of coalition governments, 

particularly in the post-2000 era. The transition from single-party dominance to coalition politics in the 

state reflects broader national trends influenced by fragmented electoral mandates, regional assertiveness, 

and evolving party dynamics. Coalition governments in Karnataka have typically emerged as a response to 

hung assemblies, where no single party secured a clear majority. These alliances—often between 

ideologically disparate political entities such as the Indian National Congress (INC), Bharatiya Janata 

Party (BJP), and Janata Dal (Secular) [JD(S)]—have brought with them complex power-sharing 

arrangements and governance challenges. 

While coalition governments promise inclusive and representative administration, they have frequently 

struggled with internal dissent, leadership tussles, and policy paralysis. Political instability has been a 

recurring feature, often leading to the premature collapse of governments and the imposition of President's 

Rule. This paper explores the formation, tenure, and eventual dissolution of coalition regimes in 

Karnataka, focusing on landmark alliances from 2004 to 2019. Through a critical examination of key 

coalition phases, including the INC-JD(S) alliance (2004–2006), the BJP-JD(S) power-sharing deal (2006–

2007), and the Congress-JD(S) post-poll coalition (2018–2019), this study identifies recurring patterns and 

systemic flaws in coalition politics in the state. 

Key themes such as the role of regional parties, the impact of leadership ambitions, coalition ethics, 

defections, and political opportunism are discussed in depth. By situating Karnataka’s coalition experience 

within the broader framework of Indian federal democracy, the paper contributes to the understanding of 

coalition govern 

KEYWORDS: Coalition Government Karnataka Politics Electoral Mandate Hung Assembly Power-Sharing 

Agreement Political Instability Indian National Congress (INC) Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) Janata Dal 

(Secular) [JD(S)] Regional Partiesance, its structural vulnerabilities, and its implications for stable and 

effective administration. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Coalition politics in India has become an essential feature of its democratic framework, especially since the 

decline of single-party dominance in the late 20th century. As India transitioned from a centralized party system 

to a more competitive and fragmented political environment, coalition governments have emerged as a necessity 

in both national and state-level governance. This trend is particularly evident in Karnataka, a politically dynamic 

southern state known for its diverse electorate, influential regional parties, and shifting voter loyalties. 

Karnataka’s electoral landscape, marked by periodic hung assemblies and triangular contests, has made coalition 

formations a recurring outcome. Unlike traditional bipolar contests, the presence of three major players—the 

Indian National Congress (INC), the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), and the Janata Dal (Secular) [JD(S)]—has 

often led to no single party achieving an absolute majority. This has necessitated alliance-building and post-poll 

coalitions, often driven by political arithmetic rather than ideological compatibility. 

Coalition governments in Karnataka have exhibited both the strengths and vulnerabilities of alliance politics. On 

the one hand, they symbolize the inclusive nature of democratic governance, accommodating varied political, 

regional, and social interests. On the other hand, they have frequently been marred by political instability, 

opportunistic defection, and governance paralysis. The state has witnessed several short-lived coalition regimes 

that collapsed due to internal contradictions, trust deficits among allies, and power-sharing disputes. 

Understanding the patterns, outcomes, and challenges of coalition governments in Karnataka is crucial for 

assessing the effectiveness of multi-party governance in a federal democracy like India. This paper aims to 

explore the evolution of coalition politics in Karnataka, focusing on key political developments from 2004 to 

2019. It will analyze how alliances were formed, what factors influenced their functioning, and why most of them 

failed to complete a full term. The study also aims to contextualize Karnataka's experience within the larger 

narrative of Indian coalition politics and examine its implications for democratic consolidation, political 

accountability, and administrative stability. 

2. THE INCEPTION OF COALITION POLITICS IN KARNATAKA (2004–2006) 

The 2004 Karnataka Legislative Assembly elections marked a watershed moment in the state’s political history, 

ushering in the era of coalition governance. For the first time in decades, no single party was able to secure a clear 

majority in the 224-member assembly, reflecting an increasingly fragmented electorate and the growing influence 

of regional and caste-based politics. The Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) emerged as the single largest party with 79 
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seats, indicating its rising appeal among urban voters and dominant caste groups, particularly the Lingayats. 

However, it still fell well short of the 113-seat majority mark. 

The Indian National Congress (INC), the traditional political heavyweight in Karnataka, won 65 seats, a 

significant decline from its earlier dominance. The Janata Dal (Secular) [JD(S)], led by former Prime Minister 

H.D. Deve Gowda, secured 58 seats, solidifying its position as a crucial regional player with a stronghold in 

southern Karnataka, especially among the Vokkaliga community. 

Despite the BJP’s numerical lead, it was the INC and JD(S) that came together to form a coalition government, 

primarily to keep the BJP out of power. This alliance was forged despite longstanding ideological and political 

rivalries, highlighting the pragmatism that often underpins coalition arrangements in India. Under the power-

sharing arrangement, Dharam Singh of the Congress was appointed Chief Minister, while Siddaramaiah of JD(S) 

took the position of Deputy Chief Minister and Finance Minister. 

This coalition was perceived as a marriage of convenience, aimed more at political survival than ideological 

convergence. The government was plagued from the outset by internal contradictions, mistrust, and policy 

disagreements. A key source of tension stemmed from unequal power distribution and growing factionalism 

within both parties, especially within the JD(S), where there was visible friction between the senior leadership 

and Siddaramaiah’s camp. 

The coalition's governance performance was seen as underwhelming, with critics pointing to administrative 

inertia, lack of decisive policymaking, and frequent disruptions due to infighting. The government struggled to 

present a unified front, and coalition compulsions often diluted the implementation of key development schemes. 

Public dissatisfaction grew, and the political instability that defined the coalition began to take a toll on 

governance. 

The turning point came in January 2006 when H.D. Kumaraswamy, son of Deve Gowda and a senior JD(S) 

leader, orchestrated a dramatic political realignment. Leading a rebellion within his party, Kumaraswamy walked 

out of the coalition with 42 JD(S) MLAs and allied with the BJP, citing dissatisfaction with the Congress 

leadership and claiming the need for a more stable administration. This move effectively collapsed the Dharam 

Singh government, triggering a major shift in Karnataka politics and signaling the end of the Congress-JD(S) 

alliance. 
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This period thus laid the foundation for a new era in Karnataka’s political trajectory—one marked by 

opportunistic alliances, strategic defections, and fluid power equations. The events of 2004–2006 demonstrated 

the volatile nature of coalition politics in the state and foreshadowed the recurring instability that would 

characterize future alliances. 

3. THE FRAGILE BJP–JD(S) ALLIANCE (2006–2007) 

Following the collapse of the Congress–JD(S) coalition in early 2006, Karnataka witnessed a dramatic political 

shift when H.D. Kumaraswamy, leading a breakaway faction of the JD(S), allied with the Bharatiya Janata Party 

(BJP) to form a new coalition government. This unexpected alliance between ideologically divergent parties—

one with secular socialist roots and the other with a strong nationalist ideology—was forged through a power-

sharing agreement that reflected more of political expediency than shared governance vision. 

Under the terms of this agreement, H.D. Kumaraswamy assumed the Chief Minister's office, while B.S. 

Yediyurappa of the BJP was appointed Deputy Chief Minister and Finance Minister. The understanding was that 

Kumaraswamy would lead the government for the first 20 months, after which he would step down in favor of 

Yediyurappa, who would complete the remaining term. This arrangement was a major milestone for the BJP, 

marking its first active participation in governing a southern Indian state—a region traditionally dominated by 

regional parties and the Congress. 

However, the coalition's foundation was shaky from the outset. The ideological incompatibility between the BJP 

and JD(S), combined with personal ambitions, lack of mutual trust, and internal factionalism, made the alliance 

inherently unstable. Despite some initial administrative cooperation and policy rollouts, such as budgetary 

reforms and rural development initiatives, tensions simmered beneath the surface. 

As the 20-month deadline approached in October 2007, political observers grew skeptical of Kumaraswamy’s 

willingness to honor the power-sharing pact. Their concerns proved valid when Kumaraswamy refused to transfer 

power to Yediyurappa, citing internal disagreements and concerns over the BJP’s commitment to coalition ethics. 

The BJP viewed this refusal as a betrayal, accusing the JD(S) leadership of acting in bad faith and undermining 

democratic conventions. 

The fallout was swift and chaotic. Under immense pressure from both within and outside his party, 

Kumaraswamy eventually agreed to resign, triggering a short-lived revival of the alliance. In November 2007, 

B.S. Yediyurappa was sworn in as Chief Minister. However, this second innings of the BJP-JD(S) coalition was 
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even more unstable than the first. The JD(S) soon withdrew support, accusing the BJP of being uncompromising 

and ignoring coalition norms. With the loss of majority support, Yediyurappa was forced to resign after just seven 

days in office, making his first term as Chief Minister one of the shortest in Karnataka’s political history. 

This abrupt political collapse led to the imposition of President's Rule under Article 356 of the Indian 

Constitution, once again exposing the fragility of coalition politics in the state. The events of 2006–2007 served 

as a cautionary tale about the perils of alliances forged without ideological compatibility or a genuine 

commitment to power-sharing. The public disillusionment caused by this episode set the stage for the 2008 

elections, where the BJP would go on to campaign aggressively on the issue of betrayal by JD(S) and present 

itself as a stable alternative. 

Ultimately, the BJP–JD(S) alliance remains one of the most striking examples of opportunistic coalition politics 

in Karnataka. It highlighted how fragile coalitions can become when held together by temporary arrangements 

rather than principled consensus or a shared development agenda. 

4. THE CONGRESS–JD(S) COALITION (2018–2019) 

The 2018 Karnataka Legislative Assembly elections once again produced a fractured mandate, reaffirming the 

state's reputation for complex electoral outcomes. The BJP emerged as the single largest party with 104 seats, 

while the Indian National Congress (INC) secured 78, and the Janata Dal (Secular) [JD(S)] won 37 seats. With no 

party crossing the halfway mark of 113 in the 224-member assembly, Karnataka found itself at the heart of yet 

another coalition drama. Although the BJP attempted to form the government, claiming the first-mover advantage 

as the largest party, it lacked the numerical majority and failed to prove its strength on the floor of the House. B.S. 

Yediyurappa, who was sworn in as Chief Minister, resigned after just two days when it became evident that he 

could not muster the required numbers—marking yet another brief and symbolic tenure. 

In a surprise post-poll development, the INC and JD(S)—longtime rivals—came together to forge an alliance to 

keep the BJP out of power. This coalition, though seen by many as unnatural, was backed by a shared objective: 

preventing the BJP from consolidating its position in Karnataka and sending a strong message of secular unity 

ahead of the 2019 General Elections. As part of the agreement, H.D. Kumaraswamy of JD(S) was sworn in as 

Chief Minister for a full five-year term, despite his party finishing third in the election. The Congress accepted the 

role of a junior partner in government but retained significant ministerial portfolios. 
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From the outset, however, the coalition was beset with internal contradictions. Many within the Congress rank 

and file were dissatisfied with ceding the chief ministership to the JD(S), especially given their numerically 

superior position. Discontent simmered beneath the surface, and the allocation of ministries became a contentious 

issue. The two parties had different policy priorities and ideological positions, leading to frequent public 

disagreements and mixed signals to the bureaucracy and electorate. 

The government also struggled to maintain a coherent administrative agenda. Coordination committees were 

formed to manage disputes, but these efforts proved largely ineffective. The coalition’s internal coordination 

mechanisms lacked authority, and the dual-power center model—where both parties tried to assert influence—

created confusion within the governance framework. 

The most severe test of the coalition came in mid-2019 when a series of Congress and JD(S) MLAs submitted 

their resignations, triggering a political crisis. Accusations of horse-trading and inducement flew thick and fast, 

with the BJP being blamed for engineering the defections in what came to be known as ―Operation Kamala‖ (a 

reference to the BJP's lotus symbol). The Karnataka High Court and Supreme Court became involved in 

adjudicating the legality of the resignations and the role of the Speaker. 

Eventually, the coalition lost its majority. H.D. Kumaraswamy moved a trust vote in July 2019, which the 

government lost by a margin of six votes. The coalition collapsed just 14 months after its formation, and B.S. 

Yediyurappa returned as Chief Minister with BJP support from the rebel MLAs. 

The fall of the 2018–2019 Congress–JD(S) coalition underlined several critical aspects of coalition politics in 

Karnataka: 

 Lack of ideological unity and mutual distrust can destabilize even a numerically viable government. 

 Electoral alliances without a clear mandate from voters often face questions of legitimacy. 

 Defections and anti-defection loopholes continue to be used strategically, undermining democratic 

mandates. 

 Power-sharing without mutual respect and effective coordination mechanisms weakens governance and 

accountability. 

This episode was not only a repeat of Karnataka’s history of fragile coalitions but also a reflection of the broader 

malaise affecting coalition politics in India—where short-term gains often outweigh long-term governance goals. 
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5. ANALYSIS – PATTERNS, CHALLENGES, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Karnataka's experience with coalition governments offers a revealing case study into the nature of alliance politics 

within India’s federal democratic framework. A consistent pattern emerges across all coalition phases in the state: 

coalitions have largely been marriages of political convenience, forged not out of ideological compatibility or 

developmental consensus, but out of a shared desire to prevent rival parties—particularly the BJP or the 

Congress—from capturing power. While this strategic maneuvering reflects the competitive nature of India’s 

multiparty democracy, it also reveals systemic weaknesses that undermine the stability and effectiveness of 

governance. 

5.1 Recurring Patterns 

1. Opportunistic Alliances: 

Across all coalition phases—whether it was Congress–JD(S) in 2004, BJP–JD(S) in 2006, or Congress–JD(S) in 

2018—the alliances were primarily post-poll and reactive in nature. They were often formed after a fractured 

mandate, with the intent to block the largest party from forming the government. These alliances lacked pre-poll 

coherence and often failed to present a united front in governance. 

2. Power-Sharing Disputes: 

In every coalition, power-sharing emerged as a core challenge. Whether it was the JD(S) refusing to transfer 

power to the BJP in 2007 or internal Congress resistance to ceding leadership to JD(S) in 2018, the issue of 

leadership control and ministerial distribution led to instability. These disputes reflect the absence of well-

structured coalition agreements and institutional mechanisms to enforce them. 

3. Political Defections and Instability: 

Defections—often under the garb of ―internal dissent‖ or ―conscience‖—have repeatedly been used as political 

tools to topple coalition governments. The practice, often termed Operation Kamala, not only erodes public trust 

but also exposes the weaknesses in India’s anti-defection laws. Karnataka's coalitions have repeatedly been 

undone by a small number of MLAs switching allegiance. 

4. Short Tenures and Governance Gaps: 

No coalition government in Karnataka since 2004 has lasted a full five-year term. Frequent leadership changes, 

breakdowns in coordination, and the need to constantly manage political alliances have diverted attention from 

governance. As a result, policy paralysis and administrative delays have often accompanied these regimes. 
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5.2 Challenges 

 Lack of Ideological Cohesion: Coalition partners in Karnataka have often come from opposite ends of 

the ideological spectrum, leading to incoherent policy frameworks and inconsistent governance. 

 Absence of a Common Minimum Programme (CMP): Unlike national-level coalitions such as the UPA 

or NDA, Karnataka’s coalitions rarely formulated a structured CMP. This led to ad hoc decision-making 

and inconsistent development priorities. 

 Erosion of Voter Trust: Frequent political realignments, mid-term collapses, and backdoor alliances 

have contributed to a sense of political cynicism among voters. Many citizens view coalition politics as 

elite-driven and removed from popular mandate. 

 Manipulation of Anti-Defection Law: While the Tenth Schedule of the Constitution seeks to curb 

defection, delays in the Speaker’s rulings and strategic resignations have rendered the law toothless in key 

instances. 

5.3 Broader Implications 

1. For Indian Federalism: 

Karnataka’s experience reflects the tensions between regional autonomy and national party interests. National 

parties often manipulate state-level alliances for strategic gains, undermining federal balance and democratic 

norms. 

2. For Electoral Reforms: 

The instability of coalition governments strengthens the case for electoral reforms such as run-off elections, 

proportional representation, or pre-poll alliance declarations, which could promote more stable mandates and 

reduce post-poll bargaining. 

3. For Governance Models: 

Coalition politics demands the institutionalization of coordination mechanisms—like joint committees, shared 

policy agendas, and transparent power-sharing arrangements. Without these, governance suffers under the burden 

of constant political negotiation. 

 

 



 

South Asian Review ISSN: 0275-9527 E-ISSN: 2573-9476 Vol. 4, Issue 4, April 2025 
 

© South Asian Review  
 

9 

6. CONCLUSION 

The history of coalition governments in Karnataka is a compelling illustration of the opportunities and pitfalls 

inherent in alliance politics within a pluralistic democracy. Since 2004, the state has served as a political 

laboratory where shifting electoral dynamics, regional aspirations, and national party strategies have intersected to 

produce a series of short-lived, often unstable coalitions. These coalitions, while necessary under fractured 

mandates, have largely been shaped by political compulsions rather than principled partnerships. 

Coalition governments in Karnataka have struggled to maintain stability and deliver effective governance due to a 

combination of factors: the absence of ideological congruence, fragile power-sharing arrangements, personality-

driven politics, and a systemic tolerance for defections. While they have occasionally demonstrated the spirit of 

democratic accommodation, they have more frequently showcased the vulnerabilities of coalition politics—

frequent leadership changes, breakdowns in trust, and governance inertia. 

The repeated breakdown of coalition regimes in the state has important implications for both political theory and 

practice. It underscores the need for stronger institutional frameworks to support coalition governance, including 

legal reforms to strengthen the anti-defection law, formal pre-poll alliance structures, enforceable power-sharing 

agreements, and a common minimum programme to guide joint governance. Furthermore, voter education and 

civil society engagement are essential to demand greater transparency and accountability from such alliances. 

As India continues to witness coalition governments across various states and at the national level, the Karnataka 

experience provides valuable lessons. It reminds us that in a diverse and competitive polity, coalition politics is 

not just about arithmetic but about architecture—how alliances are built, managed, and sustained in the service of 

democratic governance. For coalitions to succeed in the long run, they must evolve beyond tactical arrangements 

and embrace strategic cooperation grounded in policy alignment, mutual respect, and institutional discipline. 

The future of coalition politics in Karnataka—and India more broadly—will depend on how political actors learn 

from past failures and innovate mechanisms that reconcile political diversity with stable governance. Only then 

can coalition governments fulfill their democratic potential and serve the people with consistency, integrity, and 

purpose. 
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