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Abstract 

The principle of natural justice is a cornerstone of administrative law, ensuring 

fairness, transparency, and accountability in decision-making processes. Rooted in the 

idea that no individual should be condemned unheard, natural justice encompasses two 

fundamental rules: audi alteram partem (the right to be heard) and nemo judex in causa 

sua (no one should be a judge in their own cause). These principles act as safeguards 

against arbitrary and biased administrative actions, thereby protecting individual rights 

and promoting public trust in governance. Courts across jurisdictions have reinforced the 

application of natural justice by requiring that administrative authorities provide adequate 

notice, fair hearings, and reasoned decisions. Although flexible in application, its essence 

lies in balancing efficiency with fairness in administrative functions. By upholding 

natural justice, administrative law bridges the gap between authority and individual 

liberty, ensuring that justice is not only done but also seen to be done. 

Keywords: Natural Justice, Administrative Law, Fair Hearing, Rule against Bias, Due 

Process, Judicial Review, Procedural Fairness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APA Citation: 

Iqbal, S. (2025). The Principle of Natural Justice in Administrative Law. International Journal of Law 
and Policy, 3 (9), 50-65. https://doi.org/10.59022/ijlp.368 



 

ISSN: 3005-2289 
 

2025 

International Journal of Law and Policy | 

Volume: 3, Issue: 9 

51 

I. Introduction 

Natural justice is one of the most fundamental principles in law, particularly in 

administrative law, ensuring fairness in decision-making processes. It refers to the body 

of rules and procedures that aim to prevent arbitrariness, bias, and injustice in the 

exercise of authority. The concept is rooted in the belief that every person should be 

treated fairly, given an opportunity to present their case, and be judged impartially. In 

essence, natural justice is about procedural fairness rather than substantive outcomes. It 

serves as a safeguard against misuse of power by administrative authorities, who often 

exercise discretion that directly affects the rights and obligations of individuals. Without 

natural justice, decisions would lack legitimacy, as they would be seen as one-sided or 

unjust (Morrison-Saunders & Early, 2008).  
The origins of natural justice can be traced back to English common law, where it 

evolved as a mechanism to control arbitrary acts of decision-makers. Ancient Roman law 

also carried similar ideas under the concept of jus naturale, which referred to universal 

principles of fairness. However, the more formalized concept emerged in medieval 

England through the courts of equity, which emphasized fairness where strict application 

of law was insufficient. The common law courts gradually recognized principles such as 

audi alteram partem (hear the other side) and nemo judex in causa sua (no one should be 

a judge in their own cause) as binding standards. Over time, these principles spread into 

other legal systems influenced by British jurisprudence, including South Asian countries. 

The universality of natural justice lies in its moral foundation. People everywhere 

recognize that fair treatment is essential to justice. Its historic roots show that natural 

justice is not a modern invention, but rather a timeless requirement of civilized legal 

systems (Antonio, 2017). 

The principle of natural justice underwent significant development during the 19th 

and 20th centuries as administrative law expanded. With the rise of the welfare state, 

governments assumed wider powers affecting citizens in areas such as employment, 

taxation, education, and public services. Courts recognized the need to restrain 

administrative discretion through procedural fairness. The famous case Ridge v. Baldwin 

(1964) marked a turning point, where the House of Lords reaffirmed that even 

administrative bodies must comply with natural justice when making decisions that affect 

rights. Similarly, in A.K. Kraipak v. Union of India (1969), the Indian Supreme Court 

held that the dividing line between administrative and quasi-judicial functions had 

become blurred, and natural justice applied to both. These developments ensured that 

individuals are not left defenseless against powerful bureaucracies. Thus, the growth of 

administrative law has been closely tied to the entrenchment of natural justice as a legal 

necessity (Cananea, 2023). 

In modern legal systems, natural justice holds immense relevance. It ensures 

accountability, transparency, and public confidence in administrative decisions. Whether 
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in employment disputes, licensing matters, or disciplinary proceedings, natural justice 

requires that affected individuals be given notice of the case against them, a fair hearing, 

and a decision by an unbiased authority. Courts across jurisdictions have consistently 

quashed administrative actions where natural justice was denied. For instance, failure to 

provide an opportunity to be heard, or evidence of bias in decision-making, can render an 

administrative order void. This demonstrates that natural justice is not a mere moral ideal, 

but a legally enforceable obligation. Furthermore, with globalization and international 

human rights instruments like the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the principles 

of natural justice have become part of broader global standards of fairness. They form a 

crucial element of the doctrine of the rule of law, ensuring that no authority operates 

beyond fairness. 

Natural justice continues to adapt in response to new challenges in administrative 

law. With technological advancements, digital governance, and artificial intelligence in 

decision-making, the need for procedural fairness has become even more critical. 

Automated systems must also incorporate principles of transparency, accountability, and 

fairness to avoid discrimination or unjust outcomes. Courts are now interpreting natural 

justice flexibly, acknowledging that while rigid application may not be possible in every 

scenario, the essence of fairness must always be preserved. This adaptability 

demonstrates the resilience of natural justice in modern times. In essence, it is more than 

a legal doctrine; it is a moral compass guiding administrative actions. 

II. Methodology 

This study employs a qualitative research methodology, specifically utilizing 

document analysis as the primary method of data collection and interpretation. 

Qualitative research is well-suited to exploring legal principles such as natural justice, as 

it allows for an in-depth examination of normative frameworks, judicial precedents, 

statutory provisions, and scholarly commentaries. The research draws upon a wide range 

of secondary sources, including landmark court judgments from various jurisdictions, 

administrative law textbooks, academic journal articles, government reports, and 

international legal instruments that articulate or apply the principles of audi alteram 

partem and nemo judex in causa sua. By systematically analyzing these documents, the 

study identifies recurring themes, doctrinal evolutions, and contextual applications of 

natural justice in administrative decision-making. This approach enables a nuanced 

understanding of how courts and administrative bodies interpret and operationalize 

fairness, transparency, and impartiality in practice, while also revealing gaps or 

inconsistencies in implementation across different legal systems. 

Ethical considerations were rigorously observed throughout the research process. 

As the study relies exclusively on publicly available and published legal materials, issues 

of informed consent or participant confidentiality do not arise. Nevertheless, the research 

adheres to core academic ethical standards, including proper attribution of all sources, 
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avoidance of plagiarism, and accurate representation of legal doctrines and judicial 

reasoning. Care was taken to interpret legal texts within their appropriate historical, 

jurisdictional, and doctrinal contexts to prevent misrepresentation. Furthermore, the 

analysis maintains objectivity by critically engaging with diverse perspectives and 

avoiding selective citation that could skew findings. The research also acknowledges its 

limitations particularly its reliance on secondary sources and refrains from making 

unwarranted generalizations beyond the scope of the analyzed materials. 

III. Results 

The principle of natural justice is one of the cornerstones of administrative law. It 

is based on fairness, equality, and reasonableness in decision-making, especially when 

the rights, interests, or legitimate expectations of individuals are at stake. Administrative 

authorities often exercise quasi-judicial powers that affect citizens directly, such as 

issuing licenses, imposing penalties, or determining eligibility for benefits. Without the 

application of natural justice, administrative actions could easily become arbitrary and 

oppressive. Natural justice ensures that authorities act within the limits of law and 

fairness, thereby upholding the rule of law and protecting citizens from misuse of power. 

It is not codified in strict legal provisions but is recognized universally as a moral and 

legal obligation. Courts across the world, including in common law jurisdictions like the 

United Kingdom, India, and Pakistan, have emphasized the significance of natural justice 

in ensuring procedural fairness. The principle functions as a safeguard against bias and 

injustice, creating transparency in the decision-making process. Its two core pillars, 

“Nemo judex in causa sua” (no one should be a judge in their own cause) and “Audi 

alteram partem” (hear the other side), form the very foundation of administrative justice 

(Vakil, 2018). 

The first principle of natural justice is Nemo judex in causa sua, which literally 

means that no one can be a judge in their own cause. This rule seeks to eliminate bias, 

prejudice, or conflict of interest in decision-making. It is based on the universal truth that 

justice must not only be done but must also be seen to be done. If an authority or 

decision-maker has a personal interest in the matter, whether financial, personal, or 

professional, their judgment may be compromised. For instance, if a licensing officer 

decides a dispute in which he himself has stakes, the decision cannot be considered 

impartial. Courts have consistently set aside decisions where bias was proven or even 

where the possibility of bias existed. Bias may be actual, apparent, or potential, but in all 

cases, it undermines confidence in the fairness of administrative processes. 

Administrative law therefore demands that decision-makers recuse themselves if they 

have any interest in the outcome (Moussa, 2025).  

The second principle of natural justice is Audi alteram partem, meaning that every 

person must be given a fair opportunity to present their case before a decision is made 

against them. This rule embodies the right to be heard, which includes notice of the 
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allegations, access to relevant documents, the chance to respond, and the ability to 

present evidence or call witnesses. Without such an opportunity, administrative decisions 

risk being arbitrary and unjust. For example, if a student is expelled from an educational 

institution without being informed of the charges or without being allowed to defend 

himself, the expulsion would violate the principle of natural justice. Courts often strike 

down such orders for violating the right to a fair hearing. This principle applies not only 

to courts but also to administrative bodies, tribunals, and even employers. Importantly, 

the scope of the hearing may vary depending on the nature of the decision, but the 

underlying rule remains the same: no one should suffer consequences without having 

been heard. The Audi alteram partem rule therefore ensures transparency, accountability, 

and fairness in administrative action. It is considered one of the most fundamental human 

rights in both legal and moral terms (Ojumu et al., 2022). 

The application of natural justice in administrative law extends to various contexts, 

including disciplinary proceedings, licensing decisions, taxation matters, and 

employment disputes. For example, before revoking a business license, the licensing 

authority must provide the business owner with notice of the reasons and a chance to 

present arguments or evidence. Similarly, when a public servant faces disciplinary action, 

they must be given a fair hearing to contest allegations. Courts intervene when 

administrative bodies fail to adhere to natural justice, often declaring such decisions null 

and void. However, the principle is not absolute; in cases of urgent public interest or 

national security, the right to a hearing may be restricted, provided it is reasonable and 

proportional. Still, even in such exceptional cases, authorities are expected to act fairly 

and without bias. The global recognition of these principles underlines their importance. 

International legal systems and human rights charters also incorporate the essence of 

natural justice, reinforcing its universality.  

The principle of natural justice remains an essential element of administrative law 

and good governance. Its two fundamental pillars Nemo judex in causa sua and Audi 

alteram partem establish fairness, transparency, and impartiality in decision-making 

processes. Without natural justice, administrative decisions could lead to injustice, 

arbitrary actions, and a breakdown of trust in institutions. By preventing bias and 

ensuring that every individual has the right to be heard, these principles guarantee 

procedural fairness, which is as important as substantive justice. Courts around the world 

continue to reinforce natural justice through judicial review of administrative actions, 

recognizing it as a vital safeguard of human rights. Although the scope of its application 

may vary in urgent or exceptional cases, the essence of fairness and impartiality must 

always be preserved. Natural justice does not merely serve as a legal doctrine; it reflects 

the moral foundation of justice itself, ensuring equality before law and protection against 

misuse of power.  

IV. Discussion 
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A. Right to Fair Hearing 

The right to a fair hearing is one of the core pillars of the principle of natural 

justice in administrative law. It reflects the maxim audi alteram partem, meaning “hear 

the other side.” This rule ensures that no person is condemned, punished, or deprived of 

rights without first being given an opportunity to present their case. Administrative 

authorities, tribunals, and quasi-judicial bodies are often tasked with decisions that 

significantly affect individual rights, such as suspension from employment, cancellation 

of licenses, or imposition of penalties. Without a fair hearing, these decisions could 

become arbitrary and unjust. A fair hearing not only protects individuals but also 

enhances the legitimacy of the decision-making process by ensuring that all relevant 

facts, evidence, and arguments are considered. It builds trust in administrative institutions 

and provides the affected party a genuine chance to defend themselves (Imam & 
Mohammed, 2023).  

The importance of a fair hearing lies in its role as a safeguard against misuse of 

power. Administrative bodies often enjoy wide discretionary powers, and without checks, 

there is a risk of decisions being influenced by bias, prejudice, or external pressures. The 

right to a fair hearing ensures that these authorities cannot act unilaterally or in secrecy 

but must listen to all concerned parties. It guarantees that even the weaker or less 

powerful party in a dispute is not silenced but can put forward evidence and arguments in 

their defense. This is particularly vital in democratic societies where equality before the 

law is a foundational principle. By hearing both sides, the decision-making authority can 

better assess the facts and reach a conclusion that is balanced, objective, and just.  

A fair hearing also plays a crucial role in protecting fundamental rights guaranteed 

under constitutional frameworks. For instance, the right to life, liberty, and property often 

depends on administrative actions such as detention, revocation of permits, or 

disciplinary proceedings. If these rights are curtailed without giving the affected party a 

chance to be heard, it amounts to a violation of constitutional justice. Courts across 

jurisdictions have emphasized that natural justice is an implied requirement in all 

administrative actions unless explicitly excluded by law. This means that even if statutes 

do not mention it, authorities are bound to provide a fair hearing before taking any 

adverse decision. In this way, the principle acts as a bridge between administrative law 

and constitutional law. It ensures that state power is exercised within the bounds of 

fairness, protecting citizens from arbitrary deprivation of their rights and maintaining the 

rule of law. 

From a practical perspective, giving both parties an opportunity to be heard results 

in better quality decision-making. When authorities allow parties to present evidence, 

cross-examine witnesses, or explain their position, they gain access to more 

comprehensive and accurate information. This reduces the possibility of errors or 

overlooking important facts. Moreover, the participation of both sides enhances 
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transparency in the decision-making process and reduces the chances of bias being 

alleged. Even if the final outcome does not favor one party, the fact that they were given 

a chance to present their case increases their acceptance of the decision. This acceptance 

is essential for maintaining social order and preventing unnecessary litigation. Hence, the 

right to a fair hearing not only benefits individuals but also assists administrative 

authorities in achieving just, effective, and efficient governance. 

The right to a fair hearing is indispensable in administrative law because it 

embodies the principle of justice, fairness, and equality before the law. It prevents 

arbitrary exercise of power by ensuring that no one is condemned unheard. It protects 

fundamental rights, promotes accountability, and upholds democratic values in 

governance. By allowing both parties to be heard, administrative bodies can make well-

informed and balanced decisions, strengthening the legitimacy of their actions. The 

principle is not merely procedural; it reflects the moral and ethical foundation of justice 

itself. Therefore, whether in disciplinary proceedings, licensing disputes, or regulatory 

enforcement, the right to a fair hearing remains a cornerstone of natural justice. Its 

consistent application ensures that administrative law functions as an instrument of 

fairness rather than oppression, maintaining public confidence in the legal and 

administrative system. 

B. Rule against Bias 

The principle of natural justice is central to administrative law, and one of its core 

rules is the rule against bias, which demands impartiality and neutrality in decision-

making. Bias in this context refers to a predisposition, prejudice, or personal interest that 

prevents a decision-maker from acting fairly. The underlying idea is that justice must not 

only be done but must also appear to be done. This requirement ensures that 

administrative bodies exercise their authority in a manner that inspires public confidence 

and maintains the legitimacy of the legal system. When administrative authorities make 

decisions, they often impact fundamental rights, livelihoods, and reputations. Therefore, 

if such decisions are tainted by bias whether financial, personal, or institutional. The 

credibility of the entire process collapses. The law recognizes that even the likelihood of 

bias undermines fairness, as parties to a dispute must have faith that their matter will be 

considered objectively (Wade et al., 2022b).  

Bias may arise in different forms, and administrative law addresses all possible 

manifestations to uphold impartiality. The most evident type is pecuniary bias, where a 

decision-maker has a financial interest in the outcome of the case. Even a small monetary 

interest is enough to invalidate a decision because it casts doubt on neutrality. Another 

form is personal bias, where family, friendship, enmity, or prior involvement may 

improperly influence the decision. Institutional bias occurs when the organizational 

framework or policy environment inclines the authority to favor one side over another. 

Courts have developed a variety of tests to assess the presence of bias, the most common 
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being the reasonable likelihood of bias test. According to this test, if a reasonable person 

would suspect bias under the circumstances, the decision is invalid. It is not necessary to 

prove actual bias; the appearance or likelihood itself is sufficient to vitiate the process. 

This approach highlights the importance of maintaining public trust in the impartiality of 

administrative decisions, as justice must always be transparent and beyond suspicion. By 

recognizing different forms of bias, the law closes loopholes that could compromise 

fairness. 

Judicial precedents have played a critical role in shaping the rule against bias in 

administrative law. One landmark case is Dimes v. Grand Junction Canal (1852), where 

the House of Lords set aside a decision made by a judge who had shares in the company 

involved. Even though there was no evidence of actual unfairness, the possibility of 

financial interest was enough to invalidate the ruling. Similarly, in R v. Sussex Justices, 

ex parte McCarthy (1924), a conviction was quashed because the clerk to the justices was 

a solicitor in a related civil action, creating an appearance of bias. These cases underscore 

the doctrine that impartiality is non-negotiable, and administrative or judicial authorities 

must avoid situations where their objectivity could be questioned. In South Asian 

jurisprudence, courts in India and Pakistan have repeatedly emphasized the rule against 

bias as part of the constitutional guarantee of due process. For example, in Pakistan, the 

superior judiciary has invoked Articles 4 and 10A of the Constitution to ensure fair trial 

rights and procedural fairness, reinforcing the idea that biased administrative decisions 

are unconstitutional and unlawful. 

The rule against bias not only protects the rights of individuals but also strengthens 

the credibility of administrative institutions. In modern governance, administrative bodies 

perform a wide range of functions, from licensing and regulation to disciplinary 

proceedings. Their decisions can significantly impact public and private interests. If such 

authorities act with partiality, it undermines the legitimacy of their role and erodes public 

confidence in the state’s ability to govern fairly. Neutrality ensures that parties feel they 

have been given a fair hearing, even if the outcome is not in their favor. It also prevents 

misuse of discretionary powers by holding administrators accountable to objective 

standards of fairness. In addition, impartiality fosters consistency in decision-making, as 

decisions are based on evidence and legal principles rather than personal preferences or 

hidden agendas. This consistency is essential for building trust between citizens and the 

state. Therefore, the rule against bias operates not only as a safeguard for individual 

justice but also as a structural necessity for maintaining rule of law, good governance, 

and democratic accountability in administrative practices. 

Despite its importance, the practical enforcement of the rule against bias presents 

challenges. Decision-makers in administrative bodies are often part of larger institutional 

frameworks, where subtle forms of bias such as policy inclination or bureaucratic loyalty 

are harder to detect. Moreover, in specialized fields, prior knowledge or association with 
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stakeholders may be unavoidable. In such cases, courts balance the need for impartiality 

with the realities of administrative governance. For example, the doctrine of necessity 

allows a biased authority to decide if no alternative decision-maker is available. 

However, this exception is narrowly applied to prevent abuse. Courts also stress the 

importance of transparency, disclosure of potential conflicts, and recusal where necessary 

to minimize suspicion of unfairness. Ultimately, the principle against bias remains a 

flexible but fundamental safeguard of natural justice. Its rigorous application ensures that 

administrative decisions are not only legally valid but also ethically sound and socially 

acceptable.  

C. Reasoned Decisions 

The principle of natural justice in administrative law is rooted in the idea that 

justice must not only be done but must also be seen to be done. Among its core elements 

is the duty of authorities to provide reasoned decisions. When an administrative body 

exercises its power to make a decision affecting the rights, duties, or interests of an 

individual, it cannot do so arbitrarily. Instead, it is bound to give a clear, logical, and 

well-reasoned order that explains why a particular conclusion was reached. This 

requirement prevents decisions from being based on whims, bias, or political influence. It 

also ensures transparency in governance and strengthens the rule of law. A reasoned 

decision demonstrates that the authority has carefully considered the evidence, applied 

the relevant law, and reached a conclusion through a fair process. In the absence of such 

reasoning, an individual cannot know the basis of the decision, which makes it difficult to 

challenge or appeal against it (Forgács, 2023).  

Providing reasoned decisions is also a safeguard against arbitrariness, which is one 

of the biggest threats to the rule of law. Administrative authorities are often granted wide 

discretionary powers, but without proper reasoning, such powers can easily be abused. A 

clear and logical explanation ensures that discretion is exercised within legal boundaries 

and not in an unfair or discriminatory manner. For example, when a licensing authority 

denies a license to an applicant, it must provide valid reasons such as non-fulfillment of 

statutory conditions or failure to meet eligibility requirements. If reasons are absent, the 

applicant is left in the dark, suspecting bias or mala fide intentions. Courts across various 

jurisdictions have consistently held that “speaking orders” are an essential part of natural 

justice. In India, the Supreme Court in Siemens Engineering v. Union of India 

emphasized that every quasi-judicial order must be supported by reasons. Similarly, in 

the UK, the courts have recognized that unreasoned decisions undermine the fairness of 

administrative justice. Thus, the duty to provide reasons transforms administrative action 

from a mere exercise of authority into a transparent and accountable process. 

Reasoned decisions also play a critical role in facilitating judicial review, which is 

the primary mechanism to check the legality of administrative actions. Courts cannot 

properly evaluate whether an administrative decision was made fairly, lawfully, and 
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rationally unless the authority explains the reasons behind its decision. A reasoned order 

reveals the logic, evidence, and considerations that influenced the decision-making 

process, enabling courts to assess whether the authority has acted within its powers. 

Without reasons, judicial review becomes ineffective because judges are left to speculate 

about the administrative body’s rationale. For instance, if a student is expelled from a 

university without any explanation, the court will struggle to determine whether the 

expulsion was justified or arbitrary. However, if the university provides reasons, such as 

violation of disciplinary rules supported by evidence, the court can properly assess the 

legality of the action. Therefore, the duty to provide reasoned decisions strengthens the 

effectiveness of judicial oversight and ensures that administrative authorities do not act 

beyond their legal competence. 

The duty to provide reasoned decisions also enhances public confidence in the 

administrative justice system. Citizens are more likely to accept unfavorable decisions if 

they are supported by clear and logical reasoning. When authorities explain their 

decisions in a transparent manner, it demonstrates respect for individuals and 

acknowledges their right to know why a decision was made. This promotes trust in 

institutions and reduces unnecessary litigation. On the contrary, unreasoned or vague 

orders breed suspicion, mistrust, and resentment against the government, leading to a 

perception of injustice. For instance, in the context of tax administration, when 

authorities explain why certain deductions were disallowed with reference to specific 

legal provisions, taxpayers are more willing to accept the outcome. Similarly, in 

employment disputes, employees are less likely to feel victimized if the reasons for 

dismissal are clearly stated and backed by evidence. Thus, the requirement of reasoned 

decisions is not only a legal obligation but also a means to uphold democratic 

accountability and foster harmonious relations between the state and its citizens. 

D. Application in Administrative Law 

Natural justice is a fundamental doctrine in administrative law, ensuring fairness, 

reasonableness, and impartiality in decision-making processes. It is not codified in a 

single statute but is a principle derived from common law, judicial precedents, and 

constitutional values. The concept emphasizes that no person should be condemned 

unheard (audi alteram partem) and no one should be a judge in their own cause (nemo 

judex in causa sua). Administrative bodies, unlike traditional courts, often deal with 

disputes, licensing, disciplinary actions, and regulatory measures that significantly impact 

individuals’ rights. In such contexts, adherence to natural justice becomes essential to 

prevent arbitrariness and abuse of power. For example, when a licensing authority 

cancels a permit without providing an opportunity of hearing, it violates the principle of 

natural justice. Courts across common law jurisdictions have consistently upheld natural 

justice as an implied requirement in administrative functioning. Therefore, the principle 

operates as a safeguard against administrative excesses and promotes accountability, 
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transparency, and fairness in governance. It ensures that even when administrative 

authorities enjoy wide discretion, their decisions remain subject to fundamental standards 

of justice. 

One of the most crucial aspects of natural justice is the rule of audi alteram partem, 

which means “hear the other side.” This principle requires that before any adverse 

decision is taken, the affected party must be given notice, adequate time to prepare, and a 

fair opportunity to present their case. In administrative law, this rule is applied in 

tribunals, disciplinary committees, and licensing authorities. For instance, when a 

government employee faces dismissal on grounds of misconduct, the employer is legally 

bound to provide a charge sheet, allow the employee to submit a defense, and conduct a 

fair hearing. Similarly, tribunals such as consumer courts and service tribunals cannot 

pass orders without giving parties an opportunity to be heard. The rationale behind this 

principle is that fairness demands participation of all parties in the decision-making 

process, and denial of hearing amounts to injustice. Even in cases where statutes are 

silent on hearing requirements, courts often read the principle of audi alteram partem into 

administrative procedures, unless expressly excluded. Thus, the application of this 

principle protects individuals against unilateral and arbitrary decisions, ensuring 

democratic legitimacy in administrative functioning. 

The second pillar of natural justice is the rule of nemo judex in causa sua, meaning 

“no one should be a judge in their own cause.” This principle demands impartiality in 

administrative decision-making, preventing bias, conflict of interest, or pre-determined 

outcomes. Administrative bodies and quasi-judicial tribunals often deal with disputes 

between citizens and government agencies; therefore, impartial adjudication is crucial. 

For example, if a government official responsible for granting a contract has a financial 

interest in one of the bidding companies, any decision made would be tainted with bias 

and legally challengeable. Courts have repeatedly held that even a reasonable likelihood 

of bias, not necessarily proven bias, is sufficient to vitiate administrative decisions. The 

application of this rule in tribunals and regulatory authorities helps maintain public 

confidence in administrative justice. Impartiality also extends to disciplinary committees 

in universities, service commissions, and licensing boards, where members must avoid 

personal involvement in the case (Gooch & Williams, 2015).  
Tribunals and quasi-judicial bodies are specialized forums established to reduce 

the burden of courts and provide speedy justice in technical areas such as labor law, 

consumer disputes, taxation, and service matters. Since they perform adjudicatory 

functions, the principles of natural justice are directly applicable to their proceedings. For 

instance, in consumer protection tribunals, both parties must be heard before liability is 

imposed on a manufacturer or service provider. Similarly, in labor tribunals, employees 

facing termination are entitled to defend themselves against charges of misconduct. 

Administrative law recognizes that these bodies, despite being less formal than courts, 
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cannot disregard fairness, impartiality, and reasoned decision-making. Courts have also 

ruled that failure of a tribunal to observe natural justice makes its decision void. 

Furthermore, quasi-judicial authorities such as licensing boards, disciplinary committees 

in educational institutions, and election tribunals are bound to act fairly and transparently. 

The application of natural justice in these forums ensures accessibility of justice to 

ordinary citizens without the need for lengthy litigation. It strengthens public trust in 

administrative institutions and upholds the constitutional right to fair treatment under the 

law. 

E. Exceptions to Natural Justice 

The concept emphasizes that no person should be condemned unheard (audi 

alteram partem) and no one should be a judge in their own cause (nemo judex in causa 

sua). Administrative bodies, unlike traditional courts, often deal with disputes, licensing, 

disciplinary actions, and regulatory measures that significantly impact individuals’ rights. 

In such contexts, adherence to natural justice becomes essential to prevent arbitrariness 

and abuse of power. For example, when a licensing authority cancels a permit without 

providing an opportunity of hearing, it violates the principle of natural justice. Courts 

across common law jurisdictions have consistently upheld natural justice as an implied 

requirement in administrative functioning.  

In administrative law, this rule is applied in tribunals, disciplinary committees, and 

licensing authorities. For instance, when a government employee faces dismissal on 

grounds of misconduct, the employer is legally bound to provide a charge sheet, allow the 

employee to submit a defense, and conduct a fair hearing. Similarly, tribunals such as 

consumer courts and service tribunals cannot pass orders without giving parties an 

opportunity to be heard. The rationale behind this principle is that fairness demands 

participation of all parties in the decision-making process, and denial of hearing amounts 

to injustice. Even in cases where statutes are silent on hearing requirements, courts often 

read the principle of audi alteram partem into administrative procedures, unless expressly 

excluded. Thus, the application of this principle protects individuals against unilateral 

and arbitrary decisions, ensuring democratic legitimacy in administrative functioning. 

The second pillar of natural justice is the rule of nemo judex in causa sua, meaning 

“no one should be a judge in their own cause.” This principle demands impartiality in 

administrative decision-making, preventing bias, conflict of interest, or pre-determined 

outcomes. Administrative bodies and quasi-judicial tribunals often deal with disputes 

between citizens and government agencies; therefore, impartial adjudication is crucial. 

For example, if a government official responsible for granting a contract has a financial 

interest in one of the bidding companies, any decision made would be tainted with bias 

and legally challengeable. Courts have repeatedly held that even a reasonable likelihood 

of bias, not necessarily proven bias, is sufficient to vitiate administrative decisions. The 

application of this rule in tribunals and regulatory authorities helps maintain public 
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confidence in administrative justice. Impartiality also extends to disciplinary committees 

in universities, service commissions, and licensing boards, where members must avoid 

personal involvement in the case.  

Tribunals and quasi-judicial bodies are specialized forums established to reduce 

the burden of courts and provide speedy justice in technical areas such as labor law, 

consumer disputes, taxation, and service matters. Since they perform adjudicatory 

functions, the principles of natural justice are directly applicable to their proceedings. For 

instance, in consumer protection tribunals, both parties must be heard before liability is 

imposed on a manufacturer or service provider. Similarly, in labor tribunals, employees 

facing termination are entitled to defend themselves against charges of misconduct. 

Administrative law recognizes that these bodies, despite being less formal than courts, 

cannot disregard fairness, impartiality, and reasoned decision-making. Courts have also 

ruled that failure of a tribunal to observe natural justice makes its decision void. 

Furthermore, quasi-judicial authorities such as licensing boards, disciplinary committees 

in educational institutions, and election tribunals are bound to act fairly and transparently.  

F. Natural Justice as a Safeguard 

Natural justice is a fundamental concept in administrative law that ensures fairness, 

equality, and impartiality in the decision-making process of public authorities. It is often 

referred to as “fair play in action,” meaning that administrative bodies exercising power 

must do so justly and without prejudice. The principle originates from common law 

traditions but has been widely recognized across legal systems as an essential safeguard 

against arbitrary and biased decisions. In modern states, administrative bodies have 

immense powers affecting the rights, liberties, and interests of individuals. Without 

checks and balances, these powers could easily be misused. Natural justice fills this gap 

by providing a moral and legal framework that emphasizes transparency and fairness. It is 

not codified into rigid rules but instead functions as flexible principles applied according 

to the context of each case (Wade et al., 2022a).  

One of the most important elements of natural justice is the rule against bias, 

commonly expressed as nemo judex in causa sua, meaning “no one should be a judge in 

their own cause.” This principle ensures that decision-makers must act impartially and 

without personal interest in the outcome of a case. In administrative law, authorities often 

deal with disputes involving individual rights and state interests, making impartiality 

essential. Any form of bias whether actual, apparent, or potential undermines public 

confidence in the justice system. For instance, if an administrative officer who has a 

personal relationship with one party decides a case, the fairness of the decision will be 

questioned, even if no actual favoritism occurred. Courts around the world have 

consistently upheld that justice must not only be done but must also be seen to be done. 

This means that authorities should avoid even the appearance of bias. By enforcing this 

principle, natural justice safeguards individuals from prejudiced decision-making and 
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protects the legitimacy of administrative institutions. Ultimately, the rule against bias 

ensures that power is exercised in a neutral and transparent manner, which is vital in 

upholding democratic governance. 

The second core principle of natural justice is the right to be heard, known as audi 

alteram partem. It guarantees that before any decision is made affecting the rights, 

interests, or status of an individual, that individual must be given an opportunity to 

present their case. This principle is a safeguard against unilateral decisions by 

administrative authorities, which could otherwise lead to injustice. The right to be heard 

includes several components such as the right to notice of charges or allegations, the right 

to a fair hearing, and the right to present evidence and arguments. For example, in 

disciplinary proceedings against a government employee, natural justice requires that the 

employee be informed of the charges and given a fair chance to defend themselves. 

Without such opportunities, the decision would be arbitrary and invalid. Administrative 

law emphasizes this principle because it embodies respect for human dignity, fairness, 

and equality. It not only protects individuals but also strengthens the credibility of 

administrative bodies by ensuring decisions are well-informed and balanced. Hence, the 

right to be heard acts as a critical safeguard that prevents injustice and promotes fairness 

in public administration. 

Natural justice operates as a safeguard because of its flexible nature, adapting to 

the specific requirements of each administrative context. Unlike rigid legal codes, the 

principles of natural justice are applied based on the circumstances of the case, the nature 

of the decision, and the authority involved. For example, while full-scale court-like 

hearings may not be necessary for minor administrative actions, the basic elements of 

fairness such as notice and an opportunity to respond must still be respected. This 

flexibility ensures that administrative efficiency is not compromised while still protecting 

individual rights. The safeguard function of natural justice lies in striking a balance 

between administrative convenience and fairness to individuals. Courts have repeatedly 

emphasized that the application of natural justice depends on the seriousness of the 

decision and its consequences for the affected parties. In this way, natural justice prevents 

misuse of discretion by administrative authorities while allowing them to perform their 

functions effectively. Its adaptability has made it an enduring principle that evolves with 

the changing needs of society and governance. Thus, natural justice remains a safeguard 

not through strict rules but through its dynamic and context-sensitive application. 

Conclusion 

The principle of natural justice in administrative law plays a vital role in upholding 

fairness, accountability, and transparency in the exercise of administrative power. It 

ensures that individuals affected by decisions of public authorities are given an 

opportunity to present their case, know the allegations against them, and challenge the 
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evidence before an impartial adjudicator. Without natural justice, administrative actions 

could become arbitrary and oppressive, leading to injustice and a breakdown of trust in 

the legal system. The principles of audi alteram partem (hear the other side) and nemo 

judex in causa sua (no one should be a judge in his own cause) guarantee equality of 

treatment, procedural fairness, and reasoned decision-making. They act as fundamental 

safeguards against misuse of authority and are a reflection of the constitutional values of 

justice and fairness.  

Furthermore, the application of natural justice is not rigid but flexible, depending 

on the nature of the case and the statutory framework under which an authority operates. 

Courts have consistently emphasized that while natural justice must guide administrative 

decision-making, its precise content may vary according to circumstances. For instance, 

in situations requiring urgent action, the strict observance of prior hearing may not be 

feasible, but a post-decisional hearing could still satisfy the requirement of fairness. This 

adaptability ensures that natural justice evolves with the demands of modern governance 

without undermining efficiency. It highlights the principle’s dynamic character, as it does 

not merely impose a mechanical ritual of procedures but rather promotes substantive 

justice.  

Equally important is the recognition that natural justice forms the foundation of 

judicial review in administrative law. Courts frequently intervene to strike down 

administrative decisions where procedural fairness has been violated. Landmark 

judgments across jurisdictions have reaffirmed that decisions made in breach of natural 

justice are void and unenforceable. This judicial protection serves as a deterrent against 

abuse of discretionary power and reinforces the idea that no authority is above the law. 

The principle not only protects individuals against unjust treatment but also strengthens 

democratic governance by keeping public officials accountable. In this sense, natural 

justice operates as both a shield for citizens and a check on administrative bodies.  

The modern era of globalization, digital governance, and expanding administrative 

functions has only enhanced the significance of natural justice. With public authorities 

exercising wide-ranging powers affecting economic rights, personal freedoms, and social 

entitlements, adherence to fairness becomes more crucial than ever. Technological 

advancements and automated decision-making also raise new challenges regarding 

transparency and impartiality. In this evolving context, natural justice serves as a guiding 

principle to ensure that even in complex regulatory frameworks, the rights of individuals 

are not compromised. Its universal nature makes it applicable across different legal 

systems, underscoring its role as a fundamental principle of good governance. 
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