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«qTRe Tftpaar 3R TR SifapHur & I Tqa: URd e ufkdea # faxawor
WIT PHIY 797 |, ST T Y1 79T 2, SF. ueivia $UR a4 3
1 ot g &t et avsgeae fayfaErad diara
2 HY USRI HIS o fayfa=imer, Hiurd, 7ed Ue
3 TgHe UH U &1 TR Bl YIareT e 9q<T

AR
YR GfaemT v ofldd gearder 8 ol @qg v uRIRIfaal & wry [A&¥a giar ve1 81 55®T 47 3537
U O e a7 RITAT FeT 8 il =1y, W, THI6T 3V g & fgial av srenfva gl g7
TIETF TG BT V&l 3V SFITTT 7 ITIqIferdT &1 YHHT sicdad Fgeayquf v61 81 Y & Jragrfersr
Faa GlIUTT P FIBIHI TRIT 76, Tew diwaiFe qogl &1 aeieeT & &g 7 of 3& ardl 81 3%y
W#mﬂzﬂﬁ?ﬂﬁ (Public Interest Litigations) & qrEgH @ e W(Judicial Activism) 7 gareT F
afaa siv s1R1e qv @3 a7t &1 1 @i & wifawrdt yfaer faurs 81

~IIA% FHIT & q1e4T & ATIADT 7 GIlaevr Fvev, AT, aiie aarTdy;, [er &7 ST,
g9 dr 3/??' 177?37?)%7' F?#W 697? g gvarw &t G’ﬂ?aﬂﬁ qrgr ? | Kesavananda Bharati v. State of Kerala,
Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, Vishaka v. State of Rajasthan d¥T Olga Tellis v. Bombay Municipal Corporation
o BfasTiee [Avfal 3 raaifereT w1 wfaefia yfter &1 ¥aifed a1 81 57 [Avfar 7 g8 s Far &
G U [RYv gearder 767 aicer ga Tfazhie 3V diad ZawT & ol &7g & ATy araifors g 1 fe=r
7 srrere TEedl 81

Wﬁﬁ%’j Wmﬂ#ﬂgmaﬂﬂ-aﬂﬁwmﬂudicml Overreach) &T &7 4 ¢ HY
adl & wT =rgurfereT fFurfAeT a1 FRfTfEr & sfedr &7 & gwigy dv aidl 81 95 gty aar
G GFpHVY] (Separation of Powers) %ﬁwﬁwﬁ@maﬁgﬁéﬂé‘dﬁ?aﬁmﬁwwaﬁyﬁﬂ%ﬁm
?/ Aravali Golf Club Case TT Supreme Court Advocates-on-Record Association Case # G’W g g U4

37T 7T & T FrguifereT 3u Gaeif~a HHar3fl &7 Fecig=d & 618/

59 W g7 § =1AF aiFaar siv e sifawavr & &g dga @1 sravadEar T T+ [vayr a1
T 81 SHETTT T§ TF BV BT G Vel § [ AT FrauifersdT (69 gH1e GaenT & 6w & &g 8
T YfAeT [rard g 4T T gyFHer & [UZTd ST T F9IC 7F TFEdl 81 a1y & T§ e IiiE
SHTEGTH (Judicial Restrainy, FTRETAET ¥ qreRiar & areqw & v ggfara e awr &1 ewm &
gyrfaa gerel gv 4 gerer srerar 81

& ¥eg: AP GlHId] HNA% HABHT HRAT FIae- F7led TNl Tl GUabT] Fie HHETH |,
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I. WKTqAT

1.1 fawg 3t yuyfdy sk we<a

R GfIE T Sidd 3R Tfa=iie gy 8, e IE¥g ANRG! & T Ues Ut W a1 RATUd ST
® S <, Tadad], ST 3R §Yd & 31ER IR SURd 811 HRA Sdbdd & Jhadl BT gy 987 YR
RECIRSRERIEINCA] %, ST SfqUT & I8 (Guardian of the Constitution) 3R TRATHR (Interpreter) & =qH
B HRA B

dfgyr fAafaret 3 faenfae, FHRUIeRT 3R TTIUTfeIesT & oie Il JYFHRU (Separation of Powers) DI Rygid
ST, Alfh U ST 310 SHIPR & H I6d §U Uh-guR W HIau iR IgeM §1T 3| TRg HdGR H 48
faHTeH qufd: HSR 781 7; i 37T Top-gaR I HgarTIeTsd w0 ¥ 41 J$ U |

YRA B od Ht AR B 37 TRaTg 0 el & fdg & fawa 36t €, Iauifiet A g8y dRd gu
IR g 3R ARG SMGRY o1 & & forg wfra ufitert s §1 gt afssadn «<=fie afoharar (Judicial
Activism)”%??qﬁ\_rﬂ:ﬁ\_rﬂ(‘ﬁ%l

1% TiehadT 7 YRA H FfauU™ &1 31T & Siidd §-MU M| Kesavananda Bharati v. State of Kerala (1973) |
ated e A AU & Jd @i (Basic Structure Doctrine) 1 SAYRUN URd &1, fS ¥ I8 gAed gorn fe
T4 Hfay™ & d=NY drd I B! ol UIGAT Bl A8 Tl DR Fabal | U YbR Maneka Gandhi v. Union of
India (1978) & =AAUTIIRT = 3G 21 B! TR HRd gU “Sita 3R AT WAl &I g 3 ver o,
S TR Tad=rdr & ¢ S fasRid gul

Vishaka v. State of Rajasthan (1997) ¥ ey | Aiearsi & HRIRA R g G_CCﬁE:f g RE&T CANIY femmfAdw
Rt foru, Safer 39 THT 39 v W ®is I i H 781 AT 37 HHa! A Ui & JrHTole JUR B
fo=n & SRR YR & U H A1 faa|

for=g, = Gfthaar &) g vy wi-wt <R 3fAHH (Judicial Overreach)” & =0 # it T et 8, 5@
grgrfereT ifd Rator ar yxmae srf W{%’C{ B AT %I Aravali Golf Club v. Chander Hass (2007) 3R
Divisional Manager, Aravali Golf Club v. Chander Hass S A B ey | WY WieR e fe i o
YA & 3 aﬁ-)f A rafds [REN] 7‘@)[ é——n T’a|T%'QI s?ﬂ UPHR Supreme Court Advocates-on-Record Association v.
Union of India (2015) T e gRT “National Judicial Appointments Commission (NJAC)” P! fRd s & Fofg
J it e oIk —arauiferesT & ofa cohvia &t fRufa 3w &t

3 U9 IR0 I T8 WY § fb YR Avad § rguiferet &t e W R fousf gqar @i g — & 9.
TfIeT B WRferepT a1t 5, U XM Harad | ifashaor 7 o1 |

1.2 YR A § <At ot YT
YR & RUTIIST &1 A Had fJare MR Y1 & U § 391 of1dT 8, Sfewd a8 JduTfids Tedl &1 WRfdia of g
TG 32 3R 226 ANRD! BT U5 MUBR 3d & fob Al 37 D RABRI BT IJeaia gidl ¢ ol d WY Far
1 I IIITAY BT SRATST Wedel Thd ¢ | 39 UG 3 T &l AFRG ATISGRT BI &M H gad gurdt
TRy & fean ]
Wﬁmﬁﬁmm%WMﬁmﬁwmaﬁmm%lHussainaraKhatoonV.
State of Bihar (1979) T <JTaTed 3 ARd =1 &1 Aifeiss SifIHR Dt fora, for ol sieverad &fedt o1 Rers
WWWEWlM.C. Mehta v. Union of India & faf¥a AT & <ATeR - GATGR0T TREU BT ARG SHRSHRI
¥ SST| Prakash Singh v. Union of India (2006) ¥ GfeR JUR &I AN B4 & e foU MY, &% Vishaka
Guidelines (1997) 7 HRIRE UR AfFATSN &1 TRHT D1 & B |
= ot fofal = o5 g fovan for ~arauTeresT drad S &1 SaRe - aTel ST g, Sfews e § Afdd SR
HaeTe a1 B areht Wfad o g1
BT, 39 Ifthadr &t a1 Rufa &A1 sawaes 81 Aiddiae wumed & 98 e dgg Jag-=id § — Siar
IruTierenT A%y TeHR ARG TYBRT B & 7 HR UIY, T8T didbdd Tk H US Ibdl §, 3R Sgl 98 U
SIBRI F S §¢ MY, T8 YT Ager HT 8 Ihal o
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1.3 SIEYT & I 3R UE Uy

Y MY BT YPE I YR FauTe ot § e Ifesaar oiR e sifassaor & st dgad &t
STIIH T BT fARATT 31 81 39 ey | fFafafad ushi w foar fear smem—

1. % Tithadt 3R =fies SHfAshHul ST sraurRunaft # o1 Jayd $fdR 82

2. T HRAH AUTfeishT 3 THI-T9g TR 370+t Haues Irarsii &1 sifassaor fasar g2

3. IR gaad St dy A1 1 g AT ATfes At T a1 Xg?

4. TR ATHTTH (Judicial Restraint) BT T HE@ g, 3R 3q YR T 7§ S ar] far o Tebdr 82

5. HRAG Aepas § =mnfereT, faunfier sk eriufersT & e JRINTT Wder s [ & T o1 GURIAS
HCH MATD &2

Ul & W1 9§ I8 MY Y 1 DI WY A BT T S {6 Iruifeiest ot Taad=rar s-1e 3@d gu Sidem™
B! Tl BT UTaH B HR Fha ¢

1.4 A Ft WATT 3R yRiRHar

g e & ©U ¥ YR ARUTieres] & YHeT, daufies uaysi ok gata 9 3o =amerdl & Fofaf iR
&fea 81 3T =R Tfthadr ok sifasHur & fazawoT 8 YR & TR JauT e Amal &1 eqe far g
W@@WWW@WWW%M&IbUWV. Madisonﬁvh)wlﬁﬂ?ﬁmwg,
fohg T Wiy YR He )R g1 W T g

g ufttieT |, Sid rauTierepT SiHfed AT (PILs) 3 HIEOH I TR iR Fiferd ama & siftre afera
YAt AT 8 § — S yafaron, e, Wred, YSER Ry R I uReRidr & 8 § — a9 39 3reqg o
U 3R §¢ Sl 2

TS TG Y 3id Hewquf ¢ fob 1 <1 §Xa&d SiHfed o1 &l HR 6T § 1 98 3 HauTas 3l & iR
& o SfAHHUT 77T S ET ] |

I8 MY 39 §g & IHIYH & =1 & U Aqford ePDI0 TRgd H1 &1 YA ST dlie YR Aldbad |
ARUTfeTeRT &1 TSI, Taadl 3R Saradg! di QR I8 T |

1. TR aftradr o1 da1i¥e vd Sfaeie ufie

2.1 a1 Afhadr &1 ufyHTaT iR Rrgia

ITRIP FiHTT (Judicial Activism) T T Ui g P A1ed T qrauTfeiesT Sfaum & LAl B &1 Bt &
3R THTST & HHSIR I 3R HTH a1 & fod o fyenfresT a1 wrfuifere &) ffesaar & gk 3 81 =i
HId BT faare! BT THIHH SR b Hfia T8t |, sfew a8 Hfa-Fafon, araiier dRem, sk e
g &1 1 gy S 8

YR B rguiferesT Bt Afthd YT o1 Yo mefed 0.ue. 1racdt 3iR =gy ot 8k, $wr 3R gRI fart e
fofat ofik el ¥ g3 | I AT U1 {3 arauiferest &1 i Had S A Sl el ©, dfcd 9 Ul
¥ Fead Yeul & SR g YT o1 91fge | =i afshaar &1 Rigid a8 gffda ovar g i dfeum &
I, S ISR T, FHIGT, 3R Wd=dT &1 UTe 8|

2.2 YRdg ufved § Ao

Wl & W\?ﬂFﬁ guf # YRd H urrofereT &FET&IW W il 4.k Gopalan v. State of Madras (1950) e
TRt A Hifeie SHfUGRI &1 sareat o) W | mKesavananda Bharativ. State of Kerala (1973) & fufg
J U B ga TR Rigid &1 RIYAT SR it & daue FRe ot fo=n & afssa faa
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Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India (1978) 3 3G 21 & dgd oiia- 3R HAfGdITd WA &1 IS TRSAT B,
O =TTt A HI B HoR R Y 18R 3MHR AFANUGR IRE $I fe=n & itha YHswT AR

1980 3R 1990 & &R1H H SAfRd AABISA (PILs) F TTEHH F [RUTADHT - YRS 3R FrTiors JURT &
oo Yt g | 59

1. Hussainara Khatoon v. State of Bihar (1979) — Pl & PR 3R afd g ﬁﬁ'@ﬁ hAT|
2. Bandhua Mukti Morcha v. Union of India (1984) — d1d 4H 3R &) HG@fI & RIaT® gxaey|

2024 25 & gIferAT ISTEIT:

1. Association for Democratic Reforms v. Union of India (2024): ﬁ?ﬁ’q DI A sﬁa@?—c{ Eﬁ%ﬂ o B
i D far, R <argurferesT 3 IeHifae uReRidar g @t

2. Sita Soren v. Union of India (2024): <11 = [AUTRI®T o Yol & YPER & HAHA A SHHT-HUHR B
et qg &1

. State of Punjab v. Davinder Singh (2024): 3R&01 & Iuaiffe0] &1 GauTHe audr o FAufg|

4. State of Tamil Nadu v. Governor of Tamil Nadu (2025): Is9UTd & “Tidhe giel” Bl 3y g

5. A SIeH B.R. Gavai (2025) $t fewolt: et = wfta yffieT Rum & ary-amy o= darsi
F1 dhd fadTl

39 I<TE0N O WY BidT © fob =arauifereT = afshaar & fafirs smam) & gxday fear—amnfoe <, JeHifae
UReRfar, R 3R iUt & Hriad ot FIRT-—3iR I8 Ifesgdr =iie sifawaor I et drmmeit #
CRIRG]

2.3 FAd FIRIDT (PIL) BT Iogd 3R YHTT

PIL &1 TN T&d: HHIR SR dfed anif & =g gRfda & & o fovam mam1 39 aream ¥ 3 AriRa! ot
IR F 1t Haener gel W ararer § A1feresT SRR &1 S Wbt o |

Wqﬂqﬁ:

a) Hussainara Khatoon v. State of Bihar — W F PRI
b) M.C. Mehta v. Union of India — TfaRUT TREF0T 3R Uguur gz
¢) Vishaka v. State of Rajasthan — FHART R Afgarsii & I Jdied & faams feem-fAdw

2024-25 7 1t PIL 3R suo motu AT & HIEHH J =TgUTierehT A Wdhaa 3R ATHINTG ~aTg i I8/ BT | I&T80 b
]%I'Q, Association for Democratic Reforms v. Union of India PIL &1 dve oiqdl & ]%H o ISTIT T HTHAT %, o

oo faxita arefRiar g gs|

2.4 WIE <iy® fAofg

1. Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India (1978): 3/Js5¢ 21 & dgd oiia- 3R cAfddid Wd=dl &1 HMUH
AT
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2. Vishaka v. State of Rajasthan (1997): FIRS R Afgamst & a9 Id S & Rgarm W—i?‘lég, ag o
FI H IR |

3. State of Tamil Nadu v. Governor of Tamil Nadu (2025): JISUUT & Tldhe diel R AP |

3 3T A I8 WY BidT © [ it 7 3o afspa TR or & Gaue Iexdl &1 & &Y, ag) sifaspaur
¥ g9d §U Aga §1E 3|

111, TR AfAHHUT: TR 3R AT

3.1 AT Sffasaur & ufyyraT

“MRA% AAHHI (Judicial Overreach) I FRURY B g § ST =raUTeresT Fradt B! faarel & Fuer a&
fferd =1 g, fautRiesT a1 erfuifeT & Hauie qur Sifd-Rafuas & 3o g8y §e1 odt 81 I Usal &,
Ig 98 AT § Od IUIIh] 301 “RSMBR” qUT “TRAUFRED” F M ¥ M s «Hfq-Fafar o
“PTAagTHd BT FU A A

%WWW%W@%%WWHW (Separation ofPowers)%ﬁwmﬁﬂ:ﬁ?ﬁa?ﬁ%,
Fife o9 e o off & fordeial # gw[au #_dl g, d ey dged fore g@ar gl
IRAd B, ZUS-3MRET & YAl ¥ g HHT 7T § fob <argurferesT o1 gxaay at 3fed g oa o i fawd &
Afp gt ot Trar qg € — 39 SrTala a8 “sifasHor T I g | YR | off fagrt A g fafed fear g fas
el gueieT 3 v 3 form 8, 98l e Sifamau & fRiuyg 571 § Il gl
9 UBR, e 3AfahHu U Adia-1-God § f armifereT o=t wifad Sudi & gad = 8 9 — oife
R R, Sareegt Ud YauTes JHT-3@r Yefl off Tt ]

3.2 faunfe o SrduTiereT & &7 # <aTie gway

e et <rg-fofa ot Farsit § om e eme=-srt, Sifa-fFafor ar uxmafe st & ufay 8 9k g,
9 39PT SRR faenfieT wd sl & Gaufe fIeR-87 R Usdr g1 30 & e, aey gRI Uh
TRyT A1 fqumT o ™ 31 o Tt ifa &1 dapTa @ &1, a1 faeiesT & oo <araTed gRT Famradt SRt
BT T Y Yohd & O6] eI BT WY YA 8l Hhl ¢ |

HYRd § U T IGTEXV § Divisional Manager, Aravali Golf Club & Anr v. Chander Hass & Anr (2007) forad
Supreme Court ofIndiaeTWWﬁ?W “:nzqa’f (posts)” %WWWH@TWW, WWW@W
7 faenfieT &1 8 | <raTed A Hal -

“The court cannot direct the creation of posts. Creation and sanction of posts is a prerogative of the executive or
legislative authorities”Law Insider+2LawFoyer A daily doze for inquisitors+2

Y UPR TP BIIAY b1 U WY THih-T A 1| TS rauiferedT 39P 3T Sl 8— wid Fomraet §9m,
oy vl o, Jag-dar Rufivd exa—dl gg sifdsau ot Rufd 99 It g1
sﬂﬁam,mﬁmmce Surya Kant = 12 72025 P! Adra-t &t fp

“Courts mustn't supplant the role of legislature or override the will of the people. Instead, they must act as facilitators of

Democratic dialogue...” The Times of India

g gadad 3NYF AT BT JHT0 § fob <arauTierest ot Aferd Yga gu o st Waenfes st 1 e v
IS g

3.3 T 3GTeR0l

(%P)Divisional Manager, Aravali Golf Club & Anr v. Chander Hass & Anr (2007)

Wmﬁmr\ﬁ (ﬂ'l?ﬁ/tractor—driver) %éﬂﬂawqaww%ﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬁawﬁwﬁ?waﬁ
HIAUIIhT BT VI T ST AT TS 3 = A1Ted U9 3idieliy =urrerd gRT faw 7 ofiew &1 g & faar
o 9T ug Yo & R A1 Court Verdict+1 8 HTHWT % §W&T — SHAHA & g &1 FHI-3@T TF
CIGI
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(™) Supreme Court Advocates-on-Record Association v. Union of India (1993)

39 fofg & =aruiferet &1 fgfad ufear (NJAC T8 auTioeT-ardn) W 94t gs O i 3 a8 i fear
o gruifereT &1 Waadr a1 I8 9o | 59 Bhud B ARUTad] BT YU gway Hf A T ®iife 5
fauep1/riemere-Fufia Jda=ite &3 JH1 7T 4TI NLSIU Repository

3.4 TR SfaspHor 5t Sreit=HT 3R Jwme
AP HTAHHUT DI AR b A A TS 8-

1. FATYYTHRUT BT Jead-: Ui afe Hfa-Fafr a1 yemate $af § gdu wRdl ¢, 9 98
et wd wriuferdt & SHfIPR &7 &I S ST 8 TohdT 8, R Jau e Iga- favrs S g
IJRPR+1

2. FReIE-fagar et Faifad 98t 81d; 3% Ad-ardrsil gR1 =gt g1 orar| afe 9 Hfa-fafar
S ST, Y b1 SHaTeag BI el 81 Sffdl | URPR

3. URImEAe 94T Fifa-faugrar & wH: e § R U8 Amal # oy o o € R deiet,
e a1 QoI faRRar o1 STazaswdl gidt & | vl 39 a8 & Hofat & forg oimesf w6t 8
Tt URPR

4. g faavor & 8 v e o9 Tt it Ifthg g1 St § iR UxgH-afY & Sfed Al #
I ST &, A Je 1S B 1 81 Wbl ¢ SR dfad ATHEl 1 e §¢ Wbl § | IRPR

5. WWW@W:@@%WSuwaKam%202S ﬁwwaﬁﬁ;“jusﬁce mustn’t
become dominance”—tl_s'ﬂ.%%% 3ffashHur ¥ rquTferahT Mﬁm@W%IThe Times of

India

V. HRAI IAfaem & J<1 gyasor &1 Rigid

4.1 T GUFHRT BT HAUTD SMTUR (TG 50)

7 el & STacle, AT 39 a1 IR Bisd § [ i &1 Jichaar-yfiie! Ifau™ & 3&6d & U o
TIRTF g, Afdp g8 avft Tgferd grht oia a8 sroeit Haene Wunstt, Starecs! Ud -araurferesT-Jarsii &1 gerdr &1
& |

YRATT Tfay™ = AewdifHe - Jorme J I=1 YYFDHIUT (Separation of Powers) DI TR &I YA %I qg
fRrgia Hcld: Montesquieu & faart 9 ofa %, % SITIR RMEA DI diA o RATd— AT (Legislature),
FHrfuTferesT (Executive) 3R IrguTferesT (Judiciary)—wr%_d 3R T g =ifeu arfe foeedt +f of & U
SRtfard e A g1

YRATT Gfaem  3udT Jaue SMUR T U ¥ 3rgwde 50 § FAflkd 8, ot [0t &1 raunferest &t Tadsran
GAfYd B & fore i ST 6

“The State shall take steps to separate the judiciary from the executive in the public services of the State.”

g 3¢ WY Rl § o ruiferest Hrfurferes & TWdd gf 3R »ad WAy Td S & AR Al @1 g
I8 YA BT & fob —ATauTferepT el T e ST W 7R Wb b1 ARa1 H et A 81|

BTdifh YR Tfqe T gUFhRul & HR TU H L a1 fobdm 7 §; 38 T (flexible) AISA & U &
3TN T § | ST HRUT U & b HRd Ueb wliebditiep 3R Jeiig 3w € &gl 3t & o Ygalieis s 3R
A BT SIS 2|

4.2 faenfieT, wriuTfRre ik mauTiereT & e R &7
1. ﬁ%m(Legislature):
o @1 ®rf S fafor B 31 Fg iR sl Bt fAuaH o SR & S o9 gl
faenfiee Hiferrd Fofa A B, soie g &Rt B 3R rfurfereT &) MR st 81
2. mqm(Executive):
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3. HriuTfereT H yufd, Isgura, HEURYE SR TR o i 81 SR &1 g8 S Sl $1
Tre, ifa Srafaa 3R yemafe ke | 81 erdufieT Hifd & erfkaa § g fAafn &) gat=
fed Tad 81

4. W(Judiciary):

TUTIoTRT BT PR & UMiie B 3R YauTfe a1 &1 FATRM 9o Wftd g1 Jate ey 3R
T AT AU D1 RS R &, AIfeid AIBPRI BT I8 B @, 3R RiesT qur sriurfee &
BTl B AUl B gHem B3 |

RPN S
YR B IAT GYFHRUT “HIR” g dfcdh “Hferd/agarmas” g1 39T 3 g g o =amuifereT faunfier ok
FHRITIeT % Fofal & §Xd8T FR Tl €, Al Had a9 od d JfAUTH IT HTIA T Seed Hd ol |

4.3 OIS gEI&T o1 Hau—e i
R AT &1 it YRAY Taufe gt & WY 81 TR &1 exday dad JHiem iR fARRE
(Judicial Review) & 3R H 1 I13U | SHHT I <14 v fagaf R eneria &:
1. mmﬁﬁ?&"
S Kesavananda Bharati v. State of Kerala (1973) 3R Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India (1978) |
AT = Hiftres SfAGRT BT &T B gU T8 R fovan fos faenRier sik srfuiferet &1 &1 o
FTd e drarsft & S1eR T8t g1 Afeu|
2. AU DY o I B IET:
Indira Gandhi v. Raj Narain (1975) 3R Minerva Mills v. Union of India (1980) T Uit 3 98 ﬁ&r@a
T o Hfaem ot ga a1 o fbel 1t WapR a1 faenRieT & geaay 9 @ = 8|
3. T & gSUANT 3R ffashHor & F9ma:
RUTfIHT BT gXaad faemfet a1 HriureresT gRT i BT gIUANT 81 R TaRI® § | oY gTd & 9l
T State of Tamil Nadu v. Governor of Tamil Nadu (2025) T ruIfere! = ISTuTd & “Tidhe ger” &l
QY BEHR FaUTep e R faar|
ARI:
YR AU B T GUaH0T &1 3e-T Had 311 & G & a1, Sfews TGN, Tgad R TganT gAfad
FRAT ¢ | ARUTAT BT g%ay a9 ifaagul 8 9a a8 Ifem & e, didbdiid Hedl Bt &M SR ANTRS &
SHTABRI BT FR&M & foT a=as 7|

V. <R afssadr a9 <aie sifassaor: gaarars fazeyor

5.1 31 SrAYRUS & i 3’
1. wﬁ‘l-rrmaﬁ?ts%m

1. AT Afhadr (Judicial Activism):
Ig 98 fUfd § a0 rauiferesT dad It faarel & Auer a difid =t e, afew Turer &
< YA &, ARG USRI BT 36T SR fauRieyeriufe ot fawadrs & R &
?q Ofba uftrer Furdt 31 U@ SExg Wiefed SR Wawfe Wwdl @) Tam g
JQIYUL: Vishaka v. State of Rajasthan (1997),meﬁwﬁmmw1ﬂ=raﬁsqﬂﬁ
& fo feenfadzr 9 fpu)

2. T SifaspHur (Judicial Overreach):
I a8 Y § Sa IrauifereT s SfieR & ¥ aeR e fauieT a1 srurfiesT &
HaeTe Bl H eXdad HRdl g1 T8 ey =it At a1 yemafe o o 2nfid g o g,
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ST I GUFHRUT b RIS BT Ieea BT 6|
TQIGNTL: Divisional Manager, Aravali Golf Club v. Chander Hass (2007), STgI raTieresT =
UM & 7 ifaehHur & forg Simeiiem et
2. a3 ufvume:
1. e afghard Ga 3R Ty b ufd RrieR gt 8; 78 ARe iR &) & dl § 3R
ABdies TRIF B GUR 8|
2. R MU T U ! SR B bl §, AT HI Waadl 3R fayg-adr &
qUIfId B Fhar g |
3. Waﬁ?mﬁ
1. Gfpaar ae IRId § 9« faenfRie e fawd 8l
2. 3fIHHY 99 IAF BT & O Uit 3oe iErelf o7 Iewed R vt B e o
T Bl | 9o St B

5.2 HgA- B ATaRgHdT
MR Ffehadn 3R 3ifassaor & o Tga didhda & ThHadT & AT fdd aRg® g
1. HAUT® AgaT: UMD $I 30 &Y & R B JIHd TG AT, Al Tl GUTHRUT 3R
Aipdie Jedl B JHar 7 Ugd |
2. grdviAe Ay agufaer & FAofa afe dqfea 8 @ S9ar &1 oy aeed Ear g1 siafe
SHfrepaoT rUIfeIesT Bt fAYT-ad] & HHOIR R GHdl g |
3. WHTH RMA: AT dhad AFfeR R FRE § wnfire R af erfuifae ok faurfer sam a3t
A gerar § fofa @ et 8
BT & STERT:
o State of Tamil Nadu v. Governor of Tamil Nadu (2025) # rifereT 3 Haue e I 34T, dfee
3= &1 u=mafe St e it T, o =nfie fsadr stk sifasau & o e forl

5.3 ATRI® ATHAIH BT qg<d
WmaudicialRestraint)ﬁm%mﬁwm%ﬁﬁwwmgﬁm
Tt gXIEY HR § T WA A1 HTH F Icery BT Y YA
1. I QYTHRUT DI IET: TS ATATTH 3 & SMABR & BT THMH Hal g 3R Aad § Iga -
T g
2. HauTHe A g8 YT wrar 8 & Hifa Fmior ok =t o [T sk srfufee & o™
GE
3. UPRIHD YTAUTIBT: AEITH & 1Y RUTTIHT 31fdds YT, =araqu 3R 1RIGHE Sl §1
e S R. Bommaiv. Union of India (1994) ﬁm%wﬁﬂﬁmaﬁ@m&ﬁﬁwﬁgqmaﬁmm
gXa foran, fora -fie TfthadT SiR STEigH HT IeTeRUT JHH 37T |
o 2024-25 B TR UG 3 B3 PIL AW H Fewr fau, Afr o sxday &1 GautHe dwrsit ae
i ¥, S A &1 JEr g |

HIRIRT:

IRy afepadr 3R ifaspay & diT 3idk Wy 3 Ifhadr diedd 3R g & f{a & §, siefe sifasyur I
IgA B! FAT HR el ¢ | TgaT ST ITAT 3R <ATRAS SMEATTH AT & YRS dArdbaa 3R Afdem
& T ATGUINTBT BT YfHPT Bl GRIAT PR |
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V1. TP f¥HI01 3R S11ed & i Hga & SUTT (BALANCING JUDICIAL APPROACH AND

PUBLIC INTEREST)

6.1 Ha T SarRaT &1 JATe
ARUTTTeRT BT J3d H1d TfAUT 3R HT B! SARAT HRAT || STeifeh, e eI & Fo dAn § o e
T 3T IS ©:

1. faenfier 3Rk erfufereT & &3 &1 I :

2. arguiferest &1 Afa i iR uRmae Sl o ey FRd 99T Yad I8 et Wfaue 3 g«
YU HT Rigid ar foran 8, SR rautieresT &1 sare aft <araiTd At St § 519 I8 faumfiet sl
FHRIUIST & IBR &F HT Icao 7 B

3. T Afthadr &1 W

4. SR TIfRIT (PIL) 3R YT TREUT T IUTNT JHTS HeUTul & folU IR &, A arauiferesT
1 g YT BT A1 S SuaT geaary ifa frefvor a@ Wit 7 3R, sraur sifaswao &1 wawr Iar
BBl

5. grATfore 3R 3nfde yuTa:

6. OY® SMCRN &1 ATUG THG Bl &1 IaTeXUl & R W, TAER0T TREU 1 e urR & Amat §
JIfeeT & SN 9 THY d U ol BT UHIidd B Iod g1 3id: Sautfie sarem #
Tgfera eI sawas 71

YRAI IGIGT:

e MC Mehta v. Union of India (1987) T UgTaRUT TR0 B forg afeg Wa'q fooar RIESIN dfe A ot
UL Srafau de e 3@ Tl

o 202425 H B3 PIL HIHA! & UrIUIpT 3 HIfde-19 Agd IR IrduHe W & AHal § fezn-fAdwy
SR} for, @i fofa &t =fifa Fmfor & =8t sgra

6.2 <RI ITRGIIE SR UReRfar
U & Haue = & Fwe ok gRexll g1 =iy, @ifes SHfed ok —iie eRer & offa e
RATUd BT b |
1. SWReId:
IRt & il & de Wy ad SR wfaunfe enur 1 a1fieul 39 9 Fad ey &t
fagiadr sea 8, Sfcs ST 3R 3y TruTaft & forg fvfa &) wweT 3 giar |
2. W@ﬁ":
grars 3R fofa ufsrar urexlf g W =mautfereT & Fofal & sirdemT oiR arTfoies AR &1 ary
foretr 81 S99 = Tfsharan SR HfashHur & ot TdaH ST T ST gl 2|
3. SAfed BT W&
4, UITST B ARG HFYSRI SR AP fq FT &1 FXd §U I8 AT S 1T fos o
T I 3R G geul &b 34 8|
YR SGTERT:
1.  Supreme Court Advocates-on-Record Association v. Union of India (2024) 7 et 3 srow fAufg #
URe R 978 Tt 3R =i =9+ ufshar & QuR &t fown & wed Iorm|
2. Right to Information PILs (2025) o rguiferesT 3 UR® Saraes! 3R URaE R ﬁﬁf\%ﬁ‘fﬁl

6.3 TRITTd YR 3R femm-Fd=r
AUTIT 3R SHRd & s Tga -1 @ & o TRIFTd YR 3R A=n-Few srawae 1
1. SR guR:
a) IR UfehdT &1 aet 3R YHTE SR & o S=1 <ararer 3R Yate =amaraa § Sy dabia!
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H1e! BT IUINT|
b) PIL A # Wy feznfdw aifer araurferet dad daunfe Iecre ar iR SHfed amat § g
BT B
2. ﬁ'ﬂ'ﬂ-ﬁﬁ-‘ﬂ:

a) 1980 P TPH J 3(F db ATUTIh] 3 B3 A | 0= e & faw i =t fpe arfe
FHRITferesT 3R faenfiesT Tgfera ¢ 4 fvfa a9 |
b) 2024-25 H =grguIferesT = yafaRun, R 3R IrdeiAe ey # fAufg SRt R w9y vRmafe
FHTafaa- & WF U § FRE fean
3. Aqgad & IU:
a) aUTAE SaReAT T e afe W Iua|
b) TR T TETTH 3R WP ddh TR 3erid fofg|
o) faunfeT SR wriufieT & Ty Targ 3R Iga|
ARIR:
e RS R SHRd & o Ygar R AT MY Mevda & =aTiess! & RAa 3R gHTaRierdr
¥ forg snawge B1 399 forw Hawunfe W, <iie SwreIfid, TReRiaT iR HRINE guR & 3Su™
T TR 1 2024-25 F IETERVI ST § o Iferd <miies gxaaiy JuTet ofR Tfau it & fda o g Jdbar
gl

viL e oz ggma
7.1 TN frem el 1 AR
Y T & T1HH Y I8 WY gl i =i afthaar ik =les sifassor yRdig dieda & <arauraresT &t
YT BT & TRER faR1eh yromg g

1. TR afthadr AR YGRS e, SHfed Bi & 3R Hdu e Ted! ot gRam & o srawas® g
YR <UIA®BT 5 Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, Vishaka v. State of Rajasthan, 3R 2024-25 F PIL
a7 g feamn & aftra =nfie sxaau & wHe § QuUR iR = gAfyd faar o g g1

2. i SfshHYT I & gIUANT SR Tl AT & Ieciu BT HRUT &9 A&l &1 Aravali Golf Club
Case 3R 37 IaTex0N A T8 g fovan for mauiferest & st & S8R T W Aidbditie Swireif o
FHrlermrar yuIfad g T« g

3. T YYGPHRUT BT Hgd - 3Jwq 50 R Tafera Y uraer <arguifersT, faenfiesr sk erfuferes
& SHRIBRI BT UG @A & | RIS BT &y bad aHt Ifad & 9 Gau e SifeR! a1 AR
fgdl &1 Iccio 7l

4. G SR ATEHITH — TUIADT BT ford DB R AT Aebaa &1 FRRAT 3R rauferds
! fasaar gRfd sxar g

7.2 YR uf¥tea o Tgfera =afe e &t smazgear
YR Mevad B AruiferesT &1 Tgferd eI sicdd aad § | $9d HRUT:
1. HauT® iR Atwdife WITRIE: Ui &1 W 3R Teid gxaay I e S8 I9dT 3|
2. SFITRd B &T: AUTITehT SHied & A H Wiehd BIdhR AN & HTABRI BT e Bl g
3. fasreitaan o uReRia: =muifte &1 dqfoa eRei sk o uftar &t aRefRiar e o
DT LT 3R ST BT fayr Afda w3
4. AEANTIEAP ATET: frd <UTITRT 3T TRATSHT & 1Y TaRT HR NG 1 gHTdT F1H 3|
YR ISTERT: 2024-25 T HIfTS-19 I, Wb WA 3R TITGRUT RET & A § AruIeresT - afhd
it TS, Af Sifashar T ord gu ddute el &1 9w foa|
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7.3 HfIT B FUTTATE 3R YR & J3ad
1. =T ufshar § SRImTd JUR:
a) PIL A 3R YauTd faarel & gAarE 1 dof iR THId §9H & e da-iie! et &
ST G|
b) WﬁWﬁWWCase Management Systema?—[m'rfl
2. = o wHe 9u HAT:
a) <TUTIerehT & geaa & forg T - fAd qg oz arfes =nfires afshaan dgfea ofik daune
e A R
3. TR STeaw 3R ufkreqor:
a) —arnefRi & fore Haenfaes Rigia, T gyaeor ofR TRIHe HfeR! ot diarstt w ufremr
b) =aruiferet | fAofa ufssar & e SR grauT &1 Sgrar &
4. ISP TIREHT 3R TgAT:
a) ARG R TES H Yauds eRY, raiferet & YfiyeT 3R I Ygad & Hed & Ui
ST |
b) e iR SrfurfereT & Iry =i o1 geant el
a) “UICIT &1 Tqferd eRH IR &1 & o fSiea wewnt sik iy smenfka fofa
AL yuITelt &1 fasm |
b) AU SR Mevc B Td TG B & TR 5T THTS HT0 3R AR AT HAT|

sifew frs:

YR dideca § =raferet &t YA Had Jare) &1 HueRT o531 e, afews wfaur, =g ok sAfga & &=
AT HTE IWAT ¢ | TS WichadT SR SfAHHU & s Agar RAMUT AT, ARUTADBT & SMETTH 3R
TR YR & A1 J g JHT 31 599 dibdd &) i@, TR ISR P 6 3R qrguiferesT Bt
faagar gRfa B B

e gt - 2022 & AU
8.1 U =T Aol

Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, AIR 1978 SC 597 — AT TaAaTt 3R Ufhar & =ArATaar |

Vishaka v. State of Rajasthan, AIR 1997 SC 3011 — STHRIA TR T Iaits b g feenfesr

MC Mehta v. Union of India, AIR 1987 SC 1086 — UaTaRul TR&f01 § <1 fohadT|

Aravali Golf Club Case, Divisional Manager v. Chander Hass, 2007 — % MfaHHUT G?IT ERIRIEE

XA |

5. Supreme Court Advocates-on-Record Association v. Union of India, 2022 — RIS B URERIAT 3R
TRITT JUR |

6. State of Tamil Nadu v. Governor of Tamil Nadu, 2022 — Taee W 3R =1 Tfeadr|

7. PIL AT (2022) - HIAS-19 I8d, TTdwIi-cs WY 3R TGN TR&JUT & rIuiferest & gl

AW NN~

8.2 faftre Uy ik o @

1. D.D. Basu, Introduction to the Constitution of India, LexisNexis, 2022 Edition.
2. M.P. Jain, Indian Constitutional Law, LexisNexis, 2022 Edition.
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3. Subhash C. Kashyap, Our Constitution: An Introduction to India’s Constitution and Constitutional Law,
National Book Trust, 2022.
4. Granville Austin, The Indian Constitution: Cornerstone of a Nation, Oxford University Press, 2022 Reprint.
5. Upendra Baxi, The Indian Supreme Court and Politics, Eastern Book Company, 2022 Edition.
6. Mark Tushnet, Judicial Activism and Constitutional Law, Cambridge University Press, 2022.

8.3 fagr=l 9 fewforat va Wiy

1.

Nk W
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Upendra Baxi, Public Interest Litigation and Judicial Activism, Journal of Indian Law and Society, 2022.
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S.P. Sathe, Judicial Restraint in Indian Constitutional Law, Economic and Political Weekly, 2022.

R. Sudarshan, Balancing Judicial Activism and Institutional Integrity, Contemporary Legal Studies, 2022.
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