(1990)

5 lovhiov, 1990
[A. N. AOTIZOY, Mdedoc]
ANAD®OPIKA ME TO APQPO 146 TOY ZYNTAIMATOZ
ZTPATOZ F’KAPANHE,
AT,
v,
KYTIPIAKHZ AHMOKPATIAZ MEZQ2
L YTIOYPTOY OIKONOMIKGN,
2. EPOPOY ¢OPOY EIZOAHMATOZ,
Ka®’ wv n airgon,

(Yrobeon Ap. 618/86).

dopoioyia — dogoroyia Etcodriuaros — Katad wdoo, mocd mov xa-

TafidAdetal 0 OQOAOYOUUEVD AdYw TEQUATIONOY TWY UTTPECLGY
TOV, QTOTEAEL PopoloynTio eLodOTIa HEda aTtnv évvota Tou Aphgor
5(1) rwv aepi dogodoyiag Tov Ercodijuaros Nowwy 1961-1985.

O avtnric egyodoteito pe cupPaan and v Etawgeia Kurguaxd
Apavioguyeia AT, wg Fevindg AveuBuviig, O UINQEdies TOU TeQ-
uatiotnxov xate tnv 28.2.1986 xal tov xotafinibnxe mood
AK12.500. EZnpewwtéov 611 0L EQYODOTES TOU TQOTELVAY GTOV OLTNTI
vo Tagapeiver oty Etawgeia pe tovg idlovg uobodotinoig 0goug
ghrd o natwreen Béon. H mpdtaon aut atopoigtnxe.

O Egopog @6gov Ewcodnuatog (o "Egogog) Bewonoe 611 TO 1O~
00 Twv AK 12.500 urtdrelro oe doo oluguwva e 10 Agboo 5(1) twv
nepi Gogoroyiag Tou Evoodiuatog Népwv 1961-198S.

ZTv TROOPUYN TOU XKATA TN amogoong tou E@dgov, o autnuig
LOYVRLOTNXE OTL TO MO AW TO0S Sev avTLTEOCWITEDEL (oBovg Ba-
oeL 10V cvpfoiaiov tov, aihd OTOLNULWOELS OV TANROYIHAY ¢
QUTOV QIT0 TOUG EQYOSOTES TOU YU NEQaSaon aitd autons TOU Oup-

fohaiov £0yYOSOTNOEWS TOV KAL RATA CUVETELR DEV ELVAL QOQOROYT-

T£0. dopoloyntén elval Ta mood mov xatafdilovial e £pyodo-
TN POG EQYOOOTOVUEVO OF OrE0T) U Toapebeloes vINQeoies.
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JAAA, Frepavng v. Anpoxpatieg

O Egoog wpuplotnie 611 10 Togd mou xatefintnxe otov oi-
TNTH OEV AVTLIQOOMAEVEL CLTOLMILLOOELS YU TEQUATLOMO (ITRTLOM-
gtwg Ard TARQUY wobov duvapel tov cvpforaiov Tov, agol n
QTOYWENOT TOU QIO TNV eQyadic NTav OKELRDEANG ROl CUVENHC
NTav EooAoYNTEO.

To AvaTaTo AOoTNOLO, QoD EXOUE EXTEVY] AVOEOQRO O OYE-
TWHT) YOUOLOYLQ, EMETQEWE TNV MQOOPUYT KoL ATOQAVENKE GTL:

Evoypel Twv yevovotwv g magovcas umdleong, eEdyetan 10 ov-
préoaopa 0t 1O Mo MGve modd dev amotehet mAnpwi apoultg
(payment of remuneration) aihd amol{nuimon yut TEQUOTIONG NS
onfoong egyodotnong tov curtnti. H ovufaon goyoddtnong el
TOVOEL VO VPIOTOTOL XL ETOUEVIOG TV NUEQU TOV TEQUATLONOD TNg
ovufaong dev vioxe anolf. To yeyovog OTL Yu Ty GITOTiHNOoN TNG
amotnuiwong AMgdnuav agav Bdon o unviaieg arohofiés Tov autnT,
oev arhdler T pop@n twv emdinwy AWy, Emoptvog 1o mood
mov £hafle © autnTig dev umdxertal oF oo olgpwva Ke 1o AgBpo
5(1) tav Megi dogodoyiag Tou Ewgodipuatog Nouwv 1961-1985,

H mpoopuy emtyyydver ywpis éEoda.
Avagegdueves vrofiéoesc:

Demetriou and Another v. Republic (1984} 3 C.1.R. 432,

Fitikkides v. Republic (1970) 3 C.L.R. 15,

Herbert v. McQuade [1902) 2 K.B. 631,

Moorhouse v. Doorland [1954] 36 T.C. 1,

Henley v. Murray [1950] I All E.R. 908,

Wales v. Tilley [1942] 2 All E.R. 24,

Teooguy.

[Mpooguym evavtiov g arogaons tov E@ogov @doou Ewoodt-
ROTOC PE TN OTOLA ETUBATBMHE OTOV cuTIT (POQOG ELCOONUATOS YLd
TO QOQOLOYLXO €10g 1986, avapoprd e Todd £12.500,- oy eLoé-
TEOEE HATA TOV TEQUATIONO TWV VINQECLMV TOV XAl TO 0710i0 Bew-
ofibpe OTL amoterel eLoodnuo péoa oty évvola Tov Agboou 5(1)
Twv eQl Pogoroyiag Tov Ewgodipatog Nopwy 1961-1985.
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Z. Kingidne, yua tov Avtna.

I. Aakdpov, AvknydQog T Anpoxeatiag, yuo tovg Kad’ wv
n aiton. .
Cur. adv. vult,

A.N. AOIZOY, I1.: H mago0oa TQOoQUYN GTQEPETAL EVAVTIOV
TV QOQOAOYLAV POQOV ELTOSUATOS YL TO POQOAOYIRG ETOG
1986, ue 115 omoieg oco £12.500,- TOV O ALTNTNG eloTEaEE Ao
TOUG £QYOOOTEG TOU RUTA TOV TEQUATLONS TWV URNQETLWV TOV, Ot-
wenOnxe oL amwoteiel eLoddnua péaa oty EvvoLa Tov 4pboov 5(1)
twv Tepl dogoroyiag tov Ewcodipatog Nopwv 1961-1985.

O avtnuig ggyodoteito pe avpPaocn and v Etawgeia Kumoua-
%t Apavroguyeia Atd, wg Fevixog Aevbuvric. Katd v 28 de-
feovapiov 1986 TEQUATICTIMOY OL UTIQESLES TOU g I'evinow ALgu-
Buvn. O teguatiopds £yLve HE ERLOTOAT TWV £QYOOOTWMV TOU MUE-
gounviag 28 defoovagiov 1986, 1 omola £xeL wg axorovdwg:

"H Erongeia vd tnv véav ovtig dtevduvory embupel va oog
HQUTNOEL £1G TNV VINQEC(LY TNG ROTd TNV SLAQHELOV TNG UETAED
g Etawgeiag ®ow vpdv cupBAcews ko Supgpuveg Twv Ogmy
e onBsiong ovpfdoens wg TQOS TUG ATOAPAS V@Y.

A6 TOUOE na £16 TO €ENG Oa evegyelTe wg umetuvog T ma-
oayoyic xow wg ZUpBovkog (consultant) Tng ALevBivaewg 1ot ov-
xt wg Fevixdg AvevBuvtiic dudti n Béowg avt xaTnoynbn. Evio-
A0OOY0C St TV vhomoinowy Twv amogaoewv Tou Zupfoviiov
£xeL O1opLoBel 0 . Khedving Mamaddémoviog pe tov abudy tov
Arevduvton.”

O autig dev QOEXTIME TNV TTLO TAVW TEOGMOQE TNG ETAL-
Qeilag oAMG TQOTIPNOE, OTTWG CUUPOVHDTHE METAED TOVG ®aL ORWS
avo@EQEL 0TNY EMLOTOAY 1OV nuegounviag 29 Magtiov 1986, va
QUTOYWENOEL QITO TV ETALQEIQ PUE TOVE arGAOVBOUE GQoVG:

1. Kotaporn axomoens (ong mog 6 TANQELS UNviaiovs, JL-
gbovg, dnhadn £12.500,-.

2. Kataforn mooov £1.000,- yia 115 SUMAVES PETOQOQAS TwV
ATOOREVDY TOV OtV EAAGHa.

3. Katoffohn mooov £500,- yuo Ty PETAQOQE TOU ®aL TNG OLKO-
YEVELGS TOU oY EAMGOa.
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JAAA Cxapvng v. Anpoxnpotiog Aoitoy, T,

H TAnomi tav Lo v Toowmv £yLve:

1. Mood £5.000 minowbnxe dueoa (29-3-86).
2. Tloo6 £5.000 mhnowbnxe néxor 15 Matou, 1986.
3. Tlooo £4.000 mhnpwbnxe uéxor 15 lovviov, 1986.

O »ad’ ov 1 attnon Egogog $Ogov Ewoodnuatog Bewonos OTL
10 1006 Twv £12.500,- UAGKELTO 0 @O0, OVU@PWVA [E TO (B0
5(1) twv mepi Poporoyiag Tov Ewcodfpatog Nouwy 1961-1985.
Ot AoyoL g amdgaons tou Egdoov gaivovial otny emLoTol
1OV NuUepopnviag 25 Toviiov, 1986, n omola éxeL wg axoloVbwe:

“(a) To oo £xer TANQwBEt oe oug pe Pdon Toug Gpovg TOou
ovpporaiou £QYed0Giag 0OC TO OMOLO EXE LoD HEYQL TOV
NoéuBaro 1986. To ood nov oag £xEL raralRinosl eivan ki~
YOTEQO OO 10 TOGG TV AITOdOY WY IOV NOUV TANQWTEES
UEx oL TN ANEN TOV supfoAaiov egyodoaiag oug.

(B) Aev TEOXELTAL YL TOOS GITOCNIIWONG YLt aXVWON TOV
ovpfoiaiov egyodoaiog oag. Touvaviiov, COUELVA UE TNV
ETLOTOAY TOV £QY0O0TT UG ME NueQopTvia 28 befoovagti-
ouv, 1986, eixote mAngopoonBei 4TL N eTALQELQ EMLBVIOVOE
VO 00C XQUTIROEL OTNY UMNQECLOL TNG YLl TN SLAQHELL TTOV
TEOVOOUOE TO GUUPOAILO EQYNGIAS OUS KOL GUUGWVA JLE
TOVUg (dL0Vg GEOVG GO0V CPOoRA TLG UTTOAUPES Cag.

() H amoywgnot) gog amo Tnv vineeoicn Tng ETALQELaG £YLVE xa-
TOTLY OLHNG 0OC ATTOMOONG XL CUUPWVI e TOUE GQOUS TTOV
ElYQTE JOOTELVEL LE TNV EMLOTOAY GOG MUeQopnviag 29ng
Magrtiov, 1986, fitoL Tnv TANQwUY 6 unviaimv mobov xou
OLaOQV eEO0SMV YLO TNV HeTaqoQd oag 010 eEwTteQurd.”

Q¢ WITOTEAEONA O QLTINS KUTUYWQENTE TNV TTAQOVON TTOCPUY.

Eivaw o woyuolopds tov aumntr 611 1o mood twv £12.500,- dev
avTLToowre el uLotovs Raoel tov ovpforaiov tov, adhé amoln-
HUDOELS TTOU TANQWOMHAY 07 quTdv amd TOUG £QYOOOTES TOU YLX
mapdfaon and autovg Tov cupfolaiov egyodotioemg tov. H
WIOPAOH TOV Vo artoywEnoeL oo v Etawgeia dev ftav owelo-
Beknfig oAAG eixe EEavayraotel AOyw NG amdpaong e Etaugeicag
va Tov utoPudoel oo tn Bion tov Fevixov Arevbuvey wov notei-
¥E, O£ (AN HoTwTepn Béom.

Katd ovuvénewa, eivar 0 LoxuoLopds tov autnty 01, Omwg £xeL
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®00QLOTEL VOUOROYWOXA, YL VO ELvaL QOQOAOYNTER TOOH OV
#aToAAAOVTAL O £0YOSOTOUUEVO OO TOV £QY0OOTN TOU TQEMEL
va Exouy xataffintel oc oxéon ne mpoopepbeioeg vngeoies. Ava-
@éobnxe 8¢ otnv wmdBeon Petros Demetriou and Another v.
Republic (1984) 3 C.L.R. 432, 6mov ®aBoQLopévo oo Tov AajL-
Bavetan ard amoivopevo ngoowitkd g CYTA mou xpifnxe "ag
EVOORIUMG TEQATWOUVTEG TNV OTaOLOOQONIE TWV", 1 amolnuLm-
O€LS, Bemgeital wg amOlNUUITELS YLO GIUMOAELY QYOG XL OUVE-
TG OEV elvol POQOROYNTEN. ZTINV TIQOMELPEVY TEQITTWON TC €V
AOyw 1To0d dev proQO UV va BEnPdolv wg @opoloynTéa yiati dev
£xouv natoffAn0el og oyéon ne mEoowepeloEg VIINQEDiIES OAMG Oy
QTOCNUEWOT YU OTTMAELY EQYOLOL.

Eivaw n 6éom tov xaB’ ov 1 aitnon Epdgou 611, oungpuva e Td
YEYOVOTQ, O CLINTHE OUOEMOTE eiye cmmoivbel amod tovg epyodoteg
1OV, ahAd OTL avTIBeTa QUTOC O IBL0C ElyE ETTLALEEL VO QITOXWOTTEL
OLXELOBEAMS GG TV QYO0 TOV. ZUVETMS TO OGO IOV HATUPRAT-
Omre 07 autdv eV CVILTQOOMEVEL WTOLNULWCELS YLOt TEQUATLONO
QTAONOANTEWS CAAR TTANQWUY ULOBEV CUUPWVA e TOUG GROUG TOU
LETUED TOUS GUUPOAQLOD HaL 0oV TETOLO Eival (OQOAOYNTED.

Evoyel twv yeyovotmy dev vidpyel apgfoiia otL 1 ovpfoaon
£QYO00TNOEWG TOU atTNT we I'evinon AtevBuver, Teppatiotnxe
atd TOUG EQYOAOTES TOU UE TNV ETLLOTOAT TOVG NUEQOUNViaG 28 Pe-
Boovagiov 1986 xau TO yeYOVOS OTL TOV TQOTAHMHE QMg ToQa-
neivel oty Etawgeio pe toug idloug poBodoTtinoug 6poug ahhd oe
GAAN ToOQAVWE XATATEQN BEam, dev wmopel va Bewonbel étL T
guporatd Tov Sev TEQUOTIOTNXE.

To Béua tou ®atd TOCO, OGO TOV TTANOWVETAL OF EQVOOOTOUIE-
VO XHOTA TOV TEQUATLONS TOL suuBoiaion ggvodoTioen)g ToU Elva
(POQOAOYNTED 1) OYL UNaoy¥OANoeE 1O Awxaothiole oty umdbeon
Fitikkides v, Repubiic (1970) 3 C.L.R. 15, émouv ot ogh. 22 avagst-
QOVTOU TCL OxOAOVBL:

"I would like to begin by stating that the fact that an employee
is paid a lump sum on the termination of his office or employment,
does not of itself give the payment the nature of capital, or remove
it from the range of taxable emoluments. Liability to tax depends
on the nature and purpose of the payment and not upon the fact
that it is a lump sum. The fact also that a payment is given a
particular name by the parties to the arrangement is not conclusive,
the Court will examine the true nature of the payment. Of course,
the question in England whether a lump sum receipt constitutes

2352

10

20

25

30

35

40



20

25

30

35

40

JAAA Cxapavns v. Anpoxgatiag Aottov, I1.

income assessable under Schedule E or capital has arisen in
circumstances of great variety. It resolves itself in every case into
a question whether or not the sum in question is truly remuneration
or emoluments of office, and it is not easy to reconcile the decisions
of the Courts or to extract short guiding principles therefrom. it
appears that a pre-arranged payment, which the service agreement
provides, shall be paid on cessation of office, is treated as deferred
emoluments, and so taxable. On the other hand, a payment,
whether by agreement or by way of damages, made not by virtue
of the service agreement but as consideration for a release from
that agreement, is treated as not having the nature of emoluments.”

Znv vmBeom Herbert v. McQuade [1902] 2 K.B. 631 ot ogA.

649:

...... payment may be liable to income tax although it is voluntary
on the part of the persons who made it, and that the test is whether,
from the standpoint of the person who receives it, it accrues to him
in virtue of his office; if it does, it does not matter whether it was
voluntary or whether it was compulsory on the part of the person
who paid it. That seems to me to be the test; and if we once get
to this - that the money has come to, or accrued to, 4 person by
virtue of his office - it seems to me that the liability to income tax
is not negatived merely by reason of the fact that there was no
legal obligation on the part of the persons who contributed the
money to pay it."

ZyeTuen emiong eivon 1 vnoeon Meorhouse v, Doorland [1954)

36 T.C.1 omov yiverar avogopd o€ TEoNyopeveg arogdoels. To
Anootiglo ot geh. 22 ®aTéhnge ato axciovio CuUTEQRONUTO.

"From these citations I deduce the following principles:-

(i) The test of liability to tax on a voluntary payment made to
the holder of an office or employment is whether, from the
standpoint of the person who receives it, it accrues to him
by virtue of his office or employment, or in other words;by
way of remuneration for his services. -

(ii) If the recipient’s contract of employment entitles him to
receive the voluntary payment, whatever it may amount to,
that is a ground, and | should say a strong ground, for holding
that from the standpoint of the recipient it does accrue to him
by virtue of his employment, or in other words by way of
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remuneration for his services.

(iiiyThe fact that the voluntary payment is of a periodic or
recurrent character affords a further, but I should say a less
cogent, ground for the same conclusion.

(iv) On the other hand, a voluntary payment may be made in
circumstances which show that it is given by way of present
or testimonial on grounds personal to the recipient, as for
example a collection made [or the particular individual who is
at the time vicar of a given parish because he is in straitened
circumstances, or a benefit held for a professional cricketer in
recognition of his long and successful career in first-class
cricket. In such cases the proper conclusion is likely to be that
the voluntary payment is not a profit accruing to the recipient
by virtue of his office or employment but a gift to him as an
individual paid and received by reason of his personal needs
in the former example and by reason of his personal qualities
or attainmenis in the latter example.”

Trov Halsbury’s Laws of England 3rd Ed. Vol. 20 avagégovial

TA O HATEW OTLS OeA. 324-325:

"(ii) Compensation for Loss of Office

593. Abrogation of the service contract. Compensation for the
loss of an office or employment {m), if it be truly such, there being
no reserved right to it under the contract of service and no
outstanding remuneration due for services performed, is not a
profit of the office or employment assessable to tax (o). If, on a
true appreciation of the legal effect of the transaction (p), the
compensation is payable because the contract of employment has
been abrogated, then, whether that compensation is due by fresh
agreement (q) or as a result of proceedings (r), it is not chargeable
to tax as an emolument of the employment.”

Zinv vnéBeon Henley v. Murray (Inspector of Taxes)

[1950] 1 All E.R. 908 1o Yeyovota, OGNS PoivoviaL 0Tov TROAo-
YO TG VIOBEONS HTav:

"The taxpayer was employed as managing director of the G.
Property Co. under a service agreement determinable at the
earliest on Mar. 31, 1944. The G. Development Co., which was a
subsidiary of the property company and of which also the taxpayer
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was a director, requested the trustees for its debenture holders, an
assurance society, to assist it in the disposal of certain property.
The trustees were unwilling to give such assistance except on
certain conditions, one of which was that the taxpayer should leave
the service of both companies. This he did on July 6, 1943, it being

- then agreed that he should be paid some £2,000 being an amount

equal to that to which he would have been entitled under his service
agreement had his employment continued until Mar. 31, 1944."

To. Egeteio (Sir Raymond Evershed, M.R. Somervell and

Jenkins L.J.J.) éxouve OTL:

]

. the sum, being pavable in consideration of the
abrogation of the taxpayer’s contract of employment, and not
under his contract of service, was not a profit from the
taxpayer's employment in respect of which he was assessable to
income tax under sched. E, r. 1.

Dictum of Lord Greenem, M.R., in Wales v. Tiiley [1942]
2 All ER. 24, considered."

O Evershed M.R. elme 10t W10 #d1w 0TV ATO@QAOT TOV OTLS

oeh. 909-910:

“In the circumstances of the present case also it is not open
to the Crown to say that this sum of £2,000 odd constituted
profits from the office or employment, since, on its true
analysis, it constituted the consideration payable to the
taxpayer for the total abrogation imposed on him of his
contract of employment, so that from July 6, 1943, no contract
existed under which that figure or any other sum could be paid.
I, therefore, come to the conclusion on the facts that this case
is of the second class, namely, one in which the agreement itself
ceased altogether to exist for all purposes on July 6, 1943.

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

once the essential fact is accepted that in the present case there
ceased to be any contract of service and, therefore, from that date
onwards there was no remuneration. This was not a sum paid in
advance because there was no future claim which the taxpayer
could ever assert, nor was it reward for his past service. It wasa
cash consideration paid for his agreeing to submit to the terms
which the assurance society sought fit to impose.”
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ZAETLHO ELVOL KAL TO TILO XA TW OMOOTIACUY OITO TV QITogoon
tou Jenkins L J. otig oA, 911-912-

"JENKINS, LJ :- I agree As the many cases on this topic show,
it 18 often very difficult to determine the character of a payment
made to the holder of an oftice when his tenure ot the office 15
determined, or the terms on which he holds 1t are altered, and the
question in each case 1s whether, on the lacts of the case, the lump
sum paid 1s in the nature of remuneration or profits in respect of the
office, or 15 n the nature of a sum paid in consideration of the
surrender by the recipent of his rights 1n respect of the office

The only possible conclusion of law 1n the present case seems to
me to be that the payment in question was not a payment of
remuneration, but was one made in consideration of the taxpayer,
at the request of the company, giving up his nght to continue to be
employed by the company down to Mar. 31, 1944, and to earn and
receive his contractual remuneration down to that date It 1s not
suggested that the payment was a mere gratuity, nor 1s it suggested
that the payment was 1n the nature of additional remuneration for
the services which the taxpayer had already performed in the past
for the stipulated reward, nor 15 1t suggested that there was an
arrangement 1f the nature sometimes met with under which, in
effect, the holder oi the office 13 given the equivalent of leave of
absence on full pay for the residue of the contractual term. There
15 no evidence of any such arrangement. It was a ssmple case of
resignation under which the office was to be immediately vacated,
and no further services were to be performed. Accordingly, by a
process of elimination, 1 arnve at the conclusion that this sum can
only be regarded on the facts of this case as paid to the taxpayer in
consideration of s surrendenng his right to serve, and receive
remuneration, to the end of hus contractual engagement For these
reasons, I agree that the appeal should be allowed.”

AQov Aafo VITOYT HOU TO YEYOVOTQ TN ®OLVOPEVNS urdbe-
oMG, £XW KATAANEEL OTO CUPTEQUOUN OTL T TILO TGV TOod dev
aOTEAOUV AN apolfing ("payment of remuneration") oA
QAOTEADVV OITOLNILWOT Yid TOV TEQUATLOUO NG avufaong sgyo-
doTNoNg Tov. ZTNV XOLVOUEVN LITOBEDT, ONWE HUl 0TV vitoBean
Henley, mo xmdvw, n guufacn egyodOTnong £xEL TaVCEL va Vepi-
OTOTOL ®KOL ETOUEVINS GO TNV MUEQU TOV TEQUUTLONOV THG OUU-
Baong dev vanoxe apoun. ZINV XQLVOopEVN Uobean, Otwe Hal
otny vandbeon Henley, mo mdvw, ¢ TOTE IOV JQE O CLTNTNG
QIMOTEAOTUV "avILTaQoyy Tolg Letentois” (“cash consideration™)
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YL THY QTod0%T aTd TOV CLTyTy Twv 0Qwv TTou Tou eléfaiav oL
£0Y00OTEC TOV. TO YEYOVAS OTL YLU TNV GITOTIUNGY TNG aTrolnuio-
one AMgtnrav oav fdon ou pnviaieg amoiaféc Tov Ty, dev
GAAGEEL TN HOQYPN TV ETLDIXWY AANQWUWY YLOTL, OTTWG QVIQE-
oetaL atnv undBeon Fitikkides 011 "T0 yeEYOVOS OTL OE [LLQL TTAT)-
Quapt} SEVETAL €VE CUYKERQUIEVO OVORQL aTd T HéQY Tig Stevde-
oG dev elval AROGAOLOTIRG TELOTIXG (conclusive). To Awa-
oT1QLo Bo EEETACEL TNV TOUYLATLRY (VO TN TANQUNIG.”

AQov eEETOo0 TNV AQAYUATLXY QUOT TV IO TIEVW TATIOW-
POV £X0 KATAANEEL 0TO TURITEQUOPA OTL ATTOTEAQUV artolniwan
o TV axtgwon ("abrogation”), g otpBaong epyoddTnong tov
CLTNTT HOL ETOUEVIG OEV UTTOXELVTAL OE OO CURGUWVA e TO GQ-
Boo 5(1) twv Megi Poporoyiag tov Ewoodnuotog Nopwv 1961-
1985 (Biéne Halsbury’ s way vndBeon Henley mo ndvw).

T 10 AGYO cUTd 1) TTQOUPUYT ETILTUYHGVEL RO 1) ETIOWHY QITOGPQ-
O] AXVQWVETAL. AEV YIVETOL OpUwS OOLONITOTE drorayn yuo 5000

H mpooquyn emirvyydver xwoic
££0da.
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