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MCQ’S FOR PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION  

1. The Balfour Declaration is associated with which of the followings------ (World History & 

International Issues) 

a) Palestine crisis 

b) Cuba missile crisis 

c) Venezuela oil crisis 

d) None of these 

2. Velavadar Wildlife Sanctuary in Gujarat and the Ranibennur Sanctuary in Karnataka are famous 

which of the following animals? (Bio-diversity) 

a) Leopard 

b) Lion 

c) Blackbuck 

d) All of these 

3. Which of the following states for the first time launched a social audit panel recently? (Current 

Affairs) 

a) Nagaland 

b) Meghalaya 

c) Assam 



 

 

d) Tripura 

DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS FOR MAIN EXAMINATION. 

1. State whether the LG can unilaterally administer the National Capital without being bound by the 

“aid and advice” of the elected government? (Polity & Governance) 

2. Do you think recent apex court recommendation of creating a court for a class of people such as 

politicians is discriminatory? (Polity & Governance) 

SOLUTION (MCQ’S)  

1.a 

Explanation: The Balfour Declaration was a public statement issued by the British government 

during World War I announcing support for the establishment of a "national home for the Jewish 

people" in Palestine. The declaration was contained in a letter dated 2 November 1917 from the 

United Kingdom's Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour to Lord Rothschild, a leader of the British Jewish 

community, for transmission to the Zionist Federation of Great Britain and Ireland. The text of the 

declaration was published in the press on 9 November 1917. 

2.c 

Explanation:  There are a few national parks and sanctuaries inhabited by blackbuck in the country, 

like the Velavadar Wildlife Sanctuary in Gujarat and the Ranibennur Blackbuck Sanctuary in 

Karnataka. 

3.b 

Explanation: Meghalaya is the first state to have a Social Audit Act. This will empower people to 

audit government expenditure. 

                                                            DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS 

                                                                 MODEL ANSWERS  

1. Context: The 69th Amendment of the Constitution in 1992 gave the National Capital of Delhi 

special status with its own democratically elected government and legislature. Sub-section (4) of 

Article 239AA mandates that a Council of Ministers shall aid and advise the LG (Lieutenant Governor 

)in his functions regarding laws made by the Assembly. 



 

 

What Delhi High Court says----? 

The Delhi High Court actually said this LG has special powers greater than the President, greater than 

other Governors of States. 

Argument by Delhi Govt------------ 

The AAP government argued that the High Court declared that the LG has “complete control of all 

matters regarding National Capital Territory of Delhi, and nothing will happen without the 

concurrence of the LG.”  

LG thinks he is suprema lex (supreme law) on six grounds. One, that Delhi is still a Union Territory. 

Two, Parliament makes the law for Delhi under Article 246 (4) of the Constitution. Three, Article 

239AA has brought in no change to Delhi’s status as a Union Territory simpliciter. Four, the proviso 

gives him the power of defiance. Five, he has to concur to every decision made by the Delhi 

government. Six, he can take independent decisions. Now, did the 69th Constitutional Amendment 

contemplate two parallel governments like this? 

Apex Court observes-------------- 

 The Lieutenant Governor (LG) of Delhi cannot stultify proposals or schemes forwarded by 

the Council of Ministers to him by simply sitting on it, Justice D.Y. Chandrachud orally 

observed on Thursday. “He [the LG] is bound to pass the difference of opinion [between the 

LG and the Council of Ministers] to the President for early resolution,” Justice Chandrachud 

said. 

 The Constitution Bench led by Chief Justice Dipak Misra prima facie said the Delhi 

government’s ability to ‘aid and advise’ the Lieutenant Governor is limited to subjects other 

than public order, police and land in the National Capital. 

 It said that the proviso to Article 239AA (4), on plain reading, seems to give primacy to the 

Lieutenant Governor. 

 Justice Ashok Bhushan remarked that the LG is entitled to take a different view and is not 

bound by the aid and advice of the Delhi Cabinet. 

Looking ahead: The purpose of Article 239AA was to provide some kind of voice to the people, some 

kind of governance to the people. The amendment was not just a structural addition to the Indian 

Constitution, but based on egalitarianism. 



 

 

2. Context: The Supreme Court’s order directing the Centre to frame a scheme to establish special 

courts exclusively to try cases against politicians marks another milestone in the higher judiciary’s 

continuing campaign to cleanse politics of the taint of crime. The court has handed down many 

rulings that make legislators and holders of public office accountable for corruption. 

Discriminatory treatment:  

 However, establishing special courts may not be the ideal way to expedite cases. From the 

viewpoint of the accused, the idea could smack of victimisation and engender a feeling of 

being chosen for discriminatory treatment. 

 There is already a provision for special courts to try various classes of offences. For instance, 

corruption, terrorism, sexual offences against children and drug trafficking are dealt with by 

special courts. 

 However, creating a court for a class of people such as politicians is discriminatory. While 

corruption charges against public servants are being handled by special courts, it is a moot 

question whether there can be special treatment for offences under the Indian Penal Code 

solely because the accused is a politician. 

 A possible legal and moral justification is, of course, available. It is in the public interest to 

expedite cases in which those in public life face serious charges. 

 It would be primarily in their own interest to clear their names quickly, lest their candidature 

be tainted. Also, the earlier order for completion of trial within one year appears to have 

had no significant impact. Special courts may indeed address these issues, but the ideal 

remedy will always be a speedy trial in regular court. 

Way forward: If only the routine criminal process is pursued with a universal sense of urgency, and if 

enough courts, judges, prosecutors and investigators are available, the expediency of special courts 

may not be needed at all. 

 


