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Abstract 

 

International human rights law together with constitutional governance bases its 

foundation on the principles of freedom alongside justice and human dignity. Numerous 

international agreements including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights establish these principles but their 

implementation differs extensively between different legal systems. The research 

examines how Sierra Leone and India protect freedom along with justice and dignity 

through their constitutional frameworks after their post-colonial transitions to 

democratic governance. Through doctrinal and comparative analysis of constitutional 

texts, case law, and judicial interpretation, the article highlights the extent to which 

both countries safeguard these fundamental rights. Sierra Leone’s 1991 Constitution 

establishes formal guarantees yet weak enforcement mechanisms combined with fragile 

institutions prevent their actual realization. Indian courts have built a broad body of 

legal precedent that establishes dignity and liberty as core constitutional principles. The 

paper demonstrates how Indian legal practices can strengthen Sierra Leone’s 

constitutional legal framework but warns about potential dangers of too much judicial 

intervention. This work places its discussion within international human rights law to 

advance general discussions about constitutional principles and rights implementation 

and human dignity as a universal value. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The basic foundation of international human rights law together with constitutional 

governance consists of human dignity alongside freedom and justice. The Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) begins by stating that the world needs to acknowledge 

the natural dignity of human beings alongside their basic equal rights as the basis for 
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worldwide freedom justice and peace.
1
 The International Covenant on Civil and Political 

Rights (ICCPR) establishes binding legal standards which protect liberty and security of 

persons and fair trial procedures and forbid any form of degrading or inhuman treatment.
2
 

The African Charter on Human and Peoples‟ Rights establishes dignity together with equality 

and freedom as fundamental components of its normative framework which emphasizes their 

universal and indivisible nature.
3
 

The international consensus about these principles faces different enforcement challenges 

across jurisdictions because of institutional fragility and socio-economic inequalities, 

particularly in post-colonial states. The study investigates constitutional protection of 

freedom, justice, and dignity through examination of Sierra Leone and India, which share 

common law origins yet developed different constitutional paths. The fundamental rights and 

freedoms in Sierra Leone's 1991 Constitution face barriers to complete implementation 

because of sustained civil unrest, unstable political conditions, and insufficient enforcement 

systems.
4
 The Supreme Court of India has subjected the 1950 Constitution to dynamic 

judicial interpretation, which led to the expansion of fundamental rights that positioned 

dignity and liberty as core constitutional principles.
5
 

Sierra Leone and India represent deliberate choices for this study. Post-colonial democracies 

under British common law demonstrate different results through their experiences because 

Sierra Leone shows the obstacles that constitutional rights face in practice, while India 

demonstrates how judicial activism can expand constitutionalism. A comparative study 

between these two jurisdictions enables essential examination of how constitutional text 

interacts with institutional capacity and judicial philosophy to protect human rights. 

This paper applies a doctrinal and comparative legal approach through analysis of 

constitutional texts and judicial decisions and international human rights instruments. The 

research examines the constitutional protection and implementation of freedom and justice 

and dignity in Sierra Leone and India which advances the knowledge of constitutionalism 

along with human rights enforcement in Global South contexts. The study demonstrates that 

Sierra Leone can learn valuable jurisprudential insights from India's constitutional framework 

but warns about the dangers of excessive judicial intervention. 

The article presents its content through Section II which defines freedom justice and dignity 

as they apply to international and constitutional legal frameworks. Section III analyzes the 

constitutional safeguards which exist in Sierra Leone before Section IV focuses on India. 

Section V presents a comparative evaluation between the two systems and Section VI 

explores both the difficulties and future prospects of reform. The final section of the article 

presents its conclusions which connect the research findings to the worldwide discourse about 

human dignity universality. 

                                                           
1
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, G.A. Res. 217A (III), U.N. Doc. A/810 (Dec. 10, 1948). 

2
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Dec. 16, 1966, 999 U.N.T.S. 171. 

3
African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights, June 27, 1981, 1520 U.N.T.S. 217. 

4
The Constitution of Sierra Leone, 1991 (Act No. 6 of 1991). 

5
INDIA CONST. arts. 14, 19, 21; Kesavananda Bharati v. State of Kerala, (1973) 4 SCC 225 (India). 
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

A. Freedom, Justice, and Dignity in International Human Rights Law 

International human rights law establishes freedom, justice, and human dignity as its essential 

core elements.
6
 The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) states that human 

dignity exists naturally within every person, while linking it directly to freedom and justice.⁶ 

The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) establishes operational 

protections for liberty, together with security of the person and due process guarantees.
7
 The 

International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) establishes 

dignity through economic, social, and cultural rights, which are essential for human dignity.
8
 

At the regional level, the African Charter on Human and Peoples‟ Rights declares in Article 5 

that “each person possesses the right to have their human dignity respected,” while banning 

all forms of exploitation and degradation.
9
 The Charter stands apart because it unites civil and 

political rights with economic, social, and cultural rights into one document, which 

strengthens the interconnected nature of freedom, justice, and dignity. By contrast, India is 

bound by the ICCPR and ICESCR but is not subject to a regional human rights court 

comparable to the African Court on Human and Peoples‟ Rights. 

B. Philosophical and Jurisprudential Foundations 

Philosophical thinking, together with legal tradition, forms the foundation for the 

fundamental concepts of freedom, justice, and dignity.
10

The philosopher Immanuel Kant 

established dignity as an essential human characteristic that demands people receive 

treatment as ends instead of means. The philosophical framework of justice, which Aristotle 

developed and John Rawls later expanded, included fairness alongside equality and basic 

liberties protection as fundamental components of a just society.
11

 Theoretical foundations 

have played a major role in developing both modern constitutional frameworks and 

constitutional court jurisprudence. 

Constitutional law recognizes dignity as an independent right that functions as a guiding 

principle for judicial interpretation. The German Federal Constitutional Court has declared 

human dignity as the highest value, which governs the entire constitutional framework.
12

 

Indian courts maintain dignity as a key factor in constitutional decision-making because they 

derive authority from constitutional text and international human rights standards. The 1991 

Constitution of Sierra Leone establishes dignity through formal guarantees, but 

jurisprudential growth remains slow because of institutional and systemic deficiencies. 

                                                           
6
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, G.A. Res. 217A (III), U.N. Doc. A/810 (Dec. 10, 1948). 

7
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Dec. 16, 1966, 999 U.N.T.S. 171. 

8
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Dec. 16, 1966, 993 U.N.T.S.3. 

9
African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights art. 5, June 27, 1981, 1520 U.N.T.S. 217. 

10
IMMANUEL KANT, GROUNDWORK OF THE METAPHYSICS OF MORALS (1785). 

11
JOHN RAWLS, A THEORY OF JUSTICE (1971). 

12
Bundesverfassungsgericht [BVerfG] [Federal Constitutional Court] Jan. 15, 1958, 7 BVerfGE 198 (F.R.G.). 
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C. Relevance of a Comparative Approach 

A comparative legal study allows researchers to observe how various legal systems handle 

equivalent constitutional obligations. Through comparative analysis between Sierra Leone 

and India, this article demonstrates how judicial activism, together with constitutional 

provisions and institutional resources, shapes fundamental rights implementation. The 

comparative analysis between Sierra Leone and India enables both academic exploration of 

universal human rights concepts and practical understanding of how these rights manifest in 

different legal frameworks. 

As illustrated in Figure 1, international and constitutional protections are interconnected. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework linking freedom, justice, and dignity through international 

and national legal instruments.  

Source: Author. 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION IN SIERRA LEONE 

A. The 1991 Constitution and Fundamental Rights 

The 1991 Constitution of Sierra Leone establishes basic human rights through its Chapter III 

section, which combines international human rights principles with British common law 
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traditions.
13

 The Constitution safeguards personal liberty and protection from cruel treatment, 

together with equal legal treatment and freedom of expression, along with legal hearings with 

fairness.
14

 The Constitution protects human dignity through Section 16, which forbids slavery 

and forced labor, and Section 20, which bans torture and degrading punishment.
15

 

The Constitution acknowledges justice as one of its primary foundational principles. Through 

Section 23, the Constitution establishes the right to obtain a fair trial within a reasonable time 

from an independent and impartial court, which follows the standard of ICCPR Article 14.
16

 

Section 25 defends freedom of conscience, together with freedom of expression and freedom 

of assembly and association, which aligns with international human rights standards. 

B. Judicial Interpretation and Case Law 

The judicial interpretation of rights in Sierra Leone has not advanced as much as in other 

common law nations, despite its detailed rights framework.
17

 The Supreme Court of Sierra 

Leone maintains the authority to interpret the Constitution while determining whether 

fundamental rights have been breached.
18

 The Court recognized the Constitution as the 

fundamental protector of basic rights in Charles Francis Margai v. Republic of Sierra Leone 

but refrained from broadening these rights through purposive methods. 

Sierra Leonean courts tend to maintain a cautious stance when establishing their judicial 

independence in real-world scenarios. The Indian Supreme Court demonstrates robust rights 

jurisprudence, but Sierra Leone's judiciary chooses a textualist approach, which reduces the 

potential for constitutional rights to bring about transformative change. The establishment of 

dignity as a judicially enforceable constitutional principle faces constraints because of these 

limitations. 

C. Institutional and Practical Challenges 

Sierra Leone faces major obstacles in achieving constitutional rights because of institutional 

flaws, which diminish their implementation. The civil war (1991–2002) devastated the justice 

sector, leaving courts underfunded, understaffed, and vulnerable to political interference.
19

 

Human rights organizations have documented ongoing due process violations, alongside 

prison overcrowding and inadequate legal representation, which primarily affects rural 

communities.
20

 

                                                           
13

The Constitution of Sierra Leone, 1991 (Act No. 6 of 1991). 
14

Id. ch. III, §§ 15–28. 
15

Id. §§ 16, 20. 
16

Id. § 23; International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Dec. 16, 1966, 999 U.N.T.S. 171, art. 14. 
17

Constitution of Sierra Leone § 124. 
18

Charles Francis Margai v. Republic of Sierra Leone, Misc. App. No. 4/2005 (Sup. Ct. Sierra Leone). 
19

William Reno, Sierra Leone: Warfare in a Post-State Society, 46 INT’L COMM. AFR. INST. 1, 3–4 (1995). 
20

Amnesty Int’l, Sierra Leone: Justice in Jeopardy (2018), 
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/afr51/8490/2018/en/ 
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The TRC, after the civil war, demonstrated through its investigations that human dignity 

suffered from widespread abuses, such as torture, arbitrary detention, and sexual violence, 

which demonstrated the discrepancy between constitutional rights and lived experiences.
21

 

The TRC suggested enhanced institutional mechanisms for protecting judicial autonomy, 

together with human rights enforcement, but the actual implementation has been inconsistent. 

D. Summary 

The 1991 Constitution of Sierra Leone officially protects freedom, together with justice and 

dignity, as it follows international human rights standards. The large difference between legal 

provisions and actual implementation exists because of weak institutions, insufficient 

development of judicial processes, and ineffective enforcement systems. The analysis will 

compare these conditions with the active constitutional jurisprudence of India during the 

following section. 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION IN INDIA 

The Constitution of India established its official status in 1950 as one of the most extensive 

constitutional frameworks worldwide. The Constitution of India was created after British 

colonial rule ended, when the Constituent Assembly members focused on establishing liberty, 

equality, and justice for the new independent nation. The Republic declares its dedication to 

"justice, liberty, equality, and fraternity" through the Preamble of the Constitution, which 

establishes freedom, justice, and human dignity as core governance principles. The Indian 

Constitution gained advantages from extended constitutional examination and human rights 

foundations, which developed from both national and international sources after World War 

II,
22

 unlike the 1991 Sierra Leone Constitution, which was written during political turmoil. 

The Supreme Court of India has named Part III of the Indian Constitution as the "conscience 

of the Constitution."
23

 The document provides multiple protections, which include legal 

equality and speech and association freedoms, together with safeguards for life and personal 

freedom, and procedural protections, which establish justice and human dignity.
24

The 

provisions exist without strict limitations. Through an ever-expanding judicial interpretation, 

the Indian courts, particularly the Supreme Court, have given broad meaning to these 

provisions, which transformed the constitutional document into an adaptive framework for 

modern challenges. 

The development of the "basic structure doctrine" represents the most significant example of 

judicial innovation. During Kesavananda Bharati v. State of Kerala, the Supreme Court 

established that Parliament retains broad constitutional amendment authority but must not 

modify fundamental values, which include liberty, equality, and dignity.
25

The doctrine 

                                                           
21

Sierra Leone Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Final Report, Vol. 2, ch. 3 (2004). 
22

INDIA CONST. pmbl. 
23

State of W. Bengal v. Committee for Protection of Democratic Rights, (2010) 3 SCC 571, 582 (India). 
24

INDIA CONST. arts. 14, 19, 21. 
25

Kesavananda Bharati v. State of Kerala, (1973) 4 SCC 225 (India). 
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functions as a shield to prevent authoritarian control by protecting essential rights from 

political manipulation. 

The evolution of Article 21 of the Constitution and its judicial interpretations lie at the heart 

of the philosophy of „life with dignity.‟ Article 21 states that no one shall be deprived of life 

or personal liberty „except‟ in accordance with the procedure established by law. In the case 

of A.K. Gopalan v. State of Madras, the provision was understood in a narrow context, and in 

Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, the provision was reconceptualized by the Court, and the 

Court opined that such procedure must be „just, fair and reasonable.‟
26

 Through this 

reconceptualization, the judiciary has claimed a multitude of unenumerated rights, such as the 

right to privacy, the right to livelihood, the right to a protected and preserved environment, 

and even the right to die with dignity.
27

 In so doing, the Court has brought the concept of 

human dignity to a constitutional level and has elevated its status to a lodestar, directly 

linking it to the right to life. 

The pattern of India's constitutional history includes a robust focus on non-discrimination and 

equality. The Supreme Court has repeatedly asserted that equality before the law guarantees 

more than mere formal equality; it also includes substantive equality. Take, for instance, the 

Navtej Singh Johar v. Union of India decision, in which the Court removed the ban on same-

sex relations and did so on the basis of equality, dignity, and constitutional morality.
28

 By 

embracing such forward-looking interpretations, the Court has made itself a defender of 

constitutional freedoms and a catalyst for social change. 

Public Interest Litigation (PIL) is one of the unique aspects of the Indian constitutional 

system. The Supreme Court, in S.P. Gupta v. Union of India, eased rules of standing and 

permitted private citizens, as well as associations, to approach the Court on behalf of socially, 

economically, and politically disadvantaged persons who, in the absence of such assistance, 

would not be able to access the justice system.
29

 By way of PIL, the Indian judiciary has 

tackled issues such as gender discrimination, bonded labor, the condition of prisoners, and 

environmental degradation. This innovative procedure has made constitutional justice more 

accessible, especially to the most disadvantaged and poor of society. 

Still and all, the Indian experience has its own share of limitations. The difference between 

the constitutional ideals and its social realities is still very wide. The social and economic 

disparities, discrimination in all its forms, and the prevailing poverty continue to negate the 

very essence of freedom, justice, and dignity for millions of people. One of the many critics 

of the judiciary has also issued warnings on the perils of overreach, particularly on the issue 

of PIL, where broad-based actions sometimes appear to cross the line between the judiciary 

                                                           
26

A.K. Gopalan v. State of Madras, AIR 1950 SC 27 (India); Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, AIR 1978 SC 597 
(India). 
27

Justice K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India, (2017) 10 SCC 1 (India); Olga Tellis v. Bombay Mun. Corp., (1985) 
Supp SCC 51 (India); Subhash Kumar v. State of Bihar, (1991) 1 SCC 598 (India); Common Cause v. Union of 
India, (2018) 5 SCC 1 (India). 
28

Navtej Singh Johar v. Union of India, (2018) 10 SCC 1 (India). 
29

S.P. Gupta v. Union of India, 1981 Supp SCC 87 (India). 
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and the executive arms of government.
30

 Though all these issues persist, the Indian 

constitutional framework and its transformative potentials express the outcomes of enduring 

activism and judicial restraint. 

When put in a comparative framework, India shows how the constitutional text, and a willing 

country, can change a lazy post-conviction judge into a proactive judicial thinker, and from 

the words „legally enforced and evolving‟ to „enforceable and evolving‟ rights. This line of 

development is drastically different from Sierra Leone. This is a country where the 

Constitution is accompanied only by a handful of laws to give it meaning. It is almost ironic. 

The rest of the world has well-developed jurisprudence, leaving this country with little to no 

support. After distinguishing these divergences, we can better appreciate the importance of 

judicial capacity in promoting human rights, and in how constitutional obligations change 

meaning in different contexts, politically and socially. 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

The constitutional pathways of Sierra Leone and India show both similarities and contrasts 

regarding freedom, justice, and dignity. Under the common law system, both countries 

inherited from British colonial rule, and both constitutions have provisions for fundamental 

rights. But the experiences of these rights differ remarkably and are influenced by the 

historical context, institutional capacity, and philosophy of the judiciary. 

The 1991 Sierra Leone Constitution, for instance, has provisions that are human rights-

friendly, including liberty, equality, and freedom from degrading treatment.
31

But these 

provisions have remained mostly inspirational. The courts have adopted a text-based 

approach to constitutional interpretation. They do not engage in the purposive and expansive 

reasoning that could turn these provisions into dynamic sources of rights.
32

The result is a 

constitutional system where dignity is formally recognized but is devoid of substantial 

judicial constitutional elaboration. The constitutional system, where dignity is recognized but 

devoid of substantial judicial elaboration, is the product of an unbalanced system of 

constitutionalism, where the judiciary is politically controlled, underfunded, and inaccessible. 

In stark contrast, India has shown a vastly different trajectory. The Constitution not only 

detailed the fundamental rights and liberties but also empowered a judiciary willing to 

interpret those rights in a broad and purposive manner. Through doctrines such as the basic 

structure principle and the generous interpretation of Article 21, the Supreme Court has 

catapulted dignity to a primary constitutional value.
33

 The Court's adjudication illustrates the 

evolution of socio-constitutional adjudication and the extension of constitutional safeties in 

diverse fields such as privacy, environmental protection, sexuality, and euthanasia. While the 

constitutional rights of Sierra Leone are unjustly bound by the reign of constrictive judicial 

                                                           
30

See, e.g., Arun K. Thiruvengadam, The Two Waves of Public Interest Litigation in India: Structural Challenges 
and the Possibilities for Reforms, 19 J. NAT’L L. SCH. INDIA 29, 32–35 (2007). 
31

The Constitution of Sierra Leone, 1991 (Act No. 6 of 1991), ch. III. 
32

Charles Francis Margai v. Republic of Sierra Leone, Misc. App. No. 4/2005 (Sup. Ct. Sierra Leone). 
33

Kesavananda Bharati v. State of Kerala, (1973) 4 SCC 225 (India). 
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interpretation,
34

 the Sierra Leone judiciary shows a wanting of the true judicial activism 

needed to be able to hollow abstract principles and postulate them as principles of applicable 

law. 

Judicial philosophy is paramount when concerning the two systems in question. Indian courts 

have adopted interpretative methods, considering the Constitution as dynamic and 

progressive. In contrast, Sierra Leonean courts have, for the most part, considered the 

Constitution as an inanimate document to be merely used and not interpreted, which has 

stymied the growth of jurisprudence.
35

 This scenario widens the gulf in understanding the 

meaning of freedom, justice, and dignity by shifting the focus from the interpretation of the 

Constitution to practice and institutional culture. 

Historical experience further illuminates these differences. Sierra Leone came out of a brutal 

civil war, which shattered state institutions and weakened the judiciary.
36

 The legal system 

and the system of justice in the aftermath of the war have stunted the growth of legal human 

rights. In contrast, India also had to go through a hard time. Although the country had to face 

difficulties such as the imposition of a period of emergency rule, poverty, and social 

inequality, the relatively independent judiciary has sustained itself and, in most cases, has set 

itself as a counterpoise to the majority and protective of fundamental rights against the 

encroachment of the executive and the legislature. This has, in turn, sharpened the long-

standing notion of self-resilience.
37

 Meaning, the Indian judiciary has been empowered to act 

in a more predominant manner to uphold justice and dignity. 

In terms of access to justice, Sierra Leone faces profound obstacles of poverty, illiteracy, and 

a lack of legal aid, which makes it almost impossible for citizens to make constitutional 

claims before the courts.
38

 In stark contrast, public interest litigation in India has, in a sense, 

democratized constitutional justice by enabling disadvantaged groups to access judicial 

assertion of their rights.
39

 This innovation in procedure has converted the judiciary into a 

pedestal not just to serve individual grievances but also to bring about systemic changes, 

which augment the reach of constitutional safeguards to areas that are otherwise ignored by 

the political apparatus. 

However, in both cases, the gap between constitutional aspirations and social conditions is 

visible. In Sierra Leone, the issue is the lack of governance and enforcement of rights. In 

India, it is the uneven implementation in the face of an expanded judiciary that remains 

troublesome. There are still millions in abject poverty, discriminatory caste and gender 

systems, and a question mark remains whether the dignity envisioned by the Constitution can 

                                                           
34

Justice K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India, (2017) 10 SCC 1 (India); Common Cause v. Union of India, (2018) 5 
SCC 1 (India). 
35

Abdul Tejan-Cole, The Jurisprudence of Human Rights in Sierra Leone: From Paper to Practice, 2 AFR. HUM. 
RTS. L.J. 57, 61–63 (2002). 
36

Sierra Leone Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Final Report, Vol. 2, ch. 3 (2004). 
37

Granville Austin, Working a Democratic Constitution: The Indian Experience 125–28 (2000). 
38

Amnesty Int’l, Sierra Leone: Justice in Jeopardy (2018), 
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/afr51/8490/2018/en/. 
39

S.P. Gupta v. Union of India, 1981 Supp SCC 87 (India). 
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be attained from judicial pronouncements alone.
40

 This leads to a comparative framework, 

which suggests that the importance of judicial interpretation, construction, freedom, justice, 

and dignity can only prevail under more favorable social, political, and economic conditions. 

This comparison between Sierra Leone and India reveals a deeper insight into constitutional 

theory: that rights are not self-executing. The realization of rights depends on institutions that 

are willing and able to defend them, citizens who are empowered to claim them, and political 

structures that do not exceed the bounds of the Constitution. India, in this regard, serves 

important lessons to Sierra Leone. The activism of the judiciary and the introduction of 

procedural innovations like public interest litigation, for instance, show the ways in which 

courts can give meaning to the words of the Constitution. Moreover, India‟s persistence in 

fighting inequality and discrimination also serves as a reminder that there are limits to what 

judicial interpretation can do. The case of Sierra Leone goes beyond the need for a more 

proactive judiciary. It also requires bolstered institutional capacity, civic action, and 

constitutional guarantees of freedom, justice, and dignity. 

Figure 2 demonstrates the contrasting judicial approaches of Sierra Leone and India. 

 

Figure 2. Comparative judicial pathways in Sierra Leone and India. The dotted arrow 

illustrates judicial innovation as a lesson transfer. 

Source: Author. 

                                                           
40

Upendra Baxi, The Avatars of Indian Judicial Activism: Explorations in the Geographies of [In]Justice, in Fifty 
Years of the Supreme Court of India 156, 172–75 (S.K. Verma & Kusum eds., 2000). 
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CHALLENGES AND THE WAY FORWARD 

The comparative analysis of Sierra Leone against India shows that constitutional assurances 

of freedom alongside justice and dignity receive their true form from institutional strength 

together with judicial interpretations and wider political dynamics. These fundamental values 

receive constitutional recognition in both systems yet their practical implementation differs 

significantly. Both countries encounter major obstacles when trying to transform 

constitutional promises into social realities but these obstacles reveal potential directions for 

future reforms. 

The primary issue facing Sierra Leone stems from its weak institutional framework. The 

judiciary faces multiple challenges because of limited funding and insufficient personnel and 

political interference which weakens its ability to protect constitutional rights.
41

 Rights 

written into the 1991 Constitution become weak because there are no efficient enforcement 

systems in place. The civil war's aftermath produced a justice system that now faces problems 

with long case delays while having crowded prisons and insufficient legal assistance.
42

The 

slow development of constitutional jurisprudence stems from both financial limitations and 

judicial restraint practices which prevent courts from adopting broad interpretations of 

rights.Without a more assertive and independent judiciary, constitutional guarantees of 

freedom, justice, and dignity will remain largely symbolic. 

India maintains its institutional strength but continues to encounter substantial obstacles in its 

system. The broad legal framework established by the Supreme Court has faced difficulties in 

achieving proper implementation in practice. Several important court decisions regarding 

privacy rights and environmental protections and gender equality have failed to establish 

substantial changes in community-level operations.
43

 Judicial declarations have failed to 

eliminate deep-rooted structural barriers because caste-based discrimination and gender 

inequality and socioeconomic exclusion continue to persist. The practice of judicial overreach 

in public interest litigation creates doubts about power distribution in constitutional 

democratic systems.
44

 Rights advancement through judicial activism has led to essential 

progress but this approach has also sparked discussions about the legitimacy and 

accountability of such actions. 

The two nations share a primary obstacle because they need to ensure constitutional rights 

reach normal people. The large number of impoverished illiterate  population in Sierra Leone 

prevents people from utilizing their rights through court proceedings.
45

 Public interest  

litigation in India provides better access to justice yet critics argue that urban elites dominate 

this process which creates doubts  about its effectiveness in representing the most 

                                                           
41

Abdul Tejan-Cole, The Jurisprudence of Human Rights in Sierra Leone: From Paper to Practice, 2 AFR. HUM. 
RTS. L.J. 57, 61–63 (2002). 
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Sierra Leone Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Final Report, Vol. 2, ch. 3 (2004). 
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marginalized groups.
46

 Both jurisdictions face an immediate  requirement to make justice 

accessible to all people since constitutional protections currently benefit only a select few. 

The future demands various reforms that match the distinct circumstances of each nation. The 

primary need for Sierra Leone consists of institutional development. The security of judicial 

independence needs protection through stable tenure arrangements, alongside sufficient 

funding and clear procedures for judicial appointments. International organizations can help 

establish capacity-building programs to develop judicial expertise, which will help courts 

interpret constitutional rights in more purposeful ways.
47

 Citizens need better access to justice 

through legal aid programs and civic education because these measures will help them 

exercise their constitutional rights. Sierra Leone should learn from India's Public Interest 

Litigation experience while implementing specific protections that prevent judicial power 

expansion. 

The main problem for India exists in executing constitutional rights effectively rather than in 

having weak institutions. The implementation of judicial decisions needs better alignment 

with social conditions by developing stronger ties between judicial institutions and legislative 

and executive bodies. The application of rights-based jurisprudence needs strong policy 

frameworks, together with administrative measures, which effectively convert principles into 

action. The judiciary needs to keep track of its expansion limits so it does not weaken 

democratic oversight mechanisms.At the same time, greater efforts must be made to ensure 

that marginalized voices are authentically represented in public interest litigation, so that 

constitutional justice does not become the preserve of privileged advocates.
48

 

The comparative study demonstrates that constitutional guarantees need to operate within a 

framework of supportive political and social conditions. The protection of freedom along 

with justice and dignity needs more than constitutional text or judicial interpretation because 

these values depend on rights awareness among citizens and strong institutions as well as 

continuous civic participation. The future of these values in Sierra Leone and India will 

depend on how well societies develop political will and strengthen rule of law while 

empowering citizens to demand accountability. 

Constitutions must establish frameworks through which courts interpret rights while 

institutions must support their implementation and citizens need to defend their rights through 

claims. Constitutional promises become meaningless when any of these essential components 

fails to exist. The fight for freedom together with justice and dignity exists as an ongoing 

mission which requires both continuous innovation and dedicated vigilance and long-term 

commitment in both Sierra Leone and India even though they operate at different scales and 

capabilities. 
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CONCLUSION 

The analysis between Sierra Leone and India's constitutional frameworks demonstrates how 

freedom and justice, together with dignity, function as constitutional principles that face both 

potential and instability. The 1991 Constitution of Sierra Leone contains rights that stay 

restricted to its words because institutional weaknesses and judicial limitations prevent them 

from reaching the actual experiences of citizens. India shows how judicial creativity and 

interpretive methods enable constitutional provisions to grow beyond their original scope in 

order to address contemporary social and political needs. The gap between constitutional 

declarations and actual implementation in India shows how law remains constrained by 

unaddressed structural inequalities. 

The different paths show that constitutional values will not execute themselves. Rights need 

courts that are watchful, institutions that are stable, and citizens who participate actively, 

along with political leadership that backs them up. When any of these elements fail, rights 

become empty promises. The main takeaway for comparative constitutional law studies is 

that constitutions operate through the successful integration of text with interpretation and 

actual practice. 

Sierra Leone needs to build independent judicial institutions that provide better access to 

justice through capacity development programs based on Indian legal principles but adapted 

to local conditions. The main challenge for India involves transforming courageous judicial 

statements into real-world societal advancements, which require maintaining judicial activism 

within democratic frameworks. The quest for freedom, alongside justice and dignity, requires 

perpetual effort, which both governments and people need to sustain through innovative 

approaches and brave actions. 


