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Observe the smallest action, seeming simple,
with mistrust.
Inquire if a thing be necessary
especially if it is common.
We particularly ask you – 
when a thing continuously occurs – 
not on that account find it natural.
Let nothing be called natural
in an age of bloody confusion,
ordered disorder, planned caprice
and dehumanized humanity, lest all things
be held unalterable.

Bertolt Brecht
The Exception and the Rule
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C H A P T E R  1

BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

Since the dawn of independence India has come a long way and has 
achieved much, especially in the fields of nuclear and Information Tech-
nology (Chakravarty, 2008). Alongside these achievements we have also 
been witnessing growing authoritarian and repressive nature of the 
state. The developmental model pursued by the country has been large-
ly in favor of the elites. The weaker sections of the society have grown 
more vulnerable. It could also be argued that the country was never so 
divided in economic, social, communal, and political fronts as it is today 
(Teltumbde, 2003).

 This mixture of successes and concerns makes sense only when we 
see it in its global totality. The processes of globalization, primarily led 
by the United States of America, actively embraced by India since 1991 
in the form of New Economic Policy, have contributed in large measure 
to the anti-democratic and anti-people attitudes, policies and programs. 
India, as a fast developing country striving to attain its rightful place in 
this unipolar world order, has been greatly influenced by the neoliberal 
ideology and the foreign policy of the US (Bhambhri, 1996). 

 It is not to say that all or most of our problems are caused by fac-
tors external to our country and that we had no freedom whatsoever 
to effectively face them. However, it has to be recognized here that the 
traditional, domestic powers of domination have found a new lease of 
life due to the opportunities provided to them by the forces of neoliberal 
globalization (Aloysius, 1998). 

 It is also to be accepted at the very outset that the processes of global-
ization have thrown up certain opportunities along with the challenges 
we have mentioned. There is a general sense of euphoria in the country 
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based on certain predictions of India dominating the economic sphere 
of the world by 2020 (Bidwai, 2006). However, we need to realize that 
unless we address the multitude of challenges faced by the country the 
prospects for such a growth would be greatly thwarted.  We need to also 
understand that even if we attain the projected growth targets without 
attending to these challenges India would remain less of a just and ‘de-
veloped’ country due to the exclusivist and lope-sided features of this 
achievement.  

 Addressing the numerous challenges faced by the country and real-
izing the opportunities available for a more inclusive and sustainable 
development requires the partnership of enlightened and committed 
social activists (Kothari, 2006). India had no dearth of such activists 
who even before Independence strove hard to uphold the worthy val-
ues of social justice and equality. Along with fighting external bondage 
and imperialism they also denounced the internal tendencies and prac-
tices of injustice and dominance (Aloysius, 1998). We require a strong 
band of such activists today than ever before to work for the cause of the 
victimized sections of our society and to strengthen the country in its 
struggle towards inclusive development. 

 It has to be noted here that even a social activist in some way is a 
product of the times (John, 1982). Hence, while studying social action 
as a response to the present challenges we should also be sensitive to the 
social, political, economic and ideological factors that form and influ-
ence the ethos and praxis of an activist. The waves of globalization and 
imperialism would have influenced the ideology and practice of social 
action at least to a certain extent. While reflecting on the nature and 
extent of this influence it is also imperative that we take a critical look at 
the kind of analyses and strategies used by social activists and evaluate 
their relative worth and effectiveness. 

 As suggested in the title, this study hopes to understand the implica-
tions of globalization and US imperialism to social action in India based 
on Noam Chomsky’s discourse on them. The major purpose of this in-
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troductory chapter is to present a background and rationale to the study 
in general, based on which the later chapters will try to take up certain 
specific aspects for analyses and discussion. First, the definitions and 
historical evolution of some important concepts forming the core of our 
study have been discussed. Next, an attempt has been made to present 
the overall impact of some of these phenomena. Then, a brief profile of 
Noam Chomsky and his ideas has been given so that their relevance to 
social action and professional social work is rightly understood. Finally, 
the chapter is concluded with the presentation of the research questions 
for which an attempt is made to find suitable answers through this study. 

Contours of Globalization

At the very outset it needs to be accepted that the rhetoric of globaliza-
tion often suppresses more than it expresses (Dasgupta & Kiely, 2006). 
It is partly because in the unending debates that are raging about glo-
balization, it is often found that people take extreme views. One side 
supports it to the extent that it is ready to uncritically swallow it as a 
remedy to all ills. The other side is equally ardent to reject it, considering 
it the sole perpetuator of all evil. Between these extreme views there are 
very few balanced analyses trying to understand the multidimensional 
processes of globalization.

Defining Globalization

 Different disciplines such as Sociology, Economics, History, Political 
Science, etc. employ different criteria for elaborating and defining the 
concept of globalization. Anthony Giddens’ The Consequences of Mo-
dernity (1990) is one of the most important sociological works that at-
tempts to construct a theory of globalization. He defines globalization 
as “the intensification of worldwide social relations which link distant 
localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events oc-
curring many miles away and vice versa” (p. 64). 

 David Henderson (1999), an economist, views globalization as a 
model of fully internationally integrated markets meeting the two con-
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ditions of i) the free movement of goods, services, labor and capital, 
resulting in a single market of inputs and outputs, and ii) full national 
treatment for foreign investors as well as nationals working oversees, so 
that economically speaking there are no foreigners. For Desai and Said 
(2004) globalization is the growing reciprocal interdependence and in-
tegration of various economies around the globe.

 David Held and his coauthors (1999) define it as “the widening, 
deepening and speeding up of world-wide interconnectedness in all 
aspects of contemporary social life, from the cultural to the criminal, 
the financial to the spiritual” (p. 2). For Richard O’Brian (1992), glo-
balization essentially refers to a mixture of international, multinational, 
offshore and global activities and involves a general progression from 
the domestic to the global. Malcolm Waters (1995) finds globalization 
as a social process in which the constraints of geography on social and 
cultural arrangements recede and in which people become increasing-
ly aware that they are receding. For him globalization merely implies 
greater connectedness and de-territorialisation. Scholte (1997) too un-
derstands globalization as a process of de-territorialisation and global 
relations as supra-territorial. 

 For some others globalization essentially means an intensification of 
multinational, international and transnational linkages in all spheres of 
human activity, including trade and commerce, governance and non-
government lobbying as a consequence of new communication technol-
ogy of the contemporary period (Galligan et al, 2001). The International 
Federation of Social Workers (2002) has described globalization as ‘the 
process by which all people and communities around the world come 
to experience an increasingly common economic, social and cultural 
environment’ (p. 3). 

 The problem with the definitions presented so far is that while point-
ing rightly to the expansion of social and economic relations, they do 
not say much about the form and character of such relations. The capi-
talist and neoliberal character of globalization is therefore ignored. It is 
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often either underestimated or supported. 

 There are some other writers who have inaugurated and justified 
neo-liberalism and have been profoundly critical of the welfare state.  
The writings of Robert Nozick (1974), Milton Friedman (1962), and 
Friedrich Von Hayek (1988) fall within this category. While these writ-
ings are helpful to understand the major ‘justifications’ for neo-liberal 
globalization, they do not do not take into consideration deeper forces 
shaping the form of the present phase of globalization. 

 Certain other versions of globalization describe it as a ‘techno-
economic, naturalistic, and inevitable force’, which affects the political 
powers, policy autonomy and public policy role of the state. According 
to them, governments have been brought under the influence of global 
capital so much that its institutional allies have no choice but to pursue 
social and economic policies compatible to the claims of globalization 
and the requirements of international business classes (Yeates, 2001). 
This line of argument, however, fails to pay attention to the dynamics of 
advanced capitalism and the democratic spaces available to citizens and 
governments to shape alternative forms of globalization. It needs to be 
remembered here that it is the negative manifestations of the capitalist, 
neoliberal-globalization that movements for global justice resist and not 
globalization per se (Dasgupta & Kiely, 2006). 

 Globalization is often linked to capitalism and imperialism as it is of-
ten argued that it has close affinity with imperialism. Immanuel Waller-
stein (2003), Samir Amin (1991), David Harvey (2005), Ronald H. Chil-
cote (1981), and James Petras and Henry Velmeyer (2001) invoke such 
a stance in their own distinctive ways. Sklair (2002) believes that global-
ization exports “culture-ideology-consumerism”.  

 Thus, it could be observed that many processes of globalization are 
closely linked to the economic and political interests of the advanced 
industrial world. This ideological dimension is described as ‘globalism’. 
According to DaSilva (2001) ‘globalism is apparently about the world-
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wide sweep of information technology, finance capital markets, trading 
of consumer goods and services and, of course, the militarisation of the 
globe for the safe conduct of those under the monopolar hegemony of 
the U S A. This order is heralded as the harbinger for world peace, just 
as the Romans once offered peace - on their own terms (pax romana)’. 

 Anand Telumbde (2003) provides a very comprehensive and analyti-
cal definition of the present-day globalization. It reads:

 Globalization is a euphemism for the imperialist strategy of the capitalism in crisis. 
It is implemented through the programmes of the IMF and World Bank, viz. Mi-
croeconomic Stabilization and Structural Adjustment Programmes in the countries 
that needed assistance of these institutions to get over their financial crises which 
were invariably the results of the exploitative strategies of their imperialist patrons. 
In the unipolar world hegemonised by the USA, globalization has become a ruling 
creed, a veritable religion of the elites (p. 17).

 While agreeing with the definition of Telumbde it is also important 
to take note of Amartya Sen’s (2002) warning against the dangers of 
equating globalization with Western imperialism. He opines that ‘to see 
globalization as merely Western imperialism of ideas and beliefs (as the 
rhetoric often suggests) would be a serious and costly error’. Sen links 
issues related to globalization to imperialism. However, he believes that 
it would be wrong ‘to see globalization primarily as a feature of imperi-
alism. It is much bigger- much greater- than that’. 

 Also, according to Keller (1997) either equating capitalism and de-
mocracy, or simply opposing them, are problematical as sometimes glo-
balizing forces promote democracy and sometimes inhibit it as in the 
domain of the Internet and the expansion of new realms of technologi-
cally – mediated communication information and politics.

 From the discussion so far, it can be concluded that there are “mul-
tiple globalization processes”. Globalization has business, economic, 
political, socio-cultural, legal, ideological and civil society dimensions 
among others. This in itself signifies something of a paradigm shift from 
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the type of thinking that dominated the first phase of the globalization 
debate (Dasgupta & Kiely, 2006). 

 In this connection, it seems appropriate to understand the distinc-
tiveness of the present day processes of globalization from those of the 
past by placing the entire discourse in its historical context.

Historical Progress of Globalization

Often the discourse on globalization has revolved around the question 
as to whether it is old or new. The writings of several scholars such as 
Mathias Finger (1997), Roland Robertson (1992), and Robert Gilpin 
(2003) trace its roots to historically much earlier phase. However, these 
scholars primarily look at globalization from a paradigm evolved to ex-
plain other developments such as modernity. However, it needs to be 
emphasized that globalization can never be wholly reduced to perspec-
tives evolved to explain other developments as it has its own distinctive 
reasons and features.

 Anthony Giddens (1990), David Harvey (1989), Gilpin (2003), Hoo-
gevelt (1997), and Paul Hirst and Thomson Grahame (1996) consider 
globalization as a process distinctive, given its supra-territoriality, ‘dis-
tanciation’ and compression of space and time. They see globalization 
as a distinct phenomenon which is quite recent and that it cannot be 
reduced to the earlier phases. However, they discuss only the general 
features and tend to ignore the differential processes of globalization 
which are caught in the specific histories of discrete societies. 

 Dasgupta and Kiely (2006) argue that the processes that are usually 
meant when we speak of globalization are not in fact new at all. They 
have existed for some 500 years. According to them, we can most fruit-
fully look at the present situation in two other time frames, one going 
from 1945 to today, and the other going from circa 1450 to today. The 
period 1450 to today, marks the life cycle of the capitalist world economy, 
which has had its period of genesis, its period of normal development, 
and has now entered into its period of terminal crisis. The period from 
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1945 to today is of a typical Kondratieff cycle of the capitalist world-
economy, which divides into two parts: an A-phase or upward swing or 
economic expansion that went from 1945 to 1967/1973, and a B-phase 
or downward swing or economic contraction that has been going from 
1967/1973 till today and probably will continue for several more years. 
Its period of normal development has entered into its period of terminal 
crisis which coincides with the high point of United States hegemony in 
the world system (Wallerstein, 2003). 

 Since the Second World War there has been a deliberate selection 
of a more market-oriented approach by many countries and increased 
internationalization of economic activities. This tendency increased sig-
nificantly in the early 1980s as industrialized countries such as the US 
and the UK shifted towards greater market coordination of economic 
activities. Previously socialist countries, bringing their transition to cap-
italism, followed this trend in the early 1990s. During this period there 
also has been a widespread adoption of export-oriented development 
strategy and trade liberalization as a favored path to development all 
over the world either by choice or under compulsion by the Internation-
al Financial Institutions like the World Bank and the IMF (Pedersen, 
2000). Thus, we can see that the present day globalization is primarily 
supported by neo-liberal forces spearheaded by the US and its allies.

 In one major respect the pattern of globalization is very different 
from what the world has ever seen before. This is the mobility of finance 
capital whose flows have acquired giant proportions. Speculative capital 
today crosses the borders of the world on a scale completely unimagi-
nable earlier. This has lead to greed for quick profits despite its high 
volatility (Bidwai, 2006b).

 Corporations have become so powerful that just 200 top companies 
of the world control nearly one-third of the entire globe’s economic ac-
tivity. Their combined turnover is greater than the entire GDP of the 
world, barring just 10 countries. Some of these corporations like IBM or 
Shell are bigger than any of the 100 small countries of the world, roughly 
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one half of the world (Steger, 2002). All these giant corporations play 
the money game, the finance capital game, in which their speculative 
operations are more important than just the production and distribu-
tion of industrial goods. So, what we see now is this particular form of 
globalization, which wants to dismantle all barriers to the entry and exit 
of capital and countries like India are forced to make investment con-
vertible on the capital account. However, many economic crises in the 
recent past have shown that only those economies survive and flourish 
which actually resist capital account convertibility. 

 Another very important difference is that we have today powerful 
multilateral bodies like the financial institutions, the World Bank, IMF, 
and increasingly, WTO, which impose an agenda upon country after 
country. So, almost 140 countries – about two-third of the world’s total 
number of countries – have been through some form of so-called Struc-
tural Adjustment. They were forced to adopt free market policies, a part 
of what has been called Washington Consensus. In reality, it is not the 
governments of these countries, but the international financial institu-
tions which make their policies and vital economic decisions. Only two 
of them are based in Washington, namely the World Bank and the IMF. 
But they coordinate their activities and policies very closely with the US 
government. Hence, the ensemble of their policy regime is called the 
‘Washington Consensus’. This is the formula that country after country 
has followed, generally speaking, at the cost of causing great harm to the 
most vulnerable people in their societies (Caroline & Peter, 1997). 

 The Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 directed international 
attention to the need to control greenhouse gases. The slogan, “Fifty 
years is enough,” etched by the anti-globalization campaigners in 1994 
and the anti-globalization campaigns against landmines, Nike shoes, 
Nestle, Enron, etc. served to articulate the movement’s program. The 
1999 “Battle in Seattle” against the WTO was the first major victory for 
the movement. Since these events, the movement has sought to lay the 
foundation of a global civil society that can derail globalization. So the 
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neo-globalization initiators changed the track and developed a variety 
of nomological paradigms like “civil society,” “good governance,” uncor-
rupted privatization, government’s transparency, etc. (Steger, 2002).  

 The protesters of anti-globalization movement seek to have a break 
from capitalist control and dominance and oppose privatization and 
disinvestment policies of the capitalist government, reject foreign debt 
and call for unilateral liquidation. The resistant movements stand with 
the people of Iraq, Afghanistan and Palestine that are being crushed un-
der the jack-boots of US-led capitalist or Zionist aggression (Muralid-
haran, 2003).

 The present economic recession caused by the unregulated finance 
capital, a clear manifestation of the manifold limitations of neoliberal 
globalization, has further intensified the crisis of advanced capitalism. 
Hence, scholars like Bello (2007) have argued that neoliberal globaliza-
tion has already reached its high-water mark and is receding.  

Impact of Neoliberal Globalization

No doubt globalization has resulted in many tangible benefits to hu-
manity. However, according to Praful Bidwai (2006b) there are mainly 
three myths regarding neoliberal globalization which need to be un-
derstood in order to be able to fully appreciate the impact of neoliberal 
globalization. These myths are:  i) that it is totally a new brand; ii) that it 
is irresistible and inevitable; and iii) that it is good for the world’s public. 

 The first myth, that globalization is totally a new brand, is refuted in 
the previous section on the historical progress of globalization. Second 
myth, that it is irresistible and inevitable, is being increasingly attacked 
by social and political movements which are working effectively towards 
creating meaningful alternatives to the present form of globalization. 
The third myth, that it is good for the world’s public, was propagated 
through the idea of a global village which was predicted on the promises 
of widespread prosperity and economic globalization. It was also assert-
ed that this prosperity went hand in hand with delivering the fruits of 
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liberal democracy. The betrayal of these promises, however, is evident in 
growing inequalities and increased poverty (Callaghy, 1997). Ife (2001, 
p. 6) has argued that globalization and its effects on the well-being of 
humanity are ‘familiar demons in new clothing’, that is, old oppressions 
are simply being played out in new ways through globalizing forces. It 
has produced processes that undermine democracy, create cultural ho-
mogenization, and lead to increased extinction of natural species and 
environmental hazards (Dasgupta, 1998). These processes have also 
been generating new conflicts and spaces for clash and upsurge, dis-
tinguishing  between globalization from above and globalization from 
below (Brecher, Costello  & Smith, 2000).

 When the WTO imposed its agenda of trade liberalization in 1994, 
its officials predicted very confidently that the Global South, that is 
the developing countries, would benefit to the extent of $560 billion. 
However, the opposite happened. In just five years, between 1995 and 
2000, the First World robbed the Third World of something like $500 
billion. By raising protectionist barriers, the First World is denying to 
the Third World markets access to goods worth like $500 billion a year. 
It is roughly nine times higher than the flow of official development 
assistance which flows as global aid from the First World to the Third 
World. The total global aid is in the order of just $60 billion. Thus, what 
the rich countries give with one hand they take away with the other; or 
rather nine times more than what they actually give (Bidwai, 2006b).

 Even the First World, as a whole, has not gained from this process. 
The rate of unemployment has been growing. The capital from the First 
World countries has been fleeing to countries which offer very low rates 
of taxation, or where there are fewer controls, fewer environmental con-
trols, fewer labor laws, fewer restrictions on what can be produced lo-
cally and what can be imported. Only one-third of their population has 
been doing well while the two-thirds has been living either very close to 
the poverty line or hovering between the two extremes (Burbach, 2001).

 In the Third World only about 12 per cent of the population has been 
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doing well. In India, for example, the so-called Liberalization has pro-
duced perhaps somewhat higher growth, though not very much higher 
than in the decade of the 80s. However, employment rate has not im-
proved, the disparities between states have not been reduced, and eco-
nomic inequalities are not done away with. On the contrary, inequalities 
are growing at an explosive pace in much of the Third World and also in 
the First World (Nayyar, 1996). 

 In India today there are about 100,000 millionaires and they control 
something like 15 per cent of the total wealth of India. At the other 
end, the agrarian situation is very grim. Today, we have lost whatever 
we had gained in the 70s and 80s, by way of minimal food security. The 
government itself has admitted that during the past decade more than 
one lakh farmers have committed suicide. This model of development 
has resulted in high environment degradation. It has been contributing 
to the generation of carbon dioxide and other gases that warm the earth. 
This has risen to a point which is resulting in a catastrophe. It is not the 
mass of the population but the elite that is consuming more and more 
energy and resources. We’re all being taken for a huge, huge kind of con 
game by the Advertising and Sales Promotion Industry. The consumer 
has become victim of the sales promotion industry which are manufac-
turing newer needs and wants through free gifts and prizes and ‘scratch 
to win’ competitions (Sainath, 2004). 

 This process of globalization is leading to degradation of democracy 
by taking out of the economy, and increasingly out of the social pro-
cesses, very large numbers of poor people who are excluded from the 
consumer economy and the branded goods economy. This, de-democ-
ratization or the shrinking of democratic space of decision-making, has 
a lot to do with the loss of public control over economic processes. Cor-
porations are being regulated by no rules other than those made by the 
WTO and other corporate-dominated bodies and thus have remained 
much above the nation-level controls by Parliament (Nayyar, 2002). 

 As an illustration of this process it can be remembered here that 
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C H A P T E R  3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
 

Social research is theoretical, meaning that much of it is concerned 
with developing, exploring or testing the theories or ideas that social 
researchers have about how the world operates. But it is also empirical, 
meaning that it is based on observations and measurements of reality 
- on what we perceive of the world around us (Baker, 1994). Hence, an 
attempt has been made in this study to do justice to the theoretical as 
well as empirical aspects of the research topic. 

 As Jayaram (2006) opines “there is no one style of social research, 
with one method which is the method. Much depends on the question(s) 
that a researcher sets out to answer, and the ontological and epistemo-
logical assumptions that he/she makes” (p.2). Also, there is a growing 
consensus among the scholars in the field of social work research that 
both the approaches - positivist/quantitative approach and interpretive/
qualitative approach - could be very usefully combined as this would of-
fer better potential to build knowledge in social work (Rubin & Babbie, 
2004). Keeping this reality in mind, with the help of his research guides 
and some experts on research methodology, the researcher designed a 
methodology well-suited to find satisfactory answers to the research 
questions.

 Presented in the following pages is the explanation of the rationale, 
objectives and methods used for this study and the reasons as to why a 
particular method or technique is used.

Statement of the Problem

Although there have been many advantages of the present form of glo-
balization that could be enumerated, the overall impact, especially on 
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the weaker sections of society, has been disastrous (Hoogevelt, 1997). 
Loss of employment, decreased earnings and bargaining power, weak-
ening of labor laws, environmental degradation, forcible displacements, 
and silencing of the voices of dissent have been some of the prominent 
features of this trend (Amin, 1997). In the present context, U.S. imperi-
alism has been spearheading globalization to provide a free hand to the 
capitalists who control the state through their huge corporations (John, 
2006).

 India is not untouched by the processes of globalization and U.S. im-
perialism. The research done by the scholars shows that these processes 
have greatly impacted the political and economic policies of the country 
(Bagchi, 1994). The effects have been mainly felt in our country through 
New Economic Policy of 1991. The policies and programs of the gov-
ernment since 1991 have resulted in: i) Structural Adjustment Program 
(SAP), ii) influence of ‘external factors like International Monitory Fund 
(IMF) and World Bank through their various ‘conditionalities’, iii) com-
mitments to World Trade Organization’s guidelines, prescriptions and 
therapies, and, iv) short-term stabilization measures like withdrawal of 
subsidies, reduction in public expenditure and encouragement of priva-
tization (Bhalla & Agarwal, 1994).

 As a result of the above, the poor in general and the rural poor in 
particular feel greatly impoverished. On the one hand they are forced to 
make a shift from subsistence economy to market economy and on the 
other the development process is getting centralized in the urban areas 
(Datt, 2001). In general the scope for employment, especially in the un-
skilled and semi-skilled areas has been drastically reduced.  The safety 
nets for the poor and the subsidies in the agricultural sector have been 
reduced to the minimal despite the country facing grave agrarian crisis 
and hundreds of farmers committing suicide in despair.  Thus we are in 
a dilemma as to whether we can still call ourselves a welfare state (Gosh, 
2009). 

 This trend has not left out even the development sector. Today, even 
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the NGOs and development workers are evaluated based on the market 
criteria (Prabhakar, 2009). Development work, which was heavily de-
pendent on foreign aid, has suffered as funds are more and more getting 
channelized directly through the governments and not through NGOs 
(which, ultimately, as Chomsky points out, is determined by the mar-
ket forces). The purpose of all this is the control of the political and 
economic policies and programs of the beneficiary government by the 
funding government (Cohen & Arato, 1994).  The state too has steadily 
withdrawn from the development responsibilities, leaving even the re-
sponsibility and the right of provision of welfare oriented services in the 
hands of the market (Tandon, 2002; Eade & Ligteringen, 2006). 

 On the other hand, professionalization of social work education and 
practice too has had some negative impact on the spirit of social action 
(Desai, 2002 & Jacob, 1965).  Corporate ideology and culture have been 
steadily getting a stronghold of social work activities in general and so-
cial action in particular.  It should be noted here that in forging its early 
alliance with a scientific model of knowledge-building, social work was 
systematically pulled away from its value moorings. Professionalization 
of social work is also viewed as an ideological bulwark against egalitari-
anism, unionism and class struggle (Ife, 2001). By creating allegiance to 
the agency rather than to people in need and by downplaying issues of 
hierarchy and class division, the professional model, according to some 
of its critics, depoliticizes social work, and retards the social worker’s 
ability to engage in political struggle and movements (Allan, & Brisk-
man, 2003). 

 The social work profession in India mostly carries the legacy of the 
elitist urban middle class (Desai, 2002). It is still dependent on the west-
ern ideological framework which has led to more or less a hierarchical 
approach of work with people. Hence, it needs to urgently redefine the 
paradigms for professional intervention in practice, research and teach-
ing (Desai, 2002). 
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In such a scenario the challenges and dilemmas of social work profes-
sion have tremendously increased. According to Lata Narayanan (2008, 
p.107) ‘any profession would necessarily have to be conscious of the 
context in which it is operating in order to be relevant in its function-
ing. Social work has also been constantly evolving and attempting to 
redefine its mandate as per the changing needs of society’. She further 
elaborates the challenges faced by social work in India today in the fol-
lowing words:

 Today, the process of globalization and the ensuing problems have 
ensured that social work practice not only has to ‘indigenize’, but also 
needs to ‘internationalize’ strategies for practice. In India, one faces the 
duality of the phenomenon of technological changes and their impact 
on the one hand, and a traditional feudal society and mindset. One 
sees newer forms of oppression through the processes of liberalization, 
privatization and globalization. The role of civil society in strengthen-
ing democracy is increasingly being highlighted and recognized. Social 
work also faces the challenges of providing services at the local micro 
level, and seeking macro level solutions, dealing with structural causes, 
which are reinforced by globalization (p.108).

 Just like social work, even social action has its own set of problems 
and dilemmas in the present era of neoliberal globalization. It has been 
noted by some writers that the challenges and dilemmas of social activ-
ists have tremendously increased in the recent past. In the 1970s and 
80s the social activists had very radical views regarding the system and 
policies of the government (Joseph, 1995). They were actively involved 
in protests and rallies. However, with enormous rise in the influence of 
globalization and US imperialism (especially since 1991) social action 
in India has taken a backseat (Beher & Samuel, 2006). However, in a 
country like ours, that too in very challenging times like the present, 
social action should be the last thing to be given up. 

 Thinkers like Miloon Kothari (2006) have taken note of the fact that 
the locus of social action has changed and will continue to change in the 



102 NOAM CHOMSKY’S DISCOURSE ON GLOBALIZATION AND U.S.’ IMPERIALISM

context of rapid globalization. While the gulf between the rich and the 
poor grows ever deeper and wider it has become very hard to pin down 
in any precise way the institutions and policies that are ultimately re-
sponsible for this. It is because these are increasingly governed by forces 
that originate beyond and operate beyond territorial borders. In a broad 
sense, one can place responsibility at the door of the international finan-
cial institutions, such as the World Bank or of International Monitory 
Fund (IMF), or of World Trade Organization (WTO), or of bodies such 
as OECD, or the regional development banks such as Asian Develop-
ment Bank (ADB). But these are essentially inter-government bodies. 
Also, they very often work to protect the interest of the multinational 
enterprises. Hence, this form of globalization makes it difficult to iden-
tify and isolate ‘the culprit’. Companies move their operations from one 
location to another, experience boardroom takeovers, undergo merg-
ers and demergers across totally different sectors, and play the financial 
speculation games more quickly than we can scrutinize their behavior 
and expose shady and harmful practices. Thus, the forces that oppress 
and divide contemporary societies are stronger, more widespread, and 
more diverse than they have ever been (Samuel, 2000).  

 At the heart of all these is the need for social activists to be critically 
aware of the actual dynamics of globalization and imperialism and their 
influence on social action. This alone would enable them to determine 
their values, priorities and response in the highly indoctrinated and 
misleading environment led by the market forces. It is in this context 
that the researcher believes that Noam Chomsky’s discourse on global-
ization and US imperialism could provide a strong theoretical frame-
work to understand the challenges and constraints faced by social work 
in general and social action in particular. 

 Renowned scholar, founder of the modern science of linguistics, 
philosopher, political and social analyst, media critic, author of many 
books, winner of many prizes and awards, Professor Chomsky has been 
described by an intellectual biographer as having “a position in the his-
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tory of ideas on a par with Darwin or Descartes” (Ram, 2001). For the 
thousands of people around the world who buy his books and attend 
his lectures, Chomsky is a popular and respected guide to making sense 
of complex international realities, especially the complexities of world 
politics in general and U.S. foreign policy in particular (Edgley, 2005). 
He has widely written and lectured on topics ranging from the Vietnam 
war, the political economy of human rights, terrorism, and the mass 
media, to humanitarian intervention, and neoliberal globalization, 
amongst others. His methodology, built on the principles of scientific 
method laid out by Descartes is considered the most logical way to ar-
rive at reliable conclusions (Cogswell, 1996). It is because of these quali-
ties of his that eminent Indian economist Amiya Kumar Bagchi once 
remarked that Chomsky is one of the most amazing minds in the world 
today. He further elaborated that ‘he is a beacon for lesser people who 
are also intellectuals. The only person in my time, I think, who can be 
compared with him is perhaps Bertrand Russell’ (quoted in Chattopad-
hyay & Chaudhuri, 2001).

 Despite all these, rarely an attempt is made to understand the rel-
evance and implications of Chomsky’s thoughts to various social sci-
ences (Edgley, 2005), including professional social work. According to 
Chenni (2004) even those intellectuals who speak with a sense of dedi-
cation regarding thinkers like Derrida, Michel Foucault, and Lacan fail 
to speak and write about Chomsky and his thoughts. It could be either 
because of his demanding style of presentation or due to the indoctri-
nation which has biased the mind of the general academics. However, 
it is doubtless that in today’s oppressive environment of neoliberal glo-
balization, Chomsky’s ideas, analytical framework and method, and his 
views on current international affairs as well as on socio-political, intel-
lectual and media issues, needs the widest possible discussion (Ram, 
2001). The field of professional social work too would greatly benefit 
form his thoughts and method.

 Chomsky’s views on activism too have the potential to provide a new 
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direction and hope to Indian social action. Hence, certain questions like 
- does Chomsky’s discourse on globalization and U.S. imperialism help 
us to understand the real nature of the challenges of neoliberal global-
ization facing social work and social action in India?; do the views and 
experiences of Indian social activists regarding globalization, U.S. im-
perialism and activism have any parallels with that of Chomsky?; and 
if there is sufficient reason to believe that Chomsky’s ideas are relevant 
then what are its implications to social work profession and social action 
in India? - are some questions that could be very fruitfully researched. 
The present study is a modest effort in that direction.

The Aim and Objectives of the Study

The overall aim of the present research is to study Noam Chomsky’s 
discourse on globalization and U.S. imperialism in order to understand 
their possible implications to social action in India. 

The specific objectives of the study are as follows:

a) To study the views of the social activists in India regarding globaliza-
tion in order to ascertain if they have any parallels with Chomsky’s 
tenets on it.

b) To understand the opinions of the social activists in India regarding 
U.S. imperialism in order to explore possible parallels with Chom-
sky’s ideas on it.

c) To explore the perceptions of the social activists in India regarding 
the supportive environment for social action in India and the general 
influence of globalization on it.

d) To understand the views of the social activists in India on the pos-
sible responses to the challenges of globalization.

e) To study the views and suggestions of the social activists in India 
regarding revitalizing Indian social action to counter the negative 
impact of globalization and the U.S. imperialism.
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The above objectives are considered as guidelines in designing and im-
plementing the entire study scheme. Since the relevance and reliability 
of a study largely depends on the methodology followed, care has been 
taken in using appropriate techniques of data collection and analysis. 

Presumptions

The present study is based on the following presumptions:

a) Chomsky’s views on globalization and U.S. imperialism provide a 
rational base for the analysis of the political and economic policies 
of India, especially since  1991

b) There is some relationship between U.S. imperialism and the Indian 
political and economic policies since 1991 

c) The position and relevance of social action in India has changed rad-
ically due to the impact of globalization 

d) There is sufficient scope for developing viable alternatives to global-
ization and U.S. imperialism through re-strategized social action 
based on the insights provided in Chomsky’s discourse 

Major Tenets of Chomsky

The researcher, in consultation with various scholars, has listed the fol-
lowing major tenets of Chomsky’s discourse on globalization and the 
U.S. imperialism. The main objective of delineating these tenets is to 
provide a better focus to the collection and analysis of the data. The fol-
lowing are the major tenets of Chomsky’s discourse:

Tenets on Globalization and US Imperialism

a) Globalization, as practiced today, has been primarily spearheaded by 
advocates of the investor-rights style of integration that is built into 
the so-called “free trade agreements,” with their complex mixture of 
liberalization, protectionism, and undermining of popular demo-
cratic control over policy. 

b) The basic feature of this form of globalization is the marginalization 
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of the majority for the profit of a few.

c) Globalization and U.S. imperialism operate hand in hand for the 
benefit of each other. 

d) The foreign policy of the U.S. is full of double standards. While 
preaching democracy and freedom for all, it actually has been pro-
moting, supporting and allying itself with non-democratic and re-
pressive organizations and states.

e) Corporate America’s commitment to “free enterprise” is only a fa-
çade meant to mislead others and it primarily aims at obtaining 
enough power within a particular market through financial profits to 
become immune from direct competition and to demand substantial 
government subsidies.

f) Even when the U.S. gives foreign aid it places conditions such that 
the recipients are forced to purchase American goods.  

g) The wealthy control the state in various ways both directly and 
through their corporate institutions. Lobbying and campaign financ-
ing are the obvious examples of this. 

h) The wealthy have joined with their colleagues throughout the world 
to form a “de facto world government” to ensure the perpetual tri-
umph of capitalism. They achieve it through institutions such as the 
United Nations (UN), the World Bank, the International Monitory 
Fund (IMF), and the World Trade Organization (WTO).

i) Even the intellectuals and mass media are oriented towards, con-
sciously or unconsciously, “manufacturing consent” to the designs of 
the corporate interests.

j) There are many possible alternatives to the present form of globaliza-
tion.
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Tenets on Social Action

a) The understanding of political systems and political events is within 
the reach of everyone: “experts” and “managers are not needed for 
political analysis, criticism and decisions.

b) Most of the people recognize the fact that the system gives them little 
control; that is why there is often little interest in the political pro-
cess. 

c) Sports and entertainment are promoted by the state to distract its 
citizens from real issues.

d) It is only through dissent we can hope for an alternative system. 

e) The labor unions and labor based political parties must be part of the 
process of dissent that works towards the creation of an alternative 
system. 

f) To achieve the sort of society that will allow the full development of 
individual potential, the populace must demand governmental sup-
port of alternative modes of production that are not solely measured 
by profit.  

g) We need to work towards a democracy wherein all individuals are 
empowered to participate in all matters of concern to them, includ-
ing economic and market choices.

h) Intellectuals have a great responsibility in the task of dissent and 
working for a meaningful alternative as truth and rationality are the 
greatest weapons of the oppressed. 

Operational Definitions

The meaning and definitions of most terms can be deeply contested. 
One of the first duties of the researcher is to state the definition of the 
major terms of the study. Hence, the researcher wishes to present here 
the operational definitions of some of the important concepts that form 
the core of the present study.



108 NOAM CHOMSKY’S DISCOURSE ON GLOBALIZATION AND U.S.’ IMPERIALISM

Globalization

For the purpose of this study the term globalization is understood to be: 

 ‘…a euphemism for the imperialist strategy of the capitalism in crisis. It is imple-
mented through the programmes of the IMF and World Bank, viz. Microeconomic 
Stabilization and Structural Adjustment Programmes in the countries that needed 
assistance of these institutions to get over their financial crisis which were invariably 
the results of the exploitative strategies of their imperialist patrons. In the unipolar 
world hegemonised by the USA, globalization has become a ruling creed, a veritable 

religion of the elites’ (Telumbde, 2003, p.18). 

 This definition is chosen as it is closest to Chomsky’s views on glo-
balization and is well-suited for our study.

U.S. Imperialism

As Chomsky (2000b) opines U.S. imperialism is understood as ‘hege-
mony of the U.S. over other countries as world’s sole superpower by 
trying to organize the world according to its strategic and economic in-
terests through military and economic means’ (p. 15). 

Social Action

The definition of social action used for this study is that of Britto (Sid-
diqui, 1984). It is relatively contemporary and emerges from the Indian 
context. It goes as follows:

 Social action is a conflictual process of varying intensity, initiated 
and conducted by the masses or by a group of elites, with or without 
the participation of the masses in the action against the structures or 
institutions or policies or programmes or procedures of the government 
and/or relevant agencies/or power groups, to eradicate/control any 
mass socio-economic political problem with a view to bringing better-
ment to any section of the under-privileged at a level larger than that of 
a sociologically defined community ( p. 50).
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Social Activist

Social activist, for the purpose of this study, is defined as: 

 ‘an activist is a person who is committed to working with the poor and the disadvan-
taged to help them organize themselves to bring about change in the present social, 
economical and political structures and create a free and more equitable social or-
der.’ (“Conscientisation and Social Action – Experiences and Convictions of Some 

Indian Change Agents”, p. 9).

Study Design

The major purpose of any research can be broadly divided into four cat-
egories: i) exploration, ii) description, iii) diagnosis, and iv) explanation 
(Kothari, 1990). The purpose of the present study is ‘exploration’. The 
reason for choosing such a design are mainly two-fold: i) there hasn’t 
been much research done in the field chosen for study, and, ii) the area 
under study is too vast for a clear measurement and description. 

 Thus, instead of fitting realities into ideological frames, with the help 
of the above-mentioned approach and steps, the researcher has attempt-
ed to understand the phenomena of globalization, U.S. imperialism and 
social action in keeping with the pertinent objectives of this study.

Study Population

The universe of this study consists of all the social activists in India. 
However, as the number of social activists is too vast and spread out, 
the researcher decided to delimit the area with the help of inclusion and 
exclusion criteria. The operational definition accepted for the study also 
helped him in clearly defining the study population. It was recognized 
that ‘an activist is different from a development worker in so far as the 
main objective of the activist is organization of the disadvantaged people 
to bring about change in the present system and not to work for marginal 
improvements in the economic conditions of people without question-
ing the overall structures of society’ (“Conscientisation and Social Action 
– Experiences and Convictions of Some Indian Change Agents”, 1985).
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Thus, only those activists who were eligible from the perspective of the 
inclusion and exclusion criteria and operational definition were consid-
ered for the study.  

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

As mentioned, certain criteria were kept in mind in deciding the popu-
lation and samples for the study. Those activists who fulfilled the in-
clusion criteria were sought to be included as possible samples for the 
study. Also, certain others who, although could be considered as activ-
ists under some other circumstances, were not included in the study in 
keeping with the exclusion criteria. The overall purpose of this exercise 
was to ensure better focus and uniformity in the selection of the samples.

 The inclusion and exclusion criterion used for the selection of sam-
ples is as below:

a. Inclusion Criteria

 i. Those who have worked for at least ten years in the field of 
social action.

 ii. Those who have as their primary aim the structural change of 
society rather than adjustmental change to suit the external re-
ality.

 iii. Those who are engaged in dissident activities like protest ral-
lies, signature campaigns, etc.

b.  Exclusion Criteria

 i. Those who are focused primarily on welfare activities.

 ii. Those who have definite affiliation to any political party or or-
ganization.

It was insisted that the possible respondent be of at least with ten years 
experience in the field to ensure sufficient engagement/encountering 
with the issues of globalization and U.S. imperialism through their work. 
Those actively involved in transformational work alone were sought to 
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C H A P T E R  5

INTERPRETATION AND 
DISCUSSION

The major objective of this chapter is to discuss the possible conclu-
sions and their inferences to social action in India, based on the results/
the findings presented in the previous chapter. As discussed, the con-
clusions of the study indicate only the probabilities and not certainties. 
Nevertheless, they provide us with sufficient basis to discuss the impli-
cations to social work profession in general and social action in particu-
lar. They also help us to open up potential areas for further research. 
The discussion is done in five parts: i) general profile of the respondents, 
ii) views on globalization, iii) views on US imperialism, iv) perceptions 
regarding the supportive environment for social action and the general 
influence of globalization on it, v) views on the possible responses to 
the challenges of globalization, and vi) opinions and suggestions on the 
means and strategies to revitalize social action in India.

General Profile of the Respondents

The result of the data on the state/s the respondent has been working 
in (Table 01) mainly reveals the disproportional representation of the 
respondents. Apart from the organizational constraints of the study, ex-
plained in chapter 4, the disproportional representation could also be 
indicative of the regional disparities in the spread of the social activists 
in India. The spread of social activists could be affected based on many 
factors like access to modern infrastructure, need for visibility of their 
work and such other convenience.  Further research in this area could 
throw more light on the questions raised in this section.
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The data on age and sex distribution of the respondents (Table 02) 
shows that older persons as well as women in general are under repre-
sented. According to a study of Social Action Groups and their Activists 
by George Joseph (1996) with special reference to Karnataka, the age 
of social activists ranges between 20 years to 65 years. There are more 
middle aged activists, falling within the age group of 30 years to 45 years 
than the older ones. His study too had found that there are more men 
activists than women activists (only 32%). This could be due to acciden-
tal or actual reasons. 

 However, the researcher feels that the aspect of lesser number of old-
er persons (i.e. only 18.7% above the age group of 51 years and above) 
requires further probing. Even though India as a nation is facing the 
problem of greater graying, the portion of the activists among them, as 
presented in the study, is comparatively smaller. There could be several 
reasons for this. One reason could be that as activism requires people to 
be highly energetic only the younger generation (i.e. 30-50) can manage 
to actively get involved in this. Another reason could be that as activism 
requires people to possess high degree of idealism and optimism, the 
stress and the strain involved in the course of action might have led a 
large chunk of them to get disillusioned about possibility of real change 
and forced them to drop out as they grew older and ‘wiser’ in this pro-
cess. Yet another reason could be that the country-wide socio-economic 
changes in the recent past have encouraged the younger generation 
to enter this field due to the career options or opportunities for social 
transformation. Thus, the demographic profile of the activists could be 
taken up for further probing in the future.

 Similar to the data on the age of the respondents the data on their 
years of experience (Figure 01) shows that there is a very small portion 
of them with more than 20 years of experience.  This again could be due 
either accidental or revealing the actual position. The study by Joseph 
(1996) shows that many NGOs too wind up their activities after a period 
of twenty years. Hence, this area too requires greater data and probing 
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to arrive at any specific conclusion. 

 As seen in Table 03, only 16.7 percent of the respondents have re-
ceived formal training in social work. A study by N.V. Lalitha (1975) 
on Voluntary Work in India, undertaken in 1970s, showed that the rep-
resentation of professional social workers in the NGO sector is only 13 
percent. It also revealed that these social workers are involved in very 
little of social action. This is quite natural, given the fact that social work 
education has had limited reach and also that social action is a field 
where commitment and interest matter more than qualification. Also 
it is an accepted fact that many of the social work trained personnel 
end up either in corporate sector or welfare-oriented services. However, 
even those of the social work trained activists are found in much lesser 
number in an area like environment (2.5%) and are totally absent in a 
very relevant area like Dalit movement. Thus, social work trained ac-
tivists not only seem to be involved in very traditional fields but also 
not involve in highly relevant and conflictual areas like Dalit and labor 
movement. 

Views on Globalization

Out of the results presented in Table 04, most notable aspect is the ac-
ceptance of few of the respondents (3.8%) that nothing of globalization 
is bad. Although the number of respondents who have taken this posi-
tion is negligible the fact that such a view also is strongly adhered to 
by saying that ‘it offers opportunities for “development”’ and that ‘it is 
an “inevitable” process which needs to be effectively used to one’s ad-
vantage’ in fact dislodges the common belief that all those who identify 
themselves as social activists are anti-capitalists or anti-globalization-
ists. Another important factor to be noted is that only 2.5% each (i.e. 
only 6 respondents each) of the total respondents have recognized that 
‘globalization is led by aggressive transnational capitalism’ and that ‘it is 
nothing but imperialism in another form’. The rest offer very commonly 
held observations like only the rich become richer and negative impact 
on economy and environment. Thus, the views held by only a minority 
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of respondents comes close to Chomsky’s analysis which recognizes the 
present day globalization as primarily spearheaded by advocates of the 
investor-rights style of integration led by the capitalists.

 Chomsky (1994) opines that globalization is in fact built into “free 
trade agreement”, with their complex mixture of liberalization and pro-
tectionism. The opinion of the respondents over “free trade agreements”, 
however, is divided. Although majority of the respondents (79.6%) have 
corroborated Chomsky’s observation, the others have either said that it 
is really free or that they are unsure of the position. This is very striking, 
given the fact that the respondents are not ordinary persons but social 
activists who are expected to provide common people on such common 
occurrences of the globalization agenda. 

 Chomsky has held that the basic feature of the present form of glo-
balization is the marginalization of the majority for the profit of a few 
(Barsky, 1997). As seen in table 03, there are a few respondents (6.7%) 
who believe that this is not true while an equal number of them say that 
they are unsure of the actual condition. Both these positions seem to be 
strange as empirical studies on the effect of globalization have clearly 
shown that even though the GDP of certain nations has risen under the 
globalization regime the gulf between the rich and the poor has only 
increased. This points towards lack of a minimal awareness regarding 
the effects of globalization on the part of some of the persons claiming 
to be social activists.

 Another important tenet of Chomsky regarding the present form of 
globalization is that it has been undermining popular democratic con-
trol over policy. The analysis presented in figure 04 shows that only 67.1 
percent of the respondents corroborate this view of Chomsky. ‘Democ-
racy’ is a value held in high esteem by most of the social activists. Hence, 
it does not seem proper that many of them are aware of the dynamics 
of the present day globalization which in reality has scant regard for 
people’s opinions and concerns. 
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Chomsky has observed that globalization has been consistently attempt-
ing to break the unity and strength of the workers all over the world to 
ensure the free reign of finance capital. Only 75 percent of the respon-
dents support this view of Chomsky. Some of them have even asserted 
that the Indian labor movements are insulated from the ill-effects of 
globalization due to strong pro-worker labor legislation in the country. 
This view seems to be in direct opposition to the research findings that 
show diluting and flouting of the labor laws after the onset of globaliza-
tion in India (Nayyar, 1996; Chandrashekar & Gosh, 2009; and Sen & 
Himanshu, 2004).

 The response of the activists to the question on ‘if liberalization of 
economy has benefited all sections of Indian society’ too is quite di-
vided (Figure 05). Only 68.3 percent of the respondents say that it has 
not benefitted all sections of our society.  Eminent scholars have found 
that Dalits, women and certain sections of children are either highly 
exploited or simply left behind by the various processes of globalization 
(Telumbde, 2003; Buggi, Reddy, & Gowda, 2001 & Byres, 1998). Hence, 
the opinions of some of the ‘social activists’ is diametrically opposed 
to such scholarly expositions.  Also, strange is the explanation of some 
of the respondents who believe that liberalization has benefited all sec-
tions of Indian society that globalization has made the Indian economy 
inclusive (Table 06). This again is challenging the views of scholars that 
globalization has a homogenizing effect while in reality promoting di-
visive and individualistic attitudes. When it comes to specifying which 
section of the Indian society has not benefitted from the processes of 
globalization, only a few point out that it is all sections except the upper 
castes and capitalists (Table 07). Though this category of respondents is 
only a minority they are right in specifying the conjunction of the caste 
dynamics with that of the globalization. It is, however, striking that most 
of the other activists are neither able to recognize the role of the upper 
castes nor the capitalists in utilizing the designs of globalization to their 
advantage. 
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Next question taken up was ‘opinion on if the government has been 
withdrawing from its welfare responsibilities’ (Table 08). Indian state, 
since its inception, had taken upon itself the welfare responsibilities to 
support the large portion of its population which was landless and poor. 
However, there has been a perception that the state has been withdraw-
ing from its welfare responsibilities in the areas such as health and edu-
cation. Government has also been opening up these fields for private 
investment in a phased manner. The research done in the area by vari-
ous scholars has mainly led to two sets of conclusions. First set of con-
clusions state that the manner and degree of government responsibility 
towards welfare schemes has definitely changed as part of the global-
ization process, but, it is not right to say that government has totally 
withdrawn from this responsibility (D’Souza, 2006). Second set of con-
clusions, mainly comprising of economists, has gone on to show that the 
government of India has been withdrawing from its welfare duties in a 
big way (Buggi, Reddy, & Gowda, 2001; Byres, 1998; and Chandrashekar  
& Gosh, 2009). The opinions of the respondents of our study, however, 
are highly divided. It is quite surprising to note that 22.1 percent of the 
respondents have stated that the government has not been withdrawing 
from its welfare responsibilities and 12.1 percent of them have said that 
they are unsure of the answer. Being close to the issues touching the lives 
of people should have made them understand how the withdrawal of 
benefits like Universal Public Distribution System and various subsidies 
by the government has had negative impact on the lives of people. Simi-
larly, some of the people who have opined that government has been 
withdrawing from its welfare responsibilities say that it is done for the 
sake of improving the economic efficiency and to realize a vision of a vi-
brant economy. Studies done by eminent economists, however, indicate 
that withdrawal of the state from welfare responsibilities was mainly due 
to the pressure by the forces of globalization and the capitalistic agenda 
of Indian capitalists.

 Opinion of the respondents on the influence of globalization on the 
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people they have been working with is also highly divided. Many have 
opined that it is either highly (30.4%) or moderately (38.3%) negative 
while there are a few who opine that either there is no perceptible change 
(17.1%) or that the influence is moderately positive (14.2%).  This divi-
sion of opinion of the people could be due to different categories of peo-
ple the social activists have been working with. The people working with 
certain sections of the middle class would have found that there is no 
perceptible change or that there has been moderately positive impact on 
their lives due to the newer economic opportunities received by them as 
a result of privatization and liberalization in the country. However, this 
hypothesis requires further data to arrive at valid conclusions. 

Views on US Imperialism

It is one of the basic tenets of Chomsky that globalization and US impe-
rialism operate hand in hand for the benefit of each other (Fox, 2001). 
The questions under this section were aimed at exploring the views of 
the respondents regarding various issues concerning this and related te-
nets of Chomsky. It has to be noted that US imperialism, in comparison 
to globalization, is not a commonly discussed topic among the general 
public. Social activists, however, are expected to be acquainted with this 
as many of the issues of globalization are intrinsically linked with it.  
Hence, it becomes quite important to understand if the social activists 
are, in general, familiar with the issues related to US imperialism.

 There is a high difference of opinion among the respondents on if the 
US could be termed a country with imperialistic tendencies (Table 10). 
As many as 29.6 percent of the respondents said that they are unsure if 
the US has imperialistic designs while 5.8 percent of them denied any 
possibility of the US being imperialistic in nature. This could be due 
to the respondents’ lack of following of international affairs and also 
sharing the naïve views of the general public certain stereotypic percep-
tion that the US embodies respect for freedom and democracy and that 
when it comes to Third world countries, it has only altruistic intentions. 
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To the question on ‘if the US has been spearheading the present form 
of globalization’ (Table 11) many have said ‘yes’ (53.9%) while a large 
number of them have said that they are ‘unsure’ (31.7%) of the answer. 
About 14.6 percent of them have even said that the US has not been 
spearheading the present form of globalization. This not only indicates 
lack of unity in the knowledge and analyses of the respondents but also 
reflects their lack awareness regarding certain dynamics taking place at 
the international level.

 Among those who have said that the US does not spearhead the pres-
ent form of globalization, a majority of them (65.7%) have said that the 
US is only reaping the fruits of the ‘open’ market system, implying that 
they believe that there is an open market system and that it is beyond 
the control of any country. This view, however, is in contradiction with 
the views of the scholars who have established that globalization the 
market is full of rules of protectionism, designed to favor the elites, and 
also that its processes are designed and managed for the benefit of a few 
(Bardhan, 2005; Bhambhri, 2005 and Chandrasekhar, & Ghosh, 2009). 

 When asked ‘if the US foreign policy, which heavily affects the pro-
cesses of globalization, is full of double standards,’ the opinion of the re-
spondents was highly divided. Even though a majority of them (67.1%) 
recognized the double standards, many of them (22.9%) said that they 
are ‘unsure’ if that it the case, while the rest (10%) said that they do 
not think that such a situation obtains. Among those who denied that 
American foreign policy is full of double standards gave a naïve reason 
that ‘Americans are known for their straightforward nature’ reflecting a 
stereotypical attitude. This opinion goes against what Chomsky and oth-
er scholars (Chomsky, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1999, 2000, 2003a, 
2003b, 2006; Bhambhri, 2005  & Nayyar, 1996) have very conclusively 
proven.

 The opinion of the respondents on ‘if America has been sincere in its 
practice of “free enterprise”’ is also highly divided. What is significant 
is about 30.4 percent of the respondents said that they are ‘not sure’ if 
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America is sincere. This, again, shows that many of the respondents are 
not well-informed regarding the facts of protectionism and such other 
measures through which America has been protecting the interests of 
its elites in the name of “free enterprise” (Chomsky, 2006; and Edgley, 
2000).

 For the question on the influence of America’s hypocritical practice 
of “free enterprise” on American economy, while many of the respon-
dents pointed out various negative influences, some of them have said 
that Indian economy is resilient enough to face the challenge of global-
ization. This reflects the usual, simplistic explanation which does not 
sufficiently appreciate the well-proven linkages and dependence of the 
Third World countries on the advanced ones (Nayyar, 1996; and Sen, & 
Himanshu, 2004).

 To the question on ‘if multilateral institutions like the UN and its 
allies have been favoring America and its allies in their neo-liberal poli-
cies’ the opinion is divided. As usual, a large chunk of the respondents 
(28.4%) have said that they are not sure of the state of affairs regarding 
this matter (Figure 07).   This again shows that they are unaware of the 
debates and discussions regarding how the multilateral institutions with 
a mandate for spreading peace and prosperity in the globe are either 
actively manipulated or rendered ineffective by America and its allies to 
suit their neo-liberal designs (Banerji, 2000; and Bhambhri, 2005).

 On Chomsky’s assertion that ‘the wealthy in America and developed 
countries have joined other elites throughout the world to ensure per-
petual triumph of capitalism’ a few (8.3%) have disagreed, while 35.4 
percent have said that they are unaware of such a trend (Figure 4.08). 
Chomsky (1993) and some other scholars (Chandrashekar & Gosh, 
2009; Nayyar, 1996; Varshey, 2004), however, have shown that when it 
comes to protecting the interests of capitalism there is active coopera-
tion and collaboration among all the wealthy of the world. 

 Chomsky (2003a; 2003b), and others have shown that America’s “war 
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on terror” is mainly based on economic and political interests (Bhamb-
hri, 2005; Cherian, 2009; Varshey, 2004).  While a majority of the respon-
dents (63.3%) have agreed that it is full ulterior motives, many (32.5%) 
have also said that they are ‘not sure’ regarding the motives for ‘war on 
terror’ (Table ). Thus, the divided opinion of the respondents shows that 
many of them have not tried to appraise themselves regarding even the 
most hotly debated wars like the war on Iraq and Afghanistan. 

 Some of the scholars have said that the foreign funds always come 
with the strings attached to them (Karat, 1984; Kothari, 1984). However, 
it is not easy for anyone to understand its real objectives as it comes in 
the name of noble goals like spreading literacy reducing poverty. How-
ever, majority of the respondents (74.2%) were able to identify certain 
hidden interests in giving aid (Table 15), while some of them (32.6%) 
said that they themselves have experienced certain conditionalities 
while receiving foreign aid (Figure 09).  

 Just as Chomsky (1993) has shown how the corporations control the 
national and international policies of the American government, in In-
dia too certain scholars have pointed to the nexus between the capitalists 
and the political system to show how the policies of the government are 
influenced to favor the elite (Bhambhri, 2005; Byres, 1998; Nayar, 2001). 
Majority of the respondents (75.4%) have agreed with this kind of an 
observation (Figure 10). This could be because, during the course of 
their working with the disadvantaged section of the society, they would 
have directly observed how the governmental policies benefit mostly 
the capitalists who wish to manage to get policies and laws to exploit the 
natural and human resources available all over the country.  However, 
we do not know if the respondents have followed how the capitalists in-
fluence even the policies of at the international level. When asked about 
the nature of the corporations which manage to influence government 
policies majority of the respondents (84%) rightly identified both na-
tional and transnational corporations (Figure 11). 

 Many scholars (Chandrashekar & Gosh, 2009; Nayar, 2001) have 
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shown how corporations’ claim for tax breaks and exception to the reg-
ulatory principles of the state is unethical. However, many respondents 
(23.3%) state that it is justified on the part of the corporations to claim 
such benefits, while many others (37.9%)  say that they are ‘not sure’ if 
it is justified (Figure 12).  This shows that the respondents lack clarity 
regarding such issues.

 When asked to give their opinion on the impact of India’s attempt 
to emulate the American development model some of the respondents 
(13.7%) have said that there is no perceptible impact while some others 
(14.6%) have opined that it is moderately positive (Table 17). This could 
be because they have only the GDP of the country as the parameter of 
their judgment. Even if we think that economic growth is considered 
as the sole criterion for their evaluation of the impact, many scholars 
(Banerji, 2000; Chandrashekar & Gosh, 2009; Nayyar, 1996) have shown 
that even this growth is not inclusive. This goes on to show that lack of 
familiarity of the respondents regarding the issues concerning the form 
and status of the capitalism in operation.   

Perceptions Regarding the Supportive Environment for Social 
Action in India and the General Influence of Globalization on it

The first question to assess the respondents’ opinion on the support-
ive environment for social action in India was ‘if the Indian political 
dynamics is very complex for the ordinary citizens to understand’. The 
response to this question is of great significance, because only when the 
activist believes that people are capable enough to know and judge the 
political processes by themselves will he/she allow their full participa-
tion. Chomsky believes that people have sufficient ability to know how 
the political system functions. However, the propaganda on the part of 
the state misleads people (Rai, 1995). There are certain Indian schol-
ars who believe that the political context in India is too complex for 
common people to understand (Bardhan, 2005; Bhambhri, 2005; Buggi, 
Reddy & Gowda, 2001). 

 The respondents’ opinion on the issue of the complexity of Indian 
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political situation is divided (Table 18). Majority of them (55.4%) agree 
that the political dynamics is too complex for people to comprehend it, 
while 21.3 percent opine that it is not that complex. What is very sur-
prising, however, is that a sizable number of respondents have opined 
that they are ‘not sure’ of the answer, despite their working so closely 
with the people. This could be due to lack of sufficient listening to and 
engaging with people’s political life. A possible evidence to this is that 
to a question on the reason for common people being deceived by the 
political and business class quite a few of them (13.7%) have said that 
they are ‘not sure’ of the reason (Table 19). Among the reasons cited for 
the complexity of the political dynamics in India the reason that there 
are too many political parties to contend with and that there is a caste-
class-religion nexus of the politicians in India, seem to bring out the dif-
ferences between the American and Indian political situation. However, 
Chomsky’s analysis of the state propaganda system being in general re-
sponsible for people not being able to think straight regarding political 
matters may have some relevance in Indian context as well. 

 Chomsky opines that sports and entertainment are promoted by the 
government to distract the attention of the public from the real issues 
(Barsky, 1997). However, the respondents of this study have opined 
that cited lack of education, blind allegiance to some party, etc. as the 
reasons for ordinary people being deceived by the political and busi-
ness class. Only one respondent has corroborated Chomsky’s view that 
governmental patronage to sports and entertainment is the reason for 
people being deceived.

 To a question on ‘if the general public shows sufficient interest in 
the social action initiatives taken up by them’ 45.4 percent have said 
that they do not receive sufficient cooperation (Table 20). A few of them 
have even cited governmental patronage to sports and entertainment 
(N=109, 9.2%), and the distractions offered by globalization (N=109, 
5.5%) as the reasons for it. Some others have cited loss of trust in NGOs 
(N=109, 21.1%) as the reason for lack of cooperation. This reflects great 
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