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Corruption is not just a moral failure; it is a structural drag on growth, public trust and 

democratic legitimacy. Globally, India is still seen as a country struggling with public-sector 

corruption. In the Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) 2024, India ranks 96out of 180 countries, with 
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a score of 38/100, a decline from the previous year.248 

countries where corruption is perceived as a serious obstacle to fair administration and investment.249 

only around the middle of the global distribution on indicators like Control of Corruption and 

Government Effectiveness, underscoring persistent governance deficits.250 Second Administrative 

Reforms Commission (2nd ARC) explicitly noted that reducing corruption and improving governance 

can significantly raise GDP growth by improving contract enforcement, reducing bureaucratic delays 

and increasing investor confidence.251 

In this context, institutions like Lokpal and Lokayuktas were conceived as independent 

ombudsman-type bodies to check corruption in high public offices. But, the real-world functioning 

of state Lokayuktasare often disappointing. This article critically examines the functioning nature of 

Lokayuktas, with a comparative focus on Karnataka, Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu, drawing on 

academic critiques and recent case material. 

 

The ombudsman concept originated in Sweden in 1809 as a parliamentary officer empowered 

to investigate maladministration in the executive.252 Over time, variations of the ombudsman model 

spread to countries like New Zealand, the UK, and later to several Commonwealth states as part of 

wider administrative reforms aimed at making bureaucracies more accountable and citizen-centric. 

The idea of an ombudsman eventually caught on in places like New Zealand and the UK. Later, quite 

a few other Commonwealth countries also started using their own versions of this model. They 

usually did this as part of bigger changes meant to make sure the government bureaucracy was more 

accountable and focused on serving the public better.253 

In India, the idea of a constitutional ombudsman was raised in Parliament in the early 1960s 

by Law Minister Ashok Kumar Sen, and the terms Lokpal (Centre) and Lokayukta (State) were coined 

by Dr.L.M.Singhvi.254 The First Administrative Reforms Commission (ARC-1) in 1966 formally 
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recommended the creation of two independent authorities Lokpal at the Union level and Lokayuktas 

in the states on the Scandinavian model, to investigate complaints against public functionaries 

including ministers and MPs.255 

The Second Administrative Reforms Commission (ARC-2), particularly in its report Ethics 

in Governance, reiterated the need for strong, independent anti-corruption bodies with adequate 

autonomy and resources, and even suggested constitutional backing for such institutions.256 After 

decades of delay and several lapsed bills, the Lokpal and Lokayuktas Act, 2013 was enacted, making 

it mandatory for each state to establish a Lokayukta within a period of one year.257 

 

With reference to the Lokpal and Lokayuktas Act, 2013, Lokayukta is meant to function as 

an independent, quasi-judicial ombudsman at the state level, empowered to investigate allegations of 

corruption, abuse of office, and maladministration against Chief Minister and Ministers, MLAs, 

senior bureaucrats and other public servants, employees of state-funded bodies and PSUs; Supported 

by an investigation wing (often police-based) and a prosecution wing to take cases to court under the 

Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (POCA). 

Lokayuktas have independent investigation wings, adequate staff and clear legal powers, they 

can be quite effective in exposing high-level corruption.258 However, in many states, Lokayuktas are 
259The 

contrast between Karnataka, Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu provides a good lens to see how the same 

concept can produce very different outcomes depending on design and political will. 

Karnataka Lokayukta: From Model Institution to Mixed Record 

In Karnataka, the Lokayukta has often been held up as a benchmark for state-level anti-

corruption institutions. The Karnataka Lokayukta Act, 1984 endowed it with powerful investigatory 

and prosecutorial authority, including a dedicated Lokayukta Police functioning independently of the 

regular state police hierarchy.260 The institution achieved national acclaim when it exposed the 

massive Bellary iron-ore mining scam (2006 2010), implicating ministers, mining barons and high-
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thousands of crores.261 The mining racket was found to have manipulated royalty payments, exploited 

forest land, violated environmental norms, and systematically evaded regulatory oversight  a 

conspiracy spanning companies, regulators, contractors and politicians.262 

Nevertheless, Karnataka's narrative is not solely commendable. A serious crisis emerged 

when the son of the then Lokayukta was accused of extortion allegedly demanding bribes to suppress 

corruption cases, creating fears about misuse of the Lokayukta machinery itself.263 Public outrage and 

created a separate Anti-Corruption Bureau (ACB) under the regular police, thus shifting investigative 

authority away from the independent Lokayukta Police. Many critics viewed this move as a deliberate 
264 

corruption cases it became increasingly dependent on the ACB a body under executive control, prone 

to political interference. Conviction and asset-recovery rates declined compared to the period when 

Lokayukta Police had autonomy.265 The Karnataka experience underscores that even the strongest 

Lokayukta remains vulnerable to political retaliation and structural erosion when institutional 

safeguards are weak and the executive lacks commitment. 

 

In Maharashtra, observers routinely characterize the Lokayukta as among the weakest in the 

country.266 The statutory design prioritized grievance redressal pension disputes, service complaints 

and departmental grievances rather than robust corruption investigations.267 The absence of an 

independent investigative wing meant that all cases had to be referred to regular police or other 

agencies, who often lacked the will to act against powerful politicians or senior officers. 

Recognizing this structural weakness, the state introduced a 2022 23 amendment bill aiming 

-member body and expand its complaint-

handling scope to cover ministers and high-ranking officers.268 Nonetheless, critics argue that without 
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Whistle-Blower Protection 

A critical dimension that seldom receives due attention in these debates is whistle-blower 

protection. Institutions like Lokayukta and Lokpal rely heavily on citizen complaints or disclosures 

-blowers (even under the Whistle Blowers Protection 

Act, 2014) remains weak at the state level. Many states have not notified adequate rules; there is no 

uniform protection framework; and victims of retaliation from transfers to threats or violence continue 
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to report harassment.275 In such a climate, many potential informers refrain from coming forward, 

making Lokayuktas dependent on the rare few with courage and connections. The absence of robust 

protective mechanisms anonymity guarantees, witness protection, job-security, legal immunities 

undermine the preventive power of anti-corruption institutions. 

The lack of whistle-blower trust also discourages public-spirited citizens from using 

Lokayukta as a tool to challenge corruption. Even when large-scale scams are exposed as in Bellary 

the ultimate impact on deterrence, systemic change and governance norms remains limited without 

follow-through prosecutions and asset confiscations. 

The economic cost of this failure is enormous. As ARC-2 elaborated, unchecked corruption 

distorts public procurement, raises project costs, leads to poor service delivery, discourages domestic 

and foreign investment, and erodes public trust all of which slow economic growth and social 

development. The environmental and social devastation caused by Bellary-type mining scams illegal 

deforestation, loss of livelihoods, environmental degradation further underscores the heavy price paid 

by citizens when oversight is weak or compromised. 

Conclusion 

Drawing lessons from these mixed experiences, the case for comprehensive reform is 

compelling. First, India needs uniform minimum standards for Lokayukta legislation across states: 

mandatory jurisdiction over ministers and senior officers, clear suo motu powers, independent 

investigation and prosecution wings, fixed timelines for action, transparency and periodic reporting 

to legislature. Riding on the legacy of ARC-2, some argue that the institution should be granted 

constitutional status, with independent funding and protection from executive interference.276 

Second, a robust whistle-blower and witness protection framework valid across all states is 

essential. Anonymous digital complaint portals, legal safeguards, relocation or protection rights for 

informers and witnesses, and strict penalties for retaliation must be part of any serious anti-corruption 

architecture. 

Third, Lokayuktas must be meaningfully empowered not just in name or structure but with 

personnel, resources, training, investigative autonomy and bureaucratic insulation from political 

interference. States should avoid creating parallel agencies (like regular ACBs under police) that 

-consolidated. 
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Finally, institutional reforms must be accompanied by public awareness campaigns 

sensitizing citizens to their rights, simplifying complaint procedures, ensuring transparency in case-

tracking, and offering periodic public reports on investigations, prosecutions and outcomes. 

In conclusion, Lokayuktas remain among the most promising institutional instruments for 

combating corruption at the state level. But as the experiences of Karnataka, Maharashtra, and Tamil 

Nadu show their effectiveness depends heavily on structural design, political will, protection for 

whistle-blowers, and genuine independence. Without these, Lokayuktas risk remaining little more 

than ornamental features of anti-corruption rhetoric. For India to move beyond poor rankings and 

weak governance, reforming Lokayuktas is not a luxury it is a democratic and developmental 

necessity. 

 

 

  


