
www.ijlra.com 

Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 

 

ISSN: 2582-6433 

 

 

http://www.ijlra.com/


www.ijlra.com 

Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 

 

ISSN: 2582-6433 

 

Page | 5367 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DISCLAIMER 

 

 
No part of this publication may be reproduced or copied in any form by any means 

without prior written permission of Managing Editor of IJLRA. The views 

expressed in this publication are purely personal opinions of the authors and do 

not reflect the views of the Editorial Team of IJLRA. 

 

Though every effort has been made to ensure that the information in Volume II 

Issue 7 is accurate and appropriately cited/referenced, neither the Editorial Board 

nor IJLRA shall be held liable or responsible in any manner what sever for any 

consequences for any action taken by anyone on the basis of information in the 

Journal. 

 

 

 

Copyright © International Journal for Legal Research & Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ijlra.com/


www.ijlra.com 

Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 

 

ISSN: 2582-6433 

 

Page | 5368 
 

 

EDITORIALTEAM 

EDITORS 

 

Dr. Samrat Datta 

Dr. Samrat Datta Seedling School of Law and Governance, Jaipur 

National University, Jaipur. Dr. Samrat Datta is currently associated 

with Seedling School of Law and Governance, Jaipur National 

University, Jaipur. Dr. Datta has completed his graduation i.e., 

B.A.LL.B. from Law College Dehradun, Hemvati Nandan Bahuguna 

Garhwal University, Srinagar, Uttarakhand. He is an alumnus of 

KIIT University, Bhubaneswar where he pursued his post-graduation 

(LL.M.) in Criminal Law and subsequently completed his Ph.D. in 

Police Law and Information Technology from the Pacific Academy of 

Higher Education and Research University, Udaipur in 2020. His 

area of interest and research is Criminal and Police Law. Dr. Datta 

has a teaching experience of 7 years in various law schools across 

North India and has held administrative positions like Academic 

Coordinator, Centre Superintendent for Examinations, Deputy Controller of Examinations, Member of the 

Proctorial Board 

 

Dr. Namita Jain 

Head & Associate Professor 

School of Law, JECRC University, Jaipur Ph.D. (Commercial Law) LL.M., 

UGC-NET Post Graduation Diploma in Taxation law and Practice, 

Bachelor of Commerce. 

Teaching Experience: 12 years, AWARDS AND RECOGNITION of Dr. 

Namita Jain are - ICF Global Excellence Award 2020 in the category of 

educationalist by I Can Foundation, India. India Women Empowerment 

Award in the category of “Emerging Excellence in Academics by Prime 

Time & Utkrisht Bharat Foundation, New Delhi. (2020). Conferred in FL 

Book of Top 21 Record Holders in the category of education by Fashion 

Lifestyle Magazine, New Delhi. (2020).Certificate of Appreciation for organizing and managing the Professional 

Development Training Program on IPR in Collaboration with Trade Innovations Services, Jaipur on March 14th, 

2019 

 

 

http://www.ijlra.com/


www.ijlra.com 

Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 

 

ISSN: 2582-6433 

 

Page | 5369 
 

 

Mrs.S.Kalpana 

Assistant professor of Law 

Mrs.S.Kalpana, presently Assistant professor of Law, VelTech Rangarajan 

Dr.Sagunthala R & D Institute of Science and Technology, Avadi. Formerly 

Assistant professor of Law,Vels University in the year 2019 to 2020, Worked 

as Guest Faculty, Chennai Dr.Ambedkar Law College, Pudupakkam. 

Published one book. Published 8Articles in various reputed Law Journals. 

Conducted 1Moot court competition and participated in nearly 80 National 

and International seminars and webinars conducted on various subjects of 

Law. Did ML in Criminal Law and Criminal Justice Administration.10 paper 

presentations in various National and International seminars. Attended more 

than 10 FDP programs. Ph.D. in Law pursuing. 

 

 

Avinash Kumar 

Avinash Kumar has completed his Ph.D. in International Investment 

Law from the Dept. of Law & Governance, Central University of South 

Bihar. His research work is on “International Investment Agreement 

and State's right to regulate Foreign Investment." He qualified UGC-

NET and has been selected for the prestigious ICSSR Doctoral 

Fellowship. He is an alumnus of the Faculty of Law, University of Delhi. 

Formerly he has been elected as Students Union President of Law 

Centre-1, University of Delhi. Moreover, he completed his LL.M. from 

the University of Delhi (2014-16), dissertation on "Cross-border 

Merger & Acquisition"; LL.B. from the University of Delhi (2011-14), 

and B.A. (Hons.) from Maharaja Agrasen College, University of Delhi. 

He has also obtained P.G. Diploma in IPR from the Indian Society of 

International Law, New Delhi. He has qualified UGC – NET examination and has been awarded ICSSR – 

Doctoral Fellowship. He has published six-plus articles and presented 9 plus papers in national and international 

seminars/conferences. He participated in several workshops on research methodology and teaching and learning. 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ijlra.com/


www.ijlra.com 

Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 

 

ISSN: 2582-6433 

 

Page | 5370 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ABOUT US 
 

 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL FOR LEGAL RESEARCH & ANLAYSIS 

ISSN- 2582-6433 is an Online Journal is Monthly, Peer Review, Academic 

Journal, Published online, that seeks to provide an interactive platform for the 

publication of Short Articles, Long Articles, Book Review, Case Comments, 

Research Papers, Essay in the field of Law & Multidisciplinary issue. Our aim is 

to upgrade the level of interaction and discourse about contemporary issues of 

law. We are eager to become a highly cited academic publication, through quality 

contributions from students, academics, professionals from the industry, the bar 

and the bench. INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL FOR LEGAL RESEARCH & 

ANALYSIS ISSN 2582-6433 welcomes contributions from all legal branches, as 

long as the work is original, unpublished and is in consonance with the 

submission guidelines. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ijlra.com/


www.ijlra.com 

Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 

 

ISSN: 2582-6433 

 

Page | 5371 
 

 

IN CAMERA PROCEEDINGS 

AUTHORED BY - R.UDHAYA KUMAR 

Final Year LLM Criminal Law, 

B.S Abbdur Rahman Crescent Institute of Science of Technology 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The principle of open justice is a fundamental tenet of a fair and transparent legal system. It 

asserts that court proceedings should be conducted in public, a practice that not only promotes 

accountability and judicial impartiality but also bolsters public confidence in the rule of law. 

This principle, however, is not absolute. Courts have long recognized an exception to public 

hearings through the use of in camera proceedings, where a portion or the entirety of a case is 

heard in private. While legal doctrines and statutes provide formal justifications for these closed 

hearings, such as the protection of national security or the welfare of a minor, a more nuanced 

analysis reveals a set of powerful, non-doctrinal factors at play. This essay will argue that these 

non-doctrinal considerations—including reputational, ethical, and practical concerns—create 

a compelling, if controversial, justification for private hearings, acting as a necessary pragmatic 

tool to balance the ideal of open justice with the complexities of modern litigation. 

 

REPUTATIONAL AND POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The public nature of a trial can expose parties to intense scrutiny, and courts are often faced 

with reputational and political considerations that extend beyond the formal legal issues of a 

case. The potential for public scandal, especially in high-profile cases, can exert immense 

pressure on the judiciary. A public trial involving a prominent politician, a celebrity, or a major 

corporation can devolve into a media circus, where the legal merits are overshadowed by 

sensationalism and public opinion. Judges may feel a non-doctrinal pressure to manage this 

media storm and preserve the dignity of the court by moving the proceedings in camera. 

 

This is often rationalized by the need to protect the reputation of public figures or institutions. 

While a formal legal doctrine may not explicitly state "protect reputation," a judge's implicit 

recognition of this factor can influence their decision. For example, in a case involving a 

national security official, a judge might decide to hold parts of the hearing in private not only 

to protect classified information (a doctrinal reason) but also to shield the official's or the 
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agency's public image from unwarranted or unproven allegations. 

 

REPUTATIONAL AND POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Historical examples illustrate the role of these reputational factors. Cases involving high-

profile political figures or celebrities have often seen elements of their proceedings moved into 

private chambers to avoid intense media coverage and public commentary. While the official 

reason may be to protect the integrity of the evidence or a witness's testimony, the underlying 

motivation can be to minimize the political fallout or personal embarrassment. This creates a 

tension: is the court's action a principled effort to ensure a fair trial in the face of public pressure, 

or does it risk giving preferential treatment to those with social influence? 

This balancing act highlights a key conflict for a judge: their duty is to the law, but they must 

also operate within a social and political context. The decision to hold an in camera proceeding, 

in such instances, is less a matter of legal doctrine and more a pragmatic judgment call aimed 

at preventing the legal process itself from becoming a casualty of public opinion. 

 

ETHICAL AND PERSONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Beyond reputational concerns, judges also grapple with profound ethical and personal 

considerations when deciding on the transparency of a trial. A judge's non-legal "duty of care" 

towards vulnerable parties is a powerful, non-doctrinal factor that often justifies a move to a 

private hearing. This is particularly relevant in cases involving victims of sensitive crimes, such 

as sexual assault, where a public trial could force the individual to relive a traumatic experience 

in front of an audience and an invasive media. While some jurisdictions have specific rules for 

protecting victims, the judge's personal ethical compass and a desire to minimize harm can be 

a driving force. 

 

A judge may exercise their broad discretion to protect such individuals from the public gaze, 

not because a statute compels them to, but because it is the morally correct thing to do. The 

personal and psychological harm that a public trial could inflict on a vulnerable witness or a 

victim is a powerful justification for a private hearing. 

 

ETHICAL AND PERSONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Consider a case involving a sensitive medical condition or a deeply personal family matter. A 

public hearing would expose intimate details that, while relevant to the case, are not in the 
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public interest to be widely disseminated. A judge may choose to hold proceedings in camera 

to protect the privacy and dignity of the individuals involved. This decision is not rooted in a 

specific legal rule but in a broader ethical framework that values human dignity and privacy. 

 

In these situations, the judge's role transcends that of a mere interpreter of law; they become a 

guardian of personal integrity. The decision to hold a private hearing is an act of judicial mercy 

and a recognition that the legal system must not be a vehicle for public humiliation or 

unnecessary exposure. While some might argue that this erodes the principle of open justice, 

others would contend that a just legal system must be compassionate and protect its most 

vulnerable participants from harm. 

 

PRACTICAL AND PROCEDURAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The sheer complexity and volume of certain types of evidence can also serve as a compelling, 

non-doctrinal basis for in camera proceedings. In a world of digital data and corporate 

espionage, public trials may be practically unwieldy when dealing with highly sensitive 

information such as trade secrets, intellectual property, or classified intelligence. The process 

of redacting thousands of pages of documents for public consumption can be time-consuming 

and inefficient. Furthermore, the risk of a leak of this sensitive data is a major concern. 

 

In a private hearing, the court can more efficiently manage and analyze this information without 

the need for extensive redaction or the risk of public disclosure. This pragmatism ensures that 

the trial moves forward smoothly and that the integrity of the sensitive information is 

maintained. For instance, in a corporate lawsuit involving complex financial data or proprietary 

algorithms, a judge may rule for a private hearing to prevent the public disclosure of a 

company's confidential business strategy, thereby preserving their competitive advantage. 

 

PRACTICAL AND PROCEDURAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Public courtrooms are simply not equipped to handle all types of information. A public hearing 

on classified intelligence, for example, could require a complex system of secure viewing 

facilities and personnel with security clearances, all of which would be costly and cumbersome 

to implement. A private hearing with only the necessary parties present is a far more efficient 

solution. 

 

The justification for a private hearing in these cases is not to hide the truth, but to enable the 
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truth to be found and discussed without compromising national security or corporate interests. 

The decision is driven by practical necessity rather than by a specific legal mandate. The court's 

role is not just to be transparent, but to be an effective and efficient arbiter of justice. A private 

hearing, in this context, is a tool that allows the court to fulfill its function without causing 

collateral damage. 

 

ADDITIONAL NON-DOCTRINAL FACTORS 

Beyond the primary justifications of reputation, ethics, and practicality, several other non-

doctrinal factors can influence a court's decision. Media pressure is a significant one. The 

modern media landscape, with its 24/7 news cycle and social media commentary, can create a 

pre-trial atmosphere that is toxic to a fair hearing. The potential for sensationalized or biased 

media coverage can influence a court to hold proceedings in camera to ensure the integrity of 

witness testimony and prevent the jury pool from being tainted. 

 

Similarly, public opinion and societal attitudes can play an understated but significant role. In 

a highly contentious case, the court may fear that a public trial could inflame social tensions 

and lead to civil unrest. A private hearing, in this context, may be seen as a way to de-escalate 

a volatile situation and allow justice to be served calmly, away from the public eye. 

 

ADDITIONAL NON-DOCTRINAL FACTORS 

Institutional interests also factor into the decision. Protecting the reputation of the judiciary as 

a whole, or of specific government agencies, can be a non-doctrinal consideration. A judge 

may choose to hold proceedings in camera to avoid a public trial that could reveal a government 

agency's incompetence or misconduct. While this justification is particularly controversial—as 

it appears to prioritize institutional self-preservation over transparency—it is a reality that 

judges must navigate. 

 

In an age of instant public scrutiny, where a single misstep can lead to a firestorm on social 

media, the non-doctrinal pressures on a judge are immense. The decision to hold a private 

hearing is often a complex, multi-faceted calculation that weighs the ideal of open justice 

against a wide range of real-world consequences, from reputational damage to civil unrest. 

 

BALANCING OPEN JUSTICE AND NON-DOCTRINAL FACTORS 
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The principle of open justice is in constant tension with the non-doctrinal factors that justify 

private hearings. On one hand, a lack of transparency can lead to a loss of public trust. When 

justice is administered behind closed doors, the public may suspect corruption, bias, or a cover-

up. The principle of open justice is a critical check on judicial power, and its erosion can have 

serious implications for a democratic society. 

 

On the other hand, a strict adherence to open justice in every case can lead to perverse 

outcomes. Forcing a victim to testify publicly about a deeply personal and traumatic experience 

could be seen as an additional form of punishment. A public hearing on trade secrets could 

destroy a company, harming not only its shareholders but also its employees. In these cases, 

the judge is faced with a difficult judicial balancing act, weighing the abstract ideal of 

transparency against the concrete need to protect individuals, institutions, and the very 

effectiveness of the legal system. 

 

The Importance of Open Justice- Transparency and Accountability: Open justice promotes 

transparency and accountability in the legal system, allowing the public to scrutinize the 

administration of justice. 

- Public Trust: Open justice helps to build and maintain public trust in the legal system, which 

is essential for a democratic society. 

- Check on Judicial Power: Open Court**: The principle of open justice ensures that the legal 

system is subject to public scrutiny, which can help to prevent corruption and abuse of power. 

 

Challenges to Open Justice- Victim Protection: Forcing victims to testify publicly about 

traumatic experiences can cause further harm and distress. 

- Trade Secrets and Confidentiality: Public hearings can compromise trade secrets or 

confidential information, potentially harming businesses and individuals. 

- National Security: In cases involving national security, open justice may need to be balanced 

against the need to protect sensitive information. 

 

The Judicial Balancing Act- Weighing Competing Interests: Judges must weigh the importance 

of transparency against the need to protect vulnerable parties, institutions, and the effectiveness 

of the legal system. 

- Context-Dependent: The balance between open justice and non-doctrinal factors will depend 

on the specific context of each case. 
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- Judicial Discretion: Judges must exercise discretion when deciding whether to hold in camera 

proceedings, taking into account the potential consequences of their decision. 

 

Consequences of Imbalance- Loss of Public Trust: A lack of transparency can lead to a loss of 

public trust in the legal system, which can have serious implications for a democratic society. 

- Injustice: On the other hand, a strict adherence to open justice can lead to injustice in 

individual cases, potentially causing harm to vulnerable parties. 

- Ineffective Legal System: Failing to balance open justice with non-doctrinal factors can 

undermine the effectiveness of the legal system, potentially leading to unintended 

consequences. 

 

Finding a Balance- Case-by-Case Approach: A case-by-case approach can help judges balance 

open justice with non-doctrinal factors, taking into account the specific circumstances of each 

case. 

- Guidelines and Protocols: Developing guidelines and protocols for in camera proceedings can 

help ensure consistency and transparency. 

- Public Education: Educating the public about the importance of balancing open justice with 

non-doctrinal factors can help promote understanding and trust in the legal system. 

 

BALANCING OPEN JUSTICE AND NON-DOCTRINAL FACTORS 

The judge's decision is often a matter of proportionality. They must consider whether the harm 

caused by a public hearing outweighs the public's right to know. This is a discretionary power 

that is not explicitly guided by a legal doctrine but is rather a matter of judicial wisdom and 

ethical reasoning. The judge must be able to justify their decision to close the courtroom and 

provide a clear rationale for why the non-doctrinal factors in that specific case were compelling 

enough to override the principle of open justice. 

 

The key to a successful balancing act lies in the judge's ability to minimize the erosion of 

transparency while still achieving a just and fair outcome. For instance, a judge might choose 

to close a hearing only for a specific portion of a witness's testimony or for the presentation of 

a particular piece of evidence, rather than for the entire trial. 

 

IMPLICATIONS AND CONSEQUENCES 
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The use of in camera proceedings, while sometimes necessary, can have significant 

implications and consequences. At its worst, it can lead to a fundamental erosion of open 

justice and undermine public trust in the judiciary. When the public does not have visibility 

into the legal process, there is a perception that justice is being administered unequally, with 

special treatment for the powerful and well-connected. This perception can lead to public 

cynicism and a weakening of the legal system's legitimacy. 

 

On the other hand, when used judiciously, private hearings can be a form of necessary 

pragmatism. They allow the court to handle complex and sensitive cases in a manner that is 

both efficient and effective. They can protect vulnerable individuals from harm and prevent the 

disclosure of information that could be detrimental to national security or corporate interests. 

The challenge for the legal system is to ensure that these pragmatic decisions are not made 

lightly and are subject to a robust system of oversight. 

 

FUTURE OF OPEN JUSTICE 

The future of open justice is complex, particularly in an age of instant public scrutiny through 

social media and other digital channels. The rapid dissemination of information—and 

misinformation—can create a climate where a public trial becomes unmanageable. In response, 

courts may need to rethink their approach to open justice, perhaps by implementing new 

protocols for managing media and public access to trials, or by providing more comprehensive 

public statements to control the narrative. 

 

Courts must adapt to changing circumstances and find new ways to balance open justice with 

the non-doctrinal considerations that increasingly demand privacy. This might involve a greater 

use of technology, such as secure video links for sensitive testimony, or the development of 

more formal guidelines for when and how in camera proceedings should be used. The goal is 

not to eliminate transparency, but to ensure that the legal system can continue to function 

effectively while upholding its core values. 

 

Adapting to the Digital Age- Instant Public Scruty: The widespread use of social media and 

digital channels has created a new challenge for open justice, where information can spread 

rapidly and uncontrollably. 

- Misinformation and Disinformation: The risk of misinformation and disinformation spreading 

quickly can compromise the integrity of the legal process and undermine public trust. 
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New Protocols and Guidelines- Managing Media Access: Courts may need to implement new 

protocols for managing media access to trials, such as designated media areas or restrictions 

on recording and broadcasting. 

- Public Statements: Providing more comprehensive public statements can help control the 

narrative and ensure that accurate information is disseminated to the public. 

- Guidelines for In Camera Proceedings: Developing more formal guidelines for when and how 

in camera proceedings should be used can help ensure consistency and transparency. 

 

Leveraging Technology- Secure Video Links: Using secure video links for sensitive testimony 

can help protect vulnerable witnesses while still allowing for public access to the trial. 

- Digital Evidence Management: Implementing digital evidence management systems can help 

streamline the process of handling sensitive or complex evidence. 

 

Balancing Open Justice and Non-Doctrinal Considerations- Core Values: The goal is to ensure 

that the legal system can continue to function effectively while upholding its core values of 

transparency, accountability, and fairness. 

- Adapting to Changing Circumstances: Courts must be willing to adapt to changing 

circumstances and find new ways to balance open justice with non-doctrinal considerations 

that demand privacy. 

 

Future Directions- Increased Use of Technology: The use of technology, such as artificial 

intelligence and blockchain, may become more prevalent in the legal system to enhance 

transparency and efficiency. 

- Greater Emphasis on Public Education: Educating the public about the legal system and the 

importance of open justice can help promote transparency and trust. 

- Continued Debate and Discussion: The future of open justice will likely involve continued 

debate and discussion about the balance between transparency and privacy, and how to ensure 

that the legal system remains effective and fair. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This essay has argued that non-doctrinal factors, including reputational, ethical, and practical 

considerations, create a compelling, though controversial, justification for private hearings. 

While these justifications are not rooted in formal legal doctrine, they represent a pragmatic 
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response to the realities of modern litigation. A judge's decision to hold an in camera 

proceeding is often a complex balancing act, weighing the public's right to know against the 

need to protect individuals from harm, manage sensitive information, and ensure the efficiency 

of the legal process. 

 

While the use of private hearings can erode the principle of open justice, they can also serve as 

a necessary and pragmatic tool for the modern legal system. The challenge is to ensure that 

these exceptions are made judiciously and transparently, and not as a means to shield the 

powerful from accountability. As the legal system continues to evolve, it will be imperative to 

strike a thoughtful balance between transparency and pragmatism to maintain public trust and 

ensure that justice is not only done but is also seen to be done, even when the courtroom doors 

are closed. 
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