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Abstract 

Over the past three decades, there has been a dramatic change in India's judicial system. In these decades, 

the situation, the process, the power of control, and especially the purpose of justice have changed. 

Currently the purpose of justice is to establish social justice and individual justice. The judiciary not only 

does the job of administering justice but also plays the role of administrator, reformer and policy- maker. In 

other words, the judiciary, in addition to performing justice functions, also performs functions similar to 

those required by the executive. In this sequence, the Supreme Court of India has introduced public interest 

litigation so that justice can reach that stage of society which due to shortage or coercion cannot access the 

court itself. 

Introduction: 

In the contemporary world, the state is not only considered as a unit of establishment of peace and 

security, but it is recognized as a major institution of public welfare. The democratic environment and process 

have deeply underlined this role of the state. What we once knew as justice, has now become a mixture of 

justice and social morality. As a result the traditional notion of justice has now changed. Earlier it used to 

be that a suit or suit could be filed in the court only by the person whose interest is directly affected, but in 

public interest litigation has given rise to such a progressive system, in which a suit can be filed in the court 

against the unjust policies and actions of any person or institution by that person, to which he is not directly 

related, but the issue should be such that the larger interest of the society is affected. 

The purpose of social justice is to establish a system in which vulnerable, neglected, oppressed, 

marginalized people and women of the community can be connected to a larger community stream. In the 

Indian constitution, comprehensive provisions for social justice have been enacted. But all of these provisions 

for the establishment of social justice can only work when institutions use them, performing their duties freely 

and impartially. 

Although the Constitution makes the judiciary the custodian of citizens' rights. But for almost 30 years, law 

enforcement officials used their powers in a limited way and set some restrictions, making it difficult for 

the general public to approach the courts. The power of the court is considered to be limited to personal 

interests, that is, only such cases were heard in the courts where legal rights were violated. There was also a 

restriction that such a case could be brought before the court only by a person who had suffered injury. One 

could not go to the court against an injustice done to another person, class or group. In other words, justice was 

personal, not social. The second condition was that it was the plaintiff's duty to gather evidence to support his 

claim and to prove to the court that any of his rights had been violated, the court was not concerned with that. 
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The third condition was that it contained a prescribed format and certain rules for applying to a court. In any 

dispute of personal interests, the plaintiff and the defendant were required to appear before the court and 

present their case. The result of these restrictions was that the court could not act on its own behalf in social 

or civil justice. The role of the judiciary was restrictive and its scope was limited in assisting with the 

implementation of government laws and policies. The Supreme Court found that there are many issues of 

public concern such as the problem of bonded labor, under trial prisoners in jail, the plight of women's 

protection homes, juvenile delinquent criminals, the exploitation of workers, inhumane housing conditions 

of prison houses and so on. There were problems where no one could raise their voices. 

Debt to bring public interest litigation to the Indian justice system goes to justice P. N. Bhagvati. The 

judiciary has played a significant role in establishing social justice by recognizing cases of public interest 

litigation in the brutality and injustice perpetrated against exploited, neglected, poor, illiterate and helpless 

people in the community. It is the result of compromising the traditional limits of the justice system by the 

judiciary. The judiciary has opened its doors to society by relaxing its restrictions to end social injustice. 

Contrary to popular interests, the judiciary is making continuous efforts to alleviate human suffering and 

misery. According to Justice V R Krishna Iyer, public interest litigation is a judicial tool to solve the sufferings 

of the common man.1 

The Supreme Court of India has made it clear that in the case of the poor, the disabled and the socially and 

economically weak section, any person from the community can file a lawsuit. The parochial concept of 

litigation and oppression has now been replaced by 'class action' and 'proceeding in public interest'. 

According to former Supreme Court Judge PN Bhagwati, 'Public interest litigation is a concerted effort by 

the appellant, with the aim of bringing to the notice of the Court constitutional rights, legal rights, benefits and 

facilities of the weakest section of the community.'2 protection of civil and collective rights, and the 

promotion of public interest. In general, public interest litigation can be defined as cases aimed at eliminating 

public injury, enforcement of public obligation, protection of public and collective rights, and the promotion 

of public interest. 

Under Articles 226 and 32, the High Court and the Supreme Court may, within their jurisdiction, issue writs 

or orders, etc., against the state for resolving the grievances of the aggrieved party. But this is only done 

against the public authorities. Now the Supreme Court has taken the initiative to play an active role in 

exposing and supporting the problems of the poor, the working class, the disadvantaged workers etc. In many 

cases, the Supreme Court has applied petitions without court fees and the presence of the applicant and even 

without the assistance of lawyers. The court has begun hearing the case by considering a letter written by 

an individual, a social worker or a voluntary organization to raise the issue of social injustice before the 

court as an application or complaint. By doing so the Supreme Court gave a new meaning to the concept of 

‘right to be heard’.3 

Public interest litigations have brought about a change in the traditional role of the Supreme Court. It gave 

the Supreme Court an opportunity to take steps to strengthen those social and economic rights that the Court 

has held that it does not enforce them and, thus, extend the scope of Article 32 of the Constitution. By 

claiming public interest litigation, citizens are able to seek legal and judicial intervention in matters of 

public interest. 
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Difference between personal interest litigation and public interest litigation: 

Public interest litigation deals with issues such as where vulnerable, neglected, under-utilized sections of the 

society are directly affected. The difference between a personal interest case and a public interest litigation is 

as follows. 

1. In individual cases, a claimant is a person who wants to be released from court for damages caused by a 

violation of his or her legal rights by another person, institution or state. Usually no single issue is raised in 

a public interest litigation. The issue raised through it, is not related to any one individual but to the 

common interests of any class or group of people. 

2. In public interest litigation, the assistance sought or obtained from the court is not given to any one 

person, but to the whole community or part or class of persons living in the same circumstances. 

3. In the traditional judicial system, a court case can only be held on behalf of a person whose rights have 

been violated. Conversely, in public interest litigation, the matter can be brought to court by any person, 

institution or media. 

4. The rules must be met to bring individual cases to court and while granting such an application, the 

judiciary insists on fulfilling all technical requirements. In cases of public interest litigation, the 

judiciary does not compel the applicant to meet the prescribed application criteria by relaxing these 

restrictions. Only a postcard takes the form of a complaint and the Court may provide appropriate 

assistance on the basis of that postcard as well. 

5. In a personal suit, the plaintiff and the defendant gather the evidence necessary to reap and present 

evidence. The burden of providing the necessary evidence to support his claim rests with the plaintiff. In 

public interest litigation, it is sufficient to bring a case of injustice to court. In some cases, the court has 

tried to establish the truth by appointing a commission or a committee of inquiry at its level to gather facts 

or investigate the matter. 

6. In an individual case, one side is defeats and the other side wins . Cases of public interest litigation are 

not resolved on the basis of victory or defeat. Its purpose is to remove barriers due to which a 

particular group is being deprived of its rights or due to which it is being harmed. In cases of public 

interest litigation, the court not only takes preventive action but also plays a positive role.4 

In personal cases, the judiciary makes decisions based on existing laws, not on the basis of 'what should be 

done'. The court's approach in cases of public interest litigation is to create the conditions necessary for the 

welfare of the people. Therefore, the court orders the authorities to take appropriate action. In other words, 

the judiciary plays the role of policy maker and administrative reformer. 

In the interests of the public, the court refused to allow the applicant to withdraw his or her application and 

save himself or her from the process on the ground that the person bringing the public interest suit cannot be 

accorded the status of litigant because this may make the proceedings of public interest litigation 

vulnerable and affected to a new dimension, which in some cases may be used by people for their personal 

interests and thereby harming the public interest. 
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In short, the area of public interest litigation is completely different from personal interests. In fact, it is an 

effective tool for establishing social justice and creating a sense of welfare state. Through these courts, the 

judiciary encourages and directs the authorities(executive) to carry out their duties. 

The purpose of public interest litigation is to bring justice to those parts of the community that are weak, 

unorganized and exploited, who cannot afford to go to court because of the high costs of prosecuting the 

case. Public interest litigations are not brought against one person in court to enforce the rights of others, 

but their purpose is to promote and support the public interest. The purpose of this is that the constitutional 

and legal rights of a large number of people, the poor and the uneducated and economically 

disadvantaged, should not be ignored and if there is a shortage in their use, it should be removed. 

It is not a contradiction, but it is a challenge and an opportunity for the government and its officials to make 

human rights meaningful. Justice should be readily available to the oppressed and the downtrodden. Law 

and justice should not always be limited to a few. Public interest litigation also relax the 'right to a hearing' 

law. The court has released the rules of procedure for admitting cases of public interest litigation.5 PIL are 

an important arm of the legal aid organization and aim to bring justice into the hands of the poor, vulnerable 

and victims of injustice. 

Under public interest litigation, a case may be instituted against all acts of government, affecting the public 

interest or any part of it, it is a tool to provide justice in appropriate circumstances. It is not intended to 

resolve disputes between parties. It demands that justice should be served to the needy by the courts, by 

going through a procedural system. No suit shall be held by a court under this, which relating to the 

interests of any particular person in the public interest veil. It is not the Court's advisory job. It requires co-

operation between the government and its officials, between judges and lawyers, to provide justice to the 

weak and marginalized sections of society. 

It should also be noted that the nature of public interest litigation is not unlimited. There are some 

restrictions on this as well- 

1) The court must continue to ensure that the people who set up the case are not motivated by their own 

interests, 2) It should not be used for political reasons. The court should note that it is not used for the 

purpose of causing delays in any administrative function. Similarly, a court should not interfere in those areas 

under jurisdiction or the legislature, 3) The right of any person to file a petition for quo warranto for the 

purpose of cancellation of any such appointment which is likely to cause injury to the public interest. But 

the personal interest of the petitioner should not be vested in it.6 

In the case of civil interest litigation, limitation is also necessary because at present, such cases are filed in a 

public interest litigation without any cause. Therefore, it is necessary to set clear guidelines and 

appropriate limits for the acceptance of such applications that will be considered. If the courts do not 

prevent the free flow of such cases to be included in the public interest litigations, it will adversely affect 

traditional cases and instead of administering justice, the courts will have to perform administrative and 

executive duties themselves. 

Only when a gross violation of Fundamental Rights is brought to the notice of the Court by the action of a 
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group or class or when there is a violation of basic human rights or when there are complaints of acts which 

have hurt the judicial conscience, then the courts should hear such petitions, keeping the procedural 

constraints aside and extend its jurisdiction subject to all available provisions to remedy the suffering and 

misery of the needy and neglected.7 But this does not mean that PIL should be misused. Therefore, the 

public interest litigants should present this suit keeping in mind its basic objectives. 

The right to justice under Article 32 of the Constitution belongs to a person whose basic rights are 

violated, but in its recent decision, the Supreme Court reversed this rule and greatly expanded the size of 

Article 32. The Court held that under Article 32, any institution or any other citizen is encouraged by the public 

interest can file a 'writ' for the enforcement of the constitutional or legal rights of any group of people who, 

due to poverty or any other reason, may be able to file a writ in the court. Such cases are different from 

individual cases. In an individual case, there are plaintiffs and defendants, and in matters relating to the 

protection of the public interest, the focus is on protecting the interests of the party rather than on the person 

who is the victim of abuse and oppression and who is denied constitutional and human rights. The Supreme 

Court considered many such cases, some of which were presented here- Public Interest Litigation Related 

to Labor Rights: 

Asiad labor case: 

In September 1982, the Supreme Court ruled in favor of the Asiad workers' case. Thousands of workers were 

involved in ongoing construction related to the Asiad. These people were paid less than the minimum 

wage. Small children were also among those who were made to work. The People's Union for Democratic 

Rights, a civil society organization, drew the attention of the Supreme Court in this regard. The 

organization told the Supreme Court in a letter that the basic rights and legal rights of employees 

working on the Asiad project had been violated and that various labor laws had been violated as well as the 

minimum wages have not been paid to labors. The letter was accepted as a writ under 'Article 32' and the 

Court ruled in this case (Public Union for Democratic Rights vs. Union of India) that the labor of the 

country, in any field, can himself or through any means makes an application to the court for enforcement of 

his constitutional and fundamental rights under Articles 32 and 226. They do not have to follow the rules of 

court proceedings. They can inform the court about the violation of their rights in letter and it is the court's 

duty to inform and order the relevant authorities to stop abusing the workers so that different labor laws can 

be applied and workers should not be exploited.8 

In this case, Delhi management said the contractor was responsible for salaries, not management. The court 

called the payment of wages below the prescribed wage a 'forced labor'. The court ruled that “forced labor” 

does not mean that the work is forcibly taken away but even if a person has to be satisfied with very low wages 

due to economic pressure, this too will be called 'forced labor'. The court declared non- payment the minimum 

wages as illegal as defined in the fundamental rights and declared it illegal and directed the relevant 

administrative institutions to take appropriate action. 

In a democracy, 'public interest litigation' is a legal necessity. The rule of law not only protects the rights of the 

rich and privileged but also protects the rights of the very poor and gives them justice. The concept of 'Public 

Interest' establishes the Supreme Court as the custodian of the rights of the poor and vulnerable in the country 

and discards the old view of the judicial system by following only one person who can apply to the court 
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whose basic rights intervene by the state. 

Bandhua Mukti Morcha vs. Union of India: 

The case began with a letter written to the Supreme Court by Swami Agnivesh, president of an 

organization called Bandhua Mukti Morcha. In the case of Bandhua Mukti Morcha vs Union of India, this 

social organization informed the Supreme Court that a large number of workers are employed in inhuman 

conditions in the stone mines of Faridkot district of Haryana State and many of them are also bonded 

labourers. Treating the letter as a writ, the court appointed a commission of two advocates, who investigated 

and reported to the court that the institution's allegation was true. Justice Shri Bhagwati, while pronouncing 

the decision of the majority, held that in such a case of public interest litigation, the government should 

welcome instead of objecting, so that the government can take appropriate steps to free the bonded laborers 

or improve their condition. The court also directed the government to improve its position to implement the 

labor laws and the bonded labor law. In Bandhua Mukti Morcha Vs Union of India, it has been held that if it 

is alleged that there are bonded laborers at any place, then the state should welcome it through public 

interest litigation in the court because it gives an opportunity to the government to investigate whether 

forced labor is being taken from the workers as well as how it can be abolished. This is a constitutional duty 

of the government under Article 23. Article 23 has abolished the bonded labor system. For this purpose, the 

Parliament has passed the Bonded Labor Prohibition Act, 1976.9 

Neeraja Chaudhary vs. State of M.P.: 

In the case of Neeraja Choudhary v State of Madhya Pradesh, Justice Shri P. N. Bhagwati, while 

pronouncing the majority decision, argued that it is not only necessary that bonded labor should be tracked 

down and released under the Bonded Labor Prohibition Act, 1976 rather, more than that, it is necessary that 

proper arrangements for their rehabilitation should also be made, because if this does not happen, they may 

again become victims of poverty and exploitation. Article 21 mandates that the said Act has been passed 

taking into account the basic needs of the bonded laborers and to implement the directive principles of the 

state policy and if the state fails to implement this Act, then it is in gross breach of Article 21.10 

Public Interest Litigation Related to Prisoners Rights: 

Hussain Ara vs. state of Bihar: 

The case began with an article written in Indian Express by Rustom ji, a retired member of the Police 

Commission. In the article, he wrote that hundreds of inmates are rotting in Bihar prisons and their cases have 

been waiting for years. The article identified seven prisoners who had been in prison for more than five years 

and yet awaiting for trial. In light of these matters, Advocate 'Mrs Hingorani' applied to the Supreme Court 

under Article 32 of the Constitution. According to media reports, she had mentioned seven names of 

prisoners in the petition, but it was stated in the petition that there were hundreds of such prisoners rotting 

in Bihar prisons for years and their trial had never begun. 

On the basis of this petition, the Supreme Court of India went into operation and introduced judicial 

activism. The court issued a notice in Bihar province asking it to submit to the Supreme Court a list of 

inmates whose convictions are pending for years and who have spent more than 18 months in prison along 



Dogo Rangsang Research Journal                                                        UGC Care Group I Journal 

ISSN : 2347-7180                                                                     Vol-13, Issue-2, No. 1, February 2023  

Page | 27                                                                                            Copyright @ 2023 Authors  

with their affidavits. When the Bihar government handed over the affidavit, it came to know that there were 

thousands of such prisoners in Bihar prisons. This petition was not on behalf of the prisoners, yet the Supreme 

Court got thousands of prisoners released through this petition. 

The Supreme Court asked why so many people are in prison? Why were the prisoners not released on bail? 

Usually, when a person's case is to be considered and it may take longer than that, he or she is released on 

bail. There is a law to bring these prisoners before the magistrate every 24 days but they could not apply 

for bail. Since they were so poor that they could not afford legal aid. Even if the court sets out a bail policy, 

such prisoners will not be protected because they cannot produce any lawyer to represent them. Therefore, 

the Supreme Court held in this case that every convicted felon who is unable to appoint his or her own defense 

lawyer due to poverty or any other reason, has a constitutional right to get free legal aid. If free legal aid is 

not provided by the state in the above cases, the trial will be illegal as a result of a violation of Article 21.11 

Added to Constitutional Amendment 42 of 1976. Section 39(a) directs the state to ensure that no citizen is 

deprived of access to justice and that arrangements should be made to provide free legal aid to the poor, 

helpless and oppressed by appropriate law. 

Sunil Batra vs. Delhi Administration: 

Applicant Sunil Batra was serving a life sentence in Tihar Jail. He sent information to the court by letter against 

the cruel and inhuman treatment by the jail guard with another prisoner who was serving a life sentence. 

Considering the letter to be a habeas-corpus writ, the court issued guidelines to prison officials and ruled that 

the prisoner should not be treated inhuman and appropriate action should be taken to punish the criminal. 

The court held that the mistreatment of a person, which violates his dignity, that is, causes unnecessary abuse 

and cruelty to him, violates Article 14. The Supreme Court also stated in this case that the habeas-corpus writ 

would not only be used to release a prisoner, but also to protect him from cruel and inhuman treatment in 

prison. Wherever there is injustice, the court will issue habeas corpus writs to eliminate it .12
 

Public Interest Litigation Related to Children Rights: 

Sheela Barse vs. Union of India: 

The petition was made on behalf of all the children in various prisons in the country. With this, the court 

instructed district and sessions judges across the country to inspect prisons at least once a month and to deal 

with juvenile offenders. The Court was so sensitive to the case that it itself allowed the applicant to visit 

prisons, remand homes, observation homes and report the situation and ordered to give the a grant of Rs 

10,000 to the Indian Government for this purpose. The application was filed to release children under the 

age of 16 from prison and to provide information on protection homes, detention homes, viewing rooms 

and living conditions reserved for children and to provide guidelines for improving their status. In this 

case, the court allowed a social worker to become a petitioner on behalf of the arrested children. He was 

ordered to inspect prisons etc. In this case, the court also played the role of policy maker. The court 

ordered the government to increase the number of foster homes for children and they should not be keep 

them in jail. The court ruled in favor of the juvenile delinquent speedy trial and ruled that child offenses 

should be heard in juvenile court only and the investigation of their case should be completed within three 

months. The significance of this case is that it has raised the issue of protecting the interests of offenders 

against children across the country.13
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Bachpan Bachao Andolan vs. Union of India: 

The Supreme Court, in this case of public interest litigation, included forced detention of children in 

circuses, where they were not allowed to visit their fam koilies and were subjected to inhumane conditions 

involving sexual, physical and emotional abuse, and issued the following orders- (i) For Enforcement of 

fundamental rights under Article 21A, appropriate notice must be given by the Central Government where the 

employment of children in the circus must be prohibited within two months, (ii) respondents must raid all 

circuses together and release children and rescued children must be cared for and kept in foster care until the 

age of 18, (iii) Respondents will make appropriate arrangements for the rehabilitation of children rescued from 

circus and (iv) The Secretary of the Ministry of Human Resource Development, the Department of Women 

and Child Development will send a detailed affidavit within ten weeks.14 

M.C. Mehta vs. State of Tamil Nadu: 

In its judgment M. C. Mehta vs. State of Tamil Nadu, the Supreme Court has ruled that children under the 

age of 14 cannot be employed in any factory or mine or in any other dangerous occupation. In the present 

case, Shri M.C. Mehta, a social worker and lawyer, by filing a public interest litigation, drew the court's 

attention to the plight of thousands of children working in the matchbox and explosives factory in Sivakasi, 

South India and asked the court to provide appropriate guidance to the government on various child welfare 

laws. The court has determined the following guidelines for the protection of such children: 

(1) The Court ordered that the establishment of a Child Labor Care Fund be set up in which the employer 

will pay Rs 20,000 per child as compensation, which may be used for their renewal. 

(2) An employer's obligation shall not end after the child has been discharged from the work, but must 

directed the government to ensure that the adult member of the child's family is offered a job in his or 

her place of factory or elsewhere. 

(3) In cases where it is not possible to provide such an alternative service, the Government shall deposit 

Rs.5000 as its contribution to the child welfare fund in the account of all children in which he or she is 

employed. 

(4) An adult shall remove a child from work upon receiving employment. Even if an adult does not get a job, 

the caregiver will have to see if he or she sends the child to education after being relieved from work 

and pays the child's education costs up to 14 years at an interest of Rs.25,000. 

(5) In the case of non-hazardous factories, the Court ordered that the state ensure that the working hours of 

children do not exceed four to six hours and that they receive an education of two hours daily. The 

employer will bear all the costs of education. The said court decision is commendable and as a result 

the development of the children's situation is inevitable.15
 

Other public interest litigation related to public welfare: 

Agra protection home case: 

The court referred to the inhumane conditions at the Agra Women's Protection Home in the case of 
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Upendra Bakshi vs. the State of Uttar Pradesh. As for the girls living here, the news was published in the 

'Indian Express' newspaper that they were not being treated on a personal level. No personal conditions 

were provided for the girls to live and work. It was submitted on behalf of the petitioner that the girls living in 

the house did not have bathrooms and toilets and did not even have doors. It was impossible for the girls to 

go to court because of their rights as they were in a bad social and economic situation. In that case, the 

Supreme Court allowed two law professors to speak on behalf of the girls.16 The court ruled in favor of the 

applicants to improve the situation. Following various interim directions in this case, the Supreme Court 

disposed of the writ in July 1986. The court gave 10-points directions to the government. E.g. road should be 

built within three months to reach the home, adequate windows should be installed, the number of which will 

be decided by the Additional District Judge nominated by the court, arrangement of exhaust fan should be 

made, gas stove should be arranged, telephone should be installed in the building and 24 hours police security 

should be arranged etc.17 The courts were also aware of and concerned about women's rights, as can be seen 

in this case. 

People's Union for Democratic Rights vs. Union of India: 

The Supreme Court in its landmark decision in the People's Union for Democratic Rights vs. Union of India, 

while clarifying the magnitude and significance of cases of public interest litigation, has played a major role 

in protecting constitutional and legal rights of the poor and vulnerable section of society. Cases of public 

interest litigation are an essential element of the rule of law in a democracy. The rule of law not only protects 

the rights of the rich and privileged but also protects the rights and provides justice for the vulnerable class. 

The argument that such a case would increase the number of court cases and, therefore, should not be 

encouraged, is misleading. Justice Shri Bhagwati dismissed the argument that the increase in public interest 

litigation could lead to an increase in court cases and delays in their release.18
 

Decades ago, the Supreme Court understood the needs of the Indian people, recognizing the need for time. 

It acknowledged that the nature of justice is not only legal but also social and economic. The judiciary 

recognizes that the justice system must play an active role in improving the living conditions of ordinary 

people and in granting them basic human rights. As a result of this approach, the state of the Indian court 

system is changing and it has become constructive from prohibitive. The Court is of the view that the law is 

not just a statutory system that adheres to the past and the poor should be treated as honorable participants in 

the judicial process. Therefore, the Supreme Court has done unprecedented work in many areas. 

The Supreme Court has recognized public interest litigation. According to this, anyone can fight for that group 

or class that have been denied their legal or constitutional rights. Under this, a new interpretation of 'Article 

21' of the Constitution has been introduced and an effort has been made to simplify the life of the average 

person. The Supreme Court can also order the establishment of more courts, appoint more number of 

judges and take various other measures to provide for prompt justice in the state. 

It has become the belief of the Supreme Court that although the function of a judge or court is not to make 

rules, it adds color to the contours of law. In this way the judiciary also plays a role in lawmaking. The 

Supreme Court status is therefore now operational and an equal partner in the social and economic 

empowerment of ordinary people. The Judiciary has provided a broad definition of human dignity by 

establishing the principle of just procedure by giving right to every person to participate in public interest 
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litigation and by bringing the poor and vulnerable parties into equality, contributing immensely in the 

transformation of the general public. In fact, accepting that the actions of the state or public institutions 

are not above the law and that their decisions cannot be arbitrary or prejudicial to human dignity is a bold 

move. 

The Supreme Court also stated what is the basis for 'public benefit' and how 'reason' should be used? It can now 

be said that the Supreme Court of India become unique and is the best protector of the public interest as 

compared to all the other Supreme Courts of the world. 

REFRENCES 

1. Saeed, S.M., (2009). Indian Political System. Lucknow: Bharat Book Centre. pg.460 

2. Pratiyogita Darpan, Dec 2016, pg.94 

3. Agrwal, Bal Mukund, (2003). Our Judiciary. New Delhi: National Book Trust of India. pg.143 

4. Saeed, S.M., (2009). Indian Political System. Lucknow: Bharat Book Centre. pg.461 

5. Agrwal, Bal Mukund, (2003). Our Judiciary. New Delhi: National Book Trust of India. pg.145 

6. Pratiyogita Darpan, Dec 2016, pg.95 

7. Agrwal, Bal Mukund, (2003). Our Judiciary. New Delhi: National Book Trust of India. pg.150 

8. All India Reported 1982 SC235 

9. All India Reported 1984 SC802 

10. Pandey, Jay Narayan, (2020). Constitution of India. 53rd ed. Allahabad: Central Law Agency. pg.379 

11. All India Reported 1979 SC1377 

12. Pandey, Jay Narayan, (2020). Constitution of India. 53rd ed. Allahabad: Central Law Agency. pg.624 

13. Saeed, S.M., (2009). Indian Political System. Lucknow: Bharat Book Centre. pg.466 

14. All India Reported 2011 SC3361 

15. Pandey, Jay Narayan, (2020). Constitution of India. 53rd ed. Allahabad: Central Law Agency. pg.382 

16. (1983) 2 SCC308 

17. Saeed, S.M., (2009). Indian Political System. Lucknow: Bharat Book Centre. pg.467 

18. Pandey, Jay Narayan, (2020). Constitution of India. 53rd ed. Allahabad: Central Law Agency. pg.428 


