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W
hen the route up the economic ladder
in society is limited to an ever-nar-
rowing range of options in the public

sector, and the process of gaining entry through
entrance examinations becomes tainted, angst
and agitation are the results. This is why students
in Jharkhand, loosely organised into two plat-
forms — the Jharkhand Public Service Commis-
sion ( JPSC)-Jharkhand Sta� Selection Commis-
sion ( JSSC) Abhyarthi Nyay Manch and the
JPSC-JSSC Reform Manch — have been protesting
in Ranchi for over three weeks. The trigger was
the July 2 result of the JPSC’s 14th Combined Civil
Services preliminary examination, which shor-
tlisted 2,204 candidates from about 3.5 lakh aspi-
rants for 103 posts. Aspirants pointed to undis-
closed category-wise cut-o�s, oddities in the
merit list, a widely circulated OMR sheet on
which an ostensibly successful candidate had at-
tempted fewer than half the questions, and the
fact that the conducting agency had been black-
listed in May 2025. The two platforms di�er in
their political leanings and have sought to nego-
tiate separately with the government, but both
want the cancellation of the disputed JPSC and
JSSC exams, a CBI investigation and prosecution
of o�cials, besides the reconstitution of commis-
sions and a predictable examination calendar.
The Jharkhand Mukti Morcha-led coalition go-
vernment has responded with CID raids, arrests,
resignations in the JPSC, and a cabinet commit-
tee. On Monday it went further, announcing the
cancellation of all examinations conducted since
2014 by the outsourced agency, TSR Data Pro-
cessing, which might help assuage the agitating
students but could leave those who cleared the
examinations fairly in the lurch.

The rot in the exam system is deep-rooted.
Since the State’s formation in 2000, results have
frequently been delayed and cycles have been
bunched up many times. In a recent JSSC exam,
an SIT reported no organised leak despite CID re-
ports that described money changing hands for
pre-examination access. These have eroded stu-
dents’ trust in the government; hence the de-
mand for a CBI probe. The 2003 and 2005 exams
were subject to CBI scrutiny but the cases are still
pending. Yet, the Hemant Soren-led government
should concede this politically unpalatable de-
mand, along with other steps, including a �xed
exam calendar, and fair and transparent marking
with clear cut-o�s and time-bound results. Jhark-
hand is one of India’s poorest States, and its min-
eral wealth has not led to su�cient employment.
With youth forced to rely on monsoon-depen-
dent agriculture and allied activities, a govern-
ment job o�ers a steady option. Aspirants spend
years in coaching centres and libraries in pursuit
of this. The youth deserve not only a fair recruit-
ment system but also a government that diversi-
�es their options for gainful employment.

Awaiting answers
Student agitations in Ranchi reveal angst

over �awed examination processes

A
performance audit by the Comptroller
and Auditor General (CAG) of the Green
India Mission (GIM) has found that a

scheme conceived to heal India’s forests had,
across a decade, achieved almost nothing it set
out to do. Instead of improving forest quality over
1.4 million hectares, the mission only managed
0.11 million — not even a tenth of the target. On
expanding forest cover, the mission barely
scraped together four per cent. The Compensato-
ry A�orestation Fund Management and Planning
Authority (CAMPA) channels money collected
from industry for diverting forest land into a�or-
estation, while the Mahatma Gandhi National Ru-
ral Employment Guarantee Scheme, now re-
branded as VB-G RAM G funds rural wage labour
that can be used for plantation and land-restora-
tion works, but GIM’s intended convergence with
these schemes never materialised. The mission
was one of the eight pillars of the National Action
Plan on Climate Change, unveiled in 2008, and
the instrument through which India promised
the Paris Agreement an additional carbon sink of
2.5 billion to 3 billion tonnes by 2030. Its animat-
ing idea was ecological — biodiversity, water, se-
questration, and the revival of habitat. GIM ho-
wever seems to be on the back burner and, for all
practical purposes, replaced by a tree plantation
drive called ‘Ek Ped Maa Ke Naam (A Tree in the
Name of Mother)’. Launched in 2024, the govern-
ment reports planting 140 crore saplings so far,
but the latest forest data expose the gulf between
a tree and a forest. The India State of Forest Re-
port 2023 records a gain of 1,445 square kilo-
metres in green cover but only 156 sq km of it is
true forest. The rest, 1,289 sq km, is ‘tree cover
outside recorded forests.’ Within the recorded
forests, dense canopy is thinning into scrub. Er-
go, India is planting more and foresting less.

Few examples encapsulate this as much as the
controversy over the Aravallis. Arguably the
country’s most degraded range — its hillocks
quarried away, its native growth overrun by the
invasive ‘vilayati kikar’ (Prosopis juli�ora) — it is
now to be rescued by a ‘Green Wall’ of fresh
planting. But these arboreal conscripts cannot
undo the damage from years of mining, halt en-
croachment, or summon back an ecosystem that
took millennia to form. Restoration is not land-
scaping. The CAG’s instrument is accountancy: it
can count hectares and rupees, not the worth of
a living forest; and its assessment cannot always
capture the practical challenges of implementing
missions. However, its verdict still lands. A mis-
sion to restore India’s forests has been allowed to
wither while the state busies itself counting trees.

Losing forest for trees
India is counting trees when it should be

restoring forests

W
henever concerns are raised
about the lack of funding for
Indian science, a solution often
put forward is to tax

“unintellectual” industries such as cinema,
tourism, apparel, and perfumes. For example,
only recently, an academic from one of India’s
leading research institutes suggested taxing the
Indian Premier League (IPL), which, he argued,
would magically generate “₹15 billion” for
scienti�c pursuits; the “stroke of genius” was duly
fawned over.

This re�ects a common instinct: it is naturally
hard not to want a share of the cake for a ‘nobler’
cause, when a ‘frivolous’ business makes pro�t in
plain view.

A �awed proposition
It is equally easy to overlook the economic
cascade e�ects of such frivolities. Organised
sport, for example, generates employment across
a multitude of allied industries: merchandise,
food and beverage, broadcasting, physiotherapy
and rehabilitation (sports science is a science
too). This investment has undeniable
trickle-down bene�ts, across more sports than
one and beyond major cities.

Though well-intentioned, the myopic and
fallacious “tax-this-to-fund-that” proposition
needs to be dispelled immediately.

If ‘pro�t’ in the sports or �lm industries
necessarily came at the expense of science, then
the exercise in �nancial imputation should be
very simple: of the $5 billion in pro�t earned by a
match or a movie, $1 billion was made because a
laboratory fell short of centrifuges. If that were
true, then all scientists should refrain from
watching movies or sports on
government-subsidised campus Wi-Fi, as this
would imply scienti�c funding �owing back to the
entertainment industry. Luckily for them, the
empirical evidence does not hold up: countries
boasting a high expenditure on sport do not
necessarily have poor scienti�c output, and vice
versa. Besides, science is not an isolated pursuit:
signi�cant scienti�c input goes into making �lms
or manufacturing textiles.

The disastrous economic experiments in India
and around the world in the 20th century
demonstrated that wealth is not a �xed, zero-sum
pie: progress in X does not necessarily come at
the expense of Y. As academics, we must refrain
from making sweeping moralistic remarks, as
though we know the right level of wealth surplus
and how it should be spent better than the
market does. Millions of dispersed individual
decisions made by ordinary people contain more
information than centralised academic or
bureaucratic intelligence.

Moreover, how do we know that the state can
reliably direct the proceeds towards science?

Government spending is the prerogative of
bureaucrats and politicians, who are inevitably
insulated from the consequences of such
expenditure.

Should the money be directed towards
science, must it be distributed equally among all
institutes and laboratories across the country, or
apportioned according to productivity? If the
latter, how will productivity be measured, and by
whom? Some scientists appointed as advisers to
the Department of Science and Technology?
Would they not favour their colleagues and
collaborators?

But, why only science? Just as scientists can
make a fair claim for the setting up of
state-of-the-art research laboratories, surgeons
could demand better hospitals in Tier-3 towns,
and policemen could call for better protective
gear. Given the same pool of government money,
how does one choose among these equally valid,
competing claims? Politicians are notorious for
basing such decisions on the electoral strength of
each group, while academics form factions
among themselves: microbiologists might
grumble about theoretical physicists receiving
disproportionately high funding, much to the
delight of funding agencies.

If ‘only science’, then what kind of science?
Should the money go towards buying more
microscopes, gene sequencers, or
chromatography equipment?

Most scientists would, credulously, want these
decisions to be left to scientists themselves: a
grand delusion, for no subsidy is ever
unconditional. A government that provides a
fertilizer subsidy will ensure that it is used only to
purchase fertilizers, and will go to extreme
lengths to de�ne what a fertilizer is. The subsidy
giver has historically viewed the subsidy recipient
as a potential embezzler. State funding for science
is no di�erent.

What is ‘allowed’ instead of ‘needed’
Government funding for science is, by de�nition,
categorised into watertight compartments, for
example, electronics, chemical reagents,
consumables, travel grants, and equipment.
Laboratories that do not need that extra bottle of
hydrogen chloride but desperately need a
computer monitor are often unable to make the
purchase because the money has been rigidly
earmarked. Once, a laboratory was allowed to
purchase a server under “electronics”, but not a
graphics card because, for some inexplicable
reason, it fell under “consumables” rather than
“electronics”. If a scientist does not spend all the
money allocated to her in a �nancial year, she
may receive less funding in the next one. This
absurd incentive produces colossal wastage, as
what is “allowed” is bought instead of what is
“needed”, often at the cheapest possible price.

Consequently, precious time is wasted learning
tricks to circumvent these restrictions, much like
companies did during the Licence Raj.
Experiments are often put on hold while
scientists navigate cumbersome procurement
rules, particularly towards the end of each
�nancial year.

Steps to take
Theoretically, the money is there, but it is
squandered because its expenditure is
predetermined by archaic rules that the
bureaucracy has little incentive to change.
Removing these restrictions would free up
considerable resources for their intended use.
Procurement aside, even the recruitment of
scientists is governed by the archaic University
Grants Commission Act (1956), contributing to
India losing some of its best scientists to
opportunities overseas.

Another indirect and “less bad” measure for
expanding available funds would be to remove
the Goods and Services Tax and steep import
duties on scienti�c equipment. The rent on
knowledge creation slows research and stagnates
the circulation of money, which ultimately
returns to the government.

Right now, India also places crippling
restrictions on private investment in science.
Strict compliance requirements under CSR rules
incentivise short-term, low-risk research projects.
Foreign Contribution (Regulation) Act procedures
remain tedious, and many laboratories struggle
to navigate the paperwork required to attract
foreign funding. This is unfortunate, as private
endowments have a greater stake in the success
of research than any anonymous bureaucrat ever
would.

In a bid to promote domestic manufacturing,
the government has resorted to import
substitution, a measure that serves only to
insulate local industries from global competition
while failing to deliver world-class products.

The mandatory adoption of the Government
e-Marketplace (GeM) has been a death knell,
further delaying procurement and forcing
scientists to settle for cheaply made Indian
equipment that looks identical on paper but falls
short of international standards. Often, they
spend time identifying “features” available only
in foreign-made products so that they can be
allowed to purchase them.

If a venture can be a great success in attracting
international talent by virtue of being taxed less,
so can other endeavours. For India to be at the
forefront of science, the mechanism is to
liberalise the bottlenecks through which money
and capital somehow manage to trickle into
academia and reduce dependence on the
government, rather than taxing the few geese that
lay the golden eggs.

Taxing ‘frivolous’ industries will not fund India’s science
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The way
forward is to
liberalise the
channels
through which
money and
capital �ow into
academia and
reduce
dependence on
the government

T
he Arti�cial Intelligence (AI) industry has
remained �xated on model rankings. A
new release claims the top of some

leaderboard almost every week. Until recently,
most enterprises simply chose the strongest
available model and consumed it through
managed APIs from the frontier labs. That
decision is no longer straightforward.

What increasingly determines success is not
which model scores highest, but which model —
and which deployment approach — is right for a
particular workload. Cost, governance, data
residency, IP protection and operational
complexity now sit alongside raw capability as
�rst-order considerations.

The equation has changed
Open-weight models are the main reason that the
choice has expanded. Unlike closed models
delivered as a remote service, open-weight
models allow organisations to run the trained
weights themselves, subject to licence terms.
Sensitive data can remain inside approved
environments. Models can be �ne-tuned on
proprietary knowledge without routinely sending
that knowledge to an external provider.
Enterprises gain greater portability, reduce
dependence on any single vendor’s road map and
pricing, and often see substantially lower
per-token costs — though total cost of ownership
still depends heavily on utilisation and scale.

Open weights are not free. Downloading a
model is the easy part. Operating it reliably at
enterprise scale requires GPU infrastructure,
inference serving, monitoring, security,
governance, upgrades and licensing. Greater
control comes with greater responsibility. For
large organisations with deep engineering
capacity, this trade-o� can be worthwhile. For
most mid-sized and small enterprises, it is far
more challenging.

The July 2026 Hugging Face security incident
illustrated the point with unusual clarity. When
an AI-driven intrusion hit the company’s
infrastructure, incident responders �rst turned to
frontier models behind commercial APIs to
analyse thousands of attacker actions. The

forensic work required feeding real exploit
payloads, attack logs and command-and-control
artifacts to the models, but the providers’ safety
guardrails blocked the requests; the systems
could not distinguish an authorised responder
from an attacker. Hugging Face completed the
analysis on a self-hosted open-weight model
instead. Sensitive incident data stayed inside its
environment. The lesson was not that closed
models are inferior. It was that some workloads
structurally require a model you control. Security
forensics, malware analysis and any investigation
that must examine genuine attacker tooling
cannot tolerate third-party guardrails that refuse
the query or the risk of data leaving the
organisational perimeter. Therefore, enterprises
must classify workloads by control requirements
as rigorously as by performance needs, and
ensure that a capable, vetted open-weight model
is already running on infrastructure they govern
before an incident occurs.

Very few organisations have only one AI
workload. A bank analysing con�dential
customer data has di�erent requirements from a
marketing team generating campaign content. A
manufacturer embedding AI in customer service
has di�erent priorities from a cybersecurity team
examining malware. Expecting one model and
one deployment strategy to �t every use case is
increasingly unrealistic.

The emerging third option
This is why managed inference platforms for
open-weight models deserve more attention than
another model launch. These platforms host
leading open-weight families on controlled
infrastructure and expose them through
managed endpoints. Enterprises gain many of the
bene�ts of open weights — data residency,
�ne-tuning �exibility and often lower cost —
without having to build and operate the
underlying GPU clusters and inference stack
themselves.

Sarvam’s recent launch of Sarvam Inference,
an India-hosted managed service unveiled at its
Epoch 2026 conference, is one concrete example
of the category taking shape. The platform

currently serves Sarvam’s own
105-billion-parameter model alongside leading
open-weight families such as GLM 5.2 and
Gemma 4, all running on domestic infrastructure.
The signi�cance is not any individual model.
Enterprises could already download many of
them. The challenge was making them work
reliably in production — handling concurrency,
latency, security and continuous updates at scale.
Managed inference changes that equation. By
o�ering production-grade endpoints under
Indian data residency, it is likely to democratise
access for companies that could never justify
specialised AI operations teams while supporting
the broader push for “token sovereignty.”

One caveat remains important. Managed
open-weight platforms reintroduce vendor
dependence — at the infrastructure layer rather
than the model layer. Enterprises should evaluate
portability guarantees, security posture, pricing
trajectory and exit paths with the same rigour
that they apply to any frontier API contract.

It is about deployment choice
The way forward is to match the workload, not
the leaderboard. No single deployment model is
right for every organisation or every use case.
Customer-facing tasks that demand frontier
reasoning often �t closed APIs. Regulated
workloads with strict data-residency obligations
frequently suit managed open-weight platforms
hosted in-country. Security forensics, malware
analysis and IP-critical �ne-tuning usually belong
on self-hosted deployments.

The discipline lies in making that call workload
by workload rather than by corporate default.
Companies that invest in understanding the
strengths, limitations and economics of each
approach — and that systematically match every
workload to the option delivering the right
balance of capability, control, cost and
governance — will extract far more value from AI
than those still chasing the latest leaderboard
ranking. The competitive advantage will belong to
those who treat deployment choice as a core
architectural decision, not a procurement
afterthought.

Match AI models to workloads, not leaderboards
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Cost,
governance and
data residency
now matter as
much as
benchmark
scores, 
if not more
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Politics turns petty

What has happened to the
quality of political
discourse? Too often, our
politicians seem to
squabble like
schoolchildren, with grace,
dignity and reasoned
debate giving way to
tittle-tattle and petty

this is not a pressing issue
like housing, health care,
education and employment.
Will our democracy rise to
the occasion?

P.R.V. Raja,
Pandalam, Kerala

the song was rendered with
respect and in full at the
AICC o�ice and
Congress-ruled States,
except perhaps in Kerala,
and the party’s
commitment to the song
was beyond doubt. It is
better to forget the matter
now. As everyone knows,

needs to look within. Is
much of what is being
reported really news?
Lalitha Subramanian,
Bengaluru

It is meaningless for the BJP
and Congress to continue to
spar over Vande Mataram.
The Congress has said that

finding ways to taunt the
Opposition. There is little to
be gained from such
exchanges. In an age when
information travels
instantly, this kind of
political conduct is visible
far beyond our borders. The
(electronic) media too,
which is a part of this,

exchanges. There was a
time when public
representatives
commanded a certain
respect, and perhaps
deserved it too. The ruling
party, in particular, would
do well to devote more of
its time to discussing policy
and governance rather than

L E T T E R S T O T H E E D I T O R 

Letters emailed to
letters@thehindu.co.in
must carry the postal address.

369903

369903


