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Identify Supreme Court and High Court judgments after the 2017 privacy
judgment recognizing the right to privacy as a fundamental right, where
courts discussed the admissibility of electronic evidence under Section 65B
of the Indian Evidence Act in the context of WhatsApp chats, call detail
records, or digital surveillance, especially in criminal proceedings involving
proportionality, procedural safeguards, or unlawful state action. Also
compare how courts balanced privacy rights against investigative powers,
and identify any conflicting judicial trends.

We typed the full legal question into Manupatra AI Search - 
Just the way we think. No framing query. No thinking of key words.

The Legal Question 

Traditional Legal Research Requires

What We Tried



Manupatra AI Search analyzed the query, understood the legal issue,
and directly surfaced: 

Top 10 relevant judgments along with a structured snapshot of each
judgment including the issues, facts, arguments, findings and
more 

AI analysis of the query 

Direct links to the judgment text within the Manupatra database 

No keyword breakdown.
No Boolean operators.
Just the legal question.

And this is the Result we got



In this query, Manupatra AI understood 
The constitutional law concept from Justice K. S. Puttaswamy (Retd.)
v. Union of India

Electronic evidence jurisprudence under Section 65B

Contextual meaning of:
WhatsApp chats
digital surveillance
call records
criminal investigations

Cross-linking procedural law + constitutional law + evidence law

Temporal filtering (after 2017)

Comparative reasoning (conflicting judicial trends)

Conceptual balancing tests (privacy vs investigative powers)

Traditional Boolean search struggles because
Relevant cases may never mention “privacy” explicitly

Courts use varied language:
electronic record
digital material
secondary evidence
interception
data extraction

The legal issue is distributed across multiple paragraphs and
doctrines



No hallucinations. Every result is grounded in real judgments
from the Manupatra database. 

No hunting for sources. Relevant cases appear on a click 

No time spent verifying. Every result links directly to the
original judgment. 

Not open-internet AI. Analysis is based on curated legal
content. 

Just ask the legal question. No keywords. No Boolean search. 

Ask the legal question. 

Manupatra AI Search finds the law. 

To see it in action comment

www.manupatra.ai

What makes Manupatra AI Search different 

Manupatra AI

To view the complete AI analysis
and relevant Judgment

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1xmhB8POhP9H8PTJGTHUqggaubDT599zb
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