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MCQ’S FOR PRELIMINARY EXAM 

1. With reference to credit bureau in India, which of the following statements is/are correct? (Indian 

Economy) 

I. Currently there are three credit bureaus in India. 

II.The bureaus are regulated by the RBI under the Credit Information Companies (Regulation) Act, 

2005. 

Select codes: 

a) I 

b) II 

c) I, II 

d) None of these. 

2. AS per Global Hunger Index (GHI), which of the following statements is/are correct?(Curreent 

Affairs) 

I. GHI is done by the Washington-based International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) 

II. The 2017 GHI rankings are based on three health indicators for children aged less than five years. 

Select codes: 

a) I 



 

 

b) II 

c) I, II 

d) None of these. 

DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS FOR MAIN EXAMINATION. 

1. State whether a proper assessment of environmental social benefits and social costs of income 

growth is warranted so that policies can be directed towards setting environmentally sustainable 

growth rates? (Ecology & Environment) 

2. Discuss the role of U.S in resolving deadlock over UNSC permanent member status for India. 

(Foreign Affairs) 

SOLUTION (MCQ’S) 

1.b 

Explanation: Currently, there are four credit bureaus in India — Credit Information Bureau (India) 

Limited (CIBIL), Equifax, Experian, and CRIF Highmark. 

2.c 

Explanation: GHI is done by the Washington-based International Food Policy Research Institute 

(IFPRI). The 2017 GHI rankings are based on the percentage of under-nourished population and 

three health indicators for children aged less than five years------------ 

(1) wasting (low weight for height) 

(2) stunting (low height for age) and 

(3) mortality 

DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS: 

MODEL ANSWERS 

1.Context: Economists concerned about sustainable development advocate low levels of economic 

growth since with large expansions in national income come negative environmental consequences 

such as pollution. These adversely affect the environmental quality and economic welfare of 

individuals and households dependent on the environment for their basic livelihood. 



 

 

The Indian perspective: Studies that have attempted to estimate the economic costs of 

environmental damages in India have revealed some striking findings. For example, a 2013 World 

Bank study highlighted that in India, a higher level of economic growth maintained in the past 

imposed ₹3.75 trillion worth of environmental damage cost, which is equivalent to 5.7% of the 

country’s GDP at 2009 prices. Another study by the World Bank and the Institute for Health Metrics 

and Evaluation at the University of Washington found that India’s air pollution alone caused welfare 

loss equivalent to 7.69% (approximately ₹31,316.2 billion) of its GDP in 2013. 

In India, millions of households and economic activities utilise these ecosystem services for 

production and consumption. Though economically highly valuable, ecosystem services are not 

traded in the markets and, therefore, their true values are not reflected in the system. Therefore, 

the actual value of economic welfare lost due to loss of ecosystem services will be much higher than 

what is being currently estimated. 

Reforms in pollution control: Another issue is that the current method of GDP estimation treats 

environmental damage costs as income. Since development policies give more priority to income 

and employment generation, implementation of pollution control policies are very poor. For 

example, pollution control measures implemented in the bleaching and dying units in Tiruppur, 

Tamil Nadu, for more than 25 years did not achieve any pollution reduction. In fact, the measures 

led to not only the closure of these units in 2011 but had already caused significant irreversible 

damage to the health, agriculture and livestock sectors in that region. Regional poverty and 

inequality in income are caused by such ineffective policies. 

An important lesson from empirical studies on environmental damage is that the size of 

environmental social costs is significantly higher than the social benefits being brought about by GDP 

growth. This means, if we try to increase income and employment in traditional sectors, we lose 

them in other sectors that are dependent on the environment. Sometimes, the economic losses are 

much higher than the gains of income growth. 

Looking ahead: Since GDP growth and environmental damage have a strong positive relationship, 

lower growth in GDP could afford benefits. Though there is an uncertainty in determining 

environmentally desirable growth rate, maintaining 5-6% growth rate with strict environmental 

regulation is supposed to reduce environmental damage significantly. A proper assessment of 

environmental social benefits and social costs of income growth is warranted so that policies can be 

directed towards setting environmentally sustainable growth rates. Efforts to develop environmental 

accounting and green GDP for India can help us achieve sustainable development in future. 



 

 

2.Context: Some recent statements of Nikki Haley, the U.S. Permanent Representative to the UN, 

suggest, in a somewhat befuddled manner, that the American position on an expansion of the 

Security Council is evolving to favour India’s permanent membership without the power of the veto. 

But instead of exploring the idea further with the U.S., the Indian “government sources” which 

responded to Ms. Haley took a combative position and stated that there was no change in India’s 

stand that it should have “the same obligations, responsibilities and prerogatives as the existing 

permanent members of the Security Council.” India seemed unaware that it had, together with the 

others in G-4 (Brazil, Germany and Japan), conceded that veto should not be an issue, at least for the 

present. 

U.S stand: 

• When India put forward the proposal for an expansion of the non-permanent membership 

of the Security Council in 1979, the U.S. opposed it vehemently. But after the end of the Cold 

War, when the pressure mounted for expansion of permanent membership, the U.S. took 

the position that it could live with “one or two” additions to permanent membership, 

without identifying the countries. 

• During his visit to India in 2010, President Barack Obama had said he looked “forward to a 

reformed UN Security Council that includes India as a permanent member.” This gladdened 

India, but the U.S. delegation did not take any follow-up action at the UN. 

• The compilation of the views of member states, published two years ago, clearly indicated 

that the U.S. merely favoured a “modest expansion”, without supporting any formula under 

consideration and no alteration or expansion of the veto. Unlike France and the U.K., the 

U.S. made no mention of support to India as a permanent member.  

Looking ahead: 

• Among the permanent members, the opinion of France was closest to India’s in the sense 

that it supported the addition of five new permanent members, including India, without any 

objection to veto being extended to them. The U.K. supported the G-4 without the power of 

veto. Russia, an old supporter of India, was non-committal and China indicated that the time 

had not come for any serious negotiations on the subject. 

• Ms. Haley’s statement opens up the possibility of permanent membership for India without 

veto. A draft resolution circulated by the candidates had already conceded that they would 

not expect to have the veto at least for 15 years. Thus a meeting point has emerged 



 

 

between the U.S. and G-4. But since it appeared that she had framed her comment for the 

consumption of Indian Americans, it looks like a PR exercise, nothing more. 


