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ABSTRACT

Public interest litigation (PIL) emerged as a distinct
form of litigation originating from the historical
trajectory and legal context of the United States.
Initially shaped by America's legal associations
and rooted in the civil rights movements of the
mid-20th century, these litigations addressed the
shortcomings in traditional democratic models.
They serve as amechanism touphold the assurances
enshrined in the legal framework, such as the Sani
Law, catering to classes and individuals deprived
of fundamental rights and human dignity. PILs are
instrumental in granting marginalized segments
of society access to judicial justice, primarily
focusing on the safeguarding of their fundamental
rights and the rectification of legal ambiguities.
Moreover, they aspire to instigate 'social change,'
where the outcomes extend beyond individual
cases and can be applied to similar situations,
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amplifying their impact. Advocating for human rights principles stands as the
underlying motive and impetus behind such petitions. Various nations, including
India, have adapted and refined this litigation model to suit their distinct social
contexts and legal structures. Notably, in India's legal system, the Supreme
Court judges have spearheaded innovation, particularly in relaxing the stringent
requirements for the plaintiff's general authority.
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Extended Abstract]
Public Interest Litigation (PIL) and Public Law Litigation (PLL) have left an

indelible mark on legal systems globally, with their roots deeply embedded in the
mid-20th-century United States. Originating from the civil rights movements,
PIL in the US emerged as a potent tool to address democratic deficiencies.
The Sani Law and pivotal legislation fortified guarantees within the legal
framework, emphasizing legal aid for those deprived of fundamental rights.

In the US, PIL became a lifeline for marginalized groups, providing access to
justice and rectifying legal ambiguities. Landmark cases like Brown v. Board
of Education (1954) exemplify PIL's pivotal role in challenging systemic
discrimination. This case, a cornerstone in the civil rights movement, led to the
desegregation of American schools, setting a precedent for PIL's potential to
drive societal change.

Simultaneously, PLL's historical trajectory in the US stems from the
expansion of governmental powers and the need for checks and balances. As
administrative agencies gained influence, citizens sought legal mechanisms,
giving rise to PLL. Cases such as Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources
Defense Council, Inc. (1984) underscore PLL's role in defining the scope of
judicial review over administrative decisions. This case established the Chevron
deference, influencing how courts approach agency interpretations of statutes.
Transitioning to India, the Supreme Court's judges played a pivotal role in
adapting PIL to the country's social landscape. A landmark case, Hussainara
Khatoon v. State of Bihar (1979), marked India's early embrace of PIL. This
case addressed the deplorable conditions of undertrial prisoners, leading to their
release and highlighting PIL's potential to secure justice for the vulnerable.

The evolution of PIL in India continued with the judiciary's proactive
stance, exemplified by cases like Bandhua Mukti Morcha v. Union of India
(1984). This case addressed bonded labor, showcasing PIL's adaptability to
diverse socio-economic issues. Similarly, the Bhopal Gas Tragedy case (1985)
demonstrated PIL's role in environmental matters, with the judiciary actively
intervening to ensure justice for victims. In parallel, PLL in India addressed
administrative actions impacting citizens. An illustrative case is the Vishaka v.
State of Rajasthan (1997), where the Supreme Court laid down guidelines to
prevent sexual harassment at workplaces. PLL played a crucial role in ensuring
accountability and protecting fundamental rights in the administrative sphere.

Comparing the US and Indian legal systems in PIL and PLL reveals both
commonalities and distinctions. The US's PIL and PLL legacy is deeply rooted
in civil rights movements and administrative law, while India's trajectory
demonstrates a judiciary-led evolution addressing a broad spectrum of societal
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concerns. As PIL and PLL continue to evolve, cross-jurisdictional learning
becomes pivotal. Cases like Brown v. Board of Education and Chevron U.S.A.,
Inc. offer insights into PIL and PLL's transformative potential. Similarly, India's
experiences with cases like Hussainara Khatoon and Vishaka provide lessons in
addressing socio-economic and administrative challenges.

In the United States, PIL's influence expanded with cases like Roe v. Wade
(1973), which affirmed a woman's right to choose abortion, and Obergefell
v. Hodges (2015), recognizing same-sex marriage. These cases showcase
PIL's ongoing role in shaping societal norms and challenging traditional legal
perspectives.

In India, PIL continued to address pressing issues. In M.C. Mehta v. Union
of India (1986), the judiciary intervened in response to public interest, leading
to the closure of hazardous industries in Delhi. The 2G Spectrum case (2012)
demonstrated PIL's role in combating corruption, resulting in the cancellation
of telecom licenses.

In the realm of PLL in the US, National Cable & Telecommunications
Association v. Brand X Internet Services (2005) further refined the Chevron
deference, impacting the judiciary's approach to regulatory decisions in the
rapidly evolving field of telecommunications.

India's PLL landscape expanded with cases like State of Karnataka v. Union
of India (2018), where the judiciary addressed inter-state water disputes,
showcasing PLL's crucial role in resolving complex administrative issues.

The comparative analysis between the US and Indian legal systems regarding
PIL and PLL reveals both similarities and differences. While the advocacy for
public interest remains consistent, variations exist in application, scope, and
adaptability. The US's PIL and PLL legacy is rooted in civil rights movements
and administrative law, while India's trajectory demonstrates a judiciary-led
evolution addressing a broader spectrum of societal concerns.

As PIL and PLL continue to evolve, this comparative analysis provides
insights into their adaptability and effectiveness in addressing contemporary
global challenges. It also underscores the potential for cross-jurisdictional
learning and the exchange of best practices to fortify the roles of PIL and PLL
in safeguarding public interest and fundamental rights across diverse legal
landscapes.

In conclusion, PIL and PLL's historical journey from the US to India reflects
their transformative impact on legal systems. A closer examination of landmark
cases enriches our understanding of their application and societal outcomes.

The continued evolution of PIL and PLL underscores their adaptability in
addressing contemporary challenges on a global scale.
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