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Abstract

Freedom of speech and expression under Article 19(1)(a) of the Indian Constitution constitutes the cornerstone of
democratic governance and constitutional morality. The provision guarantees to all citizens the right to express
opinions, disseminate information, and participate in public discourse. However, unlike absolute libertarian
models, the Indian constitutional framework balances this freedom with reasonable restrictions under Article
19(2). This paper examines the constitutional philosophy underlying Article 19(1)(a) through a theoretical and
jurisprudential lens, focusing on its evolution in judicial interpretation and its role in sustaining democracy. The
study explores three central dimensions: the theoretical foundations of free speech in constitutional democracies,
the evolution of Indian free speech jurisprudence through landmark Supreme Court decisions, and contemporary
challenges including digital regulation, hate speech, and proportionality review. Through doctrinal and analytical
methodology, the paper engages with constitutional theory, case law, and scholarly writings to demonstrate that
Article 19(1)(a) reflects a synthesis of democratic participation, individual autonomy, and social responsibility.
The research argues that the Supreme Court of India has progressively expanded the scope of free speech from a
narrow textual guarantee to a substantive constitutional value linked with dignity, privacy, and participatory
governance. At the same time, the Court has upheld reasonable restrictions to maintain public order, sovereignty,
and morality. The paper concludes that the constitutional philosophy of free speech in India is neither absolutist
nor purely regulatory but rests on a structured balance achieved through proportionality and constitutional
morality. Strengthening this balance is essential in the digital era to ensure that freedom of expression remains the
lifeblood of Indian democracy.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Freedom of speech and expression forms the foundation of any democratic constitutional order.
Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution of India guarantees to all citizens the right to freedom of
speech and expression, recognizing it as essential to democratic participation, individual
autonomy, and accountability of governance.

175 The framers of the Constitution envisioned this freedom as a means to ensure open public
discourse, enable dissent, and foster political awareness among citizens. At the same time, the
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Constitution incorporates reasonable restrictions under Article 19(2), reflecting the need to
balance liberty with social order and national interests.!”®
The philosophical basis of free speech in India differs from absolutist models such as the U.S.
First Amendment. Instead, it adopts a structured approach that permits restrictions on specific
grounds including public order, sovereignty, decency, and defamation.!”” This reflects the
constitutional commitment to balancing individual liberty with collective welfare in a diverse
and plural society. Judicial interpretation has played a central role in shaping the contours of this
freedom. Early cases such as Romesh Thappar v. State of Madras recognized free speech as
fundamental to democracy, while later decisions such as Bennett Coleman v. Union of India
emphasized press freedom and the right to information.!'”8
The scope of Article 19(1)(a) expanded significantly after Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India,
where the Supreme Court linked fundamental rights with due process and reasonableness.!”’
Contemporary judgments such as Shreya Singhal v. Union of India further strengthened free
speech protections in the digital era by striking down vague and overbroad restrictions on online
expression.'®® These developments demonstrate the dynamic evolution of the constitutional
philosophy of free speech in India.
This paper undertakes a theoretical and jurisprudential inquiry into Article 19(1)(a), examining
its philosophical foundations, judicial interpretation, and contemporary challenges. It argues that
the constitutional philosophy of free speech in India reflects a careful balance between
democratic participation, individual dignity, and reasonable regulation. Understanding this
balance is crucial in addressing emerging issues such as digital speech regulation,
misinformation, and hate speech in the twenty-first century.
Research Questions

1. What are the theoretical and constitutional foundations of freedom of speech under

Article 19(1)(a)?
2. How has the Supreme Court interpreted and expanded the scope of Article 19(1)(a)?
3. What contemporary challenges affect free speech and how should constitutional
principles address them?

Research Objectives

1. To analyze the constitutional philosophy underlying Article 19(1)(a).

2. To examine judicial interpretation through landmark case law.

3. To evaluate contemporary challenges and propose reforms.
Methodology
This research adopts a doctrinal and theoretical methodology. The doctrinal component involves
a detailed analysis of constitutional provisions, Constituent Assembly Debates, and landmark
Supreme Court judgments interpreting Article 19(1)(a) and Article 19(2). Primary sources
include judicial decisions, constitutional texts, and legislative materials, while secondary sources
include scholarly articles, commentaries, and constitutional theory literature.
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The theoretical approach situates Article 19(1)(a) within broader philosophical frameworks such
as liberal constitutionalism, the marketplace of ideas, deliberative democracy, and transformative
constitutionalism. The research also employs a critical analytical method to evaluate whether
contemporary restrictions on speech conform to or deviate from the foundational values
underlying the constitutional guarantee.

II.  PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS OF FREEDOM OF SPEECH UNDER
ARTICLE 19(1)(4)

Freedom of speech and expression under Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution of India is not
merely a legal entitlement but a deeply rooted constitutional value grounded in democratic
philosophy, individual autonomy, and the pursuit of truth. The guarantee reflects the framers’
commitment to creating a participatory democracy in which citizens are free to articulate
opinions, criticize authority, and engage in public reasoning. The constitutional philosophy
underlying this provision can be understood through multiple theoretical frameworks, including
liberal constitutionalism, the marketplace of ideas, deliberative democracy, and transformative
constitutionalism. Together, these frameworks illuminate the normative foundations of free
speech in India and explain its central role in constitutional governance.

At its core, the philosophical justification for freedom of speech lies in the liberal tradition, which
views expression as an essential component of individual liberty and self-realization. Classical
liberal theorists such as John Stuart Mill argued that the free exchange of ideas enables the
discovery of truth and fosters intellectual and moral development. Mill’s “marketplace of ideas”
theory posits that truth emerges from the competition of diverse viewpoints and that suppressing
speech ultimately harms society by stifling intellectual progress.!8! This philosophical
perspective influenced constitutional democracies worldwide, including India, where the framers
recognized that an informed and expressive citizenry is indispensable for democratic functioning.
Article 19(1)(a) thus embodies the belief that individuals must be free to express themselves in
order to develop their personalities and participate meaningfully in public life.

In the Indian context, the philosophical foundation of free speech is closely linked to the concept
of democratic self-governance. Democracy requires not only periodic elections but also
continuous public deliberation and criticism of governmental actions. The freedom to speak,
publish, and receive information enables citizens to hold the State accountable and to influence
public policy. The Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized this structural role of free speech
in sustaining democracy. In Romesh Thappar v. State of Madras, the Court observed that freedom
of speech and expression lies at the foundation of all democratic organizations and is essential
for the proper functioning of the democratic process.!'®? This recognition highlights that Article
19(1)(a) is not merely an individual right but also a collective guarantee that ensures the vibrancy
of democratic discourse.

Another significant philosophical dimension of free speech under Article 19(1)(a) is its
connection to human dignity and personal autonomy. Expression allows individuals to articulate
their identities, beliefs, and aspirations, thereby affirming their status as autonomous agents. The
Supreme Court has interpreted the right to freedom of speech as part of the broader right to live

181 JOHN STUART MILL, ON LIBERTY 9-34 (1859).
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with dignity under Article 21.'%* This approach reflects a shift toward a more expansive
understanding of fundamental rights, in which liberty, dignity, and expression are
interdependent. The recognition of speech as a facet of personal autonomy underscores the
transformative potential of the Constitution, which seeks to empower individuals and dismantle
hierarchical structures that restrict participation.

The philosophical underpinnings of Article 19(1)(a) also draw from the idea of deliberative
democracy, which emphasizes reasoned discussion and public participation in decision-making.
In a deliberative democracy, free speech serves as a means of fostering dialogue among citizens
and between citizens and the State. The exchange of ideas enables society to arrive at informed
decisions and promotes transparency in governance. The Supreme Court has acknowledged the
importance of open discussion and criticism in maintaining democratic accountability. In Bennett
Coleman & Co. v. Union of India, the Court recognized the freedom of the press as an integral
aspect of Article 19(1)(a), noting that restrictions on the circulation of newspapers directly affect
the public’s right to information.'® This decision reflects the understanding that free speech
facilitates not only individual expression but also the dissemination of information necessary for
democratic deliberation.

While Article 19(1)(a) guarantees freedom of speech, it is subject to reasonable restrictions under
Article 19(2). The presence of these restrictions reflects the constitutional commitment to
balancing liberty with social order and public interest. From a philosophical perspective, this
balance illustrates the tension between individual freedom and collective welfare. The framers
recognized that unrestricted speech could potentially harm national security, public order, or the
rights of others. However, they also intended that restrictions be narrowly construed and justified
by compelling state interests. The Supreme Court has consistently emphasized that limitations
on speech must be reasonable and proportionate. In S. Rangarajan v. P. Jagjivan Ram, the Court
held that freedom of expression cannot be suppressed unless the situation created by the speech
is dangerous to the community and that the anticipated danger must not be remote or
conjectural.!®> This approach demonstrates the Court’s commitment to preserving the
philosophical integrity of free speech while acknowledging the need for regulation.

The concept of constitutional morality further enriches the philosophical foundation of Article
19(1)(a). Constitutional morality refers to adherence to the core values of the Constitution,
including liberty, equality, and dignity. Free speech plays a crucial role in promoting these values
by enabling citizens to challenge discriminatory practices, expose injustice, and advocate for
social reform. The Indian Constitution is often described as transformative, aiming to reshape
society by dismantling oppressive structures and empowering marginalized groups. In this
transformative framework, freedom of speech becomes a tool for social change and political
participation. The judiciary has increasingly recognized this transformative dimension,
particularly in cases involving marginalized voices and digital expression.

Technological developments and the rise of digital communication have added new layers to the
philosophical discourse on free speech. The internet has expanded the scope of expression and
created new platforms for public participation. At the same time, it has raised concerns about
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misinformation, hate speech, and state surveillance. The Supreme Court has sought to adapt
constitutional principles to these changing realities. In Shreya Singhal v. Union of India, the
Court struck down Section 66A of the Information Technology Act, 2000, on the ground that it
violated Article 19(1)(a) by imposing vague and overbroad restrictions on online speech.!¢ The
decision reaffirmed the importance of protecting expression in the digital sphere and underscored
the need to interpret restrictions narrowly. Similarly, in Anuradha Bhasin v. Union of India, the
Court recognized that access to the internet is integral to the exercise of freedom of speech and
expression, highlighting the evolving nature of expressive freedoms in contemporary society.'®’
Despite these developments, the philosophical tension between freedom and regulation remains
a defining feature of Indian free speech jurisprudence. The State’s authority to impose restrictions
under Article 19(2) must be exercised in a manner consistent with constitutional values.
Excessive or disproportionate restrictions risk undermining the very democratic principles that
Article 19(1)(a) seeks to protect. Therefore, the constitutional philosophy of free speech requires
a careful and contextual balancing of competing interests, ensuring that liberty is preserved while
maintaining social harmony.
In conclusion, the philosophical foundations of Article 19(1)(a) reveal that freedom of speech
and expression is a multifaceted constitutional value encompassing individual autonomy,
democratic participation, and transformative potential. Rooted in liberal theory and enriched by
the principles of constitutional morality and deliberative democracy, the guarantee of free speech
serves as a cornerstone of India’s constitutional order. Judicial interpretation has played a crucial
role in articulating and expanding this philosophy, emphasizing that free speech is not merely an
individual privilege but a structural necessity for sustaining democracy. As new challenges
emerge in the digital age, the continued vitality of Article 19(1)(a) will depend on the judiciary’s
ability to uphold its philosophical foundations while adapting to changing social and
technological contexts

III. JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION AND EVOLUTION OF THE

CONSTITUTIONAL PHILOSOPHY OF ARTICLE 19(1)(A)

The constitutional philosophy of freedom of speech and expression under Article 19(1)(a) has
been shaped significantly by judicial interpretation. While the text of the Constitution guarantees
this freedom subject to reasonable restrictions under Article 19(2), it is the Supreme Court of
India that has elaborated its scope, meaning, and philosophical content. Through a series of
landmark decisions, the Court has developed a nuanced jurisprudence that balances individual
liberty with collective interests while reaffirming the centrality of free speech to democratic
governance. This chapter examines the evolution of free speech jurisprudence in India and
analyzes how the judiciary has articulated the constitutional philosophy underlying Article
19(1)(a).
In the early years of constitutional adjudication, the Supreme Court adopted a strong libertarian
approach to free speech. In Romesh Thappar v. State of Madras, one of the earliest free speech
cases, the Court struck down a state government order banning a journal on the ground that it
violated the freedom of speech and expression.'®® The Court held that freedom of speech lies at

136 Shreya Singhal v. Union of India, (2015) 5 S.C.C. 1 (India)
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the foundation of all democratic organizations and that restrictions on circulation directly impair
this freedom. This decision established the principle that the right to free expression is a
cornerstone of democracy and must be protected against arbitrary state action. Similarly, in Brij
Bhushan v. State of Delhi, the Court invalidated pre-censorship orders on newspapers,
emphasizing that prior restraint is inconsistent with the constitutional guarantee of free speech.!'®’
These early cases reflected a strong commitment to safeguarding expressive freedoms and set
the tone for subsequent jurisprudence.

As constitutional law evolved, the Court began to develop a more structured approach to
balancing free speech with the reasonable restrictions permitted under Article 19(2). The First
Constitutional Amendment introduced additional grounds for restricting speech, including public
order and incitement to an offence. This amendment reflected the State’s concern with
maintaining stability and order in a newly independent nation. However, the judiciary continued
to insist that restrictions must be narrowly tailored and justified by compelling state interests. In
Express Newspapers v. Union of India, the Court recognized the freedom of the press as an
essential component of Article 19(1)(a) and held that laws affecting the press must not unduly
interfere with its independence.!”® The Court thus began to articulate the idea that free speech
serves not only individual interests but also the broader public interest in democratic
accountability.

The jurisprudence of the 1970s marked a significant shift toward a more expansive understanding
of fundamental rights. In Bennett Coleman & Co. v. Union of India, the Supreme Court struck
down government restrictions on the number of pages that newspapers could publish, holding
that such limitations infringed the freedom of the press and the public’s right to information.'"
The Court emphasized that freedom of speech includes not only the right to express ideas but
also the right to receive information. This decision reflected a deeper appreciation of the
structural role of free speech in democracy and reinforced the philosophical view that open
communication is essential for informed decision-making.

The Court recognized that the right to freedom of speech includes the right to disseminate
information through electronic media. This decision expanded the scope of Article 19(1)(a) and
reinforced the idea that access to communication platforms is essential for democratic
participation.

Despite these progressive developments, challenges remain in ensuring that restrictions on
speech are applied in a manner consistent with constitutional values. Laws relating to sedition,
criminal defamation, and public order continue to raise concerns about potential misuse and
overreach. The judiciary’s task is to ensure that such laws are interpreted in a manner that respects
the philosophical foundations of free speech while addressing legitimate state interests. The
principle of proportionality has emerged as a key tool in this balancing exercise, requiring that
restrictions be necessary, suitable, and minimally restrictive.

In conclusion, the judicial interpretation of Article 19(1)(a) has played a crucial role in shaping
its constitutional philosophy. From the early libertarian approach of the 1950s to the
contemporary emphasis on proportionality and digital expression, the Supreme Court has
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progressively expanded the scope of free speech while reaffirming its centrality to democratic
governance. The Court’s jurisprudence reflects an evolving understanding of free speech as both
an individual right and a structural guarantee essential for maintaining constitutional democracy.
By balancing liberty with reasonable restrictions and adapting to new challenges, the judiciary
has sought to preserve the philosophical integrity of Article 19(1)(a) and ensure its continued
relevance in a rapidly changing society.

IV.  CONTEMPORARY CHALLENGES TO FREE SPEECH AND THE
CONSTITUTIONAL PHILOSOPHY OF ARTICLE 19(1)(A)

Freedom of speech and expression as outlined by Article 19(1)(a) is continually adapting due to
shifts in society, politics, and technology. The Indian Supreme Court frequently emphasizes the
importance of freedom of expression for effective democracy; however, modern advancements
particularly within the realm of technology have added layers of complexity to this issue.
Increased use of social networks has led to stricter oversight by regulatory bodies regarding
digital spaces; worries over fake news and offensive content influence policy decisions aimed at
protecting privacy rights in times of heightened state surveillance for safety and stability reasons.
The present section explores if contemporary limitations on expression comply with or diverge
from the foundational principles outlined by Article 19(1)(a), while also assessing how prevailing
legal interpretations address these issues effectively.
A major shift in freedom of expression involves the rise of the internet serving primarily as an
avenue for information dissemination. New digital tools allow people freely express their
thoughts online, gain easy access to knowledge, and engage actively in community discussions
at massive levels. Concurrently, there is apprehension regarding false information dissemination,
cyberbullying, and the swift circulation of provocative material. A critical issue emerges
regarding the regulation of online discourse while preserving an emphasis on freedom of
expression. In Shreya Singhal v. Union of India, the highest court ruled against Section 66A
under IT Act 2000 due to its ambiguous and extensive limitations on internet communications.'*>
The court highlighted that restricting speech solely for its potential to provoke immediate
unlawful actions is permissible; however, it distinguishes among discussions, advocacies, and
actual incitements of such behavior. The ruling underscored the principle that regulations
limiting free speech should be limited in scope and clear; it also highlighted how ambiguous
statutes can suppress communication.
In Anuradha Bhasin v. Union of India, the highest court affirmed the significance of the Internet
as an indispensable medium for free communication, declaring it constitutionally safeguarded
under the right to express oneself freely online.!”® In the matter at hand, it was argued about
limitations placed on online connectivity within Jammu and Kashmir, where the court
determined these constraints needed to meet criteria for both relevance and fairness. The court
recognized that online connectivity plays a crucial role in exercising freedom of expression; it
also noted how technological advancements shape democracy by facilitating civic engagement.
Nevertheless, it highlighted the difficulties in reconciling state interests with individual liberties.

192 Shreya Singhal v. Union of India, (2015) 5 S.C.C. 1 (India)
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The court mandates regular scrutiny of internet blackouts but opponents contend this perpetuates
doubts regarding the effectiveness of legal protections.

Another area of concern is the regulation of speech in the name of public order and national
security. Laws relating to sedition, criminal defamation, and preventive detention have been
criticized for their potential to suppress dissent. Although the Supreme Court has interpreted
these laws narrowly, their continued existence raises questions about their compatibility with the
constitutional philosophy of free speech. In Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar, the Court upheld
the constitutionality of the sedition law but limited its application to acts involving incitement to
violence or intention to create public disorder.!** This interpretation sought to reconcile the law
with the guarantee of free speech. Nevertheless, the use of sedition charges in contemporary
contexts has generated debate about whether the law is being applied in a manner consistent with
constitutional values. The tension between maintaining public order and protecting dissent
remains a defining feature of free speech jurisprudence.

The regulation of hate speech presents another complex challenge. While the Constitution
permits restrictions on speech that threatens public order or promotes enmity between groups,
the line between legitimate regulation and excessive censorship is often difficult to draw. The
Supreme Court has recognized the need to balance the right to free expression with the protection
of vulnerable communities. However, the absence of a comprehensive legal framework on hate
speech has led to inconsistent enforcement and raised concerns about selective application. The
philosophical question is whether restrictions on hate speech can be justified as necessary to
preserve the dignity and equality of individuals without undermining the broader commitment to
free expression. The concept of constitutional morality provides a useful framework for
addressing this issue, as it emphasizes the need to interpret rights in a manner that promotes
equality and social harmony.

The increasing role of private actors in regulating speech has also complicated the constitutional
landscape. Social media platforms exercise significant control over online expression through
content moderation policies and algorithmic decision-making. While these platforms are not
State actors, their decisions can have profound implications for free speech. The question arises
whether constitutional principles should apply to private regulation of speech and how the State
should oversee such regulation. The Indian judiciary has yet to fully address this issue, but it is
likely to become a central concern in future free speech litigation. The constitutional philosophy
of Article 19(1)(a) may need to adapt to ensure that expressive freedom is protected in a digital
environment dominated by private intermediaries.

The principle of proportionality has emerged as a key tool in evaluating restrictions on speech.
This principle requires that any limitation on a fundamental right must be necessary, suitable,
and the least restrictive means of achieving a legitimate objective. The Supreme Court has
increasingly applied proportionality analysis in cases involving free speech, emphasizing that
restrictions must be justified by compelling state interests and must not unduly burden
expression. The adoption of this principle reflects a shift toward a more rights-oriented approach
to constitutional interpretation and aligns with the philosophical commitment to preserving
individual liberty while addressing legitimate concerns.

194 Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar, A.L.R. 1962 S.C. 955 (India)
57



International Journal of Law, Culture & Society Volume II- Issue — I (Jan — March, 2026)

Despite these developments, challenges remain in ensuring that the constitutional philosophy of
free speech is upheld in practice. The use of preventive measures such as internet shutdowns, the
application of colonial-era laws, and the regulation of online content continue to test the
resilience of Article 19(1)(a). The judiciary’s role in safeguarding expressive freedom is
therefore more important than ever. Courts must remain vigilant in scrutinizing restrictions on
speech and ensure that they conform to constitutional standards. At the same time, there is a need
for legislative reform to address gaps in the legal framework and to provide clearer guidelines
for regulating speech in the digital age.

In conclusion, contemporary challenges to free speech in India highlight the dynamic and
evolving nature of the constitutional philosophy underlying Article 19(1)(a). While the judiciary
has made significant strides in adapting constitutional principles to new contexts, tensions
between liberty and regulation persist. The rise of digital communication, concerns about
national security, and the regulation of online platforms have introduced new complexities that
require careful balancing. The continued vitality of Article 19(1)(a) depends on the judiciary’s
ability to uphold its philosophical foundations while responding to emerging challenges. By
interpreting restrictions narrowly, applying the principle of proportionality, and reaffirming the
importance of democratic participation, the courts can ensure that freedom of speech remains a
cornerstone of India’s constitutional order.

V. FINDINGS

This study finds that the constitutional philosophy of Article 19(1)(a) extends beyond a mere
textual guarantee of free speech and operates as a foundational principle of democratic
governance in India. The analysis demonstrates that freedom of speech and expression is rooted
in liberal constitutional values such as individual autonomy, the search for truth, and
participatory democracy. Judicial interpretation has significantly shaped this philosophy by
expanding the scope of Article 19(1)(a) to include press freedom, the right to information, and
digital expression. Landmark decisions such as Romesh Thappar v. State of Madras, Bennett
Coleman & Co. v. Union of India, and Shreya Singhal v. Union of India illustrate the judiciary’s
recognition of speech as essential to democratic legitimacy and accountability.

However, the research also reveals persistent tensions between expressive freedom and
regulatory frameworks justified under Article 19(2). Laws relating to public order, national
security, and online regulation continue to test the limits of constitutional protection.
Contemporary developments, including internet shutdowns and digital content regulation,
indicate that while the judiciary has affirmed the importance of proportionality and necessity,
implementation remains inconsistent. The findings suggest that although the philosophical
commitment to free speech remains strong in constitutional doctrine, its realization in practice
depends on careful balancing, institutional vigilance, and adherence to constitutional values.

VI. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

The constitutional philosophy of Article 19(1)(a) underscores the centrality of freedom of speech

and expression to India’s democratic and constitutional framework. This research has shown that

free speech functions not only as an individual right but also as a structural guarantee that enables

democratic participation, accountability, and the realization of constitutional morality. Through

evolving judicial interpretation, the Supreme Court has consistently emphasized that expressive

freedom is indispensable for maintaining an informed citizenry and ensuring governmental
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transparency. At the same time, the Constitution permits reasonable restrictions under Article
19(2), reflecting the need to balance liberty with public order, national security, and the rights of
others.

The study concludes that the legitimacy of restrictions on speech depends on their consistency
with the deeper philosophical values underlying the Constitution. Courts have increasingly
applied principles such as proportionality and necessity to evaluate limitations on expression,
particularly in the context of digital communication. Nevertheless, the persistence of broad
statutory provisions and preventive measures highlights the need for continued vigilance.
Preserving the constitutional philosophy of free speech requires a commitment to protecting
dissent, encouraging open dialogue, and ensuring that restrictions remain narrowly tailored. Only
by upholding these principles can the transformative vision of the Constitution be fully realized.

Suggestions

To strengthen the constitutional protection of free speech under Article 19(1)(a), several
measures may be considered. First, courts should adopt a more structured and consistent
application of the proportionality test when reviewing restrictions on speech. A rigorous
examination of necessity, suitability, and minimal impairment would help ensure that limitations
remain aligned with constitutional values. Second, legislative reform is necessary to revisit broad
or outdated statutory provisions that risk suppressing legitimate expression. Clearer definitions
and safeguards would reduce the possibility of misuse and reinforce the protection of dissent.
Third, regulatory frameworks governing digital expression must be grounded in constitutional
principles. Transparency in content regulation, accountability of authorities, and procedural
safeguards against arbitrary restrictions are essential in the digital age. Any limitations on internet
access or online speech should be subject to strict judicial scrutiny and periodic review. Fourth,
there should be greater emphasis on promoting constitutional literacy and awareness of free
speech rights among citizens. Public understanding of the importance of expressive freedom can
foster tolerance and respect for diverse viewpoints.

Finally, the judiciary and policymakers must recognize that free speech is integral to
constitutional morality and social transformation. Protecting the space for open dialogue and
dissent will ensure that Article 19(1)(a) continues to function as a cornerstone of India’s
democratic and constitutional order.
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