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Pressure and punishment 

GS II: Important International institutions, agencies and fora - their 

Structure, Mandate. 

The world must force Pakistan to take tangible steps against terror networks 

The conviction of Hafiz Saeed (Considered responsible for Mumbai Attacks 

2008) by a Lahore anti-terrorism court on terror finance charges show that 

Pakistan can be forced to act against terror networks under international pressure.  

Highlights: 

1. It was only after the U.S. declared a bounty on Saeed’s head and the UN 

proscribed his organisations that Pakistan, facing pressure from the FATF, 

banned his organisations. 

2. Unsurprisingly, the latest conviction comes a month after the FATF, a global 

dirty money watchdog, urged Pakistan to complete an internationally agreed 

action plan to fight terror financing.  

3. Ever since, Pakistan, which cannot afford to be blacklisted by FATF, 

especially when its economy is in a shambles, has moved against Saeed.  

4. The Anti-Terrorism Department’s FIRs against Saeed and his aides accuse the 

JuD of financing terrorism from its fund collections in the name of charity 

through NGOs.  

Real measures or Dodging International Pressure 

While the authorities’ move against Saeed is welcome, the question is whether 

these are genuine attempts to fight terrorism or half-hearted measures to dodge 

international pressure.  

Good and Bad Terrorism 

1. There are doubts because Pakistan had used anti-India and anti-Afghan 

terrorist networks for strategic advantages.  

2. It was this dual policy of fighting terror at home while nurturing terror groups 

that target its rivals abroad that has been responsible for Pakistan’s 

predicament.  
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Conclusion: 

If it is serious about fighting terrorism, Pakistan should crack down on terror 

financing and terror infrastructure. The international community and 

organisations, including the FATF, should keep up the pressure until Islamabad 

shows tangible outcomes. 

 

No Minister, the trade agreement pitch is flawed 

GS III: Indian Economy and issues relating to Planning, Mobilization of 

Resources, Growth, Development and Employment. 

Bottom line: Citing trade agreements for India’s below-potential growth appears 

to be a way to deflect blame for policy errors 

Export-led growth 

1. The External Affairs Minister gets it right when he says that trade has 

delivered high economic growth for the country. India’s record of export-led 

growth cannot be dismissed.  

2. Between 1995 and 2018, India’s overall export growth averaged 13.4% (in 

dollars) annually. This is the third-best performance in the world among the 

top 50 exporters. It is near twice the world average growth and not far behind 

China’s growth of just over 15%.  

3. Exports contributed to GDP growth in each of the three decades since the 

1990s. 

Critical Views of External affairs Minister on trade openness or 

Globalization in general 

1. If globalisation, especially trade, is assessed in the broader context of its 

overall impact on society, the costs could be shown to have set off the gains 

considerably.  

2. That one such cost is “deindustrialization”. That “employment challenge” 

was created by trade. That trade agreements have made India “over-

dependent on imports”. 
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3. The Minister has a point when he says this performance represents only 

limited progress relative to India’s potential, and that this gap with the 

potential presents the real challenges.  

4. It is true that despite the evident success, India is not a big exporter on the 

global scale; its share of global manufacturing exports is only 1.7%, 

marginally less than Vietnam’s, at 1.75%. 

‘Strong rupee’ approach and other reasons for below potential export 

1. India’s below-potential growth can not be ascribed to trade agreements alone. 

India’s exports growth has lost momentum in recent years due to the 

government's “strong rupee” approach.  

2. If imports — such as holidays and higher education overseas — have leapt, it 

is because the exchange rate has made them more affordable. 

3. In sectoral causes, the damage to the reputational advantage of India’s 

pharmaceutical exports after malfeasance fraud was exposed at some 

manufacturers, has hurt exports. Those can also not be blamed on trade 

agreements. 

4. India’s switch to a “strong rupee” policy led to the surge in imports of goods 

and services preferred by non-rich Indians, and a measurable loss of 

competitiveness in labour-intensive exports.  

5. At the same time, the disadvantages Indian exporters have long struggled 

against — the substantially higher logistics and other costs — remain as 

burdensome. This low ease of doing business relative to other exporting 

countries has further eroded the competitiveness of Indian exports.  

On manufacturing 

1. The Minister does not get it quite as right on manufacturing. Between 1995 

and 2018, India’s manufacturing exports (in dollars) grew on average by 

12.1%, nearly twice the world average. This was the third-best performance 

in the world, surpassed only by China and Vietnam.  

2. Even during the years of slowing global trade post-2012, when world exports 

were virtually flat, India continued to gain global market share, its exports 

growing by about 3%.  
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3. This can not be characterised as “de-industrialisation” caused by trade. If 

India’s manufacturing sector finds itself in crisis since 2012, it is in large part 

because of policy errors inflicted first by the Manmohan Singh-led 

government and then the one headed by Mr Modi. 

Golden time and the fallout that followed 

Between fiscal years 2006 to 2012, manufacturing-sector GDP grew by an 

average of 9.5% per year. India’s trade openness was at its peak during these 

years of high growth that also overlaps with the period when the highest number 

of Indians in recorded history exited poverty. Then, over the next six years, 

manufacturing-sector GDP growth declined to 7.4%, coinciding with the phase 

of corruption scandals, a severe banking crisis, demonetisation and a badly 

designed Goods and Services Tax(GST) — none of which were consequences of 

trade agreements. 

Conclusion 

Openness to trade is in fact one of the few channels available to India for 

generating employment in the post-COVID-19 world, given that the financial 

positions of households, government and banks are too weak to support the 

economy. Trade openness versus import substitution is the one policy debate 

where policymakers need to look no further than India’s own pre-1991 experience 

of inferior, low-quality products on the one hand and low growth rates on the 

other.  

Great examples of how responsible globalisation can solve problems are the 

multiple COVID-19 vaccines being readied across the world. They are in fact 

India’s only hope of safeguarding the population. To denounce trade openness 

and globalisation at this point is also poor timing. 

Mains: 

1. Globalization and trade agreements are responsible for “deindustrialization” 

and “employment challenge” that India is facing. Critically Discuss. 

 


