(1990)
29 Magrtlov, 1990
[AHMHTPIAAHE, ETYAIANIAHZ, XPYZOSTOMHE, A/otég)
HNQMENH EKAOTIKH ETAIPEIA AIAX ATA.,

Epeoeiovres,

Y.
MHNA XATZHKQZITA,
EgeoifAntov-Eviyovia.
(IoAstixt) ‘Epeon Ap. 7399).

Avopriunon — Aifieddos — Innuendo (vrawwviyuds) — H Sidxgion -
Taky vouuxov aAnfuvoy innuendo, mov ouvagrdtal ue eEwyevt), £v
oxéoes uE 1o Snuocicvua, yeyovota xai yevdo-innuendo, e 10
onoio xabopiletar N Quaw] xat cuupurs Ewoia Twv Aewy Tov
dnpoaieipuatos.

Holutuxrj Awovoula — ITgotdoeis — AifieAdos — ExbOeom Anaitioe-
s — Yevdotmauviyuds (False Innuendo) — H taxtuf xabogt-
gpoY g £vvoiag, oV 0 evdywv KPoTi0eTal v aToSWOEL OTig Af-
&ewg Tov dnuoowevuaros, eivaw 0o, yiatl givan ddixo va agrivera
0 EVAaYSUEVOS Y UAVTEVEL TG MEOTIOeTan va egunvevoer Tig AéEas
0 eVdywy.

Mot Auxovopia — Mpotdosis — AlBehos — Exfeom Amosnioe-
wg — AAnOwds 1j vouxos vraveyuos (True Innuendo) — Anmote-
Atl autotedl] atia aywytis — I avid av 1a eEwvevi] yeyovda,
aov tov ampifovy, dev mepiinglovv oty Exfeon Anaitioews,
dev mpéner va emrpanel n avédes twv.

Avoprjunon — Aifeldos — Nouxds 1 alnbvds vawviyuds (True
Innuendo) — AnoteAEl avtoted i autia aywyrs.

Hohnuxr Aovouia — ITpottoeis — Aifierrog — Exdeon anautrioe-
ws — Yevdotmaiviyuds (False Innuendo) — Katd méoo npéner va
yivetar oa@ris avapopd advrote av n SuSSuevn epunveia otig Aé-
&aig Tov Snuocevuaros givae 0 ouviiEng onuacia Tov xat xqrd
7660, EALE(YEL TowaUTG avaQoQds, 0 evayduevos dxanovtar d-
VIOTE OF REQALTEQW 1f XaAUTeQES Aemtouépeies — Agvitixt n and-
VINGT 070 E0ATHUA, AV T6 T0 VOTUA TOV YAMVIYUOY TPOXUTTEL
Ot TEoxELTAU YLt Yevdothmaiviyud.

H vndBeon avti aqaogdluywvﬂ yuz Aiperro. R mapaypapos 18
g "Exeong anaimioewg eixe wg eEic:
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"18. Awa Twv WG Gve MEEWV 0L EVRYSUEVOL TVVOoUY Xauh EYE-
VOVTO QVILATITTON (05 EVVOOTIVIES KM ndTvato va exdngdh $1L nv-
voouv OTL 0 EViYWV eivar avéviog xawh 1podoTng kv *atadd-
ms kM PAdxas xauM MAiBlog xaw rtegrogLopévig Tvevpatikiig
LXAVOTIITOS HauM) aviBuiog xauh aLoypos kM aviElog xaw avi-
%AVOG VO XATEXEL TLS WLOTITES Tig omoles xaTéxel xoum 6TL ennpta-
oev xauN npooenadnoev va exmpedon v EE.Y. €5 1o égyov ™5
xaw 6TL elvai Tpdowmov axatiiiniov Sudt 1O AELTOUQYTILE TOU EX-
RAUBEVTLXOT *Kawh 6TL dud apavoumv péawv orxen xauw xavel-
¥E 1o aElopa tov mpoédgov mg ITIOEA Adpvaxos xwM 6t fito
avixavog xwhj aviElog va xatéxn 1o aklwpa tov xpotdpov g
MNOEA Adpvaxag xawh 6t vto npbowsov dohov xawh ouxo@a-
ving ki witéonantev ouvadéipous Tou xawt 6t 1ito xoppoids
TEAxTopas koM 6TL iTo AVOUEUEIYIEVOS OE TUQAVOPES EVEQYELES
dud Mgy epmLoTEVTIXGY TANQOPOQUY R/t 6TL TOQERlaoEV EpTTL-
oTEVTIiROUG @axEALoVs oW OTL Elvan GTOpOY OLXaUeQOV".

H egeotlovoa (evayoptvn) Litnoe nepaitépw 1) xaliteges Ae-
rxropéperes. H aitnon amoppigdnxe. I’ autd xow xataywionxe n
ragovoQ Epeon. )

H duary6pog g e@ecelovoag vReoTHPLEE OTL 0 TEWTOdLXOG Al-
xaotis epdppooe AavBaoutva T vouxts apxts mov aqpdabeoe
atny eviudpeon andpaot Tov eni Twv yeyovotwy. AxolotBwg ava-
@tobmre oty naphypapo 18 naw woyvplotnxe mwg xovdevd oy
éxBeam anautioews dev avagipeto av ) egunveia tov didetar otmv
rapdygago 18 eivar 1 ouviifng epunveia Twy AEEwv TV ETIdQV
dnuooevpdtey 1 av vagyowv @hia eEwysv yeyovéta 1o omoia
pati pe ta enidka SnuooLEvpate SNULOVEYOUV TNV LWXUQLOKEN
dvopruon. Télog avanyhidmxe nwg oy ExBeom anwtioews ba
éngent va xabogLotel av o dSvognuotixkol vawviypol (innuendos)
OV avapEQOVIaL 0TV apdypapo 18 ouvayoviar and ™ ouvifn
évvoua Twv dnooieupdtoy 1 and eEwyevn Yeyovdta,

To Avdtato Awxaotiplo, arnoppintovias Ty épeom, avéAvoe
™mv undpxovoa vopoloyia yia 1o OEua xou epAQUOCE oTa YEYOVOTU
g wndleons avtig TLg VOWXES apxEs, TOV oXLAYRAPOVVIQL JTA
TLO AV TEQLATITTIXG OMPEKDPRTA.

H épeon amogpinreran pe €Eoda.

AvVAQEQOUEVES ATTOPAOELS:

Slim v. Daily Telegraph Ltd. [1968] 1 All ER, 497
Allsop v. Church of England Newspaper [1972] 1 All ER. 26
Loughans v. Odham Press Ltd. [1963]) 1 Q.B. 299

DOSA Ltd. v. Times Newspapers [1972] 3AI ER. 417
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‘E@eo.

‘Egeon and tovg evayOUeVOUS eVavTiov Tng eviudpeong
anégaong touv Enagyuonoy Awacingiov Asvkwaiog (N.
Nwordov, E.A) nov d00mue otg 23 Malov, 1987 (Ap.
Ayaryig 4802/85) ue tnv omtoia aoigdnue n alitnot Toug
Y0 TTEQUITOTEQES HOL HOAUTEQEG AENTOUEQELES TNG NOQO-
yoagov 18 tng éxBeong anawrioews.

E. Mapxidov (Ka), yia TOUG EQECEIOVIES.
21, Egwroxpitov (Ka), ywa tovs epeaiffAnrovs.
Cur. adv. vult,

AHMHTPIAAHZ A.: Tnv an6gaon tov Awaagtngiov a
exdwoer o duaoths ®. I Xpuoootopg.

XPYZOZTOMHZ A: H égeon autr) OTQEQETOL Eva-
viiov tng evdidueons andépaong tov Enapywaxol Aaotn-
olov Aevrwaiog nue. 23.5.87, otnv aywynh aQ. 4802/85, pe
TNV ONOia ATOQRIPOMHE N ailtnon TV EPECELOVIWV NREQD.
25.11.86 yua meQLooOTEQES Haw HAAUTEQES AETTTOUEQELES TNG
nagayagou 18 tng "ExBeong Analthocwe.

Zav A6yog g £geong nQoBaAieTal O LoXUQLOUAS OTL TO
TTEWTOOHO AMAOTHQLO QITOQQINTOVIAg TNV aitnon Twv
EQETELOVIWV TTAaVIiBNH®E mEQL TO vOUO xaw/ Ta yeyovota
HaM OPaAUEVa EQUITVEVOE TO VOUO RO ecpadpéva Tov
EPAOIOOE ETTL TWV YEYOVOTWYV TNG EVIDTLOV TOV Vadleons.

O e@eaiffintog xataywonoe v wg Gvw aywyn eva-
VIOV TV EQECELOVTIWV  XaL GAAWV, UE TNV onoia akol
QITOCNUUDOELG Y10, LoXuoLopevn duo@ipuon Tou nQoxhi-
Ome and 0 dnuocicvon  xatd dubpoges NUEQOUNViES TO
1985, 0QLOUEVWY OMUOCLEVRATWV 0TIV TTOWIVT] XOONUEQL-
vii egnuegida "Inuegvii”, MOV AAT' LOXVQLOUO CVITREL
OTOVG EPECELOVIES. ATOOMACUOTA TWV OMNUOGLEVUATWV
QUTWV QVa@EQOVTAL Ot SLAQPOQES TaQaYQapovg Tng €xde-
oNgG ONALTHoEWS KoL 0TV - TapdyQa@o 18 yivovial ov and-
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AovBoL LoxuoLonoi:

"18. Aud tov ag dvo AEEewv oL EVAYOREVOL TTVVO-
ouv MO EYEVOVTO avillnrrol wg evvooUvies rawt
1HUvaTo va exAngdy 6tL nvvéouy étL 0 Evayov eivan
AavévVTLog XouA mtpodotng xawh xatadotng xawh PAG-
®ag xau/ NhiBuog xau neguoguopévng stvevpatunis wa-
vOTNTOS Hawn avifuwog oW atoxpds xawh avakiog
KO AVIKAVOS VO KATEYEL TIG LOLOTNTES TIS OROLEg KOTE-
X&L X/ OTL ennoéaoev nayh mpooenainoey va estnEed-
on v E.EY. ag 10 £gyov g xaw/f 6t elval mpodowno
AXOTAAATAOV dLd TO AELTOURYNUA TOV EHTTALIEVTIXOV
®ai ot Sud magavopwmv péowv mpotydn xauh xateiye
10 aElwpa Tov mpoédpov tng ITOEA Adpvaxog xaut
o1 firo avixavog xavM avdElog va xatéyn 10 aflopa
Tov mpoédpov tng IIOEA Adpvaxag xaw/m 6TL 110 1p6-
owov SOAMOV xal/it TUKOQPAVING KU1 UTEGKORTEY OU-
vadéhpoug TOv A/ OTL MTO KOUUOTHOG TOARTOQAS
Ko OTL NTO QVOUEUELYUEVOS OF TTOQAVOUEG EVEQYELEG
LG MPLY EWTTLOTEVTLX@V TTANQOPOQUDY Ka L1} OTL TTaQE-
Blooev epmiotevTixovg Qamédhovg nalfi 6t eivar dro-
LOV GLXOUEQOV.”

O gunaidevtog mEWTOSOG ALXQOTHC, VOTEQ QRO
M eumeQLoTatwpévn magdfeson tov Loxvoviog. duaiov
ov diémer 1o uno xpion Bépa row agov vobitnoe g
aQyég mov ewnwlmrav oty vndbeon Allsop v. Church of
England Newspaper [1972] 1 All E.R. 26, xatdAnEe wg axo-
Aovbwg, amoppintoviag v aitnom B*. oek. 34 TV
TQUXTLXWDV): -

"In the particular situation before me plaintiff by his
statement of ‘claim not only set out the substance of the
various alleged by him defamatory publications but
proceeded upon and in compliance with all fours with the
principle of pleading established by Allsop case (supra)
gave by para 18 particulars of a number of innuendos
particularizing same as to their true meaning implication,

. description and effect.
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The particulars given by para 18 read in conjunction
with the rest of plaintiff's pleading are not vague, or in
any way obscure or even incomplete vis a vis the
principles of pleading.

They are clear and sufficient for the Defendants to
know what case they will meet at the trial and for this
they will not be taken by any surprise.”

Katd tqv axgdaon g €peong 1 evnaidevtog duxnyd-
00G TWV EPECELOVIOV TEPLOPLOE TOUg AGYOUS TG EQEONS
OTOV OYUPWKO Mg O MEWTOANOG Aadtis EQAQUOTE
AavBaouéva Tig vopxés apxés mov naeddeoe oTnv evOLA-
HeoN amGPact TOV €Nl TV YEYOVOTWV. AxnoAovBwg ava-
@Egbmue oty madypago 18 xaw Loxvplotme mwg rovde-
v oty éx0eon amawtiioewg Sev avapépetan av n epunvela
nov didetrar otnv mapdypago 18 eivaw n ouwidng egunveia
TV AEewV Twv enidinwy dnpooteupdTwy 1 av undgyouv
o eEwyev yeyovéta e onola pai pe va enidua dnpo-
cevpate  dnplovpyolv v woyuoltouevy Suopgiipon.
Térog ewomynbnre wg oty éxbBeon ananticews Ba £rperne
va xaBoglotel av o dvognuiotixol vrawviypol (innuen-
dos) mov avagégovial otV nagdypago 18 guvhyovial
a6 Tn ouviin évvola Tev dnpooieupdtov 1 and eEwyevi
yeyovota.,

Tnv eLoNynom g, 1 eunaidevtog gUVITYOPOS TWV EQE-
gewdviwy, tnv Bdowoe oty viidBeon Loughans v. Odhamss
Press Ltd [1963] 1 Q.B. 299 6ntov oty oed. 306 avagégo-
viaLto  axéiovBa:

"This amendment to the rule (evvoei 1o R.S.C., Ord.
19, 1.6(2)) merely requires the plaintiff to give the
defendant notice by particulars of any facts or matters
which he intends to prove in support of the contention
made in his innuendo that the words bear a particular
defamatory meaning. If the defamatory meaning is a
matter of inference from the terms of the statement
complained of, and he intends to rely upon no extraneous
facts in support of the inference, it is, in my view, a
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sufficient compliance with this rule if he so states in his
particulars." (H vmoypaupion elvar Suen puov).

H evnaidevrog ouvityogog tov eecifinrov elonynonme
nog N evBldpeon andgaon Tov mEwTtddxov Awaotnplov
elvaw opb xauw g av N magdypagog 18 Swufaoctel ot ov-
OYXETLONO PE TNV OAN. éxBeom AMOLTHOEWS KAl TO QIOON-
OUaTQ TWY CYETIHOV ONUOCLEVRATWY, Qaiveral ws OF
avtd ta dnuoaedpata avagpégovial xabapd o Aékews: xa-
Quediopds, upongenis, Prdrag, niibiog, mov yomowo-
mouifmiay otnv mapdygago 18.

IeQoo0TEQES HaL HAAVTEQES AETTOUEQELES LOXVQLIPWYV
7OV avagiovial ota dixdypapa xal GxL RogTugia 6ldo-
VIOL Y OXOT0US dlaadangng TwV YEVOUEVIV LOXUQLORAY.

M tétola draodenon yeyovotwv vrayogeletal and dud-
QOQOVG AGYOUS, UETCEV Twv omolwv elvar N mMANQECTEQN
ANQOQOENCN TNE GAANG MAEVQGS MEQRI TN PYONG TG VG-
Oeong mov Ba £xeL Vo AVILUETWIIOEL, 1) ATOQUYT| TG EXTTAN-
Eng xatd tv axpdaon, o neQLogLopds Twv emdinwv Oepd-
TAV HOL LOYUOLOMMDV Kay 1 EVOEEN g QOGS T papTvpia
nov Ba yxpewaotei n Ghhn mhevpd.

~ Zvo Bullen & Leake and Jacob's Precedents of Pleadings,
12th Ed., otnoeh. 110 avagpépoviol ta axérovba:

“The practice as to particulars demands in every
pleading such a sufficiency of detail as will elucidate the
issues to be tried and prevent “surprise” at the trial. No
hard-and-fast line can be laid down as to the degree of
particularity which is required of the pleader and which
an opponent may demand of him when formulating his
claim or defence.

.................................................

The precise degree of particularity required in any
particular case cannot of course  be predicated, but as
much certainty and particularity must be insisted on as is
reasonable having regard to the circumstances and the
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nature of the acts alleged. As Cotton L.J. stated in
Phillips v. Phillips."”

To Paowd Oépa mov eyeipetal oty magovoa EQeon
elvalr xata néoov o e@ecifilntog pe Ty mtapayeaqo 18 tng
éxbeong anawtiioews xafoplter Tn guowt xav ouviidn év-
VOWL TV %KaT' LOXVOLONS SUoPNULOTIROY ALEEWV OV XON-
cyorouimay ota duagopa dnpocepata N xard noéoov
ME TNV O AV TOQGYQOPO ELCAYEL ua devtepetovoa
Svopnuotiny évvowa, éva SuoPnuoTtixd vaawviyud, mov
vo. dnpovgyeltan ané 1o guoxetwpd 1 T givdeon eEwye-
VAV YEYOVOTW@Y, IOV YVWQILEL 0 avayvmotng, ME TG AEEeLg
OV Xpnowonouidmay o1a mo Téve dnpooedpata.

ZTNV IEWTN TEQITTWaN N PUOKN xaL cuviiing évvola
tov MEewv neguhopfavel extdg and v xkatéd xvploheEio
£VVOLQL XOL TNV OURTEQAOUaTLXT] TTOV Elval oupuilg HE Tnv
®aTA XUQLOALE (X évvola. Auth 1) OUUQUIRG CUUTEQOOUATL-
®1) Evvour ovopdtetan Yevdorauviyuds (popular or false
innuendo). Ztnv devtepn meplmtwon éxoune To vouurd W
aAnBuvo uawviypd  (legal or true innuendo).

Ztnv undBeon Slim v. Daily Telegraph Ltd [1968] 1 All
E.R. 497, otn oe). 511 avagégovial ta axdiovba:

"... Words may be defamatory in their ordinary and
natural meaning. They may also, or in the altemative,
bear a defamatory innuendo. A 'true’ or 'legal’ innuendo
is a meaning which is different from the ordinary and
natural meaning of the words, and defamatory because of
special facts and circumstances known to those to whom
the words are published. The ordinary meaning and the
innuendo give rise to different causes of action, and,
accordingly, must be separately pleaded - Sim v. Stretch.
Words in their ordinary and natural meaning may be
defamatory because of what they say expressly, e.g. 'A is
a thief; or because of what they imply to the ordinary
sensible man without knowledge of any special cicum-
stances.”
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Zinv Ayyhia n paxtixt ov axolovbeital, 600V agoQd
10V TP0T0 OV TEETEL va SLaTUDVETaL 0Ta OOYQUPa 1)
evvolohoyia Tav AéEemv mov groyelofetolv T} SVOPTiiaL-
on, oxohdotnxe oe aQWBUO vnoBéoewv ol omoleg elvar xa-
BoSNYNTIKEG KOl OUVASOUY PE TNV TIQUNTIXT IOV HOAOU-
Oeltar andé va Kunguoxd Awaotigwe. H Btomwon oty
Ayyhia 10 1949 tou A.19, 8.6(2) (vwpa A.82, 0.3(1)) Twv
Awduaotndv Kavovioumy 1ov Avotatou Akaotngiov
g AyyAlag, mov naduotd avayxaia Ty avagopd Aento-
WEQEUDV 0F MEQLTTWON MOV YLVETOL WOXUQOMGS antd Tov
ev@yovta Ot duognuuotxég AfEews yonowonouibmay
urté GAhn évvola amd T ouwniln, dev duagopomotel Tnv xa-
tdovaoy, av AMBoupe vadyn mwg oy Kumeo 1adouy oL
npdvoueg Tou A.19 8.4 rov Iepi TTodtwnig Awovouiog
Awduaotiwwv Kavoviopwy, dud twv omolwv xabiotatat
avayxaio n avapopd ota SixdyQaga cUvoyng Twv Ovauw-
&ov yeyovotwy, entl twv omolwv évag dudduwog otnpiter
v aElwat} Tov.

' Ztnv vroOeon Slim v. Daily Telegraph, Ltd (avwtépw)
oxoAdLeTal n-axolovBotpevn mEaxtixt and Ta AyyAud
AwaoTigua wg axorovBws atig oed. 511 xaw 512:

"... For many years prior to 1949 it was most  unusual
to see a statement of claim which did not purport to
plead an innuendo. This would either be a ‘true’ innuendo
or the ordinary meaning to be naturally inferred from the

- words, or both a 'true’ innuendo and a natural inference
" jumbled up together in the same paragraph. Innuendos
were also commonly pleaded even when the words
complained of were as plain as could be, eg.: X is a
fraudulent scoundrel’, or: 'Y is a prostitute'; in such cases
an innuendo was, of course, unnecessary and indeed
absurd. This practice, however, although untidy and
sometimes ridiculous did little harm. It, at any rate,
helped the defendant by forewarning him of the meaning
which the plaintiff would seek to attribute to the words at
the trial. Then in 1949 came a new rule, R.S.C., Ord. 19,
I. 6(2) (now Ord. 82, r.3(1)) which provided that:
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".... if the plaintiff alleges that the words ..... complained
of were used in a defamatory sense other than their
ordinary meaning, he shall give particulars of the facts
and matters on which he relies in support of such sense.’

Although to some extent the old practice lingered on, 35
between 1949 and 1964 there were many cases in which
plaintiffs, who relied alone on the natural meaning of the
words complained of, did not in their statement of claims
set out the inferences which at the trial they intended to
allege that the words bore. Thus defendants were 10
sometimes left in the dark and the administration of
justice was somewhat impeded.

It was, I think, in order to overcome this difficulty that
LORD DEVLIN stated in Lewis v, Daily Telegraph, Ltd.
that it would be desirable for the statement of claim to 15
contain a separate paragraph setting out ‘.. those ...
indirect meanings that goe beyond the literal meaning
of the words but which the pleader claims to be inherent
in them."™

Emiong ownv vnéOeon Allsop v. Church of England 20
Newspaper (avotépw) otg oeh. 28 xal 29, o Adpdog
Denning avagege ta axdrovda:

"... On the contrary, the House of Lords in Lewis v.
Daily Telegraph Ltd expressly left it open. Two of their
Lordships made it clear that, even when a plaintiff was 25
only relying on the ordinary meaning, it was at the least
highly desirable that he should state the meanings which
he said the words bore. They left open the point whether
it was necessary or not. Lord Devlin said:

... I am satisfied that the pleading of an innuendo in 30
every case where the defamatory meaning is not quite
explicit is at the least highly desirable...’

and then:

252



10

15

20

30

1A.AA. Alag Avd. v. Xar{nuoow Xguoogzopiis, A.

' T understand your lordships all to be of the opinion
that the pleading of the ordinary or popular innuendo
is permissible, but do not intend that the House should
rule on whether it is necessary. I agree that the point
does not arise directly in this case, and, therefore, I too
shall reserve my judgment on it. But I made the
comment that, if it is not necessary, it is nevertheless a
for pleading universally used from the earliest times
until 1949, and I can see nothing in the new rule that
should alter so well established a practice.’

Lord Hodson said:

It is desirable that he should do so, for, where there
is no true innuendo, the judge should define the limits
of the natural and ordinary meaning of the libel and
leave to the jury only those meanings which he rules
are capable of being defamatory.'

Since that case, the same view was well expressed by
Salmon LJ in Slim v. Daily Telegraph Ltd:

'After all, there may be many opinions as to what
inference words bear. It would be unfair to expect the
defendant to guess which meaning or meanings the
plaintiff intends to attribute to them. He might guess
wrong, and thus not only waste a great deal of time
and money in raising a defence of justification or fair
commend which would prove to be wholly irrelevant
at the trial but he might also come to court wholly
unprepared to meet the actual case sought to be made
against him.'

Those are the views of experienced practitioners both
at the Bar and on the Bench, to which I would add my
own. It is very desirable to have the plaintiff set forth
what he says is the defamatory meaning borne-by the
words.

................................................
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All these satisfies me that in most cases it is not only
desirable, but also necessary, for the plaintiff to set out in

his pleading the meaning which he says the words bear.
At any rate, he should do so when there are two or more
ordinary meanings which the words bear. The only 5
exception is when there is only one ordinary meaning
which is clear and explicit."

Zwnv vndBeon DDSA Ltd v. Times Newspapers [1972]
3 All ER. 417 xau uéd 0 A6pdog Denning MR avagepe ta
axéiovBa otn oel. 419: 10

"In the first place, there ought to have been an innuendo
pleaded. This article is capable of many different meaning
s0 many that it was necessary for the fair conduct of the
trial that there should be pleaded a 'popular’ or 'false’
innuendo, or whatever you like to call it. In that 15
innuendo the plaintiffs should set out the meaning or
meanings which they say the words bear. That is
necessary, not only for the fair conduct of the trial, but
also to enable the defendant to know what to plead,
whether to plead justification or fair comment or to 20
apologise. I need not go through all the cases. They are
Allsop v, Church of England Newspapers; S and K
Holdings Ltd v. Throgmorton Publications Ltd, and also
Associated Leisure Ltd v Associated Newspapers Ltd.
Those cases establish that in most cases, if not all, it is 25
necessary for the plaintiffs, even when they rely only on
the natural and ordinary meaning of the words, to plead
an innuendo setting out what they say is the natural and
ordinary meaning of the words. This is just such a case.”

Zinv untd noion vndbeon dev vndoyeL WXVOLONOS 0TV 30
ExBeon analtioews mepl vmapEewsg vopuxov 1 ainBuvod
SvoPNIOTIXOU VIOLVLYHOY VIt6 TV £vvola TG GUvVaQTn-
ong Twv dnpoaievpdtov pe eEwyev yeyovota. H napd-
yougog 18, érwg duatunBmue, avagépetal eite oe MEewg
autovowg Omug xenowomouidmay ota dnuooietpata, 35
elte oe oupmegaopatuky Evvoua AEEEWY TwV SNUOTLEVHA-
TV, PE0O 0Ta TAQicW TG QUOLKTG %aL GuviBoug Evvolg
twv MEewv avtidv. 'Exouv dnhadr dwatunwbdel yevdoi-
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nowviynoi (false innuendos) xaw 6xu vopwol 1 aAnBuvol
vrowviypol (legal or true innuendos).

AvTi 1 ToxTx Tov axoiovBibnxe and Tov eunaldev-
10 ovvifyoQo tov epecifSAntov anotehel pa opb mpaxti-
%1, ywati elvar adino va agiivetar o evayéuevog 1 1o Awma-
oThoLo va paviéyer v évvola 1 TG £vvoleg mov O
evayovrag npotiferan va amodaeL OIS LWoXVOLEOREVES -
ognuiotixés AEEeg 1 @pdoers. Emopévag agod n nopd-
yoagos 18 dev duwatunmver vopuxd 1 alnfuvd innuendos
dev dnpovpyeivan Bépa Vmagkng eEwyeviv yeyovétwy extl
Twv onolwv Ba émpene o egecifintog va duatayfel va
SoeL TEQLIOOTEQES KaL KOAVTEQES AETTTOUEQELES RAL CUVE-
AG ®EIVOURE TS T EVOLAUEST aOPaoT] TOU TRWTOAKOV
Awaotnpiov eival oph.

H ewoffynon sov éyuwve otnv vndBeon Loughans v.
Odhams Press Ltd (avotégw) xau eti tng onolag Baciotn-
®rOV OL EQECElOVIES, aOQOVOE TV eppunveia xau epaguoy
10V Ayyhixo¥ Kavova R.S.C. Ord. 19, 1. 6(2) now dev Ba
nEETEL va exAnglel oav éyxupn xou deopevtint) partiky
av ad 10 vOTua ToU SUCPNULOTIROY VITaLVEYLOU Qalvetal
®aBapd, 67wg OTNV TOOKELUEVT TIEQIMTWON, WS © EVAYO-
vtag Oev Paoiletal oe vouurd 1 aAnduvd vmoviypd, alid
VO ot Peudobmaiviypod.

Téhog avagégoupe mwg éva vopurd 1 aknBuvé innuendo
QITOTEAEL Lt aUTOTELT aLTia ay@ Y KoL T EEWYEVT) YEYO-
vOTa Ta OO 1O GToLYELOBETOUV DewRoUvTaL ououbdn Ye-
YOVOTA TQ OO0 O EPECIBANTOG 0TIV TTEOXELREVT, TEQIMTW-
on dev Ba pnogovoe vao 1a avagéoer xatd v axpdéaon
XWEIG va emLTUXEL TOOTOMOLNON TG éxBE0NS ATALTNOEWS,
ooV ot autt) dev ava@éQovial TEToL YEYOVOTA.

I'iax Tovg o évw AGyoug 1 é@eon amoppinteTal.

Ov egeoeiovieg va mhnpwaovv ta éE0da tng €geong
otov £@eciBinto. Ta £Eo0da va vIOAOYWOTOUV and TOV
INpwroxoAnti.

‘Egeon anogpinterar ue €50da.
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