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Abstact 

This study analytically examines the influence of pressure groups on India’s democratic process, assessing how 

these organised interests shape political discourse, policy formulation, and patterns of citizen engagement. The 

rapid expansion of social and mass media has connected individuals in unprecedented ways, resulting in 

significant shifts in social ideals and shaping political preferences. In the contemporary context, pressure groups 

can broadly be classified into two categories. The first comprises proponent groups, which correspond to the 

conventional definition of a pressure group. These may consist of homogeneous interest-based communities or 

heterogeneous groups formed to promote the collective welfare of society, and are generally associated with 

political development due to their constructive role. The second category includes obstructionist pressure groups, 

which often emerge from religious cults or various informal social organisations. A defining characteristic of such 

groups is their tendency, whether deliberate or unintended, to disrupt the political system. Their actions typically 

lack effectiveness, legitimacy, and accountability, both toward their members and the broader political structure, 

making them less conducive to democratic governance. Distinguishing between proponent and obstructionist 

pressure groups is often challenging, as their motivations and methods may overlap in complex ways. To address 

these dynamics, the study investigates the extent to which pressure groups contribute to democratic deepening, 

arguing that their impact is contingent upon institutional transparency, regulatory frameworks, and the 

inclusiveness of political participation. The analysis further highlights key challenges, including unequal access 

to power structures, the dominance of resource-rich groups, and the potential distortion of the public interest. 

Ultimately, the paper argues for strengthening mechanisms that ensure equitable representation and accountability, 

thereby enabling pressure groups to function as constructive actors within India’s democratic landscape.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Pressure groups have become influential actors within India’s democratic framework, shaping political discourse, 

affecting policy outcomes, and transforming patterns of civic engagement. Individuals are situated within specific 

social and economic groups—defined by occupation, industry, income level, geographical location, age, and other 

salient characteristics—that seek to exercise political influence in order to advance the interests and welfare of 

their members. Competition among these pressure groups for access to and influence over the political process 

plays a decisive role in shaping the equilibrium configuration of taxation, subsidies, and other forms of state-

conferred benefits and privileges (Becker 1983).  Positioned at the interface between state and society, these 

organised interest-based entities articulate demands, mobilise constituencies, and seek to influence decision-

making processes without directly participating in electoral competition. It is noteworthy that most critiques of 

pressure groups proceed without offering a clear definition or systematic classification of the institution being 
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condemned. This definitional omission appears to rest on the implicit assumption that all pressure groups are 

inherently detrimental to the public interest. Such an approach forecloses the possibility that certain organizations, 

which may logically be categorized as pressure groups, can nevertheless function as constructive and beneficial 

components of the democratic process (Dillon 1942). To understand the concept of pressure groups, it is necessary 

first to clarify the meaning of the term group. In ordinary usage, a group is generally understood as a collection 

of individuals; however, within the framework of group theory, the concept carries a more nuanced and dynamic 

significance. Arthur F. Bentley defines a group not as a fixed physical entity separated from others, but as “a mass 

of activity,” emphasizing that participation in one group does not preclude individuals from simultaneously 

engaging in multiple group activities (Bentley 1908). This conception underscores the fluid and overlapping nature 

of group affiliations in society. Similarly, David B. Truman conceptualizes a group as “a collection of individuals 

who, on the basis of one or more shared attitudes, make certain claims upon other groups in the society for the 

establishment, maintenance, or enhancement of forms of behaviour implied by those shared attitudes,” wherein 

the shared attitude itself constitutes the group’s interest (Truman 1960). Together, these formulations provide a 

theoretical foundation for understanding pressure groups as dynamic actors within the political process rather than 

as static or isolated entities. The rapid expansion of mass media, digital networks, and social platforms in recent 

years has further altered their modes of operation, significantly amplifying their visibility and impact. In exerting 

influence over political processes, pressure groups often shape policy trajectories and mediate conflicts in ways 

that align governmental decisions with the interests or ideological orientations of specific social constituencies. 

They therefore represent a vital field of inquiry within contemporary political science, as scholars examine the 

array of actors that interact with, contest, and negotiate the functioning of the governmental apparatus in pursuit 

of their objectives. The very structure of a political system, its institutions, norms, and procedures presuppose the 

presence of a plurality of formal and informal actors, including pressure groups that actively assert and defend 

their interests. Such groups typically flourish in political environments that guarantee rights to assembly, collective 

organisation, and the protection of civil liberties. Although lacking the formal authority of state institutions, 

pressure groups nevertheless wield significant influence over public policy, at times surpassing that of official 

actors within the governance process. These constitute the proponent pressure groups that contribute to India’s 

political development. Pressure groups, though essential to a pluralistic democratic order, can also impede 

democratic functioning when their activities distort institutional processes or undermine constitutional norms. In 

recent years, several groups have exercised disproportionate influence through partisan lobbying, identity-based 

mobilisation, and coercive tactics that advance narrow sectional interests at the expense of the public good. By 

leveraging media presence, financial resources, or mass agitation, such groups may circumvent democratic 

deliberation and pressure policymakers into adopting positions not grounded in evidence-based considerations. 

These practices can erode institutional autonomy, politicise administrative decision-making, and intensify social 

polarisation. When pressure groups operate without transparency or accountability, they weaken the principles of 

fairness, equality, and collective welfare on which democratic governance depends. Consequently, rather than 

reinforcing participatory democracy, these obstructionist pressure groups risk eroding public trust, fragmenting 

societal consensus, and impeding the effective functioning of India’s democratic institutions. The present study 

conceptualises proponent pressure groups as agents of political development, while categorising obstructionist 

pressure groups as sources of political crisis. However, distinguishing between these two types is inherently 

challenging, as pressure groups often operate across a spectrum of influence and intent. To establish a more 

rigorous demarcation, the study employs established theories of political development proposed by leading 

political scientists in order to analyse and interpret the behavioural patterns and functional orientations of pressure 

groups. 
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OVERVIEWING THE IMPORTANTAN CONCEPT FOR PRESENT STUDY 

The term pressure groups is an umbrella concept encompassing both sectional interest groups and more broadly 

based attitudinal or cause-oriented groups. The former are typically well-established organisations that seek to 

advocate for or protect specific vested interests. The latter, by contrast, are often transient in nature and may 

diminish or dissolve once their objectives have been achieved; nevertheless, in contemporary political systems, 

such groups have assumed an increasingly sustained and influential role in the political process. The term pressure 

group further assumes that these organisations are promotional in character, insofar as they actively pursue their 

objectives through the most effective available means. It also suggests a degree of political irresponsibility in the 

strict sense that pressure groups are not directly accountable to the general electorate. This form of democratic 

responsibility rests primarily with political parties, which are subject to electoral scrutiny and the judgment of 

voters at general elections, and to a lesser extent at other electoral contests.  

A proper identification of proponent pressure groups necessitates an informed understanding of political 

development as an analytical framework. The task of tracing, mapping, and explaining a persistently 

heterogeneous political system directs scholarly attention toward the dynamics of conflict, change, and, above all, 

historical context. This orientation facilitates a more effective integration of political development studies by 

foregrounding long-term historical transformations in associational life. Such an approach is particularly relevant 

in systems where ongoing tensions and competition between pluralist and corporatist principles generate periodic, 

and sometimes cyclical, shifts in the dominant mode of representation (Bianchi 1986). Pluralist societies, 

characterised by long-standing socio-cultural traditions, diverse collective orientations, and varied trajectories of 

anthropological development, face a considerable challenge in establishing a unified framework for analysing 

political development as a single political system. Political Development meant the suppression of all 

irrationalities, emotionalism, and wildly contending forces, in favour of coldly efficient, intelligent and foresighted 

management of public affair (Pye 1972).  

Scholars have not reached a consensus on the concept of political development. Academic discourse, particularly 

among American scholars, has been marked by extensive theoretical speculation aimed at formulating a 

universally applicable framework for analysing political development in newly independent Afro-Asian countries. 

However, constructing a universal and comprehensive definition of political development has proven to be 

exceedingly difficult. The concept is broad and complex, making it a central subject of scholarly debate. Divergent 

interpretations and perspectives on political development have posed significant challenges to theoretical model-

building intended to support stable and effective governance in developing societies. These variations in defining 

and redefining political development have largely emerged in response to the proliferation of newly independent 

Afro-Asian states on the global political landscape. No single scale can be used for measuring the degree of 

political development (Pye, Communication and Political Development 1965). He further analyses the concept of 

political development as the political prerequisite of economic development. politics of typical of industrial 

societies, as political modernization, the operation of nation state, administrative and legal development, mass 

moderation and participation, building of democracy, suitability and orderly change, mobilization of power and 

lastly the political development as multi-dimensional process of social change. Lucian W. Pye (Pye, The Concept 

of Political Development 1965) describes a development syndrome for described the measurement of political 

development as equality, capacity and Differential and specialization. It may be stated that proponent pressure 

groups are those that contribute to political development. He further explains the crisis of political developments 

as Identity crisis, legitimacy crisis, the penetration crisis, the participation crisis, the interaction crisis, the 

integration crisis, the distribution crisis and lastly the scarceness of development (Pye, The Concept of Political 

Development 1965). These crises are typically associated with the period when newly liberated countries were 

struggling between two major power blocs while seeking paths toward survival and institutional development. 

Democratic norms and practices were relatively new to these political systems. However, it is evident that such 



 

Anusandhanvallari 

Vol 2021, No.1 

December 2021 

 ISSN 2229-3388 

 

 

Available online at https://psvmkendra.com 

  65 

models cannot be uniformly applied to all political systems, as significant variations exist in socio-economic, 

political, and geographical conditions across the world. The present study is therefore confined to an analysis of 

pressure group politics in the Indian state and its role in political development. The concept of underdevelopment 

is itself diverse and complex in nature. Applying an economic term directly to polity and society presents 

considerable analytical difficulties. Underdevelopment is often defined in terms of disparities between rich and 

poor countries; however, these differences are not purely economic. They also encompass variations in the quality 

of governance, institutional performance, and overall ways of life. Structural and functional perspectives are 

particularly useful in this context. From this viewpoint, individuals occupy specific roles, these roles are 

interconnected in ways that form enduring patterns or structures, and the activities of these structures produce 

effects on the political system. These effects are described as functions (Holt and Turner 1966).  

 

EMERGENCE OF PRESSURE GROUP POLITICS WITHIN THE INDIAN DEMOCRATIC 

FRAMEWORK 

Traditionally, it has been widely acknowledged that political and social orders are largely shaped by the historical 

experiences of individual societies. Diverse political systems have existed across the world, each possessing 

distinct characteristics that vary in both theoretical formulation and practical operation. The historical trajectory 

of a country significantly influences the political orientations and behaviour of its people. The manifold diversity 

of South Asian societies, arising from the legacy of local rulers, religious plurality, linguistic and dialectical 

variations, inadequate communication and transportation networks, entrenched caste hierarchies, ethnic 

differences, and the continual emergence of new identities through socio-religious reform movements, resulted in 

an uneven pace of social, political, and economic change. These conditions led to the formation of groups in a 

pluralistic manner, with their demands likewise remaining diverse and fragmented. Consequently, the earliest 

modern political organisations in South Asia may be characterised more accurately as interest groups rather than 

fully developed political parties. The Indian National Congress, the Muslim League, and the Ceylon National 

Congress initially emerged as small, narrowly based organisations primarily representing the interests of a limited 

Western-educated middle class. In India, this class developed largely as a consequence of the university system 

introduced by the British in 1856 (Weiner 1966). Democratic institutions lacked deep historical roots in India. The 

gradual decline of the Mughal Empire and the subsequent consolidation of British authority in India occurred 

primarily through military conquest rather than through electoral processes or other peaceful means of regime 

change. Consequently, prior to colonial rule, changes in political authority were not affected through popular 

participation. During the nineteenth century, significant social transformations took place across India, particularly 

with the introduction of new land-tenure arrangements, the expansion of modern education, and the emergence of 

new professional occupations such as medicine, journalism, law, and administration. These developments led to 

the formation of new social classes which, by the latter half of the nineteenth century, began to organise themselves 

into political associations. Simultaneously, older social groups, influenced by the political institutions and 

practices introduced by the British colonial administration, also participated in the formation and expansion of 

political associations (Weiner, The Politics of Scarcity: Public Pressure and Political Response in India 1963). 

Political developments in India were significantly shaped by the vision and leadership of the framers of the Indian 

Constitution. Their social and political philosophies profoundly influenced the formulation of public policies and 

institutional frameworks. They made sustained efforts to construct an indigenous administrative system capable 

of addressing the requirements of India’s future polity. This, however, does not suggest the complete absence of 

intellectuals in underdeveloped countries. Such intellectuals may be found within government, opposition parties, 

journalism, and academic institutions. Nevertheless, they generally constitute a relatively small minority. 

Moreover, the intellectual traditions that sustain them, although present in some states, remain fragile and 

insufficiently institutionalised (Shils 1963). The Indian National Congress initially emerged as an elite pressure 
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group whose demands were limited in scope and largely moderate in nature. Over time, however, it developed a 

coherent ideological orientation and gradually assumed the role of the vanguard of the national movement. 

Alongside the Congress, hundreds of other organisations and associations were established during this period, 

each representing specific sectional or group interests. Numerous social reform movements also emerged, 

addressing a wide range of social, religious, and cultural issues. The outbreak of the two World Wars significantly 

weakened the political and economic hegemony of the British government. The small number of Europeans who 

administered vast territories across Asia and Africa were able to maintain control largely because the populations 

they governed continued to be regulated by traditional social structures throughout their lives. Custom, habit, and 

village-based relationships provided discipline and order in everyday life, enabling colonial rulers to govern 

primarily through a limited set of elite intermediaries at the apex of society (Pye, Aspects of Political Development 

1972).  

 

ROLE OF PROPONENT AND OBSTRUCTIONIST PRESSURE GROUPS AFTER COMMENCEMENT 

OF INDIAN CONSTITUTION  

The analysis of pressure groups in India is complicated by the country’s multicultural social structure. Although 

pressure groups have been influenced by Western political models, they function primarily in accordance with 

India’s distinctive social and political conditions. “India is a veritable laboratory of diversity. Linguistic, religious, 

and caste cleavage have all played a crucial role in defining arenas of conflicts” (Anderson, Mehden and Young 

1967). Patterns of economic development, political mobilisation, and political orientation exert a profound 

influence on the functioning of pressure groups in India. Two principal types of obstructionist pressure groups 

have been undermining the democratic process in India. First are certain upper-caste–based pressure groups have 

at times employed violent or coercive strategies to preserve traditional social dominance and resist redistributive 

policies introduced by the democratic state. These groups have often mobilised in opposition to measures such as 

land reforms, affirmative action policies, and the extension of political representation to historically marginalised 

communities. In several regions, violence has been used as a means of social control, particularly in rural areas 

where upper castes have sought to maintain economic and political authority over land, labour, and local 

institutions. Such pressure groups frequently emerged in response to perceived threats posed by the politicisation 

and upward mobilisation of lower castes. While upper-caste mobilisation has also taken constitutional and 

organisational forms, the resort to violence by some groups has exposed deep-seated contradictions within India’s 

democratic transition. These developments highlight the persistence of caste hierarchies despite formal equality 

and underscore how democratic expansion has sometimes intensified social conflict rather than resolved it in post-

independence India. 

Secondly, in the post-independence period, religiously oriented and, at times, fanatic pressure groups emerged as 

significant actors within India’s democratic framework. These groups sought to mobilise mass support by 

invoking religious identity and sentiment, often positioning themselves as defenders of faith, tradition, and cultural 

values. While some functioned within constitutional limits, others adopted exclusionary and confrontational 

approaches that challenged the secular foundations of the Indian state. Such pressure groups exerted influence on 

political parties, electoral strategies, and public policy by shaping discourse around issues such as religious 

conversion, personal laws, education, and national identity. Their activities were facilitated by social anxieties 

arising from rapid modernisation, uneven economic development, and perceived threats to cultural continuity. 

Although religious mobilisation has occasionally strengthened political participation, the rise of fanatic pressure 

groups has also contributed to communal polarisation, social fragmentation, and tensions between democratic 

pluralism and religious majoritarianism in post-independence India. 
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The proponent pressure groups have played a significant role in strengthening and advancing the democratic 

process in India by articulating interests, mobilising citizens, and enhancing political participation beyond 

electoral politics. By representing the concerns of diverse social groups such as workers, peasants, women, 

minorities, environmental activists, and marginalised communities pressure groups have helped broaden the scope 

of democratic engagement and ensured that governance remains responsive to societal needs. They have 

contributed to policy debates by providing expertise, raising awareness of public issues, and acting as 

intermediaries between the state and civil society. Through methods such as advocacy, lobbying, protests, and 

public campaigns, pressure groups have promoted accountability and transparency by scrutinising governmental 

actions and influencing legislative and administrative outcomes. Although their impact varies across contexts, 

pressure groups have generally enriched India’s pluralist democracy by facilitating participation, fostering 

political consciousness, and reinforcing the principle that democracy extends beyond periodic elections to 

continuous civic involvement. 

 

PRESSURE GROUP POLITICS IN THE ERA OF NEW ECONOMIC POLICIES 

The New Economic Policy was introduced in India in 1991, marking a significant shift in the country’s economic 

orientation. This transformation was influenced not only by domestic considerations but also by broader global 

developments, including the end of the Cold War, the emergence of trade-based competition, and organisation-

centric perspectives associated with the new realist world order. These global changes had a profound impact on 

India’s domestic polity and society. The emergence of a new middle class with increased purchasing power 

attracted both domestic and foreign multinational corporations, intensifying market competition. The private 

sector, which had been heavily regulated under the licence–permit regime of the pre-liberalisation era, suddenly 

entered into direct competition with the public sector following the introduction of economic reforms. In many 

instances, this transition weakened long-established public sector enterprises. As a consequence of liberalisation, 

lifestyles underwent significant changes, accompanied by a transformation in the nature of socio-economic 

problems. Intense competition among multinational corporations led to the accelerated exploitation of natural 

resources. These developments occurred largely within the framework of multilateral treaties concluded with other 

states, international financial institutions, and the United Nations and its specialised agencies. Despite these shifts, 

nearly seventy per cent of India’s population continues to reside in rural areas and remains dependent on 

agriculture and allied activities. The new economic policies adversely affected the agrarian sector, as limited 

attention was given to crop diversification and sustainable agricultural practices. The continued monoculture of 

crops depleted environmental resources, particularly groundwater, and undermined long-term land productivity. 

Many environments activist emerged as pressure group Rising input costs associated with technocratic agricultural 

practices increased indebtedness among farmers and, in extreme cases, contributed to agrarian distress and farmer 

suicides, particularly among small and marginal peasants. Fragmentation of landholdings due to generational 

division further exacerbated rural hardships. Additionally, directives issued by the World Trade Organization to 

reduce agricultural subsidies intensified the vulnerabilities of small cultivators. While the commercialisation of 

agriculture tended to safeguard the interests of large landholders, small and marginal farmers were 

disproportionately affected. Western-oriented economic policies often neglected the imperative of sustainable 

development in rural areas. These economic transformations also had significant socio-political consequences. 

Ethnic, caste, and religious groups increasingly influenced the political process in critical ways, and communal 

tensions intensified in the post-1991 period. Episodes of widespread violence, including riots and the demolition 

of religious structures, contributed to the polarisation of society along communal lines. In several instances, the 

role of both Union and state governments appeared partisan, further aggravating social divisions. Moreover, 

heightened economic competition and mutual suspicion in the international arena contributed to increased distrust 

between India and its neighbouring countries. This environment encouraged greater emphasis on military strength 
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and technological advancement, particularly in the realm of nuclear capability. As a result, state priorities 

increasingly shifted from social welfare to territorial and strategic security. A substantial portion of national 

income has been allocated to defence expenditure at the expense of welfare services. The expansion of military 

and paramilitary forces has accompanied the protection of consumer-oriented economic policies. During this 

period, rapid population growth further strained resources, raising serious concerns about the quality of life for a 

large segment of the population. 

Following the introduction of the New Economic Policies in 1991, pressure groups in India articulated a range of 

demands shaped by liberalisation, privatisation, and globalisation. Firstly, the labour unions and workers’ 

organisations demanded job security, protection against contractualization, and safeguards against the erosion of 

labour rights resulting from privatisation and disinvestment. Party affiliation within trade union movements in 

India has generated both advantages and disadvantages. One of its principal merits is that trade unionism is not 

confined to narrow economic concerns alone. Political affiliation enables trade unions to engage with the broader 

political process and to situate the interests of the working class within the overall socio-political system. The 

politicisation of trade unionism also contributes to raising workers’ political consciousness, allowing them to 

perceive issues beyond the immediate confines of the workplace. However, party affiliation also entails significant 

limitations. It often weakens trade unions’ capacity to pursue fundamental social transformation and instead 

encourages the mobilisation of workers around artificial or peripheral issues aimed at resolving factional rivalries 

and narrow partisan interests. As a result, trade union movements may become instruments of political competition 

rather than independent representatives of workers’ collective interests (Bhambri 1979).   

Secondly, farmers’ organisations raised concerns over declining state support, reduction of subsidies, exposure to 

global market fluctuations, and demanded minimum support prices, loan waivers, and protection from 

international competition.  Since the economic liberalisation in the 1990s, agrarian and rural worlds have only 

been understood from the vantage point of the profound crisis they experience and have largely been marginalised 

in public policies and national imaginary in favour of industrial, infrastructure and urban development 

programmes (Chandra 2015). 

Thirdly, middle-class and business pressure groups advocated further economic liberalisation, tax reforms, ease 

of doing business, and greater integration with global markets. Simultaneously, civil society organisations and 

environmental groups demanded sustainable development, regulation of multinational corporations, and 

protection of natural resources against indiscriminate exploitation. In the context of the latest phase of the 

globalization of capital, we may well be witnessing an emerging opposition between modernity and democracy, 

i.e. between civil society and political society (Chatterjee 2001). 

Fourthly, marginalised groups, including Dalits, Adivasis, and women’s organisations, pressed for inclusive 

growth, social justice, and protection from displacement caused by large-scale development projects. Collectively, 

these diverse demands reflected the pluralistic nature of Indian democracy and highlighted the tensions between 

market-oriented reforms and social welfare objectives in the post-1991 period. Members of marginalized groups 

encounter a distinct set of external and internal constraints that limit their capacity for collective mobilization. 

Structural domination manifested through political, economic, and social control exercised by a dominant group 

over a marginalized ethnic community, constitutes a fundamental obstacle, as it inhibits both autonomous 

mobilization by the marginalized group and effective mobilization by external factors such as political parties. 

Such relations of subordination entail the persistent threat of coercion or repression should the subordinate group 

seek to challenge the existing power structure. In addition to these external constraints, marginalized groups also 

confront internal limitations in terms of resources. Effective ethnic mobilization requires sustained leadership, 

organizational capacity, and access to material as well as cultural resources, which are often unevenly distributed 

or severely constrained within marginalized communities (Ahuja 2019). 
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Fifthly, in political environments marked by polarizing competition and extensive discretionary authority, 

incentives to mobilize co-ethnic sentiment are particularly pronounced. Alongside entrenched social cleavages, a 

weak rule of law constitutes a critical enabling condition for the incorporation of criminality as a source of political 

credibility. In contexts where effective state authority is absent or severely limited, political actors may exploit 

this institutional vacuum to consolidate their influence, positioning themselves as alternative centres of authority. 

In doing so, they effectively supplant the state’s regulatory role, substituting the rule of law with identity-based 

and group-oriented modes of political mobilization (Vaishnav 2017). 

 

CONCLUSION 

It is evident that pressure groups created or controlled by political parties often undermine trade unionism, 

democratic norms, and the process of political development. Such groups tend to function as extensions of their 

parent political parties: when the party is in power, they uncritically endorse its policies and activities in order to 

manufacture public support, irrespective of whether these policies are constructive or exploitative in nature. 

Conversely, when the parent party is in opposition, these groups engage in indiscriminate criticism of government 

policies, even when such policies are progressive or welfare-oriented. In this sense, party-controlled pressure 

groups constitute a significant obstacle to political development. In contrast, pressure groups formed around 

genuine class interests, characterised by strong internal cohesion and democratic organisational structures, 

contribute positively to political development. These groups play a constructive role by defending democratic 

values, upholding equality before the law, and resisting authoritarian tendencies. A crucial challenge for the future 

lies in the political socialisation of pressure groups, particularly in fostering their commitment to democratic 

institutions and constitutional norms.  

 

Bibliography 

1. Ahuja, Amit. 2019. Mobilizing the Marginalised: Ethnic Parties Without Ethnic Movement. New delhi: 

Oxford University Press. 

2. Anderson, Charles W, Fred R. von der Mehden, and Crawford Young. 1967. Issues of Political Development. 

New Jersy: Prentice-Hall Inc. 

3. Becker, Gary S. 1983. “A Theory of Competition Among Pressure Groups for Political Infulence.” The 

Quarterly Journal of Economics 98 (3): 371-400. 

4. Bentley, Arthur F. 1908. The Process of Government: A Study of Social Pressures. Chicago: The University 

of Chicaho Press. 

5. Bhambri, C.P. 1979. “Social Conflicts and Politics in India.” The Indian Journal of Political Science 40 (4): 

557-573. 

6. Bianchi, R. 1986. “Interest Group Politics in Third World.” Third World Quarterly 8 (2): 507-539. 

7. Chandra, K. 2015. “The New Indian State: The Relocation of Patronage in The Post-Liberalisation 

Economy.” Economic and Political Weekly 50 (41): 46-58. 

8. Chatterjee, Partha. 2001. Civil Society: History and possibilities. Edited by Sudipta Kaviraj and Sunil 

Khilnani. New Delhi: Cambridge University Press. 

9. Dillon, Mary Earhart. 1942. “Pressure Groups.” The American Political Science Review 36 (3): 471-481. 



 

Anusandhanvallari 

Vol 2021, No.1 

December 2021 

 ISSN 2229-3388 

 

 

Available online at https://psvmkendra.com 

  70 

10. Holt, R.T, and J.E Turner. 1966. The Political Basis of Economic Development: An Exploration in 

Comparative Political Analysis. New Jersy: Princeton. 

11. Pye, L.W. 1972. Aspects of Political Development. New Delhi: Amerind. 

12. —. 1965. Communication and Political Development. New Jersy: Princeton. 

13. Pye, L.W. 1965. “The Concept of Political Development.” The ANNALS of the American Academy of 

Political and Social Science 358 (1): 1-13. 

14. Shils, Edward. 1963. Political Change in Underdeveloped Countries: Nationalism and Communalism. 

Edited by John H Kautsky. New York: John Wiley and Sons. 

15. Truman, David B. 1960. The Governmental Process: Political Interests and Public Opinion. New York: 

Alfred A. Knopf. 

16. Vaishnav, Milan. 2017. When Crime Pays: money and Muscle in Indian Politics. Noida: HarperCollins 

Publishers. 

17. Weiner, Myron. 1966. The Politics of Deceloping Areas. Edited by G.A Almond and J.S Coleman. New 

Jersy: Princeton. 

18. —. 1963. The Politics of Scarcity: Public Pressure and Political Response in India. Bombay: Asia Publishing 

House. 

 

  


