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The Legal Question
/Examine the enforceability of post-employment non-compete and non- A
solicitation clauses under Indian law. Identify Supreme Court and High Court
decisions interpreting Section 27 of the Indian Contract Act and discuss the
distinction between restrictions during employment and after termination.
Explain under what circumstances courts have granted injunctions against
former employees and when such restraints have been declared void. Y.

\_

Traditional Legal Research Requires

gments
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This requires:

e multi-regulator understanding, e financial law concepts,
e entity relationship reasoning, e and event-driven legal evolution.

What We Tried

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

Al Search Rer & O > @
* Al Sparch understands natural language —you don't need 1o use exact keywords, Just write as vou think: sk guestions, explore ideas, and describe concepts freely

* Use Al Search for meaning-based gueries: searches with names, citations, or exact phrases will be routed to Manu Search
Credits: 32/110
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And this is the Result we got
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Search Results K

1. Superintendence Company of India (P) Ltd. vs. Krishan
Murgal (21.03.1980 - 5C)

B MANUSCO45T/1980 B Suprems Court of India
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Key Legal Framework:

« Secthon 27, Indian Contract Act, 1872 Volds agreements in restraint of trade
Courts have interpreted this to mean thatl pest-empleymnent nor-compade and
nan-soliciation clauses are generally void, irrespective of their reasonableness
Thig was 'flru':lg.l estabhahed in Supanniandencd Company of inaws (P) Lid vs

Krrefian M.:.'.rg;l.u[ WMANL/SC D487 1RE0 ] it e Lk L ik ) i
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Manupatra Al Search analyzed the query, understood the legal issue,

and directly surfaced:

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

and more

e Al analysis of the query

e Direct links to the judgment text within the Manupatra database

PR ARAQTEREORATLOSS

MANUSSC/O457/1 980@3
Meutral Citation: 1980 INSC 124
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
Civil Appeal No. 1933 of 1979
Decided On: 21.03.1980
Decided On: 09.05.1980
Superintendence Company of India (P) Ltd. Vs. Krishan Murgai

Hor'ble Judges/Coram:
A .I:’_S_e.r.lt. ML, Unitwal |_|_a_ﬁ and V.. Tulzapurkar ‘. Jud

Counsels:
For Appellant/Petitioner/Plaintiff: A K _Sen and PP Rao, M.D_Garg, B Venkataramani and S K. Bisaria, Advs

All Subject Coram Casenole Cases Referred Acts Citing Reference Status Counsel References Judgment

No keyword breakdown.

No Boolean operators.
Just the legal question.




What makes Manupatra Al Search different

Every result is grounded in real judgments
from the Manupatra database.

Relevant cases appear on a click

Every result links directly to the
original judgment.

Analysis is based on curated legal
content.

No keywords. No Boolean search.

Ask the legal question.
Manupatra Al Search finds the law.
To see it in action comment Manupatra Al

To view the complete Al analysis m

and relevant Judgment

www.manupatra.ai


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