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Research Paper  The doctrine of frustration constitutes a vital exception to the 

fundamental principle of contractual obligations, namely that 

agreements must be performed as promised. While contract law is 

primarily grounded in certainty and enforceability, unforeseen 

circumstances may arise that render performance impossible, illegal, or 

radically different from what was originally contemplated by the parties. 

In such situations, the doctrine of frustration operates as an equitable 

tool to discharge contractual obligations and prevent injustice. This 

paper undertakes a comprehensive analysis of the scope, application, 

and limitations of the doctrine in modern contract law, with particular 

reference to Section 56 of the Indian Contract Act, 1872. It also 

examines the evolution of the doctrine through judicial pronouncements 

in both Indian and English legal systems and evaluates its contemporary 

relevance in light of unprecedented disruptions such as the COVID-19 

pandemic. The study argues that although the doctrine plays a crucial 

role in ensuring fairness, its restrictive interpretation by courts often 

limits its effectiveness, thereby necessitating a more balanced and 

pragmatic judicial approach. 
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1. Introduction 

Contract law is fundamentally premised on the doctrine of pacta sunt servanda, which mandates that 

agreements entered into voluntarily must be honored by the parties. This principle ensures stability and 
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predictability in legal and commercial transactions, thereby fostering trust in contractual relationships. 

However, the practical realities of human affairs often present situations where unforeseen and 

uncontrollable events disrupt the performance of contractual obligations. In such circumstances, the rigid 

enforcement of contractual terms may lead to unjust outcomes, particularly when performance becomes 

impossible or fundamentally different from what was originally envisaged. It is within this context that 

the doctrine of frustration assumes significance as a legal mechanism designed to balance the competing 

interests of contractual certainty and equitable justice. 

The doctrine of frustration operates to discharge a contract when an intervening event, beyond the control 

of the parties and not contemplated at the time of contract formation, renders the performance impossible, 

illegal, or radically different in nature. Unlike mere hardship or inconvenience, frustration requires a 

substantial transformation in the nature of the contractual obligation. In the Indian legal framework, the 

doctrine finds statutory recognition under Section 56 of the Indian Contract Act, 1872, which provides 

that a contract becomes void when an act becomes impossible or unlawful after it is made. This statutory 

embodiment distinguishes Indian law from English law, where the doctrine evolved through judicial 

decisions rather than legislative codification. 

The present study seeks to critically examine the doctrine of frustration by analyzing its conceptual 

foundations, historical development, and evolving scope in contemporary legal systems. It also aims to 

evaluate the limitations inherent in its application and to assess whether the doctrine adequately addresses 

the complexities of modern contractual relationships. Through this analysis, the paper attempts to 

contribute to the ongoing discourse on the need for a more flexible and context-sensitive approach to the 

doctrine in modern contract law. 

2. Conceptual Framework of the Doctrine of Frustration 

The doctrine of frustration is rooted in the recognition that every contract is based on certain underlying 

assumptions or conditions that form the basis of the parties’ agreement. These assumptions may relate to 

the existence of a particular subject matter, the occurrence of certain events, or the continuation of specific 

circumstances essential for the performance of the contract. When these foundational assumptions are 

destroyed by an unforeseen event, the very basis of the contract collapses, thereby rendering its 

performance impossible or fundamentally altered. The doctrine of frustration thus operates to discharge 

the parties from their obligations in such situations, on the ground that the contract can no longer be 

performed in the manner originally intended. 



        The Infinite                                                                  Volume 3| Issue 4 | April 2026 

 

Prof. Ajay Kumar Singh                                      Page | 12  

It is important to distinguish frustration from mere inconvenience, delay, or increased expense, as these 

factors do not ordinarily suffice to discharge a contract. The doctrine applies only when the change in 

circumstances is so significant that it transforms the nature of the contractual obligation into something 

entirely different from what was initially agreed upon. In other words, frustration involves a radical change 

in the obligation, not merely a difficulty in performance. This distinction is crucial in maintaining the 

balance between contractual certainty and fairness, as an overly broad application of the doctrine could 

undermine the enforceability of contracts and create uncertainty in commercial transactions. 

The concept of frustration encompasses various situations, including physical impossibility, legal 

impossibility, and frustration of purpose. Physical impossibility arises when the subject matter of the 

contract is destroyed or ceases to exist, making performance impossible. Legal impossibility occurs when 

a change in law renders the performance unlawful. Frustration of purpose, on the other hand, arises when 

the underlying purpose of the contract is defeated, even though performance may still be physically 

possible. These categories illustrate the diverse circumstances in which the doctrine may be invoked, 

highlighting its significance as a flexible and equitable principle in contract law. 

3. Historical Development 

3.1 English Law Perspective 

The doctrine of frustration in English law represents a gradual evolution from a rigid rule of absolute 

contractual liability to a more flexible and equitable approach. Initially, the courts adhered strictly to the 

principle that parties were bound to perform their contractual obligations regardless of unforeseen 

circumstances. This position was exemplified in the case of Paradine v. Jane (1647), where the defendant 

was held liable for rent even though he had been dispossessed of the land by an invading army. The court 

reasoned that contractual obligations must be fulfilled irrespective of external events, thereby emphasizing 

the sanctity of contracts over considerations of fairness. 

However, this rigid approach proved to be inadequate in addressing situations where performance became 

genuinely impossible due to unforeseen events. A significant shift occurred with the decision in Taylor v. 

Caldwell (1863), where the destruction of a music hall by fire led the court to recognize that the contract 

was subject to an implied condition that the subject matter would continue to exist. The court held that the 

contract was discharged due to the impossibility of performance, thereby laying the foundation for the 

doctrine of frustration. This marked a departure from the earlier rule of absolute liability and introduced 
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the principle that contracts may be discharged when their performance becomes impossible due to 

unforeseen events. 

Subsequent judicial decisions further expanded and refined the doctrine. In Krell v. Henry (1903), the 

court recognized the concept of frustration of purpose, holding that a contract may be discharged when its 

underlying purpose is defeated, even if performance remains physically possible. Similarly, in Davis 

Contractors Ltd v. Fareham Urban District Council (1956), the court emphasized that frustration occurs 

only when the performance of the contract becomes radically different from what was originally 

contemplated. These decisions illustrate the development of a nuanced and balanced doctrine that seeks 

to reconcile the principles of contractual certainty and fairness. 

4. Indian Law Perspective 

In contrast to English law, where the doctrine of frustration evolved through judicial decisions, Indian law 

provides a statutory basis for its application under Section 56 of the Indian Contract Act, 1872. This 

provision embodies the principle that a contract becomes void when an act becomes impossible or 

unlawful after the contract is made. The statutory recognition of the doctrine reflects the legislature’s 

intention to incorporate equitable considerations into the framework of contract law, thereby ensuring that 

parties are not held liable for circumstances beyond their control. 

The Indian judiciary has played a crucial role in interpreting and applying Section 56, often drawing upon 

principles developed in English law while adapting them to the Indian context. In Satyabrata Ghose v. 

Mugneeram Bangur & Co. (1954), the Supreme Court of India clarified that the term “impossible” under 

Section 56 does not refer merely to physical or literal impossibility but includes situations where 

performance becomes impracticable or useless from the point of view of the object and purpose of the 

contract. This interpretation broadened the scope of the doctrine and aligned it with the concept of 

frustration of purpose recognized in English law. 

At the same time, Indian courts have consistently emphasized that the doctrine must be applied within 

strict limits to prevent its misuse. The courts have held that mere commercial hardship, inconvenience, or 

delay does not constitute frustration and that the doctrine cannot be invoked when the event in question 

was foreseeable or within the control of the parties. This cautious approach reflects a concern to preserve 

the sanctity of contracts while allowing for equitable relief in exceptional circumstances. The Indian 

position thus represents a balanced approach that combines statutory clarity with judicial discretion. 
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5. Application of the Doctrine of Frustration 

The application of the doctrine of frustration in modern contract law is primarily determined through 

judicial interpretation, as courts assess whether the circumstances of a particular case justify the discharge 

of contractual obligations. The doctrine is applied cautiously, and courts generally adopt a strict approach 

to ensure that it is not misused as a means to escape contractual liability. The fundamental requirement 

for invoking the doctrine is the occurrence of an unforeseen event that is beyond the control of the parties 

and that renders the performance of the contract impossible, unlawful, or radically different from what 

was originally contemplated. 

One of the key situations in which the doctrine is applied is the destruction of the subject matter of the 

contract. When the existence of a specific thing is essential for the performance of the contract, its 

destruction results in the discharge of the contract on the ground of impossibility. This principle, as 

established in Taylor v. Caldwell, has been consistently followed in subsequent cases. Similarly, the 

doctrine applies in cases where a change in law renders the performance of the contract illegal, thereby 

discharging the parties from their obligations. For instance, if a contract involves the import or export of 

goods and a subsequent governmental regulation prohibits such activity, the contract becomes void due to 

legal impossibility. 

Another important aspect of the application of the doctrine is the concept of frustration of purpose, where 

the underlying objective of the contract is defeated due to unforeseen circumstances. This principle was 

recognized in Krell v. Henry, where the cancellation of a coronation procession frustrated the purpose of 

a contract for renting a room to view the event. Indian courts have also adopted this approach, as seen in 

Satyabrata Ghose v. Mugneeram Bangur & Co., where the Supreme Court emphasized that frustration 

may arise when the performance of the contract becomes impracticable in light of the object and purpose 

of the agreement. 

However, the application of the doctrine is subject to certain limitations. Courts have consistently held 

that mere difficulty, inconvenience, or increased expense does not constitute frustration. In Davis 

Contractors Ltd v. Fareham Urban District Council, the court rejected the plea of frustration on the ground 

that the contract had merely become more onerous, not impossible. This principle has been reaffirmed in 

Indian jurisprudence, where courts have emphasized that the doctrine cannot be invoked simply because 

the performance of the contract has become commercially unviable. 
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6. Limitations of the Doctrine of Frustration 

Despite its significance as an equitable principle, the doctrine of frustration is subject to several important 

limitations that restrict its applicability. One of the primary limitations is that the doctrine applies only in 

cases of absolute or practical impossibility and not in situations involving mere hardship or inconvenience. 

Courts have consistently held that an increase in the cost of performance, delay, or economic difficulty 

does not amount to frustration, as such factors are considered to be inherent risks in contractual 

relationships. 

Another critical limitation is that the doctrine cannot be invoked when the frustrating event is self-induced 

or attributable to the conduct of the parties. If a party has contributed to the occurrence of the event that 

renders the contract impossible, it cannot rely on the doctrine to escape liability. This principle ensures 

that parties do not misuse the doctrine to avoid their contractual obligations by creating or contributing to 

the circumstances leading to frustration. 

The foreseeability of the event also plays a crucial role in determining the applicability of the doctrine. If 

the event in question was foreseeable at the time of entering into the contract and the parties failed to 

provide for it, the doctrine of frustration may not be invoked. Courts often examine whether the parties 

could have reasonably anticipated the event and allocated the risk accordingly through contractual 

provisions such as force majeure clauses. In such cases, the absence of such provisions may weaken the 

claim of frustration. 

Furthermore, the doctrine does not apply when the contract itself provides for the consequences of the 

occurrence of a particular event. In modern commercial contracts, parties often include force majeure 

clauses that specify the circumstances under which contractual obligations may be suspended or 

terminated. In such cases, the rights and obligations of the parties are governed by the terms of the contract 

rather than by the doctrine of frustration. This reflects the principle that contractual provisions take 

precedence over general legal doctrines when they explicitly address the issue in question. 

7. Force Majeure vs Doctrine of Frustration 

The concepts of force majeure and frustration are closely related but distinct in their nature, scope, and 

application. Force majeure is a contractual concept that arises from the express terms of the contract, 

whereas the doctrine of frustration is a legal principle that operates in the absence of such provisions. The 

distinction between the two is significant in determining the rights and obligations of the parties when 

unforeseen events occur. 
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Force majeure clauses typically specify a list of events, such as natural disasters, war, strikes, or 

governmental actions, that may excuse or suspend the performance of contractual obligations. These 

clauses provide a degree of certainty and allow the parties to allocate risks in advance. When a force 

majeure clause is present, the parties are bound by its terms, and the applicability of the doctrine of 

frustration is generally excluded. In contrast, the doctrine of frustration applies only when the contract is 

silent on the issue and the circumstances fall within the scope of Section 56 or the corresponding principles 

in common law. 

Another important distinction lies in the consequences of the two concepts. In the case of force majeure, 

the contract may be suspended, modified, or terminated depending on the terms of the clause. However, 

in the case of frustration, the contract is automatically discharged, and the parties are relieved from their 

future obligations. This difference highlights the more drastic nature of the doctrine of frustration as 

compared to force majeure. 

The interplay between force majeure and frustration has gained particular significance in recent years, 

especially in the context of global disruptions such as the COVID-19 pandemic. Courts have been required 

to determine whether such events fall within the scope of force majeure clauses or whether they give rise 

to frustration under general legal principles. This has led to a renewed focus on the importance of clear 

and comprehensive contractual drafting to address unforeseen contingencies. 

8. Doctrine of Frustration in the Context of COVID-19 

The COVID-19 pandemic has presented unprecedented challenges to contractual performance across 

various sectors, including construction, supply chains, employment, and commercial transactions. The 

widespread lockdowns, travel restrictions, and disruptions caused by the pandemic have led to numerous 

disputes regarding the applicability of the doctrine of frustration and force majeure clauses. Courts have 

been called upon to determine whether the pandemic constitutes a frustrating event and whether it renders 

the performance of contracts impossible or fundamentally different. 

In the Indian context, courts have generally adopted a cautious approach in applying the doctrine of 

frustration to COVID-19-related cases. While acknowledging the extraordinary nature of the pandemic, 

courts have emphasized that each case must be decided on its own facts and that the doctrine cannot be 

applied universally. For instance, in cases where performance was temporarily delayed due to lockdown 

restrictions, courts have been reluctant to hold that the contract was frustrated, instead treating the situation 

as a temporary impediment that does not discharge the contract. 
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At the same time, courts have recognized that in certain circumstances, the pandemic may lead to 

frustration, particularly where it results in the permanent impossibility of performance or defeats the 

fundamental purpose of the contract. For example, contracts involving events, travel, or specific time-

bound activities may be more susceptible to frustration if the underlying purpose cannot be fulfilled due 

to pandemic-related restrictions. These cases highlight the importance of a contextual and fact-specific 

analysis in determining the applicability of the doctrine. 

The pandemic has also underscored the limitations of the doctrine of frustration, particularly in dealing 

with prolonged disruptions and economic hardships. While the doctrine provides a mechanism for 

discharging contracts in cases of impossibility, it does not offer solutions for situations involving partial 

performance, temporary delays, or financial difficulties. This has led to calls for a more flexible and 

adaptive approach to contract law that can better address the complexities of modern economic realities. 

9. Critical Evaluation 

The doctrine of frustration serves as an essential tool for achieving fairness in contract law by relieving 

parties from obligations that have become impossible or fundamentally altered due to unforeseen events. 

However, its application is often constrained by a narrow and rigid judicial approach, which limits its 

effectiveness in addressing the diverse challenges of modern contractual relationships. Courts have 

generally been reluctant to expand the scope of the doctrine, emphasizing the need to preserve contractual 

certainty and prevent its misuse. 

One of the major criticisms of the doctrine is that it fails to adequately address situations involving 

economic hardship or commercial impracticability. In an increasingly complex and interconnected global 

economy, contracts are often affected by factors such as market fluctuations, supply chain disruptions, 

and financial crises, which may not render performance impossible but significantly alter the contractual 

equilibrium. The strict requirement of impossibility under the doctrine of frustration may therefore be 

inadequate in addressing such situations. 

Another limitation is the lack of flexibility in the consequences of frustration. Once a contract is held to 

be frustrated, it is automatically discharged, and the parties are relieved from their future obligations. 

However, this all-or-nothing approach may not be suitable in cases where partial performance is possible 

or where the parties may prefer to renegotiate the terms of the contract. In this regard, the doctrine of 

frustration may benefit from a more nuanced approach that allows for the modification or adjustment of 

contractual obligations rather than their complete discharge. 
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The increasing use of force majeure clauses in modern contracts reflects an attempt by parties to address 

the limitations of the doctrine of frustration by providing for specific contingencies and their 

consequences. However, the effectiveness of such clauses depends on their drafting and interpretation, 

which may give rise to further disputes. This highlights the need for greater clarity and precision in 

contractual drafting, as well as a more flexible and context-sensitive judicial approach to the interpretation 

of such provisions. 

10. Conclusion 

The doctrine of frustration occupies a central position in contract law as a mechanism for addressing 

situations where unforeseen events disrupt the performance of contractual obligations. It represents a 

balance between the principles of contractual certainty and equitable justice, allowing parties to be 

discharged from their obligations when performance becomes impossible or fundamentally different. The 

doctrine has evolved significantly through judicial interpretation in both English and Indian law, and its 

statutory recognition under Section 56 of the Indian Contract Act, 1872, provides a clear legal framework 

for its application. 

However, the doctrine is not without its limitations. Its strict requirements and narrow judicial 

interpretation often restrict its applicability, particularly in cases involving economic hardship or 

temporary disruptions. The increasing complexity of modern contractual relationships calls for a more 

flexible and adaptive approach that can better address the challenges posed by unforeseen events. In this 

context, the interplay between force majeure clauses and the doctrine of frustration assumes greater 

significance, highlighting the importance of careful contractual drafting and interpretation. 

In conclusion, while the doctrine of frustration remains an essential component of contract law, there is a 

need for a more balanced and pragmatic approach that takes into account the realities of modern commerce 

and the evolving nature of contractual relationships. Such an approach would not only enhance the 

effectiveness of the doctrine but also contribute to the development of a more equitable and resilient legal 

framework for contract law. 
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