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DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS FOR MAIN EXAMINATION. 

1. Do you think globalisation and openness has been more beneficial for emerging economies rather 

than advanced economies? Critically analyze in the context of China and India who have made rapid 

strides in terms of economic growth in this period. (International relations) 

2. State whether state should intervene in religion and its affairs? In this light also comment on 

secularism in the Indian context. (Indian polity and governance)(Editorial) 

 

DESCRIPTIVE QUESTIONS 

MODEL ANSWERS 

1. Context: Eighteen years ago, as the millennium drew to a close; the annual ministerial meeting of 

the World Trade Organisation in Seattle in the U.S. was derailed by the fury of thousands of street 

protestors denouncing the forces of globalisation and the governments which represented them. 

Last month, at the dusk of 2017, a ministerial meeting of the WTO in Buenos Aires, Argentina ended 

in a whimper with the U.S. leading a general apathy towards free trade and globalisation. Perhaps 

2017 will be remembered as the year when the liberal economic consensus on free markets and 

globalisation was finally buried in its homelands, the U.S. and U.K. 

More beneficial for emerging economies rather than advanced economies:  

In the advanced economies, it is convenient to blame free trade for job losses in manufacturing, 

without commenting on the huge benefits such trade has brought for consumers who are clearly 

better off as a result of cheaper products and services. It is easy to target immigrants without 



 

 

acknowledging the huge value-add they bring to the host economies. Think of the number of 

foreign-born persons in top positions in American or British academia or in Silicon Valley. Without 

them, the U.S. (even the U.K.) would not be so wealthy. Any sustained backlash against free trade 

and immigration will ultimately hurt the economic and geo-political interests of the U.S. and the U.K. 

For ordinary citizens of the world, the ideological and policy shifts in the advanced economies, 

particularly post-Trump America and post-Brexit Britain, are likely to be more bitter than sweet. 

Consider the view from emerging economies. No other period in human history has seen as many 

people lifted out of absolute poverty as in the three decades since the mid-1980s. That is largely 

because the world’s two most populous nations, China and India, made rapid strides in terms of 

economic growth in this period. 

In the context of India and China: China, which embraced openness and internal reform more 

vigorously than India, has been the bigger beneficiary. India, with its limited openness and gradual 

internal reform process, registered lower growth than China but higher growth rates than any other 

point in its history. It would be cynical to say that the forces of globalisation and free markets have 

only enriched a minority in these countries. The fact is that more than half a billion people have 

been lifted out of poverty in a single generation by the very forces that are now being buried in the 

countries of their origin. 

Looking ahead: India and China hold the key to the emerging global political economy. Joining the 

U.S. and other advanced economies in closing up will only lead to slower growth. The challenge for 

India and China, as the two fastest growing major economies, is to engage with each other and with 

other willing partner nations, particularly in the East Asia and the Pacific region (including advanced 

economies like Japan and Australia), to maintain openness and embrace globalisation. The Regional 

Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) is one forum where this engagement can happen. India 

can engage on free trade and free investment in other groups like the BBIN (Bangladesh, Bhutan, 

India, Nepal) and BIMSTEC (Bangladesh, India, Myanmar, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Thailand, Bhutan) and via 

these groups with the entire ASEAN region. 

2.Context: There was a point of time, perhaps, when we might have taken the idea of a secular, 

pluralistic India, tolerant of all sects and religions, as a position set in stone. But, incidents, especially 

since the early 1990s, have radically altered both reality and our imagination. That certain groups, 

including many within the political party presently in power at the Centre and in many States, 

actively believe in a different kind of India is today intensely palpable. 



 

 

State interference in religion and its affairs: We are a people with deeply religious moorings. At the 

same time, we have a living tradition of religious tolerance — the results of the broad outlook of 

Hinduism that all religions lead to the same god… In view of this situation, our state could not 

possibly have a state religion, nor could a rigid line be drawn between the state and the church as in 

the U.S 

This does not mean that the state cannot intervene in religion and its affairs, but that any 

intervention should be within the limitations prescribed by the Constitution. Sometimes this might 

even call for differential treatment across religions, which would be valid so long as such 

differentiation. It can be justified on the grounds that it “promotes freedom, equality, or any other 

value integral to secularism.” 

We can certainly debate the extent to which the state intervenes in religious matters, and whether 

that falls foul of the Constitution’s guarantees. We can also debate whether an enactment of a 

Uniform Civil Code would be in keeping with Indian secularism or not. But what’s clear is that a 

diverse, plural society such as India’s cannot thrive without following the sui generis form of 

secularism that our founders put in place. 

Secularism in Indian Context:, Any republic that purports to grant equality before the law to all its 

citizens, that purports to recognise people’s rights to free speech, to a freedom of religion and 

conscience simply cannot be un-secular. To be so would be an incongruity. 

Secularism, as would be clear on any morally reasonable analysis, is inbuilt in the foundations of 

constitutionalism, in the idea of a democracy properly understood. In the case of our Constitution, it 

flows from the series of fundamental rights guaranteed in Part III. How can a person be guaranteed a 

right to freedom of religion without a concomitant guarantee that people of all religions will be 

treated with equal concern? 

Concluding remark: To fully understand what secularism in the Indian context means, therefore, we 

must read the Constitution in its entirely. There is no doubt that within the Assembly, there existed a 

conflict between two differing visions of secularism: one that called for a complete wall of 

separation between state and religion, and another that demanded that the state treat every 

religion with equal respect. A study of the Constitution and the debates that went into its framing 

reveals that ultimately it was the latter vision that prevailed. 


