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Conflict between basic rights ’ ’
and its criterion of solving ’
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(1. School of Law, Fuzhou Univ., Fuzhou 350002, China;
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Abstract: Conflict between basic rights originally embodies the
conflict between private rights. However, effect of basic rights
extends increasingly to private law area, while basic rights itself
w hich have traditionally defense function develop into protective s
duties of state in modern society. The issue on conflict betw een s
basic rights themselves thereby has produced as above-men-
tioned. In constitutional theories and practice, main methods of
solving conflict between basic rights include ranks-order, con-
crete provisions prior to general provisions, and balance of legal
interests or praktische Konkordanz etc.
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