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 INTRODUCTION:
In today’s competitive business world, companies invest significant time, money and resources in developing confidentiality and trade secrets. To protect this interest, many companies use NON - COMPETITION AGREEMENTS also known as NON-COMPETE CLAUSE. These agreements restrict employees from joining competitive business or starting similar businesses. while such agreements safeguard business interest but it also raises concerns regarding employee freedom and fair competition. 
MEANING AND PURPOSE OF NON- COMPETITION AGREEMENTS 
A non -competition agreement is a contractual clause between employer and employee, restricting the employee to engage in competing business activities after the termination of employment. The main purpose of this clause is to protect legitimate business interest. Companies often provide sensitive information and client database to the employees and if an employee joins a competitor immediately after leaving , there is a risk that confidential information may be disclosed or used unfairly, non- competition clause acts as preventive measure to reduce such risks by restricting competitive employment for a limited period .companies aims to preserve their market position and business stability.
CRITICISM ON NON-COMPETITION AGREEMENTS 
  Non- Competition agreements are often critiqued for limiting employee mobility and career growth. Critics argued that excessive non-compete clauses reduce innovation, waves and hampers employee’s interest. 
LEGAL POSITION IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES:
The enforceability of non-Competition agreements differs across countries. In united states, courts generally enforce non-Competition agreements only of they are reasonable in terms of duration, geography and scope of restriction In European union, it is generally allowed but heavily regulated and in Australia and New Zealand currently reviewing legislation to impose ban on post-employment non-Competition agreements. 
LEGAL POSITION IN INDIA:
In India, the legal position regarding non-Competition agreements is governed mainly by section 27 of Indian Contract Act, 1872.which declares agreements in restraint of trade is void. Indian courts generally do not enforce post-employment non-Competition agreements as it restricts individuals right to earn livelihood Under Article 19(1)(g) of the constitution of India, which provided citizens the freedom to practice any profession or carry on any occupation, trade or business however, this right is subjects to reasonable restriction under Article 19 (6) in the interest of general public. Courts may Therefore enforce non-disclosure agreements and confidentiality clauses instead of Board non-compete restrictions
THE RECENT RULING OF THE SUPREME COURT ON THE APPLICABILITY OF NON-COMPETE CLAUSE:
Indian courts have played a significant role in determining the validity of the non-Competition agreements under section 27 of Indian Contract Act. 
· Superintendence company of India Pvt Ltd 
                          Versus  
            Krishna murgen (1981)

The supreme court held that non-Competition clause must be interpreted narrowly and post-employment restrictions are generally void under section 27 of Indian Contract Act, 1872.

·   Niranjan shankar Golikari
              Versus 
  Century spinning and manufacturing co. Ltd 1967

The court upheld restrictions during the employment period, stating that such clause are valid to protect business secrets and to maintain confidential information

CONCLUSION:
Non-Competition agreements are important tools for protecting business interest, however under Indian laws especially under Section 27 of Indian Contract Act 1872, courts generally do not support post-employment restrictions limiting an individual’s right to livelihood. Indian judiciary has consistently balanced employer and employee rights by allowing reasonable restrictions during employment while invalidating excessive restrictions after termination. 
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