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MCQ’S FOR PRELIMINARY EXAM 

1. Which of the following nations are founding members of the NSTC? (North South Transport 

Corridor)(International Organization) 

a) India, Pakistan &Afghanistan 

b) India, Iran &Russia 

c) China, India &Iran 

d) China, Pakistan & Russia 

2.’Indra’, the bilateral defence exercise between India and Russia is recently in news, which of the 

following statements is/are correct about it? (Current Affairs) 

I. India and Russia concluded their joint exercise, Indra, in Beringovsky. 

II. This is India’s first tri -service exercise with any country. 

Select codes: 

 a) I 

b) II 

c) Both a) &b) 

d) None of these 

 



 

 

DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS FOR MAIN EXAMINATION. 

1. “If high courts lose their prominence, India’s justice delivery system will be the principal 

loser.”Critically analyze the statement in the context of increasingly, the jurisdiction of our 24 High 

Courts has been subject to relentless attack from Parliament, and, unfortunately, even the Supreme 

Court. (Indian Polity & Governance)(HINDU EDITORIAL) 

SOLUTION (MCQ’S) 

1.b 

Explanation: Russia, Iran and India signed the agreement for the NSTC project on the 16th of May 

2002. All three countries are founding member states on the project. 

2.b 

Explanation: India and Russia concluded their joint tri-service exercise, Indra, in Vladivostok,Russia. 

DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS: 

MODEL ANSWERS 

1. Context: For the framers of our Constitution, high courts, occupied a central position. They were 

conceived as a forum for adjudicating disputes under the Constitution, Central and State statutes 

before they moved to the Supreme Court; their jurisdiction was more extensive than the Supreme 

Court’s. In contrast to the American model of a bifurcated federal and state judiciary, our high courts 

resolve all dispute. 

Waning reputation: 

Increasingly, the jurisdiction of our 24 High Courts has been subject to relentless attack from 

Parliament, and, unfortunately, even the Supreme Court. 

Rampant tribunalisation: 

Parliament has inflicted damage on high courts with rampant tribunalisation. Tribunals have 

replaced high courts for disputes under the Companies Act, Competition Act, SEBI Act, Electricity Act, 

Consumer Protection Act among others. Any person aggrieved by an order of an appellate tribunal 

can directly appeal to the Supreme Court, side-stepping the high court. 

Issue of backlog: 



 

 

A backlog of over 58,000 cases in the Supreme Court precludes it from being a deliberative court 

reflecting over critical questions of law. It can affect the quality of the court’s jurisprudence. If high 

courts were to exercise appellate jurisdiction over orders of tribunals, they would act as filters, 

enabling the Supreme Court to confine itself to those substantial questions where there is 

divergence among high courts. 

Impinging on rights: 

The jurisdiction of high courts is also undermined by the Supreme Court when it directly entertains 

various writ petitions. When the Supreme Court exercises original jurisdiction, it deprives the citizen 

and the state of the right to challenge potentially erroneous orders. A classic instance is the Supreme 

Court’s ruling in the 2G case. To overcome this ruling, the President had to invoke the advisory 

jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. The ordinary citizen enjoys no such privilege. 

Way forward: It has been asserted that when the Supreme Court decides an issue, it avoids 

conflicting judgments of the high court. This is untrue. The Supreme Court is in a better position to 

resolve a dispute when it is confronted with two conflicting high court rulings on the same issue. In 

the triple talaq ruling, it benefited from prior high court decisions on the nuances of Muslim 

personal law. 

If high courts lose their prominence, India’s justice delivery system will be the principal loser. 

 


