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MCQ’S FOR PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION      

1. An app named M-STRiPES developed by the Wildlife Institute of India, Dehradun for counting 

which of the following animal?(Bio-diversity) 

a) Elephant 

b) Tiger 

c) Lion 

d) Rhinoceros 

2. With reference to ‘Round Tripping’, which of the statements is/are correct? (Indian Economy) 

I. Round tripping of FDI refers to the capital belonging to a country, which leaves the country and 

then is reinvested in the form of FDI. 

II. It promotes black money practice in a country. 

Select Codes: 

a) I 

b) II 

c) Both I &II 

d) None of these 

DESCRIPTIVE  QUESTIONS  FOR MAIN  EXAMINATION 

1. What electoral bonds do? State whether electoral bonds are threat to democracy? Critically 

analyze. (India Polity & Governance) 

SOLUTION (MCQ’S)  



 

 

1.b 

Explanation: An app named M-STRiPES (Monitoring System For Tigers-Intensive Protection and 

Ecological Status) developed by the Wildlife Institute of India, Dehradun, will be used for the first 

time in the All-India Tiger Estimation. 

2.c 

Explanation: Round tripping of FDI refers to the capital belonging to a country, which leaves the 

country and then is reinvested in the form of FDI. Black money from India is transferred to foreign 

countries like Mauritius and returned to India as FDI. This is another form of round tripping. 

 

                                                            DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS 

                                                                 MODEL ANSWERS  

1. Electoral Bonds: Electoral bonds are essentially bearer bonds that ensure donor anonymity. They 

are like cash, but with an expiry date. Let’s say company ‘X’ wishes to contribute ₹100 crore to 

political party ‘Y’. It could buy ten electoral bonds of ₹10 crore each from bank ‘A’. These bonds 

would carry only a serial number and not the identity of the buyer. 

Danger to democracy: By far the most pernicious feature of electoral bonds is their potential to load 

the dice heavily in favour of the ruling party. In the hypothetical transaction above, only bank ‘A’ 

knows the identity of the donor, while bank ‘B’ knows only the identity of the recipient. But both the 

banks report to the RBI which, in turn, is subject to the Central government’s will to know, though it 

remains to be seen if the former’s autonomy can withstand the latter. So, only the ruling party — 

and no one else — can ascertain which companies donated to the Opposition parties. It is then free 

to use the organs of the state to gently dissuade (or retaliate against) these misguided donors. What 

this means is that once the scheme for electoral bonds is notified, the Opposition parties may 

struggle to raise adequate funds to put up a fight. The implications for democratic politics are 

obvious. The government’s stated rationale for introducing electoral bonds was that they would 

protect donors from harassment by enabling anonymous contributions. But this argument falls flat 

as only the government is in a position to harass, or alternatively, protect, donors from harassment 

by non-state harassers. 

Looking ahead: Going forward, there is little doubt that democracy will be the biggest casualty if 

electoral bonds see the light of day. Former Chief Election Commissioner S.Y. Quraishi has suggested 



 

 

an alternative worth exploring: a National Electoral Fund to which all donors can contribute. The 

funds would be allocated to political parties in proportion to the votes they get. Not only would this 

protect the identity of donors, it would also weed out black money from political funding. But 

without pressure from the citizenry, it is unlikely to interest a political class hell-bent on insulating 

itself from public accountability. 

 

 

 


