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THE EVOLUTION OF NATURAL JUSTICE IN DIGITAL 

GOVERNANCE: CHALLENGES IN AUTOMATED 

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION-MAKING 

C. Justin1

I. ABSTRACT

The increasing integration of digital technologies into public administration has fundamentally 

transformed the manner in which governments deliver services and make administrative decisions. 

Artificial intelligence, machine learning, predictive analytics and algorithm-driven systems are 

now employed in areas such as taxation, welfare distribution, immigration, policing, recruitment 

and public service delivery. While these technological advancements have improved administrative 

efficiency and reduced human intervention, they have simultaneously raised significant concerns 

regarding transparency, accountability and procedural fairness. Decisions that were traditionally 

exercised through human discretion are increasingly being delegated to automated systems whose 

internal functioning often remains inaccessible to both administrators and affected individuals. 

The doctrine of natural justice has historically served as a fundamental safeguard against arbitrary 

administrative action. Principles such as audi alteram partem, the rule against bias and the 

requirement to provide reasoned decisions have evolved through judicial interpretation to ensure 

fairness in administrative governance. However, the emergence of automated decision-making 

presents new challenges that conventional administrative law was never designed to address. 

Algorithmic opacity, embedded bias, absence of meaningful human intervention and limited 

opportunities for review have created a complex legal landscape in which procedural safeguards 

may be substantially weakened. This paper critically examines the evolving relationship between 

natural justice and digital governance by analysing the implications of automated administrative 

decision-making. It evaluates the adequacy of existing legal principles in addressing algorithmic 

governance and explores comparative developments in the European Union, the United Kingdom 
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and other jurisdictions. The study further examines the Indian constitutional and administrative 

law framework to determine whether present legal safeguards sufficiently protect procedural 

fairness in the digital era. The paper argues that the doctrine of natural justice must evolve beyond 

traditional procedural requirements to incorporate principles of algorithmic transparency, 

explainability and meaningful human oversight, thereby preserving the rule of law within 

increasingly digitalised systems of public administration. 

II. KEYWORDS 

Natural Justice; Digital Governance; Automated Decision-Making; Algorithmic 

Accountability; Procedural Fairness. 

III. INTRODUCTION 

Administrative law has traditionally sought to reconcile two competing objectives: 

enabling governmental efficiency while ensuring that the exercise of public power 

remains subject to fairness, legality and accountability. The doctrine of natural justice 

emerged as one of the most enduring mechanisms through which courts sought to 

prevent arbitrary administrative action. Originally confined to judicial and quasi-judicial 

proceedings, its application gradually expanded to encompass administrative decisions 

capable of affecting civil rights, legitimate expectations and individual liberties. 

Consequently, the principles of fairness evolved from procedural formalities into 

indispensable constitutional guarantees that reinforce the rule of law.2 

The contemporary administrative state, however, is undergoing an unprecedented 

transformation. Governments across the world increasingly rely upon digital 

technologies to improve administrative efficiency, reduce costs and enhance public 

service delivery. Automated systems now assist or, in certain instances, independently 

determine matters relating to taxation, immigration control, welfare entitlements, social 

security, public procurement, healthcare administration and regulatory compliance. 

 

2 A.K. Kraipak v. Union of India, (1969) 2 SCC 262; Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, (1978) 1 SCC 248. 
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These developments represent a significant departure from traditional models of 

decision-making, where discretion was exercised by identifiable public officials capable 

of providing explanations, considering representations and correcting procedural 

irregularities. 

While digital governance offers undeniable administrative advantages, it simultaneously 

raises profound legal questions concerning procedural fairness. Automated systems 

frequently operate through complex algorithms whose decision-making processes 

remain opaque even to the authorities deploying them. Individuals affected by 

algorithmic decisions may be denied meaningful opportunities to understand the basis 

of adverse outcomes, challenge erroneous determinations or obtain independent review. 

As administrative discretion increasingly becomes embedded within technological 

systems rather than human judgment, the conventional understanding of natural justice 

requires careful reconsideration. 

The challenge is therefore not whether technology should be incorporated into 

governance, but whether constitutional and administrative safeguards have evolved 

sufficiently to regulate technological decision-making. Existing legal doctrines were 

primarily developed to control human discretion; they offer limited guidance where 

decisions emerge from machine-learning models or automated computational processes. 

Questions relating to algorithmic bias, explainability, accountability and procedural 

transparency consequently assume constitutional significance. 

The Indian legal system has witnessed significant progress in digital governance through 

initiatives such as Digital India, Aadhaar-enabled public service delivery and the 

increasing digitisation of governmental functions. Simultaneously, the Supreme Court 

has repeatedly affirmed that fairness, reasonableness and non-arbitrariness constitute 

essential components of constitutional governance under Articles 14 and 21 of the 

Constitution3. The intersection between these constitutional guarantees and emerging 

 

3 Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, (1978) 1 SCC 248. 



218                                 LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                      [Vol. IV Issue III]                                                                                                                                                      

 
© 2026. LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                              (ISSN: 2583-7753) 

digital administrative practices therefore presents an important area of contemporary 

legal scholarship. 

This paper examines whether the traditional doctrine of natural justice remains adequate 

in regulating automated administrative decision-making or whether the emergence of 

digital governance necessitates the development of new procedural standards. By 

analysing constitutional principles, administrative law doctrines and comparative 

international approaches, the study seeks to identify a framework capable of preserving 

procedural fairness without impeding technological innovation in public administration. 

A. Research Problem 

The increasing adoption of automated administrative systems has fundamentally altered 

the manner in which governmental decisions are conceived, processed and implemented. 

Although algorithmic technologies have enhanced administrative efficiency, they 

simultaneously challenge foundational principles of administrative law by reducing 

transparency, limiting opportunities for participation and complicating judicial scrutiny. 

Decisions that significantly affect legal rights may now be generated through 

computational processes that neither disclose their reasoning nor permit meaningful 

human intervention. 

The traditional principles of natural justice were developed within a legal framework that 

presumed the existence of identifiable decision-makers capable of exercising 

independent judgment, considering individual representations and providing reasoned 

conclusions. Automated decision-making disrupts these assumptions by transferring 

significant elements of administrative discretion to technological systems whose internal 

logic frequently remains inaccessible to affected individuals. 

Despite the rapid expansion of digital governance initiatives, neither Indian 

administrative law nor constitutional jurisprudence has comprehensively addressed the 

procedural implications of algorithm-driven decision-making. Consequently, important 

questions remain regarding the adequacy of existing safeguards against algorithmic 

arbitrariness, institutional accountability and procedural unfairness. 
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The central research problem, therefore, concerns whether the existing doctrine of natural 

justice is capable of effectively regulating automated administrative decision-making or 

whether evolving models of digital governance require the recognition of new procedural 

rights specifically designed for algorithmic administration. 

B. Research Objectives 

The present study seeks to achieve the following objectives: 

1. To examine the historical evolution of the doctrine of natural justice within 

administrative law and constitutional jurisprudence. 

2. To analyse the emerging role of digital governance and automated 

administrative decision-making in contemporary public administration. 

3. To critically evaluate the compatibility of algorithm-driven administrative 

decisions with the principles of procedural fairness, transparency and 

accountability. 

4. To examine the adequacy of the existing Indian constitutional and 

administrative law framework in safeguarding natural justice against 

algorithmic decision-making. 

5. To undertake a comparative analysis of international legal frameworks 

governing automated administrative systems and algorithmic accountability. 

6. To propose a principled legal framework capable of balancing technological 

innovation with constitutional guarantees of fairness and due process. 

C. Research Questions 

The study is guided by the following research questions: 

1. How has the doctrine of natural justice evolved within administrative law to 

accommodate changing forms of governmental decision-making? 

2. What legal and constitutional challenges arise from the increasing use of 

automated administrative decision-making? 
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3. Does the existing Indian legal framework adequately safeguard procedural 

fairness in digital governance? 

4. How have comparative jurisdictions responded to issues relating to 

algorithmic transparency, explainability and accountability? 

5. What reforms are necessary to preserve natural justice in an era increasingly 

characterised by automated governance? 

D. Research Hypothesis 

1. The existing principles of natural justice and administrative law are sufficient 

to regulate automated administrative decision-making without requiring 

significant legal reform. 

2. The traditional doctrine of natural justice, though foundational, is insufficient 

to effectively regulate automated administrative decision-making, thereby 

necessitating the development of new legal principles incorporating 

transparency, explainability, meaningful human oversight and algorithmic 

accountability. 

E. Research Methodology 

The present study adopts a qualitative doctrinal legal research methodology4, focusing 

upon the critical examination and synthesis of constitutional principles, administrative 

law doctrines, statutory instruments, judicial precedents and comparative legal 

developments relating to automated administrative decision-making. 

Primary sources include constitutional provisions, judicial decisions of the Supreme 

Court of India and selected foreign jurisdictions, statutory enactments, governmental 

reports and international legal instruments governing digital governance and artificial 

intelligence. Particular emphasis has been placed upon constitutional jurisprudence 

concerning procedural fairness, administrative discretion and judicial review. 

 

4 S.N. Jain, “Doctrinal and Non-Doctrinal Legal Research,” in S.K. Verma & M. Afzal Wani eds., Legal 
Research and Methodology 68–78 (Indian Law Institute, 2nd ed., 2001). 
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The study further relies upon authoritative secondary sources comprising leading 

academic commentaries, peer-reviewed journal articles, reports issued by international 

organisations, policy documents and scholarly literature concerning artificial 

intelligence, digital governance and algorithmic accountability. Comparative analysis 

has been employed to examine developments within the European Union, the United 

Kingdom and other jurisdictions that have introduced regulatory frameworks governing 

automated decision-making. 

The research is analytical as well as comparative in nature. It seeks not merely to describe 

existing legal principles but to critically evaluate their adequacy in addressing emerging 

technological challenges and to identify normative standards capable of strengthening 

procedural fairness within digital governance. 

F. Literature Review 

The doctrine of natural justice has occupied a central position within administrative law 

scholarship for several decades. Classical jurists regarded procedural fairness as an 

indispensable limitation upon executive discretion, ensuring that governmental 

authority remained consistent with the rule of law. Contemporary scholarship, however, 

increasingly recognises that technological developments have fundamentally altered the 

context within which administrative decisions are made, thereby requiring a 

reassessment of traditional procedural safeguards. 

H.W.R. Wade and C.F. Forsyth argue that natural justice is not merely a procedural 

doctrine but a constitutional principle that legitimises administrative decision-making by 

ensuring fairness, impartiality and the reasoned exercise of public power. They 

emphasise that the requirements of fairness continue to evolve with changing 

administrative practices and cannot remain confined to rigid procedural formulae.5 

 

5 H.W.R. Wade & C.F. Forsyth, Administrative Law (12th ed., Oxford University Press, 2021). 
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Similarly, De Smith's Judicial Review observes that the content of procedural fairness is 

inherently flexible and must adapt to the nature of the decision, the statutory framework 

and the consequences for affected individuals. The work suggests that fairness cannot be 

reduced to predetermined procedural rules but must evolve alongside administrative 

institutions themselves.6 

The emergence of algorithmic governance has generated an entirely new body of 

interdisciplinary scholarship. Frank Pasquale, in The Black Box Society, critiques the 

increasing reliance upon opaque computational systems in both public and private 

governance. He argues that algorithmic opacity undermines democratic accountability 

by preventing meaningful scrutiny of automated decisions and by limiting opportunities 

for effective legal challenge. His work has become foundational in contemporary 

discussions concerning algorithmic transparency.7 

Complementing this perspective, scholars such as Sandra Wachter and Brent Mittelstadt 

have argued that transparency alone cannot adequately address algorithmic decision-

making. Their research advocates the development of explainable artificial intelligence, 

emphasising that affected individuals require intelligible reasons capable of facilitating 

judicial review and procedural fairness rather than merely technical disclosure of source 

codes.8 

International organisations have likewise recognised the legal implications of algorithmic 

governance. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) has 

consistently advocated principles of transparency, accountability and human-centred 

artificial intelligence. Likewise, UNESCO's Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial 

Intelligence identifies fairness, human oversight and respect for fundamental rights as 

 

6 Harry Woolf, Jeffrey Jowell & Andrew Le Sueur, De Smith's Judicial Review (9th ed., Sweet & Maxwell, 
2024). 
7 Frank Pasquale, The Black Box Society: The Secret Algorithms That Control Money and Information 
(Harvard University Press, 2015). 
8 Sandra Wachter, Brent Mittelstadt & Luciano Floridi, "Why a Right to Explanation of Automated 
Decision-Making Does Not Exist in the General Data Protection Regulation" (2017) 7 International Data 
Privacy Law 76. 
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essential principles governing the deployment of AI systems within public 

administration.9 

Although Indian scholarship concerning artificial intelligence has expanded considerably 

in recent years, much of the existing literature focuses upon data protection, privacy and 

digital regulation. Comparatively limited attention has been devoted to examining the 

constitutional implications of automated administrative decision-making through the 

doctrinal framework of natural justice. Existing studies frequently discuss algorithmic 

governance from technological or policy perspectives without comprehensively 

analysing its interaction with established principles of administrative law. 

Accordingly, the present research seeks to bridge this doctrinal gap by examining 

whether traditional principles of natural justice remain capable of regulating automated 

governance or whether the constitutional commitment to fairness requires the 

articulation of new procedural standards specifically designed for algorithmic 

administration. 

IV. EVOLUTION OF THE DOCTRINE OF NATURAL JUSTICE: FROM 

COMMON LAW TO CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNANCE 

A. Concept and Philosophical Foundations of Natural Justice 

Natural justice is one of the oldest principles governing the exercise of public power. 

Rooted in the broader ideals of fairness, equity and reasonableness, it developed long 

before the emergence of modern administrative law. Rather than deriving its authority 

solely from statutory provisions, the doctrine evolved through judicial interpretation as 

a safeguard against arbitrary decision-making. It reflects the fundamental belief that 

every exercise of legal authority affecting rights or legitimate interests must be conducted 

in a manner that is fair, impartial and transparent. 

 

9 UNESCO, Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2021). 
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The philosophical origins of natural justice can be traced to Roman law and the principles 

of equity developed in English common law.10 Over time, the doctrine ceased to be 

regarded merely as a procedural requirement and came to embody a substantive 

commitment to justice. Courts increasingly recognised that the legitimacy of 

administrative action depended not only upon the correctness of the decision but also 

upon the fairness of the procedure through which that decision was reached. 

Natural justice, therefore, performs a dual function. It protects individual rights against 

arbitrary governmental action while simultaneously reinforcing public confidence in 

administrative institutions. Its continued relevance lies in ensuring that efficiency in 

governance does not come at the cost of procedural fairness. 

B. The Classical Principles of Natural Justice 

The doctrine of natural justice has traditionally been understood through three 

interconnected principles, each serving a distinct purpose in ensuring procedural 

fairness. 

1. Audi Alteram Partem - The Right to Be Heard 

The principle of audi alteram partem literally means "hear the other side." It embodies 

the requirement that no person should be subjected to an adverse decision without being 

afforded a reasonable opportunity to present his or her case. 

The right to be heard extends beyond the mere grant of a formal hearing. It includes 

adequate notice of the proposed action, disclosure of relevant material, sufficient 

opportunity to respond and consideration of the representations made. Courts have 

consistently emphasised that a hearing lacking these essential components cannot be 

regarded as meaningful. 

The significance of this principle lies in preventing administrative authorities from 

reaching unilateral conclusions without considering the perspective of those affected. It 

 

10 S.A. de Smith, Judicial Review of Administrative Action (1st ed., Stevens & Sons, 1959). 



225                                 LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                      [Vol. IV Issue III]                                                                                                                                                      

 
© 2026. LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                              (ISSN: 2583-7753) 

ensures that decisions are based upon complete and balanced information rather than 

assumptions or predetermined conclusions. 

2. Nemo Judex in Causa Sua - The Rule Against Bias 

The second pillar of natural justice is the rule that no individual should act as a judge in 

his or her own cause. The principle seeks to eliminate both actual bias and the reasonable 

apprehension of bias in administrative decision-making. 

Judicial interpretation has consistently held that justice must not only be done but must 

also be seen to have been done. Consequently, even the appearance of partiality may 

invalidate an administrative decision if it undermines public confidence in the fairness of 

the process. 

Bias may arise from personal interest, financial involvement, institutional relationships 

or preconceived opinions. The principle therefore safeguards the impartiality of 

administrative authorities and strengthens the legitimacy of governmental action. 

3. Reasoned Decision-Making 

Modern administrative law increasingly recognises the duty to record reasons as an 

integral component of procedural fairness. A reasoned decision demonstrates that the 

authority has applied its mind to the relevant facts and legal principles rather than acting 

arbitrarily. 

The recording of reasons serves several important purposes. It enables the affected 

person to understand the basis of the decision, facilitates effective judicial review and 

promotes transparency within public administration. More importantly, the obligation to 

provide reasons encourages disciplined decision-making by requiring authorities to 

justify the exercise of their discretion. 
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Although historically treated as an implied requirement, the duty to provide reasons has 

gradually evolved into a recognised principle of fair administrative procedure11. 

C. Judicial Expansion of Natural Justice in India 

Indian constitutional jurisprudence has significantly expanded the scope of natural 

justice beyond its traditional common law origins. Initially confined to judicial and quasi-

judicial proceedings, the doctrine now governs a wide range of administrative decisions 

affecting legal rights and legitimate expectations. 

A landmark development occurred in A.K. Kraipak v. Union of India12, where the 

Supreme Court observed that the distinction between administrative and quasi-judicial 

functions had become increasingly blurred. The Court held that whenever administrative 

action affects the rights of individuals, the requirements of fairness cannot be ignored 

merely because the authority exercises administrative rather than judicial functions. 

This principle was further strengthened in Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India13, wherein 

the Supreme Court interpreted Article 21 of the Constitution to require that every 

procedure established by law must be fair, just and reasonable. The judgment 

transformed natural justice from a common law doctrine into a constitutional 

requirement, thereby linking procedural fairness directly with the guarantee of personal 

liberty. 

Subsequent decisions have consistently reaffirmed that arbitrariness is incompatible with 

Article 14 of the Constitution. Administrative discretion, therefore, cannot be exercised 

without regard to fairness, reasonableness and transparency. Together, Articles 14 and 

21 have become the constitutional foundation upon which modern principles of natural 

justice rest. 

 

11 Kranti Associates (P) Ltd. v. Masood Ahmed Khan, (2010) 9 SCC 496. 
12 A.K. Kraipak v. Union of India, (1969) 2 SCC 262. 
13 Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, (1978) 1 SCC 248. 
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D. Natural Justice as an Instrument of Good Governance 

The contemporary significance of natural justice extends beyond the protection of 

individual rights. It has emerged as an essential component of good governance, 

democratic accountability and institutional legitimacy. 

Administrative authorities today exercise extensive powers affecting economic 

regulation, public welfare, environmental protection, taxation and digital service 

delivery. As governmental functions continue to expand, procedural safeguards become 

increasingly important in maintaining public confidence in administrative institutions. 

Natural justice therefore serves not merely as a legal doctrine but as a constitutional value 

ensuring that public power remains accountable to the rule of law. Fair procedures 

strengthen the credibility of governmental decisions, minimise arbitrariness and enhance 

public trust in administrative processes. 

However, the rapid digitalisation of governance has introduced challenges that the 

traditional doctrine was never required to confront. Automated administrative systems 

frequently operate without conventional hearings, discretionary reasoning or direct 

human participation. Consequently, principles originally developed to regulate human 

decision-makers must now be reconsidered within the context of algorithmic governance. 

E. Transition from Traditional Administration to Digital Governance 

The transformation of public administration from paper-based governance to digital 

governance represents one of the most significant institutional changes of the twenty-first 

century. Governments increasingly rely upon artificial intelligence, predictive analytics 

and automated systems to improve efficiency and manage growing administrative 

responsibilities. 

While these technologies undoubtedly enhance speed and consistency, they also redefine 

the nature of administrative discretion itself. Decisions that were once based upon human 

judgment are increasingly generated through algorithmic processes, raising complex 

questions concerning accountability, transparency and procedural fairness. 
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The central challenge is no longer whether governments may employ technology in 

decision-making, but whether existing principles of natural justice remain capable of 

ensuring fairness when the decision-maker is an algorithm rather than a public official. 

This transition forms the basis of the subsequent chapter, which examines the emergence 

of digital governance and the legal implications of automated administrative decision-

making. 

V. DIGITAL GOVERNANCE AND THE RISE OF AUTOMATED 

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION-MAKING 

A. Digital Governance: Redefining Public Administration 

The digital transformation of governance has fundamentally altered the manner in which 

public authorities perform administrative functions. Traditionally, administrative 

decisions were characterised by direct interaction between citizens and public officials, 

with discretion exercised through human judgment and supported by procedural 

safeguards. Contemporary governance, however, increasingly relies upon digital 

infrastructure, data-driven decision-making and automated technologies to discharge 

governmental responsibilities. 

Digital governance extends beyond the mere digitisation of public records or online 

delivery of services. It represents a structural shift in administrative decision-making, 

where information technologies actively participate in determining outcomes that affect 

legal rights, public benefits and regulatory obligations. Governments now utilise digital 

platforms not only for communication and service delivery but also for assessing 

eligibility, detecting fraud, allocating resources and enforcing regulatory compliance. 

The expansion of digital governance has been driven by legitimate administrative 

objectives, including improved efficiency, reduction of bureaucratic delays, consistency 

in decision-making and enhanced accessibility of public services. These objectives have 

encouraged governments worldwide to adopt artificial intelligence and automated 

systems as integral components of modern public administration. 
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Yet, efficiency alone cannot determine the legitimacy of administrative action. 

Administrative law has consistently maintained that governmental power derives its 

legitimacy not merely from statutory authority but also from adherence to principles of 

fairness and accountability. Consequently, the increasing dependence upon automated 

technologies necessitates a careful examination of whether digital governance remains 

compatible with these constitutional values. 

B. Automated Administrative Decision-Making 

Automated administrative decision-making refers to the use of computational systems 

capable of making or substantially influencing governmental decisions without 

meaningful human intervention. Such systems rely upon algorithms, machine learning 

models and predictive analytics to evaluate data, identify patterns and generate decisions 

that traditionally required administrative discretion. 

Unlike conventional software that merely assists officials by organising information, 

automated systems increasingly influence substantive administrative outcomes. They 

may determine eligibility for welfare benefits, assess tax compliance, prioritise 

immigration applications, allocate educational opportunities or identify individuals for 

regulatory investigation. In many instances, the role of human officials is reduced to 

endorsing algorithmic recommendations without independently reviewing the 

reasoning underlying those recommendations. 

The distinguishing feature of automated decision-making lies not in the use of technology 

itself but in the delegation of evaluative judgment to computational processes. 

Administrative discretion, historically exercised by accountable public officials, is 

progressively embedded within algorithmic systems designed by software developers 

and data scientists. This transformation fundamentally alters the traditional relationship 

between governmental authority and procedural fairness. 

The legal implications are significant. Administrative law has always assumed that 

discretionary decisions are capable of explanation, reconsideration and judicial scrutiny. 

Automated systems, particularly those employing complex machine-learning 
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techniques, often challenge these assumptions by producing outcomes that cannot easily 

be explained, even by those responsible for deploying them. 

C. Artificial Intelligence and Administrative Discretion 

Administrative discretion occupies a central position within public governance. 

Legislatures frequently confer discretionary powers upon administrative authorities 

because rigid statutory rules cannot anticipate every factual situation requiring 

governmental intervention. Such discretion enables authorities to adapt legal standards 

to individual circumstances while remaining accountable to constitutional principles. 

Artificial intelligence introduces a different model of decision-making. Rather than 

exercising judgment through conscious reasoning, AI systems analyse vast quantities of 

data and identify statistical relationships capable of generating predictive outcomes. 

These systems do not interpret fairness in the human sense; instead, they optimise 

decisions according to objectives embedded within their programming or derived from 

historical datasets. 

This distinction has profound implications for administrative law. Human decision-

makers are expected to consider exceptional circumstances, evaluate competing interests 

and depart from general rules where justice so requires. Algorithmic systems, by contrast, 

frequently prioritise consistency and predictive accuracy, potentially overlooking 

individual circumstances that would otherwise justify administrative discretion. 

Consequently, the increasing reliance upon artificial intelligence raises an important 

jurisprudential question: can computational consistency legitimately replace human 

judgment where constitutional principles require fairness, proportionality and reasoned 

decision-making? The answer to this question lies at the heart of contemporary debates 

concerning digital governance. 

D. Algorithmic Governance and the "Black Box" Problem 

One of the most significant challenges associated with automated decision-making is the 

phenomenon commonly described as the "black box" problem. Many advanced 
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algorithmic systems operate through computational processes that are not readily 

understandable to administrators, affected individuals or even the developers 

responsible for designing the system. 

Opacity arises for several reasons. Certain algorithms are protected as proprietary 

commercial software, preventing public disclosure of their operational logic. Machine-

learning systems further complicate transparency because they generate conclusions 

through complex mathematical relationships that cannot easily be translated into human 

reasoning. Consequently, administrative authorities may implement decisions without 

fully understanding the process through which those outcomes were produced. 

The implications for natural justice are profound. A person adversely affected by an 

administrative decision traditionally possesses the right to understand the reasons 

underlying that decision and to challenge its legality before an appropriate forum. Where 

algorithmic reasoning remains inaccessible, the opportunity to contest an adverse 

decision becomes largely illusory. 

Judicial review likewise becomes more difficult. Courts traditionally examine whether 

administrative authorities considered relevant factors, excluded irrelevant 

considerations and exercised discretion reasonably. These standards become increasingly 

difficult to apply where the reasoning process itself cannot be meaningfully scrutinised. 

Opacity therefore threatens not merely administrative transparency but the broader 

constitutional commitment to accountable governance. 

E. Digital Governance in the Indian Context 

India has emerged as one of the world's leading examples of digital governance. 

Initiatives such as the Digital India Programme, Aadhaar-enabled service delivery, online 

taxation systems, digital land records and electronic governance platforms have 

substantially transformed interactions between citizens and the State. 

These initiatives have undoubtedly improved administrative efficiency and expanded 

access to public services. Digital platforms have reduced procedural delays, minimised 
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paperwork and facilitated large-scale delivery of welfare benefits across diverse 

geographical regions. Increasingly, governmental departments employ automated 

technologies to process applications, verify eligibility and identify potential irregularities 

within administrative programmes. 

However, the rapid expansion of digital governance has also generated important 

constitutional questions. As automated technologies assume greater responsibility in 

administrative decision-making, concerns relating to procedural fairness, algorithmic 

accountability and effective remedies become increasingly significant. 

Indian constitutional jurisprudence has consistently emphasised that administrative 

convenience cannot justify the dilution of fundamental procedural safeguards. 

Accordingly, the continued success of digital governance depends not only upon 

technological advancement but also upon the preservation of fairness, transparency and 

accountability within algorithmic administration. 

F. The Need for a New Administrative Paradigm 

The emergence of automated administrative systems demonstrates that digital 

governance is no longer a matter of technological innovation alone; it represents a 

fundamental transformation in the exercise of public power. Administrative law must 

therefore evolve beyond its traditional assumptions concerning human decision-makers 

and recognise the distinctive procedural challenges created by algorithmic governance. 

 

Natural justice cannot remain confined to conventional hearings and written 

explanations when administrative decisions increasingly emerge from computational 

systems. The doctrine must instead develop principles capable of ensuring transparency, 

explainability and meaningful human oversight without undermining the efficiency that 

digital technologies offer. 

The future of administrative law will therefore depend upon its ability to reconcile 

technological innovation with constitutional values. The next chapter examines the 
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specific ways in which automated decision-making challenges the classical principles of 

natural justice and considers whether existing legal safeguards remain sufficient in the 

age of algorithmic governance. 

VI. CHALLENGES TO NATURAL JUSTICE IN AUTOMATED 

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION-MAKING 

A. Reimagining Procedural Fairness in the Digital State 

The doctrine of natural justice was developed on the assumption that administrative 

decisions would be made by identifiable public authorities exercising independent 

judgment. Procedural safeguards such as notice, hearing, impartiality and reasoned 

decision-making were intended to regulate human discretion and ensure that 

governmental power remained accountable to the rule of law. 

Automated administrative systems challenge these assumptions in significant ways. 

Decision-making increasingly occurs through algorithms that process vast quantities of 

data according to predefined computational models. The affected individual may neither 

know how the decision was reached nor identify the authority responsible for the 

reasoning behind it. Consequently, procedural fairness can no longer be assessed solely 

by reference to traditional administrative procedures; it must also account for the 

technological architecture through which decisions are generated. 

The central concern, therefore, is not the use of technology itself but the possibility that 

algorithmic governance may gradually erode constitutional safeguards without any 

formal departure from existing legal rules. 

B. The Right to Be Heard in an Algorithmic Environment 

The principle of audi alteram partem requires that every individual whose rights or 

interests may be adversely affected should receive a meaningful opportunity to present 

his or her case before a decision is taken. This principle presupposes a decision-maker 

capable of considering representations and modifying conclusions where appropriate. 
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Automated decision-making significantly alters this process. Algorithmic systems 

generally operate upon pre-existing datasets and predetermined decision rules. Once the 

required information has been entered into the system, the outcome is often generated 

automatically without any opportunity for personal explanation or contextual 

clarification. 

Such an approach creates particular difficulties in cases involving exceptional 

circumstances. Human decision-makers may recognise mitigating factors or exercise 

discretion where rigid application of general rules would produce unfair results. 

Automated systems, however, frequently lack the capacity to evaluate circumstances that 

fall outside the parameters of their programming. 

Consequently, the procedural right to be heard risks becoming a purely formal exercise 

unless administrative authorities ensure meaningful human participation before 

implementing algorithmically generated decisions. 

C. Algorithmic Bias and the Principle Against Arbitrary Decision-Making 

One of the most significant concerns associated with automated governance is 

algorithmic bias. Artificial intelligence systems learn from historical data, and where 

those datasets reflect existing social, institutional or administrative inequalities, the 

resulting decisions may reproduce or even reinforce discriminatory outcomes. 

Bias within algorithmic systems is not always deliberate. It may arise from incomplete 

datasets, flawed assumptions during system design, disproportionate representation of 

particular groups or statistical methods that unintentionally disadvantage certain 

individuals. Nevertheless, from a constitutional perspective, the origin of the bias is less 

significant than its consequences. 

Article 14 of the Constitution of India embodies the guarantee against arbitrariness in 

State action. Administrative decisions influenced by biased algorithms may therefore 

raise constitutional concerns even where discrimination results from technological design 

rather than conscious human intention. 
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The constitutional obligation of fairness requires public authorities to ensure that 

technological systems do not institutionalise inequality under the appearance of 

computational neutrality. Algorithmic objectivity should not be presumed merely 

because decisions are generated through mathematical processes. 

D. The Problem of Explainability 

The duty to provide reasons has long been recognised as an essential safeguard against 

arbitrary administrative action. A reasoned decision enables affected individuals to 

understand why a particular conclusion has been reached and allows courts to examine 

whether the decision complies with legal standards. 

Automated systems present a different challenge. Many artificial intelligence models, 

particularly those based upon machine learning, generate conclusions through highly 

complex computational processes that cannot easily be translated into comprehensible 

legal reasoning. An affected individual may receive the outcome of a decision without 

receiving any meaningful explanation regarding the basis upon which that outcome was 

reached. 

The absence of explainability weakens several constitutional safeguards simultaneously. 

Without adequate reasons, individuals cannot effectively exercise their right to challenge 

administrative action. Judicial review likewise becomes increasingly difficult because 

courts are unable to examine whether relevant considerations were properly evaluated 

or whether discretion was exercised reasonably. 

Explainability should therefore be regarded not merely as a technical requirement but as 

an emerging principle of procedural fairness within digital governance14. 

 

14 Frank Pasquale, The Black Box Society: The Secret Algorithms That Control Money and Information 
(Harvard University Press, 2015). 
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E. Accountability in Automated Governance 

Traditional administrative law operates upon a clear chain of responsibility. Decisions 

are attributable to identifiable public authorities who remain accountable through 

internal review, legislative oversight and judicial scrutiny. 

Algorithmic governance complicates this structure of accountability. Automated 

decisions frequently involve multiple actors, including governmental agencies, private 

software developers, technology vendors, data scientists and external consultants. Where 

an adverse decision results from algorithmic processing, determining responsibility 

becomes considerably more complex. 

This diffusion of responsibility creates what scholars describe as an "accountability gap." 

Public authorities may attribute questionable outcomes to technological systems, while 

software developers may argue that responsibility rests with the governmental agency 

deploying the technology. The result is uncertainty regarding legal liability and 

institutional responsibility. 

From the perspective of constitutional governance, however, accountability cannot be 

delegated to algorithms. Public authorities remain legally responsible for every 

administrative decision, irrespective of the technological mechanisms employed in 

reaching that decision. 

F. Judicial Review in the Age of Artificial Intelligence 

Judicial review constitutes one of the most effective safeguards against arbitrary 

administrative action. Courts traditionally examine whether administrative authorities 

have acted within their jurisdiction, observed procedural fairness, considered relevant 

factors and exercised discretion reasonably. 

Automated decision-making introduces new complexities into this process. Courts may 

encounter significant practical difficulties in reviewing highly technical algorithmic 

systems whose operational logic is inaccessible or protected as proprietary information. 
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Furthermore, judges are increasingly required to evaluate questions extending beyond 

conventional administrative law, including data quality, statistical modelling, 

algorithmic reliability and technological transparency. These issues demand 

interdisciplinary expertise that traditional judicial review was never designed to address. 

Consequently, the future effectiveness of judicial review may depend upon developing 

legal standards specifically addressing algorithmic governance rather than attempting to 

apply conventional administrative doctrines without modification. 

G. The Constitutional Imperative 

The constitutional vision underlying Articles 14 and 21 extends beyond preventing overt 

governmental arbitrariness. It requires that every exercise of public power be fair, 

reasonable and capable of justification. These constitutional values remain equally 

applicable where administrative decisions are generated through technological systems. 

Digital governance cannot be permitted to create a parallel administrative framework 

operating outside constitutional scrutiny. Technological efficiency, however desirable, 

cannot replace procedural fairness or diminish the obligation of public authorities to 

remain accountable for the exercise of statutory powers. 

The challenge for contemporary administrative law is therefore not to resist technological 

innovation but to ensure that constitutional guarantees evolve alongside technological 

transformation. Natural justice must remain a living doctrine capable of regulating both 

human and algorithmic exercises of public authority. 

H. Towards an Algorithmic Conception of Natural Justice 

The evolution of digital governance suggests that natural justice must now be understood 

in broader terms than those traditionally associated with administrative hearings and 

procedural formalities. The doctrine should encompass new requirements such as 

algorithmic transparency, explainability, meaningful human oversight and institutional 

accountability. 
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These principles do not replace the classical rules of natural justice; rather, they represent 

their logical extension within an increasingly digital administrative environment. Just as 

courts expanded procedural fairness to meet the challenges of the modern administrative 

state during the twentieth century, the twenty-first century demands a corresponding 

evolution capable of addressing algorithm-driven governance. 

VII. COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVES ON NATURAL JUSTICE IN 

AUTOMATED ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION-MAKING 

The challenges posed by automated administrative decision-making are not unique to 

India. Several jurisdictions have recognised that algorithmic governance requires a legal 

framework capable of preserving procedural fairness without obstructing technological 

innovation. Although approaches differ, there is a growing international consensus that 

public authorities cannot rely upon automated systems without ensuring transparency, 

accountability and effective legal remedies. 

Comparative analysis demonstrates that while technology evolves rapidly, the 

constitutional values underlying administrative law remain remarkably consistent. 

Fairness, explainability and human oversight continue to be regarded as essential 

safeguards irrespective of the technological mechanisms employed in public 

administration. 

A. European Union: A Rights-Based Approach to Algorithmic Governance 

Among contemporary legal systems, the European Union has developed one of the most 

comprehensive regulatory frameworks governing automated decision-making. Rather 

than treating artificial intelligence solely as an instrument of technological development, 

European regulation approaches it from the perspective of fundamental rights and 

democratic accountability. 

Article 22 of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) recognises that individuals 

should not ordinarily be subjected to decisions based solely on automated processing 

where such decisions produce legal or similarly significant effects. The provision reflects 
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the broader European commitment to preserving meaningful human participation in 

administrative decision-making.15 

This approach has been further strengthened by Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, commonly 

known as the Artificial Intelligence Act, which adopts a risk-based regulatory model.16 

AI systems deployed in public administration, law enforcement, migration and essential 

public services may fall within the category of high-risk systems and are therefore subject 

to obligations relating to transparency, human oversight, documentation, risk 

management and continuous monitoring. 

The European model recognises that procedural fairness cannot depend exclusively upon 

post-decisional judicial review. Instead, fairness must be integrated into the design, 

deployment and operation of algorithmic systems themselves. Administrative 

accountability is therefore treated as a continuing obligation rather than merely a 

remedial mechanism. 

B. United Kingdom: Algorithmic Transparency within Public Administration 

The United Kingdom has adopted a comparatively pragmatic approach to digital 

governance. Rather than relying exclusively upon comprehensive legislation, it has 

developed administrative standards intended to improve transparency in governmental 

use of algorithmic systems. 

The Algorithmic Transparency Recording Standard17, introduced by the UK 

Government, encourages public authorities to disclose information concerning the 

purpose, functioning and governance of algorithmic tools used in administrative 

decision-making. The objective is to strengthen public confidence by ensuring that 

citizens understand how technology influences governmental decisions. 

 

15 Regulation (EU) 2016/679 (General Data Protection Regulation), Article 22. 
16 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 June 2024 laying down 
harmonised rules on artificial intelligence and amending certain Union legislative acts (Artificial 
Intelligence Act), OJ L, 2024/1689, 12 July 2024. The Regulation entered into force on 1 August 2024. 
17 UK Government, Algorithmic Transparency Recording Standard (Cabinet Office, 2022) 
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Although the Standard is administrative rather than statutory in character, it reflects an 

important shift in public law thinking. Transparency is no longer regarded as an 

incidental feature of governance but as an essential precondition for democratic 

legitimacy in the digital age. 

The United Kingdom's experience demonstrates that procedural fairness may be 

strengthened not only through judicial intervention but also through institutional 

commitments to openness, documentation and public accountability. 

C. United States: Judicial Oversight and Administrative Accountability 

The United States has approached automated governance primarily through 

constitutional due process, administrative law and executive policy rather than through 

a comprehensive federal AI statute. Federal agencies continue to employ artificial 

intelligence in areas such as taxation, immigration, public health and law enforcement. 

Consequently, the legality of algorithmic decision-making in the United States remains 

closely connected with administrative accountability, reasoned decision-making, due 

process and judicial review. 

However, the current federal policy position has materially changed since the 2022–2023 

period. The Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights reflected an earlier rights-oriented approach 

to automated systems, but it did not possess binding legal force. President Biden’s 

Executive Order 14110 on “Safe, Secure, and Trustworthy Development and Use of 

Artificial Intelligence,” which had sought to operationalise several risk-management and 

accountability principles, was subsequently revoked in January 2025 by Executive Order 

14179, titled “Removing Barriers to American Leadership in Artificial Intelligence.18 The 

post-January 2025 federal approach places greater emphasis upon innovation, national 

competitiveness and the removal of regulatory barriers.  

 

18 White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights (2022); Executive 
Order 14110, “Safe, Secure, and Trustworthy Development and Use of Artificial Intelligence,” 88 Fed. 
Reg. 75191, 30 October 2023; Executive Order 14179, “Removing Barriers to American Leadership in 
Artificial Intelligence,” 90 Fed. Reg. 8741, 23 January 2025. 
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This deregulatory orientation was further reinforced by Executive Order 14365, 

“Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence,” issued in December 

2025, which directed federal action toward a uniform national AI policy framework and 

contemplated pre-emption of state AI laws considered inconsistent with federal AI 

policy.19 Accordingly, the United States should not presently be characterised as adopting 

a predominantly rights-based model of AI governance. Its experience instead illustrates 

the instability of AI safeguards when they depend mainly upon executive policy rather 

than durable statutory guarantees.  

Nevertheless, even within this more innovation-oriented framework, public agencies 

remain legally responsible for decisions made through technological tools, and 

constitutional due process, administrative accountability and judicial review continue to 

operate as essential constraints upon automated governmental decision-making. 

D. International Norms and Emerging Global Standards 

Beyond domestic legal systems, international organisations have increasingly recognised 

the need for common principles governing artificial intelligence within public 

administration. 

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) has formulated 

AI Principles emphasising transparency, robustness, accountability and human-centred 

governance. These principles encourage governments to ensure that automated systems 

remain consistent with democratic values and the rule of law. 

Similarly, UNESCO's Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence advocates 

human rights-based governance of artificial intelligence and stresses that technological 

innovation must remain compatible with dignity, equality, non-discrimination and 

procedural fairness. 

 

19 Executive Order 14365, “Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence,” 11 
December 2025; White House, “Fact Sheet: President Donald J. Trump Ensures a National Policy 
Framework for Artificial Intelligence,” 11 December 2025. 
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Although these instruments are not legally binding, they significantly influence national 

policymaking and contribute to the gradual emergence of internationally accepted 

standards governing algorithmic administration. 

E. Comparative Lessons for India 

Comparative analysis reveals several themes that are directly relevant to the future of 

Indian administrative law. 

First, advanced jurisdictions increasingly recognise that transparency alone is insufficient 

unless accompanied by meaningful explainability and effective opportunities for review. 

Citizens must be able not only to know that an algorithm has been used but also to 

understand how it has affected the decision concerning their rights. 

Secondly, international practice consistently rejects the proposition that algorithmic 

systems may operate without human accountability. Regardless of technological 

sophistication, ultimate responsibility continues to rest upon public authorities exercising 

statutory powers. 

Thirdly, regulatory frameworks increasingly require continuous assessment of 

algorithmic systems rather than relying exclusively upon litigation after harm has 

occurred. Preventive governance through audits, impact assessments and ongoing 

monitoring has become an integral component of digital administration. 

Finally, comparative experience demonstrates that technological efficiency and 

procedural fairness are not competing objectives. Properly designed legal frameworks 

are capable of promoting innovation while simultaneously preserving constitutional 

guarantees of fairness, equality and accountability. 

For India, these developments provide valuable guidance. As digital governance 

continues to expand across public administration, future reforms should incorporate 

internationally recognised principles while remaining consistent with the constitutional 

framework established under Articles 14, 21 and the broader doctrine of the rule of law. 
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VIII. THE INDIAN LEGAL FRAMEWORK: REASSESSING NATURAL 

JUSTICE IN THE AGE OF DIGITAL GOVERNANCE 

A. Digital Transformation of Public Administration in India 

Over the last decade, India has undertaken one of the most ambitious digital governance 

initiatives globally. Programs such as Digital India, Aadhaar-enabled service delivery, 

Direct Benefit Transfer (DBT), digital taxation, online land administration and electronic 

procurement have significantly transformed the relationship between citizens and the 

State. Administrative processes that previously required extensive physical interaction 

are now increasingly conducted through integrated digital platforms. 

The adoption of digital governance has undoubtedly improved efficiency by reducing 

administrative delays, enhancing transparency in service delivery and enabling wider 

access to public welfare schemes. The use of technology has also strengthened data 

integration across departments, allowing public authorities to process applications, 

verify eligibility and detect irregularities with greater speed. 

However, technological advancement alone cannot determine the constitutional 

legitimacy of administrative action. Where digital systems influence decisions affecting 

legal rights, livelihoods or access to public benefits, procedural safeguards remain 

indispensable. Administrative convenience cannot justify the dilution of constitutional 

protections that have historically governed the exercise of public power. 

The challenge confronting Indian administrative law is therefore not whether digital 

governance should continue, but how its implementation may remain consistent with 

constitutional principles of fairness, equality and accountability. 

B. Constitutional Foundations of Procedural Fairness 

The Indian Constitution does not expressly refer to natural justice. Nevertheless, judicial 

interpretation has firmly established procedural fairness as an integral component of 

constitutional governance. 
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Article 14 prohibits arbitrary State action and requires that governmental decisions 

satisfy standards of equality, reasonableness and non-arbitrariness. Similarly, Article 21, 

as interpreted by the Supreme Court, extends procedural fairness to every administrative 

action affecting life or personal liberty. Together, these constitutional provisions ensure 

that fairness is not merely a matter of administrative discretion but a constitutional 

obligation binding upon every public authority.20 

The significance of these constitutional guarantees becomes even greater in the context of 

automated governance. The use of technology cannot diminish the State's obligation to 

provide fair procedures. Whether a decision is made by an individual officer or 

supported by an algorithm, constitutional accountability continues to rest upon the 

public authority exercising statutory power. 

Accordingly, automated administrative decision-making must remain subject to the 

same constitutional standards governing conventional administrative action. 

C. Digital Personal Data Protection and Administrative Fairness 

The enactment of the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 represents an important 

development in India’s digital regulatory framework. The legislation seeks to regulate 

the processing of personal data and emphasises lawful, informed, purpose-specific and 

accountable use of personal information.  

This framework has been further operationalised through the Digital Personal Data 

Protection Rules, 2025, notified by the Government of India in November 2025. The Rules 

give practical effect to the Act by prescribing mechanisms relating to consent notices, 

consent management, personal data breach notification and the functioning of the Data 

Protection Board of India.21 These requirements are relevant to automated administrative 

decision-making because algorithmic systems depend extensively upon accurate, 

 

20 E.P. Royappa v. State of Tamil Nadu, (1974) 4 SCC 3. 
21  Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology, Government of India, Digital Personal Data 
Protection Rules, 2025; Press Information Bureau, “Government Notifies DPDP Rules to Empower Citizens 
and Protect Privacy,” 14 November 2025. 



245                                 LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                      [Vol. IV Issue III]                                                                                                                                                      

 
© 2026. LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                              (ISSN: 2583-7753) 

lawfully processed and properly governed personal data for generating administrative 

outcomes.  

Consequently, questions concerning data quality, accuracy, consent, security and lawful 

processing inevitably influence the fairness of automated governmental decisions. 

Nevertheless, the Act and the Rules primarily address privacy and data governance 

rather than the broader administrative-law concerns of algorithmic transparency, 

explainability and meaningful human review. The relationship between data protection 

and procedural fairness therefore remains an evolving area requiring further legislative 

and judicial development. 

D. Judicial Review and the Emerging Challenges of Algorithmic Governance 

Judicial review has historically served as the principal mechanism through which courts 

supervise administrative discretion and prevent arbitrary governmental action. Indian 

constitutional courts possess extensive powers to examine whether administrative 

authorities have acted fairly, reasonably and within the limits of statutory authority. 

However, automated governance presents new institutional challenges for judicial 

review. 

First, courts may encounter significant practical difficulties in understanding complex 

algorithmic systems. Questions relating to machine learning, predictive analytics and 

automated modelling frequently involve technical considerations extending beyond 

conventional legal analysis. 

Secondly, judicial scrutiny becomes considerably more difficult where administrative 

authorities themselves are unable to explain the reasoning adopted by algorithmic 

systems. Courts have traditionally examined the decision-making process rather than 

merely the final outcome. Such scrutiny becomes increasingly complicated where the 

reasoning process remains technologically opaque. 

Thirdly, procedural fairness requires effective remedies. If individuals cannot 

understand the basis of algorithmic decisions, they may be unable to challenge those 
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decisions meaningfully before constitutional courts. Consequently, the effectiveness of 

judicial review depends upon ensuring adequate transparency at the administrative 

stage itself. 

These developments suggest that the future evolution of judicial review may require 

procedural standards specifically addressing automated administrative systems. 

E. The Need for Legislative Reform 

At present, India does not possess a comprehensive binding legislation specifically 

governing the use of artificial intelligence within public administration. Existing 

safeguards derive primarily from constitutional principles, administrative law doctrines, 

data-protection law, sector-specific regulation and policy guidance. However, the 

regulatory position has materially evolved with the release of the India AI Governance 

Guidelines by the Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology on 5 November 

2025 under the IndiaAI Mission.22 

The Guidelines represent India’s most direct policy intervention on AI governance. They 

adopt a principle-based and non-legislative approach built around seven guiding 

“Sutras”: trust, people-first governance, innovation over restraint, fairness and equity, 

accountability, understandable design, and safety, resilience and sustainability. The 

Guidelines therefore reflect the Government’s preference for an agile, pro-innovation and 

risk-responsive model rather than an immediate comprehensive AI statute.  

Nevertheless, the non-binding character of the Guidelines leaves important questions 

unresolved in the context of automated administrative decision-making. Where 

algorithmic systems affect legal rights, welfare entitlements, livelihoods or access to 

public services, principles such as transparency, explainability, human oversight and 

grievance redressal require enforceable legal content. Policy guidance may promote 

 

22 Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology, Government of India, India AI Governance 
Guidelines (5 November 2025), released under the IndiaAI Mission; Press Information Bureau, “MeitY 
Unveils India AI Governance Guidelines under IndiaAI Mission to Ensure Safe, Inclusive, and 
Responsible Adoption of Artificial Intelligence across Sectors,” 5 November 2025. 
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responsible conduct, but it cannot by itself guarantee notice, reasons, independent review 

or judicially enforceable remedies for affected individuals.  

Accordingly, the case for legislative reform should not be understood as a rejection of the 

MeitY Guidelines. Rather, the Guidelines should operate as a foundation for future 

binding standards, particularly for high-impact public-sector AI systems. A statutory 

framework may incorporate their principle-based approach while converting core 

safeguards into enforceable obligations relating to transparency, explainability, 

documentation, algorithmic audits, human review, grievance redressal and institutional 

accountability. Such reform would strengthen public confidence by ensuring that 

technological innovation remains compatible with constitutional values and the rule of 

law. 

F. Towards a Constitutional Model of Algorithmic Governance 

The evolution of administrative law demonstrates that procedural fairness has 

continually adapted to changing forms of governmental authority. The emergence of 

digital governance represents another such moment of constitutional evolution. 

Rather than viewing artificial intelligence as a challenge to natural justice, it is more 

appropriate to regard it as an opportunity to redefine procedural safeguards in light of 

technological realities. The classical principles of fairness remain relevant, but their 

practical application must now incorporate concepts such as explainability, algorithmic 

accountability and meaningful human supervision. 

A constitutional model of algorithmic governance should therefore rest upon three 

interrelated propositions. First, technology should assist administrative decision-making 

rather than replace constitutional responsibility. Secondly, every individual adversely 

affected by an automated decision should possess an effective opportunity to obtain 

meaningful human review. Finally, algorithmic systems employed by public authorities 

should remain sufficiently transparent to permit judicial scrutiny and democratic 

accountability. 
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Only by integrating these principles into future legal reforms can India ensure that digital 

governance strengthens rather than diminishes the constitutional commitment to fairness 

and the rule of law. 

G. Critical Appraisal

The foregoing analysis demonstrates that India's constitutional and administrative law 

framework possesses a robust normative foundation capable of regulating public power 

in the digital era. Principles of equality, fairness, reasonableness and judicial review 

continue to provide effective safeguards against arbitrary administrative action. 

However, these principles were formulated within a legal environment in which 

administrative discretion was exercised by human decision-makers who could be 

identified, questioned and held accountable. 

Automated administrative decision-making fundamentally alters this institutional 

framework. Algorithmic systems introduce new variables that conventional 

administrative law did not anticipate, including opaque computational reasoning, data-

driven bias, shared institutional responsibility and reduced opportunities for meaningful 

procedural participation. While existing constitutional guarantees remain applicable, 

their practical enforcement becomes increasingly difficult when administrative decisions 

are mediated through technological systems rather than human judgment. 

The absence of a dedicated legal framework governing algorithmic administration 

therefore creates a significant normative gap. Constitutional principles continue to 

articulate what procedural fairness requires, yet they provide comparatively limited 

guidance regarding how such fairness should be operationalised within automated 

governance. This distinction between constitutional ideals and administrative 

implementation represents one of the most pressing challenges confronting 

contemporary public law. 
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Accordingly, the future development of Indian administrative law should not be viewed 

as a departure from established principles of natural justice, but rather as their 

constitutional adaptation to a technologically transformed administrative State. The 

legitimacy of digital governance will ultimately depend not upon the sophistication of 

artificial intelligence, but upon its continued subordination to the constitutional values 

of fairness, transparency, accountability and the rule of law. 

IX. RECOMMENDATIONS  

The growing use of artificial intelligence in public administration requires a legal 

framework that balances innovation with constitutional values. The following measures 

are recommended: 

1. Enact a comprehensive law regulating the use of AI and automated decision-

making in public administration. 

2. Provide a statutory right to human review for individuals adversely affected by 

automated administrative decisions. 

3. Mandate Algorithmic Impact Assessments (AIAs) before deploying AI systems in 

governance to identify risks relating to fairness, bias and accountability. 

4. Ensure transparency and explainability by requiring public authorities to provide 

understandable reasons for algorithm-assisted decisions. 

5. Conduct periodic independent audits of government AI systems to detect bias, 

improve accuracy and ensure compliance with constitutional principles 

6. Strengthen institutional capacity by training public officials and judicial officers in 

AI governance, administrative ethics and digital rights. 

These measures would promote responsible digital governance while preserving the 

principles of natural justice and the rule of law. 

X. CONCLUSION 

The evolution of digital governance has transformed the exercise of administrative 

power, making artificial intelligence an integral part of modern public administration. 
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While automated decision-making offers significant advantages in terms of efficiency, 

consistency and accessibility, it also raises complex questions concerning procedural 

fairness, transparency and accountability. 

This study demonstrates that the traditional principles of natural justice remain relevant 

in the digital age but require reinterpretation to address the unique challenges posed by 

algorithmic governance. Comparative practices reveal that effective regulation depends 

upon meaningful human oversight, explainability and institutional accountability. 

Although India's constitutional framework provides a strong foundation for protecting 

procedural fairness, the absence of a dedicated legal framework governing automated 

administrative decision-making creates an important regulatory gap. 

The future of Indian administrative law should therefore focus on integrating 

technological innovation with constitutional values rather than treating them as 

competing objectives. By strengthening legal safeguards and ensuring that automated 

systems remain subject to human oversight and judicial scrutiny, India can build a model 

of digital governance that is both efficient and constitutionally sound. Ultimately, the 

legitimacy of artificial intelligence in public administration will depend not on 

technological sophistication alone, but on its continued adherence to the enduring 

principles of fairness, transparency, accountability and the rule of law. 
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