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1. Introduction  

Power comes from what you know. – Francis Bacon.1  

That idea, by Francis Bacon, hits harder now. Today's world runs on speed, sharp ideas, rarely 

stop moving. Companies thrive not just on machines or money instead on hidden details only 

they possess. Think secret recipes, unseen plans, who buys what how they make it work behind 

closed doors. These are called trade secrets matter more than ever before. Other rights like 

patents show everything openly theirs lasts fixed time. But these secrets draw worth purely 

because no one else sees them. Let them slip vanish they may never return again. When firms 

argue in court tension rises chance leaks out grows fast.2  

Nowadays, global trade grows fast. So more businesses settle fights through arbitration - 

especially deals where private details matter. They pick it because it moves quickly, bends rules 

easily, yet still feels safe. Still, privacy here isn’t guaranteed; leaks can happen even during the 

process. This risk shows up most when someone asks a court or panel for temporary help. At 

that point, short-term orders step in - to hold things steady, stop serious damage. One big 

worry? Keeping secret data from slipping out by mistake.3  

Midway through arbitration, courts may step in under Section 9 of the 1996 Act. Meanwhile, 

tribunal powers emerge via Section 17 - both aim to shield sensitive business information. Still, 

how well they work in India sparks discussion. Without specific laws for trade secrets, 

uncertainty grows. Legal thinking shifts around secrecy and dispute resolution, testing current 

rules' strength.4  

 
1 Francis Bacon, Meditationes Sacrae (1597).  
2 Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), 1994, Art. 39(2).  
3 Gujarat Bottling Co. Ltd. v. Coca Cola Co., (1995) 5 SCC 545.  
4 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), §§ 9 & 17.  
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Looking closely at how well temporary orders work for shielding trade secrets during 

arbitration under the 1996 law. The setup of rules gets reviewed, along with how judges tend 

to respond when these issues come up. Problems that pop up in real cases are taken into account, 

too.  

Changes might be needed so sensitive company details stay better protected once hearings start. 

Despite existing tools, gaps remain in keeping information truly private throughout the 

process.5  

2. Concept of Trade Secrets  

What matters most now in business isn’t just what you own, but what you know. Hidden 

knowledge gains power by staying out of sight. Secrets tied to how things work, how deals 

happen, or long-term plans give companies an edge when kept private. These details stay 

valuable only if they remain unseen by competitors. Protection does not come through 

registration; instead, silence guards them best. The very thing that makes such information 

strong also leaves it fragile.  

Without a clear law spelling it out in India, what counts as a trade secret comes mostly from 

global norms and court rulings. TRIPS Article 39 sets three conditions - info has to be unknown 

publicly, valuable because it's hidden, while efforts were made to keep it under wraps. Judges 

often lean on these points when deciding if something should stay protected. Secrets can stretch 

beyond tech stuff - think recipes, methods, code - just as easily as they cover client names, 

price plans, or how a company promotes itself.6  

Protection of trade secrets in India grows from contract rules along with fairness-based ideas. 

Companies depend on secrecy deals, private terms in contracts, plus loyalty duties to keep vital 

details safe. Courts accept the idea that breaking trust matters when guarding secret data. The 

case Saltman Engineering Co. Ltd. v. Campbell Engineering Co. Ltd.7 showed shared 

knowledge stays shielded regardless of whether it's new. Confidence itself - not being first - 

forms the core of legal backing there. That view guides how judges handle hidden business 

 
5 Amazon.com NV Investment Holdings LLC v. Future Retail Ltd., (2021) 5 SCC 1.  
6 Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), 1994, Art. 39(2).  
7 Saltman Engineering Co. Ltd. v. Campbell Engineering Co. Ltd., (1948) 65 RPC 203 (CA).  
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facts across India.8  

Much like before, the case of American Express Bank Ltd. v. Priya Puri.9 saw the Delhi High 

Court accept that details about company operations - like client records - may count as private 

material. Still, it pointed out that this kind of shield isn’t automatic; personal ability and 

learning picked up on the job can still be used freely. What stands clear is how Indian judges 

walk a fine line, backing fair business concerns while keeping career movement open.10  

Secrets need real effort to stay hidden if they’re going to be legally protected. Keeping them 

safe might mean tight control on who sees them, using tools like locked digital files or secure 

networks, also requiring people to sign promises not to share. Judges look closely at how 

seriously someone guarded the details before deciding if it counts as a true trade secret. When 

steps are weak or missing, courts tend to reject claims because unprotected info can’t suddenly 

become private just by asking for legal help.  

Even though trade secrets matter a lot in business, India does not have strong or unified laws 

to protect them. Without a specific law, companies must depend on contracts or court-based 

solutions that sometimes fall short. Still, hidden knowledge shapes how firms operate, so 

knowing how it works helps especially during conflicts when leaks are more likely.11  

3. Legal Framework for Protection of Trade Secrets in India  

Trade secrets in India lack a single dedicated law, instead fitting into scattered parts of existing 

rules. Patents, trademarks, and copyrights have clear acts behind them; trade secrets do not - 

they depend on contracts, fairness doctrines, or bits of statutes pulled in when needed. Without 

a standalone act, outcomes shift from case to case, shaped more by judicial interpretation than 

fixed text. Flexibility comes with that gap, yet so does unpredictability each time someone tries 

to enforce secrecy rights.  

Nowhere does India stand alone when it comes to global IP rules - tied instead to the TRIPS 

agreement, where Article 39 points out that hidden business details deserve shielding. Secret 

knowledge must stay out of public view, hold worth in commerce, plus see active effort to 

 
8 Avtar Singh, Law of Contract and Specific Relief (Eastern Book Company, latest edn.).  
9 American Express Bank Ltd. v. Priya Puri, 2006 (110) Del 638  
10 World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), Trade Secrets and Confidential Business Information 
(2016).  
11 John Richard Brady v. Chemical Process Equipments Pvt. Ltd., AIR 1987 Del 372.  
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guard its privacy, says the accord. Yet no fixed law structure gets forced onto nations; 

flexibility remains, so each can shape its own path. Because of this room to move, India leans 

on current legal tools, layering them quietly around trade secrets without passing fresh 

standalone acts.12  

It begins with the Indian Contract Act, 1872 - that's where legal shelter often takes root. Firms 

rely on NDAs, secrecy terms, alongside work contracts to keep critical details under lock.13 

Such documents bind people legally, stopping them from spilling or abusing private data. 

Enforcement by courts usually follows, so long as limits stay fair and don’t block job paths or 

commerce too harshly. Protection through signed papers stands firm, acting as the go-to barrier 

when guarding business secrets across India.  

Besides what contracts can fix, India's 2000 tech law steps in a little when digital information 

gets mishandled. Hacking into systems, stealing data, or breaking through online defenses - 

these acts face penalties under that rulebook. Since some stolen business details travel digitally, 

those offenses might fall within its reach by chance. Still, guarding trade secrets was never the 

main goal of this act, so coverage feels more like an afterthought than a shield. Its help arrives 

unevenly, often leaving gaps where older laws must step in.14  

Nowhere is fairness more clear than in how courts handle private information without contracts 

standing nearby. When someone shares facts under quiet trust, the law often steps in if those 

details slip out by mistake or on purpose. Protection kicks in not because of paperwork but due 

to the nature of the connection between people. In such cases, judges frequently block further 

exposure using court orders before real harm spreads. Past rulings shape present outcomes - 

especially one case from England involving engineering firms. That moment helped define 

India's path, stressing secrecy matters more than whether an idea was new. What counts is the 

expectation it would stay hidden.  

Some rulings by Indian judges have shown how far trade secret rules go. From a case like 

American Express Bank Ltd. versus Priya Puri came clarity - details like client records may 

get shielded, yet workers keep freedom to apply broad expertise they’ve gained over time. 

Protection here walks a line; it holds value without stepping on basic freedoms, especially 

 
12 Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), 1994, Art. 39(2).  
13 The Indian Contract Act, 1872, §§ 27 & 73.  
14 The Information Technology Act, 2000, §§ 43 & 66.  
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someone’s ability to earn a living.15  

Key Aspects of Legal Framework  

1. When someone shares a secret at work, promises made in writing can hold them 

back from spreading it. These written rules often appear in job papers, private deals, or 

special pledges not to share. A law from 1872 gives those promises weight in India. If 

broken, the courts may step in. What counts is whether the person agreed, clearly, not 

to tell.16 

2. A secret stays protected without paperwork if trust exists between people when 

details are passed - courts look at how close they were, what was shared, and why. 

Sometimes silence carries weight just like promises do, especially when sharing private 

matters feels natural between them.  

3. Secret business details get shielded in India because Article 39 of the TRIPS 

deal says they must. This rule stops companies from misusing private info. Protection 

kicks in when knowledge stays hidden on purpose. Someone else using it without 

permission crosses a line. The global standard shapes how local laws handle such cases. 

What counts is whether the data has real value if kept quiet. Courts look at effort put 

into gathering the facts. Leaking them unfairly breaks the principle behind the 

agreement.  

4. When someone breaks into systems without permission, penalties kick in under 

India's 2000 tech law - this sometimes helps keep sensitive business data online out of 

reach.  

While it does not directly name trade secrets, slipping past security rules triggers 

consequences that quietly shield valuable digital information.  

5. What happens in Indian courtrooms often shapes how trade secrets are guarded. 

Each ruling builds on past decisions, slowly setting boundaries through real cases. One 

judge's interpretation today becomes tomorrow's standard. Experience guides these 

 
15 American Express Bank Ltd. v. Priya Puri, 2006 (110) Del 638  
16 Coco v. A.N. Clark (Engineers) Ltd., [1969] RPC 41 (Ch). 
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choices, not just written law. Past rulings hold weight when new disputes arrive. How 

facts line up makes all the difference each time around.  

6. When time is short and damage can’t be undone, courts sometimes step in. A 

court might block someone from sharing secret details. This kind of help isn’t about 

money - it’s about stopping harm before it spreads. Injunctions serve this role often. 

Secrets tied to jobs or deals tend to get this protection. Urgency matters most. Without 

quick action, the situation could worsen beyond repair.  

7. A rule that limits business freedom can still hold up in court if written just right 

- Section 27 makes sure it doesn’t go too far. Trade secrets stay safe when boundaries 

are clear, yet fair. Not every ban works; only those that make sense do. How tightly a 

clause is worded decides whether it lasts or fails.17  

Still, India's laws face issues even with existing tools in place. Without a full law covering the 

topic, it remains unclear exactly what counts as a trade secret. Courts rely heavily on contracts 

along with personal judgment, opening room for uneven rulings across cases. Protection tends 

to follow leaks instead of stopping them - courts step in after damage shows up, not before.  

Still, India safeguards trade secrets using contract rules, fairness principles, and court rulings - 

yet the system feels piecemeal, lacking central design. With sensitive business data gaining 

weight in today’s cutthroat world market, a clearer, written legal path now seems less like 

option, more like necessity.  

5. Arbitration as a Mechanism for Confidential Disputes  

Secrets move quietly between companies, yet fights happen. When money details or hidden 

plans land in conflict zones, exposure becomes a real worry. That quietness matters most drives 

some toward closed-door solutions instead of open courts. Closed processes limit who sees 

what, wrapping arguments in layers few can reach. One method stands out simply because it 

bends without breaking rules meant for bigger crowds. Courtrooms echo every word spoken; 

this does not. Information stays tucked away, far from competitors’ ears. Where silence defines 

success, the path chosen must guard whispers fiercely. Fewer eyes mean fewer leaks, especially 

 
17 P. Narayanan, Intellectual Property Law (Eastern Law House, latest edn.).  
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when formulas or blueprints hang in balance.18  

Most companies pick arbitration because it moves quickly while letting them shape how things 

work. Since they can name their own decision makers, pick which laws apply, and set the steps 

followed, control stays in their hands. Shaping each case around its unique needs means private 

details get special handling when required. With fewer rigid structures compared to courtroom 

trials, sessions often wrap up sooner - cutting down time that secrets might be at risk.  

What stands out about arbitration? The freedom people have to shape how conflicts get settled. 

Their business goals guide the way they set up procedures. They might add privacy rules into 

deals, limit who sees files, or require everyone in the process to stay silent. That control matters 

when sensitive information is at stake. It builds space where issues are sorted behind closed 

doors, far from headlines and strangers’ eyes.19  

Secrets stay protected during arbitration. Backed by Indian law since 2015, Section 42A of the 

Arbitration and Conciliation Act puts this into practice. Anyone involved - whether 

decisionmaker, agency, or participant - must keep details hidden. Only when enforcing a ruling 

can information come out. Still, silence isn’t guaranteed under every circumstance. Courts 

sometimes see filings if temporary help is needed before judgment. Even enforcement actions 

might reveal parts of the process. So privacy holds strong but bends at key moments.20  

Even with these benefits, secrecy in Indian arbitration faces some boundaries. What counts as 

private data lacks a clear legal explanation. There is also no precise rule about how far 

confidentiality must go. Uncertainty grows because of this gap. Sometimes, when courts step 

in - for example, during temporary orders or disputes over award validity - details might 

become visible to everyone. Hidden business details could slip out once things move into open 

hearings.  

What stands out is how weak the system is when someone breaks confidentiality during 

arbitration. Though Section 42A sets a broad rule, it stays silent on what actually happens if 

that rule gets broken - no defined consequences spelled out. Because of this silence, whether 

secrecy holds often rests more on private agreements between sides than any solid law. When 

 
18 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), §§ 2(1)(f), 19 & 42A.  
19 Gary B. Born, International Commercial Arbitration (Kluwer Law International, 2nd edn., 2014).  
20 Arbitration and Conciliation (Amendment) Act, 2015 (India).  
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talks involve data that could damage business standing, even small leaks might trigger big 

fallout.  

Key Features of Arbitration in Confidential Disputes  

1. When companies face disagreements, they often choose arbitration since it 

keeps things out of the spotlight. Sensitive details stay hidden simply by using closed-

door hearings instead.  

2. With room to adapt, the method lets involved sides shape steps fitting their 

particular situation, while also keeping sensitive details secure.  

3. Freedoms granted by party autonomy let firms outline tight rules on secrecy, 

while shaping who gets to see what throughout the process. Though details shift case 

by case, limits on disclosure often reflect each side's influence. Control tends to rest 

where decisions are made early, yet adjustments appear when needs change. How 

openly data flows depends less on fixed terms than on how parties apply them over 

time.21 

4. When compared to courtroom battles, arbitration moves quicker while skipping 

heavy procedure. That pace means sensitive business details stay hidden longer.22 

5. Confidentiality during arbitration sits at the heart of Section 42A of the 1996 

Arbitration and Conciliation Act. Parties involved must keep details private, just like 

those serving as arbitrators. Silence is expected by law throughout the process. What 

happens behind closed doors stays there - by rule, not request. The weight of discretion 

falls equally on everyone taking part. Hidden from public view, these proceedings are 

bound by legal silence. Secrecy isn’t optional; it's built into the framework itself.  

Though arbitration helps settle conflicts around private business details like trade secrets, its 

real strength depends on how well rules are set. What gives it power - customizable process, 

behindclosed-doors hearings, control lying with involved sides - also exposes weak spots when 

laws lack precision. In India, shaky ground appears where law texts stay silent or vague about 

 
21 A. Redfern and M. Hunter, Law and Practice of International Commercial Arbitration (Oxford University 
Press, 6th edn., 2015).  
22 Ssangyong Engineering & Construction Co. Ltd. v. NHAI, (2019) 15 SCC 131.  
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secrecy during such proceedings. Without firmer statutes and sharper directions, doubts linger 

long after decisions land. So support must rise - not just in books but also practice - for trust to 

hold firm.  

6. Interim Relief Under the Arbitration and Conciliation Act 1996  

When fights happen over secret business details, stopping leaks fast matters. A court can step 

in early to freeze things, even if arbitration has already started. What makes these steps vital is 

how quickly private data spreads once out. Courts might block actions, hold assets, or limit 

behavior until everything gets sorted later.23 Timing leans heavy here - wait too long, trust 

breaks harder. India's 1996 law allows such pauses under two separate rules, each serving 

different moments in process. One kicks in before arbitrators are picked, another while they 

work. Leaked formulas rarely get unshared, so shields go up first, questions come second.24  

Section 9 Court Ordered Interim Measures  

Midway through a dispute, or even before it officially kicks off, judges can step in to help. 

Should things come up once the decision lands but haven’t been enforced yet, support remains 

possible. When urgency strikes, this rule makes sure nobody gets stuck waiting. Depending on 

what’s happening, the court picks how best to respond. Relief might look one way here, 

completely different there - no fixed formula. Each situation shapes the kind of assistance 

given.  

When trade secret conflicts arise, Section 9 frequently comes into play to block access to 

private details.25 Though the arbitration panel isn’t formed yet, courts can step in fast if damage 

looms close. They might freeze shared files, demand storage of evidence like emails or logs, 

even seal off key material at risk. Speed matters here - especially before things spiral too far 

ahead. Protection kicks in not because rules say so, but because delay could ruin fairness later 

down the line. Urgency shapes these choices more than routine procedures ever would.  

Section 17 Arbitral Tribunal Powers  

Now the arbitral tribunal can issue temporary decisions while arbitration is ongoing, thanks to 

 
23 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), §§ 9 & 17.  
24 Gary B. Born, International Commercial Arbitration (Kluwer Law International, 2nd edn., 2014).  
25 Sundaram Finance Ltd. v. NEPC India Ltd., (1999) 2 SCC 479.  
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Section 17.26 Before 2015, its authority was narrow, and what it ordered often couldn’t be 

enforced well. That changed when the update gave it tools similar to a judge’s under Section 

9. Because of this shift, rulings from the panel carry weight - enforced just like those coming 

from courts. Practical impact grew once enforcement became real.  

Now handling things internally, arbitration functions with less outside help since participants 

may obtain temporary measures straight from the panel in many situations. When confidential 

business details are involved, panels have power to set rules protecting secrecy, limit who sees 

critical data, yet still move forward without leaking info. Less need shows up at courthouses 

because of this shift, keeping arbitration closed off like it was meant to be.  

Interim Relief Options for Trade Secret Cases  

A temporary order might freeze things fast - when secrets are at risk, timing often tilts the 

balance. Stopping leaks early keeps details private, shields worth, while courts weigh next 

steps. How it plays out depends on how sharp the threat feels that day.  

Interim Relief Key Aspects  

1. At any point - before, mid-process, or later - courts can step in under Section 9, 

offering support throughout each phase of arbitration. Protection doesn’t pause; it 

moves with the process, steady, without gaps.  

2. When a court steps in under Section 9, it may block someone from spreading 

private details - this helps keep business secrets safe. Sometimes silence matters most 

when trust breaks down between sides.  

3. With Section 9, keeping hold of assets makes sense when they’re tied to crucial 

records - think files or electronic details holding private company facts. Sometimes it's 

not just about objects but what those items reveal, especially if secrets are stored in 

emails or spreadsheets tucked away online. Holding back certain things prevents loss, 

particularly when digital trails matter just as much as paper ones once did.27  

4. A single judge once ruled that help can come straight from the panel before final 

 
26 Firm Ashok Traders v. Gurumukh Das Saluja, (2004) 3 SCC 155.  
27 Gary B. Born, International Commercial Arbitration (Kluwer Law International, 2nd edn., 2014).  
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decisions are made. When things move slowly, a pause may be allowed so fairness stays 

intact throughout. Relief might appear in stages rather than waiting for everything to 

finish. The process leans on neutral judgment instead of rushing to outside courts. 

Power shifts slightly when timing matters more than paperwork.  

Now that the 2015 update arrived, Section 17's tribunal holds court-like authority. Arbitration 

stands stronger, able to stand on its own two feet.  

Now, decisions made by arbitration panels under Section 17 hold weight like court rulings, 

since they can be enforced just the same. Their real-world effect grows when treated equally. 

Power shifts slightly, because recognition changes how quickly outcomes take shape 

Interim Relief Options for Trade Secret Protection  

• Temporary Injunctions : Prior to settling the conflict, one side might be stopped 

cold from sharing sensitive business details. This pause stays in place just long enough 

for courts to sort things out fully.  

• Anti – Closure Orders : Pulled tight by legal strings, secrets stay locked between 

involved sides when arbitrators step in. Third parties hear nothing while proceedings 

unfold behind closed doors. Hidden details remain out of reach, held back just long 

enough for decisions to form quietly.  

• Sealing of documents : Only approved individuals can view certain files 

because they are sealed by court order. What happens behind closed legal doors stays 

there, protected from public eyes through formal restrictions on access.  

• Confidentiality directions : When a case goes to arbitration, judges sometimes 

step in with rules about what can be done with sensitive details. These guidelines shape 

where data lives, who sees it, who talks about it. Information might move between 

people - but only under strict conditions set ahead of time. The goal isn’t secrecy for its 

own sake but control over disclosure. Rules appear not at random but through formal 

orders tied to fairness. What gets written down must stay contained just like spoken 

words. Limits apply equally whether documents sit on paper or screens.  

When it comes to shielding trade secrets in conflict, temporary measures under the 1996 



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research    Volume VIII Issue II | ISSN: 2582-8878 
 

 Page: 3448 

Arbitration and Conciliation Act play a key role. Though courts step in fast through Section 9, 

arbitral panels gain equal strength via Section 17. Because sensitive data can unravel quickly, 

having both paths open matters deeply. One keeps things locked early; the other trusts the 

chosen arbitrators to act just as firmly. Protection does not wait - what counts is stopping 

damage before it spreads. By holding leaks at bay, the law guards not only facts but their worth 

too, right up to the last decision.  

Judicial Approach in India  

A slow change marks how Indian courts handle temporary orders during arbitration - less grip, 

more space for arbitrators to act. What judges say about Section 9 and Section 17 matters deeply 

when someone rushes to shield sensitive details like business secrets.28 Instead of stepping in 

every time, rulings now often wait unless immediate harm looms. Efficiency quietly guides 

decisions, letting arbitration move without constant courtroom checks. Independence gains 

ground, yet safeguards stay where they must.  

Early on, the case Sundaram Finance Ltd. v. NEPC India Ltd.29 set a key precedent. Before 

arbitration kicks in, people involved may still turn to courts for temporary help. That ruling 

stretched what Section 9 covers, showing how fast action matters when waiting might cause 

lasting damage. When a claim looks solid at first glance and unfairness seems near, such relief 

keeps things steady until full hearings happen.  

A decision in Adhunik Steels Ltd. versus Orissa Manganese & Minerals Pvt. Ltd.30 

brought more clarity on temporary legal remedies. The top court said tools under Section 9 

work much like those found in the Civil Procedure Code when stopping actions briefly - 

drawing a close parallel between both standards. Now here's another way it plays out: judges 

look at whether there’s enough evidence on the surface, weigh who gains more by waiting, plus 

if harm can’t be undone. What makes this matter? It puts a stop to random decisions during 

early stages, making sure help comes just when it truly should.  

Now comes a fresh turning point through Amazon.com NV Investment Holdings LLC v. 

 
28 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), §§ 9 & 17.  
29 Sundaram Finance Ltd. v. NEPC India Ltd., (1999) 2 SCC 479.  
30 Adhunik Steels Ltd. v. Orissa Manganese & Minerals Pvt. Ltd., (2007) 7 SCC 125.  
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Future Retail Ltd.31, when India's top court accepted emergency arbitration as legitimate, 

backing the power of emergency arbitrators to issue binding directions. Urgent help in disputes 

can now come from arbitrators instead of waiting for judges. With sensitive business 

knowledge on the line, speed matters - this shift means faster shields go up around secret data. 

The ruling quietly reshapes how companies guard what they cannot afford to leak.  

It was clear in Arcelor Mittal Nippon Steel India Ltd. v. Essar Bulk Terminal Ltd.32 that 

after forming an arbitral panel, people usually ought to turn to Section 17 instead of going 

straight to courts through Section 9. Because of this ruling, judges stepping in too soon has 

become less common - tribunals now get more room to act on their own. The weight behind 

keeping legal intervention light grew stronger here, showing trust in arbitration processes 

matters. With time, such choices shape how disputes move outside traditional hallways.  

Just like before, the ruling in Firm Ashok Traders versus Gurumukh Das Saluja.32 made 

clear that help under Section 9 doesn’t stand alone - it ties back to arbitration. So temporary 

measures can’t slip into court battles by the back door.  

Another point came up in Bharat Aluminium Co. v. Kaiser Aluminium Technical Services 

Inc.33 -while the case focused on where legal proceedings should happen, it also underlined 

letting parties shape their own agreements. Courts pointed out they should step in only when 

necessary. This idea quietly shifted how temporary orders are handled during arbitration. The 

less interference principle began guiding such decisions behind the scenes.  

Judicial Principles in granting Interim Relief  

1. When someone shows they likely have a real legal claim worth defending, courts may 

step in quickly. Protection can come early if evidence leans heavily toward one side. A 

solid hint of rights at risk often prompts temporary court measures. If fairness demands 

it, action might happen before full hearings. Early intervention follows when harm 

seems possible without it.  

 
31 Amazon.com NV Investment Holdings LLC v. Future Retail Ltd., (2021) SC 443 
32 Arcelor Mittal Nippon Steel India Ltd. v. Essar Bulk Terminal Ltd., (2022) 1 SCC 
712.  
32 Firm Ashok Traders v. Gurumukh Das Saluja, (2004) 3 SCC 155.  
33 Bharat Aluminium Co. v. Kaiser Aluminium Technical Services Inc., (2012) 9 SCC 552.  
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2. Harm that can’t be fixed later opens the door to relief, particularly when trade secrets 

are at stake - once shared, they’re out of control. A chance to stop lasting damage often 

matters most here.  

3. What matters most is whether allowing the request stirs up fewer problems than 

blocking it. Judges look at which path leads to lighter consequences when they decide 

on relief.  

4. Nowhere does it say help can’t come early. Sometimes courts step in even before 

hearings start. Other times support arrives mid-process, while arguments unfold. Even 

once a decision lands, yet sits unenforced, temporary aid might still appear.  

5. If swift safeguarding matters, courts can step in whenever the arbitration panel hasn’t 

formed or simply cannot respond in time.  

Balancing Secrecy and Public Court Access  

When handling disputes that involve secret business details, Indian courts aim to protect private 

data without blocking someone’s right to defend themselves. Because hidden information 

might help one side too much, judges allow only what is needed under tight conditions. Even 

if company specifics are involved, fairness means both sides get some level of access. 

Protection matters, yet so does giving each person room to argue properly. Disclosure gets 

shaped - never fully cut off, never freely handed out. Limits come through rules made on a 

case-by-case basis.  

Sometimes judges limit who can see private files. They might let just a few people look at 

certain papers. Other times they order everyone to keep quiet about details during court cases. 

These steps help prevent company secrets from spreading too far. Fairness stays intact even 

when information is held back. Openness matters, yet so does shielding key business 

knowledge. Protection fits within legal rules when handled carefully.34  

Interim Relief Can Be Enforced  

Over time, getting quick support during arbitration became more reliable - yet real-world 

 
34 Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, (1978) 1 SCC 248 (SC).  
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hurdles remain. Court decisions under Section 9 always had weight; they could be enforced 

without delay.35 But before, directions from arbitrators under Section 17 often stalled when 

enforcement came up.36 That changed once the 2015 update to the Arbitration and Conciliation 

Act allowed such rulings to stand like those from a judge.  

Even with progress, real-world use still faces hurdles. When someone ignores a temporary 

ruling, getting it enforced might mean going back to court - slowing everything down. For 

matters like stolen business secrets, waiting too long brings danger; damage can stick around 

forever. So although laws now better support these orders, how well they work hinges on quick 

follow-through and help from judges.  

So far, India's courts have shifted toward favoring arbitration without weakening access to 

temporary legal protection, especially when trade secrets are at stake. What stands out is how 

judges have defined clearer rules for these urgent orders, slowly pushing disputing sides to turn 

to arbitration panels first. Still lingering are issues around keeping information private while 

treating both parties justly, along with making sure court-like decisions actually hold weight 

afterward. Over time, rulings show a pattern - forward-thinking yet careful - working step by 

step to make arbitration something people can count on when settling conflicts.  

8. Comparative Analysis: India, UK and USA  

Looking at how courts handle trade secret cases before final rulings, India relies on arbitration 

rules and court decisions, yet trails nations such as the UK and USA. Those places operate 

under stronger laws with well-defined steps to shield sensitive data when conflicts arise.37 

When these approaches are set side by side, weaknesses in India’s setup come into view. 

Spotting differences helps point toward where changes might help.  

Around India, guarding trade secrets happens through agreements plus fairness rules instead of 

clear laws. No law lays out what counts as a secret or sets consistent safeguards across the 

board. Temporary help shows up in Sections 9 and 17 of the 1996 Arbitration Act - yet it 

stumbles over fuzzy guidelines, trouble enforcing orders, even leaks during trials. So defenses 

 
35 Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996, § 9.  
36 Arbitration and Conciliation (Amendment) Act, 2015, § 17.  
37 Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), 1994, Art. 39(2).  
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usually kick in after harm strikes, not before.38  

Unlike many places, the United Kingdom runs on a solid set of rules built around the idea of 

breaking trust. Judges there regularly uphold private information, whether or not someone 

signed an agreement. Clear guidelines shape how courts decide what counts as secret and when 

it deserves shielding. When time matters, temporary court orders come swiftly, stopping leaks 

before they happen. Because rulings tend to follow familiar patterns, companies find it easier 

to rely on the system when handling delicate data.39  

Statutory laws in the United States give powerful backing, especially via the Uniform Trade 

Secrets Act (UTSA) - now embraced by nearly every state.40 Not just any guideline, the UTSA 

spells out exactly what counts as a trade secret while setting firm responses when misuse 

happens, such as court orders or financial penalties. When things turn urgent, emergency 

arbitration finds room here, with judges able to step in fast if needed. Protection kicks in early 

because delays could mean damage beyond repair. Early intervention is built into how these 

rules work.  

What stands out next is how rules get followed. Across the UK and the US, temporary court 

directions like injunctions carry real weight - breaking them brings definite consequences. That 

pressure keeps sensitive data from being misused. Back in India, legal updates since 2015 have 

helped, yet making those rules stick often waits on courts moving fast enough, which does not 

always happen.  

Key Comparative Insights  

1. Nowhere in India’s laws is there a dedicated rule for protecting secret business 

information. In contrast, across the Atlantic, American states follow shared guidelines 

known as the Uniform Trade Secrets Act. Meanwhile, courts in the UK build decisions 

on long-standing case rulings that firmly back such rights.41  

2. In the UK, courts handle breach of confidence with clearer rules. India relies more on 

 
38 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), §§ 9, 17 & 42A.  
39 Law Commission of England and Wales, Breach of Confidence: Report No. 110 (1981).  
40 Uniform Trade Secrets Act (UTSA), 1979 (United States).  
41 . Redfern and M. Hunter, Law and Practice of International Commercial Arbitration (Oxford University Press, 
6th edn., 2015).  
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how judges see each case.  

3. In the UK and USA, courts often issue interim injunctions without long waits, yet India 

faces slower outcomes because of backlog and process hurdles. Though swift action 

supports legal response abroad, local systems sometimes stall due to layered steps. 

Where Western frameworks move fast, Indian proceedings can drag under 

administrative weight.  

4. Immediate court orders plus financial compensation back legal claims in the U.S., while 

Indian cases lean on agreements and fairness-based solutions. Still, both paths aim to 

resolve disputes through established rules.  

5. Ahead of many regions, the U.S. has built stronger paths for quick hearings when 

secrets are at risk. Speed often matters most during early disputes, so temporary orders 

appear faster there. Because timing is tight, emergency rulings help block leaks before 

damage spreads too far.42  

6. In the UK and USA, temporary court decisions tend to hold firm, whereas in India they 

often face real-world hurdles that chip away at their effect. A gap shows up when courts 

act quickly but local follow-through lags behind. Where systems are tighter, outcomes 

feel certain; where delays pile up, promises lose weight. Strength isn’t just in rulings - 

it lives in how steadily they’re carried out.  

7. In some countries, rules about keeping arbitration private are spelled out clearly. Not 

so in India, where laws stay silent on the details of confidentiality during such 

processes.  

India's push for change and next steps  

Right now, India handles trade secret protection during arbitration by offering temporary fixes 

- this shows how shaky things can get without stronger rules. Without a specific law in place, 

outcomes swing unpredictably, leaving companies unsure whether courts will back them up. 

While countries like the US and Britain work with solid laws and reliable systems, India leans 

heavily on agreements between parties and judge-made fairness ideas - tools that sometimes 

 
42 Defend Trade Secrets Act (DTSA), 2016 (United States).  
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fall short when speed or full coverage matters.  

A fresh legal step could help India shape clearer rules around trade secrets - setting out what 

counts, who holds power, where relief lies. Clarity like this might steady expectations across 

courts, lessening guesswork in rulings. Meanwhile, private dispute forums need tighter wraps 

on confidential data, spelling out exactly when and how delicate details move - or stay put - 

during cases.43  

Every moment counts when someone might lose control of sensitive company details. Faster 

decisions during early legal stages help prevent damage that cannot be undone. When courts 

move quickly, businesses gain confidence their secrets are safe. Tougher consequences for 

breaking trust could stop some people before they even try. Clear rules about what happens if 

agreements fail matter just as much as the promises themselves. Countries such as the United 

States and Britain show how strong systems work in practice. Learning from them gives Indian 

processes room to grow without starting from nothing. Confidence grows when fairness meets 

speed inside dispute resolution. Protection becomes real only when backed by actions, not just 

words on paper.  

Still, the picture reveals something clear: though India pushes forward on safeguarding trade 

secrets via arbitration, gaps remain when measured against advanced systems. Not quite 

matching up in law precision, how rules are applied, or speed of process holds it back. Insights 

from Britain and America might quietly shape improvements here. With time, confidence 

around sensitive business data could grow stronger - built not by force but steady refinement.  

9. Role of Emergency Arbitration  

When conflicts pop up in business - say, around stolen ideas - every hour counts. A slight wait 

might mean secrets spill for good. Enter the emergency arbitrator: a temporary fix born out of 

necessity in arbitration systems. Set into motion ahead of the main panel, this role steps in only 

when speed matters most. Protection kicks in fast, bridging the stretch where courts aren’t ready 

yet. Without it, someone could be stuck defenseless until proceedings formally begin.  

 
43 World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), Trade Secrets and Confidential Business Information 
(2016).  
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When disputes arise fast, help can come quickly under global rules like ICC.44 or SIAC.45 A 

special arbitrator steps in - before full proceedings start - to freeze things as they are. Orders 

might stop someone from sharing sensitive data right away. Think of it like hitting pause when 

company secrets hang in the balance. Relief shows up not later but now, shaped as binding 

directions. Sudden leaks? Unauthorized moves? These decisions block them mid-step. Useful 

does not begin to cover it when confidentiality slips through fingers.  

Still, courts have shaped how emergency arbitration works inside India. The country's 1996 

Arbitration and Conciliation Act does not directly mention it. One turning point came with a 

ruling involving Amazon.com NV Investment Holdings LLC and Future Retail Ltd.46 That 

decision, issued by the Supreme Court, confirmed such orders can hold weight legally. 

Recognition grew even without clear statutory backing. Finding its place in arbitration rules, 

those directions got enforceable through Section 17, the Court concluded. A shift closer to 

global norms began here, reshaping how India handles dispute resolution.48  

Now imagine needing fast help when someone might leak company secrets - emergency 

arbitration steps in. Instead of waiting for court dates, people involved can turn here first. 

Because it moves quickly, damage gets limited before things escalate. Picture a temporary 

barrier going up overnight through an order from a special decision maker. This happens even 

while the main team isn’t fully assembled yet. Private details stay shielded, just as intended 

under quiet rules built for speed. When facts are delicate, slowing leaks matters more than 

delays.  

Even so, hurdles linger around emergency arbitration. Without clear backing in India's legal 

code, it leans heavily on how courts respond plus the rules picked by those involved. 

Sometimes getting outcomes enforced means turning to judges - this step might slow things 

down while poking holes in privacy.  

When push comes to shove, emergency arbitration steps in fast when disputes flare up 

suddenly. Courts in India have backed it firmly, giving the process real teeth over time. Because 

of that support, companies facing leaks can act quickly before damage spreads too far. What 

 
44 International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), ICC Arbitration Rules (2021).  
45 Singapore International Arbitration Centre (SIAC), SIAC Rules (2016).  
46 Amazon.com NV Investment Holdings LLC v. Future Retail Ltd., (2021) 5 
SC 443 48 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), § 17.  
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sets it apart? Speed, clarity, and real-world impact when secrecy slips.  

10. Challenges in Protecting Trade Secrets through Interim Relief  

Even though temporary orders through the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 help shield 

confidential business information, their real-world impact in India often falls short due to legal 

hurdles. Because such data carries high sensitivity, just one leak might lead to permanent harm. 

Yet the current system sometimes fails to act fast enough, particularly when time matters most.  

Problems show up clearly when parties turn to courts under Section 9 - or go instead to 

arbitration panels using Section 17.47  

A big problem lies in India lacking a specific law focused only on trade secrets. Because no 

precise meaning exists, judges turn to agreements between sides along with broad legal ideas 

when handling disputes. Uncertainty grows since one court might see things unlike another, 

even if facts look alike.48 That makes it tough for people to show their data truly counts as 

confidential, making temporary safeguards harder to get.  

Here things get tricky because privacy in arbitration isn’t fully guaranteed. Even though people 

see it as a closed-door way to settle conflicts, India doesn’t treat secrecy as ironclad. Laws stay 

silent on how far confidentiality should stretch. Instead, Section 42A gives just a vague duty - 

no specifics follow. That leaves holes, particularly when deals grow complicated, pulling in 

several sides and stacks of paperwork.49  

When someone goes to court under Section 9 for temporary help, the chance of revealing 

private details grows. Public access usually means filings or spoken points can leak crucial 

data. Although judges might limit exposure, hidden business knowledge still risks becoming 

visible in legal fights. That outcome ruins why people pick arbitration to begin with.  

When interim orders are issued under Section 17, getting them followed isn’t always smooth. 

Even though the 2015 change lets these act like regular court rulings, real-world problems pop 

up anyway. Refusal by one side might mean more paperwork, hearings, or motions just to move 

forward. Because of that lag, sensitive business details could lose their protected status - since 

 
47 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), §§ 9, 17 & 42A.  
48 Gary B. Born, International Commercial Arbitration (Kluwer Law International, 2nd edn., 2014).  
49 A. Redfern and M. Hunter, Law and Practice of International Commercial Arbitration (Oxford University 
Press, 6th edn., 2015).  
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what matters most is staying hidden.  

Waiting too long to give temporary protection causes serious problems. When speed matters, 

just a brief wait might let private details leak or get misused. Courts try to move fast, yet rules 

and crowded schedules often hold things up. Because of that, quick legal fixes lose their power 

to stop harm before it happens.  

Third parties might let things slip, even when care is taken. Information meant to stay private 

sometimes lands in front of advisors, specialists, or outsiders during arbitration proceedings. 

Without strong protections, details can escape by accident. When data spreads past those 

directly included, pulling it back is nearly out of reach.  

Key Challenges  

1. Without clear legal rules about trade secrets, it is hard to know exactly what they 

cover or how much protection they get in India.50  

2. Information stays private in arbitration, yet rules around secrecy lack clarity - this 

gap reduces how well it’s shielded. Though meant to protect, the system falters 

where boundaries blur without firm guidelines.  

3. When Section 9 cases go to court, private details might come out because hearings 

are usually open to everyone.  

4. Getting a Section 17 order upheld often proves tough, even though it's legally valid 

- cooperation tends to fall apart if people refuse to follow through on their own. 

Still, courts may step in when resistance shows up early. Without willingness from 

those involved, progress stalls fast. Reality sets in: paper rights don’t always 

translate into real results. Pressure builds slowly when one side holds back. 

Compliance gaps widen under such strain. Legal weight matters less without active 

participation. Outcomes depend heavily on behavior after the ruling. Willingness 

shifts everything. Silence from one party can freeze movement entirely.51  

 
50 United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL), Model Law on International 
Commercial Arbitration (1985, with amendments in 2006).  
51 P. Narayanan, Intellectual Property Law (Eastern Law House, latest edn.).  
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5. When courts take too long to give temporary help, it often fails - especially if 

sensitive business information needs quick shielding. What matters most slips away 

during the wait. Speed shapes outcomes more than rulings sometimes. A pause 

today might mean loss tomorrow. Relief delayed loses weight fast.  

6. When outside people like specialists join a project, secrets might slip out by mistake 

or without permission. A single misstep could expose sensitive details meant to stay 

hidden. Even trusted advisors carry a chance of unintended leaks. The more hands 

involved, the harder it gets to keep things locked down. Information travels further 

when extra voices are part of the process. Hidden risks grow quietly as access 

spreads beyond internal teams.52  

7. Without tough consequences, breaking confidentiality rules barely stops anyone 

from abusing secret business information.  

Even so, temporary measures help shield trade secrets during arbitration, yet real-world hurdles 

hold them back in India. Without solid laws guiding these steps, problems like slow courts, 

weak follow-through, or leaks slip through. Protection often falls short when delays stretch on 

or privacy isn’t tightly managed. Fixing such flaws matters if arbitration should truly guard 

confidential business details without risk  

11. Suggestions and Reforms  

Right now, how trade secrets get shielded during arbitration works - barely - but it's falling 

behind fast-changing business needs. With companies treating private data like gold, the rules 

meant to guard it must keep up, somehow. Contracts help, court rulings chip in too, yet laws 

barely touch key areas, leaving holes wide open when conflicts arise. So patching those weak 

spots isn’t optional - it just has to happen, if secrecy around valuable knowledge is going to 

mean anything here.  

Clear rules about stolen business ideas matter more than ever. Right now, missing laws leave 

companies guessing what counts as protected knowledge. Without steady guidelines, court 

outcomes can differ wildly across regions. Stronger legal tools could fix that confusion fast. 

 
52 World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), Trade Secrets and Confidential Business Information 
(2016).  
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Courts might handle cases faster when the rules are spelled out fully. Foreign investors often 

watch for such changes before committing funds. When local practices match global norms, 

trust tends to grow slowly. Protection like this helps firms guard pricing strategies or customer 

lists just as well as inventions. Laws shaped wisely tend to last longer under pressure.  

One thing worth looking at again is how secrecy works in arbitration. Even though Section 

42A of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 mentions privacy, it leaves too many open 

questions. What counts as private stays unclear. So do the steps for managing such details 

during hearings. Penalties for breaking silence? Those are missing too. Adding specifics could 

help - like naming which facts stay hidden. How people share them matters just as much. 

Without rules, confusion grows instead of trust. Firm direction might fix gaps now ignored. 

When limits show clearly, following them becomes easier. Right now, uncertainty lingers 

where clarity should stand.53  

A fresh push is needed to make temporary rulings stick, especially ones issued under Section 

17. Even though these decisions are legally binding today, getting people to actually follow 

them isn’t always straightforward. When someone ignores the order, the system often drags its 

feet - fixing that could restore trust in arbitration. Faster court backup during violations might 

just tip the balance toward real accountability.54  

Private hearings inside the courtroom might shield delicate details when arbitration touches 

court processes. If legal involvement happens - say under Section 9 or at enforcement stage - 

the chance of exposure grows. Holding these sessions away from public view, where fitting, 

lowers leaks. Secrets stay sealed more reliably that way.  

Fines might soon follow leaks when private business details slip out mid-arbitration. Right 

now, little stops someone from sharing secret terms without permission. Harsher rules could 

make people think twice before speaking. Following silence agreements may become more 

common if breaking them carries real costs.  

It begins with courts shaping clear rules for managing private details in arbitration fights. When 

papers must stay hidden, steps like limited viewing or locked files could become routine. One 

 
53 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 (India), §§ 17 & 42A.  
54 Law Commission of India, 246th Report on Amendments to the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 
(2014).  
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way to handle it: only allow certain people to see specific evidence. Consistency might grow 

if judges follow similar methods every time.55 Trade secrets may stand safer when procedures 

are predictable. Protection comes easier when everyone knows the boundaries.  

Key Suggestions  

1. A fresh legal path might serve India well - defining hidden business details with care. 

Protection could grow stronger through focused rules made just for secrets shared in 

work. Clear steps would follow when trust breaks down around private company 

knowledge. Remedies may then fit each case where sensitive facts slip out by mistake 

or intent.  

2. Confidentiality needs clearer rules under Section 42A of the Arbitration and 

Conciliation Act, 1996 - procedural protections must also be spelled out more fully. 

While the law stands now, gaps remain open. Because clarity is missing, 

misunderstandings creep in easily. Specific steps could prevent leaks, yet none are 

firmly set today. Even small oversights may lead to bigger issues later on. Stronger 

wording would help keep sensitive details contained. With precise guidelines in place, 

trust grows without needing extra layers. Still, nothing changes unless updates come 

through. So far, silence remains where action matters most.56  

3. For orders issued under Section 17, strong follow-through is needed so people actually 

follow them. When rules are clearly enforced, temporary help works better. Without 

pressure to act, court directions might just be ignored. Following up closely keeps the 

process meaningful. Consequences for noncompliance make a difference. Loose 

oversight weakens the entire system. Firm steps after rulings maintain their value.  

4. Sensitive details might stay private if hearings happen behind closed doors during 

arbitration cases. Courtrooms could keep things quiet that way instead of airing them 

out publicly.  

5. Fines might kick in when someone leaks private details from arbitration. Laws could 

punish those who break trust mid-process. Penalties may appear if secrets slip out by 

 
55 World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), Trade Secrets and Confidential Business Information 
(2016).  
56 Arbitration and Conciliation (Amendment) Act, 2015 (India).  



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research    Volume VIII Issue II | ISSN: 2582-8878 
 

 Page: 3461 

choice. Sanctions follow anyone ignoring privacy rules there. Breaking silence risks 

firm repercussions later on.  

6. A fresh set of rules for judges might bring consistency when cases involve secret 

business details.57 How evidence is managed could depend on clearer paths through 

legal uncertainty. Following structured steps may prevent leaks during courtroom 

battles. Clear direction often helps courts treat sensitive data the same way each time. 

Procedures shaped by experience can guide fairness without slowing things down. 

Judges working from shared principles might reduce confusion in similar situations.  

Ultimately, better laws for safeguarding trade secrets during arbitration depend on updated 

legislation alongside clearer court interpretations along with solid process protections. Fixing 

current weaknesses while moving toward consistent methods allows India to build stronger 

trust among companies relying on private dispute settlement tools.  

12. Conclusion  

Right now, when what you know matters most, secret recipes behind how things work can 

make or break a company. When people disagree, those hidden details face greater danger of 

slipping out. Instead of court, many choose closed-door talks because they offer room to move 

and keep things under wraps.58 Still, whether that process truly shields key data hinges on quick 

fixes being possible - and holding firm.  

When things get tense during disputes, help can come fast under Sections 9 and 17 of the 1996 

law on arbitration.61 Courts or panels may step in - because waiting could mean lasting damage. 

Over time, judges have sharpened how these powers work, making it clearer when they apply. 

On top of that, new ideas like emergency arbitrators now let people act quickly if danger looms. 

Because of all this, private matters stay shielded while fairness holds firm throughout the 

process. Long ago, Benjamin Franklin noted that learning brings the highest return - and what 

you learn, in business, must also be guarded closely.59  

Still, guarding business secrets in India doesn’t work fully yet. Without a specific law built just 

 
57 United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL), Model Law on International 
Commercial Arbitration (1985, as amended in 2006).  
58 Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), 1994, Art. 
39(2). 61 The Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996, §§ 9, 17 & 42A.  
59 Benjamin Franklin, Poor Richard’s Almanack (1732–1758).  
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for this, things stay shaky. Confidentiality rules cover too little ground. When courts step in, 

problems pop up fast. Enforcing temporary rulings often falls apart somehow. With sensitive 

information, even small lags cause harm that won’t undo itself. That’s what makes each flaw 

so heavy here.  

Looking at places like the UK and US shows India falls short on clear laws, strong enforcement, 

and smooth processes. Even though strides have been made in supporting arbitration, better 

systems must be built to match international levels. To close current weaknesses, changes 

including a specific law for trade secrets, stronger privacy rules, plus firm handling of 

temporary orders become necessary.  

Still, temporary orders under the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 help shield trade 

secrets while cases unfold - yet standing alone they fall short. Protection needs deeper structure, 

something sturdier than stopgap fixes. With thoughtful changes, matched to global standards, 

India could build laws that do more: guard sensitive data firmly while lifting trust in arbitration 

itself. Though courts may step in early, real strength comes from systems working together - 

not just one tool doing heavy lifting.  

  

  

 


