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 The question of relationship between the Directive 
Principles and the Fundamental rights has caused 
some difficulty, and the judicial attitude has 
undergone transformation on this question over time.

 Initially, the courts adopted a strict and literal legal position in 
this respect. The Supreme Court adopting the literal interpretative 
approach to Art. 37 ruled that a Directive Principle could not 
override a Fundamental right, and that in case of conflict 
between the two, the Fundamental right would prevail over the 
Directive Principle.



The Supreme Court in State of Madras v. Champakam Dorairajan, 
stated—-

 The Directive Principles should conform, and run as subsidiary, 
to the Fundamental rights.

 “The Directive Principles of the state policy, which by Art. 37 are 
expressly made unenforceable by a court cannot override the 
provisions found in part III (fundamental rights) which, 
notwithstanding other provisions, are expressly made 
enforceable by appropriate writs, orders or directions under 
article 32.

 The chapter on fundamental rights is sacrosanct and not liable to 
be abridged by any legislative or executive act or order, except 
to the extent provided in the appropriate article in part III.

 The Directive Principles of state policy have to conform to and 
run as subsidiary to the chapter on Fundamental rights.”



 The Supreme Court started giving a good deal of value to the 
Directive principles from a legal point of view and started 
arguing for harmonizing the two the Fundamental rights and 
Directive Principles.

 “Where two judicial choices are available, the construction in 
conformity with the social philosophy” of the Directive Principles 
has preference. The courts therefore could interpret a statute so 
as to implement Directive Principles instead of reducing them to 
mere theoretical ideas. This is on the assumptions that the law 
makers are not completely unmindful or obvious of the Directive 
Principles.

 Further the courts also adopted the view that in determining the 
scope and ambit of Fundamental rights, the Directive Principles 
should not be completely ignored and that the courts should 
adopt the principles of harmonious construction and attempt to 
give effect to both as far as possible.



1  Kerala Education Bill , 1958
In re Kerala Education Bill , SC observed
 while affirming the primacy of fundamental 

rights over the directive principles, qualified the 
same by pleading for a harmonious interpretation 
of the two.

 that “nevertheless, in determining the scope and 
ambit of the Fundamental rights relied upon by 
or on behalf of any person or body, the court 
may not entirely ignore these Directive Principles 
of state policy laid down in part IV of the 
constitution but should adopt the principle of 
harmonious construction and should attempt to 
give effect to both as much as possible.”



2   GolakNath v. State of Punjab, 1967

 The Supreme Court there emphasized that 
the fundamental rights and directive 
principles formed an “integrated 
scheme” which was elastic enough to respond 
to the changing needs of the society.



3 Kesavananda Bharti v State of Kerala 
,1973       

SC observed
“the fundamental rights and directive principles 

constitute the “conscience of the 
constitution” there is no antithesis between 
the fundamental rights and directive 
principles and one supplements the other.”

“both parts III (fundamental rights) and IV 
(directive principle) have to be balanced and a 
harmonized .



4 State of Kerala v. N.M Thomas, 1976

The Supreme Court said that the Directive 
Principles and Fundamental rights should 
be construed in harmony with each other and 
every attempt should be made by the court 
to resolve any apparent in 
consistency between them.



5 Pathumma v. State of Kerala, 1978

The Supreme Court has emphasized that 
the purpose of the directive principles is to 
fix certain socio-economic goals for 
immediate attainment by bringing about a 
non-violent social revolution. The 
constitution aims at bringing about synthesis 
between Fundamental rights and the Directive 
principles.



 6  Minerva Mills v UOI, 1980

SC observed-
that the fundamental rights “are not an end in themselves but are 

the means to an end.” The end is specified in the directive 
principles.

fundamental rights and directive principles together “constitute the 
core of commitment to social revolution and they, together, are 
the conscience of the constitution.” The Indian constitution is 
founded on the bedrock of “balance” between the two.

“To give absolute primacy to one over the other is to disturb the 
harmony of the constitution. This harmony and balance between 
fundamental rights and directive principles is an essential feature 
of the basic structure of the constitution.”

the goals set out in directive principles are to be achieved without 
abrogating the fundamental rights.

“It is in this sense” that fundamental rights and directive principles 
“together constitute the core of our constitution and combine to 
form its conscience. Anything that destroys the balance between 
the two parts will ipso facto destroy an essential element of the 
basic structure of our constitution.



7 Unnikrishna v. state of Andhra Pradesh, 
1993

SC said

that the fundamental rights and directive principles 
are supplementary and complimentary to each 
other, and not exclusionary of each other, and

that the fundamental rights are but a means to 
achieve the goal indicate in the directive 
principles ,that “fundamental rights must be 
construed in the light of the directive principles.”



9 Ashoka Kumar Thakur v Union of India, 
2008

Recently, in Ashoka Kumar Thakur v Union of India 
SC observed that no distinction can be made 
between the two sets of rights.

The Fundamental right represents the civil and 
political rights and the directive principles 
embody social and economic rights.

Merely because the directive principles are non-
justiciable by the judicial process does not mean 
that they are of subordinate importance.



 It may be concluded by saying that, one should try to establish harmony between 
fundamental rights and Directive Principles, since maintenance of harmony between them is a 
basic feature to the constitution.

 The Directive principles and Fundamental rights are not now regarded as exclusionary of each 
other. They are regarded as supplementary and complementary to each other. The directive 
principles which have been declared to be “fundamental” in the governance of the country 
cannot be isolated from fundamental rights. The directive principles have got to be read into 
the fundamental rights. An example of such relationship is furnished by the “right to 
education”.

 By and large this assimilative strategy has resulted in broadening, and giving greater depth 
and dimension to, and even creating more rights for the people over and above the expressly 
stated, fundamental rights. That biggest beneficiary of this approach has been Art 21.

 At the same time, the values underlying the directive principles have also become enforceable 
by riding on the back of the fundamental rights. Courts have used directive principles not to 
restrict, but rather to expand, the ambit of the fundamental rights.

 The theme that “fundamental rights are but a means to achieve the goal indicated in the 
directive principles” and the fundamental rights must be construed in the light of the directive 
principles” has been advocated by the Supreme Court time and again.

 Accordingly, the directive principles are regarded as a dependable index of “public purpose”. 
If a law is enacted to implement the socio-economic policy envisaged in the directive 
principles, then it must be regarded as one for public purpose. Thus, in State of Bihar v. 
kameshwar, the supreme court relied on Art. 39 to decide that the law to abolish zamindari
had been enacted for a “public” purpose within the meaning of Art. 31.


