(1996)

18 lovilov, 1996

[APTEMIAHZ, NIKOAAIAHZ, KAAAHE, A/otéc)
BACARDI & CO. LTD,
Egeoeiovreg,
V.
VINCO LTD,

Egeafiliraww.

(MoAwtnt} Eqgeon Ap. 9295)

Evdiudueaa duatdypara — Kadvarégnom ammv vnofodr aitnong ya €xdo-

o evOLduUEOO aayoQEUTIHOY Slatdyuato; — MmoQEL va odnyroet
O€ GOANOT TNG SLLTinng EVYEDELRS TOV AaOTNDIOY VITEQ TS BT00-
o e altnomg negd  owvdgou} Twv agolimobécewy Exdoons
mov avagigoviar oto ApBpo 32 Tov mepi Atractngiwv Nouov tov
1960 (N. 14/60).

Enmoguind orjuara — Aitnon yu éxdoon evdidueoov mpodwoivor did-

Tdyparog anayoQetoviog T XpNom Eumopgixot ofuaToc — AmopQi-
@Anxe Adyw peydAne xadugrépnong otnv évapln dudwaciag werd ™
drauioTmon e ragafilaome,

On eqecifSAnToL - EvayOUEVOL XOTOLWLOTOMONY ELLTOOIXO oMua Yid
TROTOVIQ TOUG TO OMOL0 HATY TOVG LOXUQLOUOUC TWV EPECELOVIWY -
evayopévayv maQafliate duxé tovg.

Ze duuduaoic ayamg IOV HATUXWOLONY EVRVIioV Twv EQeqAT-
TWV - EVOYOUEVWV, OL EPETELOVTES - EVEyoVTeg EmediwEay petd and md-
0d0 H00 eTdv KoL TECAGQWVY WIVAY VO, EECoPoMaoy eviuipueso dud-
TAYRA TOU VU TOUS QUTRYOQRETEL T XOHOT] TO OTIURTOS.

To TRWTEOHO AtKATTNLO SEXTNXKE OTL OUVETQEXAY Ol TELS HabLe-
puLEveg TROUToBECELS ExB00Tg EVOLGIECOU UIaYOQEVTLXOU dLaTdy-
HATOG, ARG CItGROUPE Tnv altnom Adyw neyding xabuotégnong ot
umofoint tng.

O epeoelovreg - evayovies, epeoifaiav Tv andgoon. Ewonyidn-
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1AAA, Bacardi & Co. Ltd v. Vinco Ltd

®av, OTL 10 MEWTOOIKO AwaoTtripw Ba érgemne va exbuoel To Cmnbev
dubrayua apov duartotwoe Gt ouvétexay oL mpolnobioew; éndomis
TOU OUIpEVA PE T0 ApBpo 32 Tov mepl Aaommlwy Népou tov 1960
(N. 14/60). O epegifinrol - evaydpevol, Sev ep@avioTHAY HATA TNV
anQGaoM TG £QECTG.

ATTOPAoioTIHE OTL;

(1) H sxcotpevn andgaon exdobme aro mhaicwo domong g
SLURQUTLRTG EUXEQELIS TOV TQWTESLROL Auaotnplo xan to -
Q0¢ andHEENS GTL aonibmie copuipiva T EQEQULY OL eeotio-
VIEG - EVAYOVIES,

(2) H peyddn ko adatordynon xaduotégnomn oty evagEn duadt-
®oolag perd m duomiotwon g mapoflaoms ToU EUmoQuol o-
Hatog, TEOOWEQE ENaQxn duxauoloyia yia Trv Goxnom g dua-
HOLTEHTG EUXEQELTS TOU TTQUITGOIXOY ALKQoTNRiov natd g &x-
doomg Tou TMBEvTog EVBIUETOU AITOYOQEUTIXOY SLATAYIATOS.

H épeam amoppiginxe xwpls datayr)
v €5oda.

Avapepoueves urtoBEgeiS:

Films Rover International Limited v. Cannon Film Sales Limited [1987] 1
W.L.R. 670,

Metric Resources Corporation v. Leasemetrix Ltd and Another [1979]
FSR. 571,

Kotsapas and Sons Ltd v. Titan Constructions and Engineering Co.
[1961] C.L.R. 317,

Jonitexo Ltd v. Adidas (1984) | C.L.R. 263,

Karydas Taxi Co. Ltd v. Komodikis (1975) 1 C.L.R. 321,
ToovAdgrag v. Myl (1992) 1 ALAA. 228,

Agéomnv. Hia (1991) 1 A.A.A. 984,

Ztendhag v. Federal Bank of Lebanon (1992) 1 A.A.A. 710.
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Bacardi & Co. Ltd v. Vinco Lid (1996}

‘Egeon.

‘Egpeom ot0 TOWS EVAYOVIEG ®O1d TNg amdeoons tov Emagyla-
%#ov Aunaotnpiov Aepecod (TTapmadng, A.E.A.) mov 668mxe otig
12 TervepPolov 1994 (Ag. Aywyrig 5897/93) e v onoic amopoi-
@Bme N aitnom toug yia éxdoon datdyuatog pe To omoio Bo teg-
notigeto n noQofioon Twv EUROQLXOV ONpATwy Twv evaydvioy
%ol B0 QVaOTEARETO 1) TWANCN TWV TROTOVTWY Baccara, Wote va
otapatovst ndbe taom dnuougyiog AavBoopévig eviumnwomg 0To
HOWVO.

A. Auenryopomoviog, yu tous Eqeoeiovies.

Kauio spgpdvion yu tovg Egecifhntouve.
Cur. adv. vult.

APTEMIAHE, A.: Tnv andépaon tov Awaotigiov Ba dwoel o
IT. Kadhig, A.

KAAAHZ, A O egeoeiovieg-eviyovies duekdyouv eQyaoies,
oty KowvomoAiteia twv MrayGuwy. Eival BLopiyevol Kol Koto-
OHEVAOTES QOULLOY TO OITO{0 euToQEvovTaL oty Ko o ot Ao
TOV xO0UO UE T eumopxd anuata BACARDI xau Bat Device. Ei-
VAL, ETTLONG, OL EYYEYQOUUEVOL LOLOXTIfTES OTV KUMQO TV EMTOQL-
xwoyw onudtwv BACARDI xow Bat Device mov eveyQdgmoov oav
EUTTOOLXA oTjUaTa artd TO 1963 xaw 1974, aviioTolya, avaQoQuxd te
owvomvevpatwdn motd. Ioyuglotmay 6T oL evaySpevol eiyoy a-
oafLAoEL TA O FAVL) EUTTOQKG OMUOTA TWV evaydviwy, emedy
SuéBetav otnv Kumolomn ayogd QovpL O QLAAEC TTOU QEQouV TO
Eptopurd Z1ipae BACARA ot 000 THOES SUOLOUG KE EXELVOUCE TOU
Eumoguuov Ziuatog BACARDI twv Evoydviav TACLGLOUUEVO
OUTO OXEDLO TOV OMOLOU TO XOWUATA XAl 1) EUPAVLOT OUOWATOUV e
10 Eproguxd Zrua Bat Device twv Evaydvrwy.

Me oxetinty orywyn Toug, Tov kataxwenoav v 7.10.93, Lyn-
ouv, avApECa ¢° GAA, “OLdTayua Tov dikaotneiov SLaTATIOV TOUg
EVOYOUEVOUS VO TEQUOTIgOUY TNV ToQofiaom Twy Lo Thv euto-
Quav anpdtwv”. Tautdyeova Le povouen aitnom Toug tng idag
Nuegounvias enedicwEav v éxdoon datdyparog Yo Tavon g
ReQuBlaang TWV EUITOQLHMV TOUG ONUATAV KOL AVATTOA] THWANANG
Tov mEoidviuyy BACARA wote va gtapatiosl k@B tdon dnu-
ovgyiag havBaouéwng eviinwang 0To ayoQaotixd xowvd.
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1 AAA. Bacardi & Co. Ltd v, Vinco Ltd Kaliig, A.

To mQwTddIKO HLXaOTHQLO EXQLVE OTL BEV GUVETQEXOV AGYOL YLt
v 800N TOU CUTOVUEVOD SLATAYNATOC e HOVOUERT aitnom.
Ebwoe odnyieg yua emidoon tng aitnomg oToug EVOYOREVOUS, OL
OMoIOL, LETE TNV EMISOOT, XUTAXDONOQV TYETLRY EvaTaom.

To TEWTOSIRO HIHACTIHOLO PETA OV AXOVOE KL TLG HUO TTAEVQES
Siotwoe 611 VioTavTo xou oL TQELG Tgotlinodéoeig mov Eofhé-
moviow arwd 1o AgBpo 32 tov seQl Awaotnoiwv Népov, 1960
(N.14/60) yia v £xdoom TQOCWELVOD MATAYRATOS. ZUYKEXQLUE-
va, dlomiotwoe otL:

(a)yumdoyer oofagd Citnua o exdiraom xord tn dinn,

(B) 6T eppavitetor pio TBOVETNTA O eveywV va draLovtal
oTnv autovuevn Bepameia, kol

(Y) xQig TNV £XH00T TOU ALTOVIEVOU Suotdypatog Ba elval div-
OHOAO 1) 0 ivaTo vo oovepnDel dixaooUvn OE LETAYEVEDTE-
00 aTadLo.

H mowtn mootindbeon, udAlota, oy Kowve amodexth Xl and
115 HV0 TAevEEG.

TTagd TV Lo Tdve SLUTLTTWAT) TOU T0 TQWTGOHO HIXATTHOLO
oréQQuye TV aitnom Aoyw g rabvotégnong oty vrofoln g
TToaBEToUpE O HATW TLS SLTTLOTWOELS TOU TEWTOSIHOU dino-
otnEiov Mo gyetiovral pe Tv xafuotépnon, xabog xaL TNV TeAL-
®} ®oTEANEN Tou:

‘Otov oL aVIWTEOoWITOL TWV EVOYOVTWY TANQOQogiBmay v
VQEN TOU TPOUGVTOE TV EVOYOUEVIDV XOL CUVELDNTOROINoRY OTL
emnoedlel SUOUEVIG TIG TTWANOELS TOVS FTATIQOPAQNOTY OYETLHMC
TOVG EVAYOVTES xatdl To 1990-91. O 1ehevtaiol pe eMOTOM] TOU
duyopov Tove, nuegopnviag 25.6.1991, atiwoay oV QUECO TeQ-
HOATLOUO TNG TOQUBLOONS TV EUTTOQUAMV CTIUATWY TV EVAYOVTV.
AXOAOVONOE AQVNTIXY ARLEVINOT TWV EVOYOUEVIOV LEGW TOU dXn-
YOQOU TOUG KE EMLOTOAY nueQouviag 27.6.91. H xataywonon g
aywyng xow 1 emdimEN Exdoamg TOU TROCWQLVOT SLATAYRATOE £YL-
ve PETd amd duo xpdvia xon TECCEQLS Miveg, fitol tnv 7.10.93. To
TROTOAMO ST agot thafie urdym 10 Lo TEVL LOTOQLHO
RUTEATEE (O TTLO KATW:

“O 1BoRTiTNG £vOC EUTOQLXOV ONUATOS oy emEnid Tnv
orifela Tov AxaotTneiov Y TV TEOOTUGia TOV GMaTéS Tov,
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Kailig, A. Bacardi & Co. Ltd v. Vinco Ltd (1996)

TQETEL V& EVEQYNOEL pPE TV Hfovoa duvarr onovdn. Tétola xa-
Buotégnom dev eptoditet Tnv £xdoon TEMKOU dLaTdypatog akhd
WITOQEL V& TROXOALOEL TNV GoVIoT EXAOOMS MOPEWTLITOVIOC
Suatdyparog, fréne Kerr on Injunctions, 6n éxdoon, oeA. 360-
3161 xo Kerly's, Law of Trade Marks and Trade Names, 127 éx-
doom, apa. 15-68.

H »afuotéonon oty urtoBohi aitnong eEetdleton HoL ge
oUVAQINOT HE TO Lo0LUYLO TOAOLTWQIOG,

O Evbryovieg yvoQubav, ToOuAGyLotov oo 1Lg 27.6.1991,
v Béom twv Evayopévarv fvavty g toyuouldpevig maga-
laong Twv SUITOQLHWY ONUATWY TOUS,.

AvTi GMAg evépyelas, dgnoav toug Evayopévoug vo
EVEQYOUV and pévoL Toug dmpuovgydveag pua tehateic 2000
atdépmy tov dnax wyvoictxe o [ Bouwwvidng dnpovgyt-
BE e TTQOCUITTLKY] ETAPY] KO CUVETAXOAOVOX ETTEVHUON HOL
wLToUVTOL EXO00M dLaTdypatog uetd ano 1000 xeévo. Eivar
éxdmio OtL n mbavi Tnpud pe v £x300N TOU ALTOUUEVOD
datdypatog EepevyeL g amhig aQoxiis eyyimong.

Zogpuxg 10 LooLUYLo ToAcLrmgiag O TANEEL TEQLOCETEQO
toug Evayopévoug, mov o ouvduaopd pe v ngoxinfeioa
adxarohdyntn xoBuotéonam, aigel and 10 AXagTHQLO TNV
duvatdrnra doxnong g duaxgitixnig Toug eEovoiag o €x-
dOOoN TOU ALTOUREVOU SLatdyuatos, 6" qutd T0 aQYKe 0TG-
oo,

ZuveromOlovBa 1 aiTNoT aroQolTeTaL.”

Me Tty apoBoo £QEOY OL EVRYOVIES ETTWOLMKOUV TNV Qvd-
TQOTIN TG TTL0 AV andgaonc. Exovv duatummosl tv oxeTL-
1) O£0m TOUg pE TTOAD OUVIONO ®a TEQLEXTIXG TEOTO: E@doov
TO TTRWTONKO MHAOTIHELO déxOMHE GTL TUVIQEXOLV KA OL TQELS
TROUmOBECELS IOV amalToUvTol antd 10 AQBpo 32 tou N 14/60
yiati agwibme va exduoer To autnBév ddtoypa;

H “robuotéonon, exvic av eneEnyndel, otnv ngownon altn-
ONG Yiol TTQOCWQLVE SLATOry L, ELVOLL YEVINGIG LOLQOA, Gvrol T
owagtigua fa gtabpigouv 1o Uitnua Tng xabuotéonong £vaviL
e TBoVOTNTAG TOV evdyovta vo TETOXEL TEMXG otV aywyt
Tov, xau Ba MBouv vntédym katd TETo © EVOYOUEVOCS £XEL 0BV
Ol o¢ EE0da 1) Exel nabnouyaoBei d1L OAo fitav ao@ain 1 Taga-
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1AAA. Bacardi & Co. Ltd v. Vinco Ltd Kaling, A,

rhaviiBmie Adyw tng angokiog tou evéyovia., Qotdo0 m Taom
NG OUYXQOVNG YOMOAOYIOG eivan vo pun armogointetar afiwon
yuot SLaToypa ®avd Ty axgdaom e aywyic amhwne ®al povo
AGY® TNG aBUOTEQNOTG TNV XATAXWENOM NG QYWYNS TNRoV-
pévayy Ty meovowny Tovu feQi IMapoypaprc Nopov, 19397
(Copinger and Skone James on Copyright, 121 éxdoom, mapo.
633)*

Ztov Kerly’'s (uo mévw), maga. 15-68 to Bépa 1iBeton wg
eBic:

“OmoLadHImoTe oNuavTing un avoyxaio xaduotégnom otnv
emLBlmEn evBLipeome Begareiog evAEXETAL VO YEIQEL TO LOOLY-
YLO NG EUXEQELOG EVAVTLOV TOV EVEyOvIa. AUt dev omuaiver
on N Soduinacia oémer va aoxiLer xwolg meotswdonoinon. H
raBuatéonon Adyw TG TEQEAEWYMG TV EVOYOUEVIWY VO OTTA-
VINOOUV OF ETMLOTOAES UIOQEL VA OUYXwQeBel. **

Ztov Kerr on Injunctions (Lo névw), ogd. 360-61 vioBeteitan
idia regootyyion. “H corhn xabuotégnon oty EvagEn dwodwaoiog
HETA TNV dlaTtiotwon Tng mogaficong paivetol 611 Sev amoTelel
HOAUPO. YL TV Exdoom SLaTAaypatog xatd v axedaom Tg ayw-
. Qotdoo xuBuotégnom duvatdv vo odnynioet 10 dixaotigLo 0To
vo. oQvnBel trv Exdoom mEogwQLvoy datdypatog eWdHd étav O
EVOLYOUEVOC £xeL OMOVOYNOEL Pua ETELXELDNON 0TIV OO £XEL %O
OLUOTTOW|OEL TO ETIDHO MG PE TaolyviaTo TQOmo™ ¥+

* “Delay in taking proceedings. Delay, unless explained, in making or pursuing an
application for an interfocutory injunction is generally fatal, though the courts will
balance the question of delay against the likelihood of the plaintiff ultimately
succeeding in the action, and will take into account whether or not the defendant has
been led into expense or lulled into security or misled by the inaction of the plaintifT.
But the tendency of modem decisions is not to refuse an injunction at the hearing of
the action merely on acount of delay in instituting proceedings, subject to the
provisions of the Limitation Act 1939.”

** “Interimn injunction refused on account of delay. Any significant, unnecessary
delay in applying for interlocutory relief is likely to tilt the balance of convenlence
against the plaintiff. That does not mean that proceedings should be started without
waming; delay due to failure of the defendants to answer letters may be excused.”

*** “Mere detay after knowledge of the infringement to take proceedings is not a bar
to the right to an injunction at the trial. But delay may cause the Court to refuse an
interlocutory injunction, especially if the defendant has built up a trade in which he
has notoriously used the mark.”
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Zougpwva pe 1o ‘“Passing off Law and Practice” twv John
Drysdale & Michael Silverleaf, 2a éxdoaom, n xaBuotéonom amoteiei
éva mopdyovia tov AapPdvetar vitdyn dtav eEerdletan 10 LOOLY-
Y10 T evyépetag (“balance of convenience”). Tlagaméumoupe oty
oo, 6.16:

“To TEOTWQLVE SidTayua amoTeAEl duvnTin Oepameic. Ave-
Evfryntn xaBuotépnom and Toug EVAYOVIES RAVIOTE QUTOTE-
Aovoe euToBL0 ya Ty Xoiiynom tétolag BeQumeiog. Autd
QITOTEAEL EQPAQUOYY TG QXS s emeixelag: vigilantibus,
non dormientibus, jura subvenient. Mua mo ovyxQovn mQo-
ofyyiom givon OTL autd TOUTO 10 YeYovos g xabuotéenong
KATASELKVVEL OTL O evirywrv Sev YOELGTETOL TNV GUEDT KO
eEaLQeTInY DeQomEia TOV TTQOCPEQETOL QTG TO JTROCMQLVO
Sudaype. Emumhéov eGv pe trv xabuotéonom o evéywy ev
YV(OEL TOV ERVIQETEL OTOV EVRYOUEVO VO dNpLovpYNoeL Ty
emuxeionom Tov oe oxton pe Ty enidun doaotnotdnta, Ba
Titav @dixo va 500el Begaeia gTov evéryovia ToLy amodelEeL
mAjowe v wdBeom tov. H éxtaon g xaBuotéonong N
omota eivol avayxaio yLo va aotQEeYeL T oprynom fega-
TEIAC OF OTOLAHTOTE CUYHEXQLEVT uitdOeom eEagudton Td-
v OT0. 1D10{TeQa TEQLOTATING TNG %dBe udBeomc xal bev
ooty va SorrunwBolv dxapmtol xavoves. To dnaoti-
Qo duvatdv va givon TedBupo va ayvorioel xabuatégnam yo
v omoio 8GBmee uravorroun Tkt eEffynon £0Tw %ot av xRatd
v SLAQKELX Excivng TG TeQLddOU 0 evaryOpevog eixe augr-
OEL TS OQATTNOLOTNTES TOV CAAG WITOQEL VO ®xQiveL Ty TO Loo-
Liyo TG EUXEQELOG ®ou) TO status quo €xouv ahhAEEL TTQOC
Enud Tng vdBeong Tov evayovia.”*

* “An interlocutory injunction is a discretionary remedy. Unexplained delay by the
plaintiff has always been a bar to such relief. This has been said to be an application
of the equitable maxim: vigilantibus, non dormientibus, jura sebvenient. A more
modem approach is that the very fact of delay demonstrates that the plaintiff does not
need the immediate and exceptional relief provided by an interlocutory injunction.
Moreover, if by his delay the plaintiff knowingly atlows the defendant to build up his
business in the activity complained of, it would be inequitable to grant the plaintiff
relief until he has fully proved his case. The extent of delay necessary to prevent the
grant of relief in any particular case will depend upon the individual circumstances and
no hard and fast rules can be given, The court may be willing to disregard delay which
is satisfactorily accounted for even though the defendant has during that time
increased his activities but may hold that the balance of convenience and/or the status
quo have altered to the detriment of the plaintiff”s case.”
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AvagoQixé e To 1ooliyto tng evyx£Qelag autd umodnAwvVEL T
evOLaPEQOV TOU BXaOTNQLOV va wooluyioel Tov xivouvo adiriag 1
omoic Ba mooxnpeL ov pavel &1L 1 andpact Tou mov ddBmxe gTo
eVOLGpETO 0T fiTav eopaipévy. ‘Onwc 1o £xelL B80eL 0 dunaotng
Hoffman otv Films Rover International Limited v. Cannon
Film Sales Limited [1987] 1 W.L.R. 670:

To %0QLo SiANRUQ O8 axéam Pe TNV £XBOOM TQOCWLVHV dia-
TOYUATWVY, E0TE QUTE Elvar amayoQEVTLXA 1) EMLTAXTING, Elval
OTL umdiQyeL €€ opLopov o %ivduvog OTL To HKaoTHELO po-
QEl VO TTAQEL ECPAAUEYN CIOQAOT, HE TO VONUK OTL EXEL YO-
oMyMoeL Sudtaypo o Suddiwo 0 omoiog amtoTuYydvel v’ cIto-
delEel 10 duvandpata Tov ®atd  dixn (1) Ba anotdyave av
UITNQOYE lxn) 1) SrafevnTind e T0 vo MaQUAEIPEL V& XOONYT-
O€L SLATarypo 08 SLAdKO TToV EMLTUYXAvVEL (1) B ETUXEL) OTN
dixn. Anotehel emoptvag Qepehddn agym 61L 1o dukaatipLlo
TQETEL VO ULODETIOEL EXELVA TV TTOQELL I OITOLCL aiveTo OTL
evéxeL Toug AydTEQOUG HivdUvoug adikiag edv NBele pavel
OTL 1) anOQPAoT) TOU fTay ‘ECPAAUEVT) IE TO O TThvw vENua.
O HOTEVBUVTNOLES YOOUMUES YLOL TN XORTTYNON HaL TV S0 €L-
OV TEOOWELVWY dtataypdtwy mydLouv and auen Tnv ag-
M

Zupgwva. pe tov Drysdale (o mdvw), mapa. 6.15, évag and
TOVG adyovteg tov enmeedCovy 1o Ditnua tov wotuyiov g ev-
XEQELUS Eivae 1 duatipnom Tov status quo. H duamipnon tov status
QUO ELILRAX EVVOEL TN XOOMYTION EQOOWQRLVOU SLUTAYMATOS OE EXEl-
VEG TLG JIEQLITTCIOELS JIOU O EVOYOUEVOG €XEL WOMG aQyioeL TV
EWITAORT TOV OTNV ETTIOLHN TIRAEN %L GTTOV O TWANOELS TOU HAL 1)
EMEVOUOT) HEQUAILOU IOV PUKQEC, EVID O EVEYWV EXEL 1o SMovg-
ynuévn exuyeionon (Copinger, mago. 625).

Anpuovgyeitar, wotdoo, duoxoria WG TEOE T0 T onuaivel M
poaon “status quo”. H duvonorio emonpaiveton amd tov Vice

* “The principal dilemma about the grant of interfocutory injunctions, whether
prohibitory or mandatory, is that there is by definition a risk that the court may
make the *wrong' decision, in the sense of granting an injunction to a party who fails
10 establish his right at the trial (or would fail if there was a trial) or alternatively, in
failing to grant an infimction to a party who succeeds (or would succeed) at trial. A
fundamental principle is therefore that the court should take whichever course
appears to carry the lower risk of injustice should it turn out to have been ‘wrong’
in the sense I have described. The guidelines for the grant of both kinds of
interlocutory injunctions are derived from this principle.”
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Chancellor Megarry otmnv Metric Resources Corporation v.
Leasemetrix Ltd and Another [1979] F.S.R. 571, 0 omoiog oTig
oeh. 581-582 OéteL 10 Ofpa wg mo xRdTw:

“Q 6Q0g - status quO - eival eX TWTNG MPEWG TaPS ATEMS,
ne 6nwg eotewva oty Robbie v, Football Club Ltd, un
dnuoowevBeioa, nueg. 26.3.79, vouitw 6tL o TARENs 6Qog &i-
vou “status quo ante bellum’. Edv 1 éxdoon tov xAntngiou
EVIOAUATOG QITOTEAEL TO VONTING LOGELD TNG ExQNENG TOV Mo~
Muov, outod Be aotohoe omwg 1o Citnpo eketaodel dtav
EXBIOETO TO XANTQLO EVIOANQ, XATL TO OO0 rAmote O
Tfitav maRdEevo 1 Gdino. Av mQowdnBel n petapoun évvoln
TOTE oAV ok Oa ;moornpelL 6L To 0080 status quo ante
bellum eivon 1 wotdotaoy nooyndtwv 1 onola vplotato
opéoms LY amd Ty mEAEN mov amotehel To casus belli,
extoc av ov exBoompakicg xabuoreprioouv 1600 oMY 1oL
oV T eniduxn REAEN va xabiotatol HéQog ToU status quo.”*

H exxohovpevy omépaom éxel exdolei ata mhaiowe Aoxnong tng
oLt euyéoelag Tov Ewtddixov dixaatniov. To fdgos g
amodEENG OTL 0 TEWTOAMOG AXOOTIIG GAOXNOE TN SLOHQLTLXY) TOV
EVYEQELD. EOPUAPEVQIS TO pEgovy OL egeatiovieg (Kotsapas & Sons
Ltd v. Titan Constructions and Engineering Co (1961) C.LR.
317, 322, Jonitexo Ltd v. Adidas (1984) 1 C.LR. 263, 269,
Karydas Taxi Co. Ltd v. Komodikis (1975) 1 CLR. 321, 327 o,
Toovidgras v. Mygand (1992) 1 A.AA. 228,232).

Eivay vouoroynuévo 61 6mov 1 eniivom entduxov BEpatog ena-
QIETaL TN SLOXQLTLKY EUXEQELAL TOV ALXOOTNQIOV, OROXAELOTLXGG
QLTS TNG GoHNaME Tns eEovaiag eival ¢ SLaTTG CTOV OOLO EVO-
notifeTon N Suxonodooia. H donnon tng SLomQLTIng EUXEQELQS TOV
TRW TGOV Avnaotnoiov dev avabewpeital pe yvapova Trv 0gbo-
THTA TG NOPAoNG HOTG TNV WIOKELUEVLXY HQIOT) TwWV UEAWDV TOU
Egeteiov, 0AAG pe avIIRELUEVIHA XQLTTIOL IOV REQLoQitouy v

* “The term ‘status quo’ is ptainly incomplete on the face of it; and as I suggested in
Robbie v. Fultham Football Club Ltd, unreported, 26 March 1979, 1 think the full
ferm i$ ‘status quo ante bellum’. If the issue of the writ is the notional equivalent of
the outbreak of war, that would require matters to be tested when the writ was
issued, which sometimes would be capricious or unfair. If the metaphor is pursued,
then jt may well be that the true status quo ante bellum is the state of affairs which
existed immediately before the act which constitutes the casus belli, unless hostilities
are detayed s0 long that the act becomes part of the status quo.™
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guyéoewa eméppaomg o€ duo POVO TEQLITTDOELS:

(@) Ormou SlomioTadvetar 6Tt 1 SLaxQLTIXT EUXEQELD QTRNIBTHE
(Ew and 1o MAaiow mov mapéxeTon witd 1O VOO, OTug
OtV SLUTTLOTMVETOL OTL UIeLoiABay oty doxnot g eEw-
YEVELG TTaQAYOVIES, KOl

B) démov n Gownom Tng SromELTinig euxépeag odNYEL O TACL-
qaviy odwxia, O6mwe elvol 1 TEQIMTWOM ATOPATNS OTNV
omoia 6t B0 LITOQOVOE Vo TEOEABEL ®OvEva SLXOTTNIQLO.

(B\. Agéorn v. HAia (1991) 1 A.A.A. 984, 988, 989 now Zia-
wolag v. Federal Bank of Lebanon (1992) 1 A .AA. 710, 718).

To Eqgeteio dev enepfaiver Gtay ndLoxoutixt evy£QELT QOXEITOL
oUNpove, LE TEOMO Tov deiyvel Ot Oha tat amagaitnTa oToyeia
MeOmiay vrtdym (Toovidgras, o Advw).

Aev TQETEL, ETIONC, VO ANOWOVOULE OTL YEVIXWG 1) Sladinacia
EXO00MG TEOCWQLVOD SLaTAYIOTOS dev TTQOoPEQETaL Yt eEéTaon
apeuofnrotuevary yeyovotwy (Copinger, m10 mdvo, Tago 624).

Exovue eEETAOEL pe TROTOXT TOVE AOYOUE YLOL TOUE OTOIOVS TO
TOWTODIHO DRATTNOLC OTOPAOLOE V' GOHNOEL TIV BLOKQLTINY TOV
EUXEQELD, EVOVTIOV TNG %0QYYNOMS Tov enidnov duatdypatog (BA.
oth. 3 O OVW). AVAYOVTOL QITOXAELOTUXG 0TV HOBUOTEQNON 1)
OTEOL0, CUPQUVE PE TO TQWTOBIKO SaoTAQLO, ElXE ooV GITOTEAE-
OUCL OL EVOYOUEVOL ““vo. EVEQYOTV atd PdvoL TOUG HNULOVQYWIVTOG
wa meateio 2000 atépwv”. T va YONOLUWOROLIGOUUE TO AEXTLXO
tou V.C. Megarty noBuotégnoay ot gxBponpatisg 1600 Mot £toL
oL 1) ENiBIXT TEEEN vo OTEAEL PEQOG TOU Status quo. ZMUELw-
vouue 611 ovy Century Electronics v. CVS Enterprises [1983]
F.S.R. 1 xaBuotégnom 6 uipvary Xwic mQarypatir duxarohoyio od
YNOE otV 1N Ex8001 TEOCWELYOY SLATAYUATOS. ZTMV IAQoVaa
£peon TedHELToL YLo xafuatéonom 2 twyv xal TEcodQwy pnvav. H
doBeioa duxawohoyia - pecordfBnon alinhoypapiog HETOED TwV pe-
QUV - dev UIoQel vor BewonBel ertaguic now txavortoLTix eEynon
yu TV 10T Peyddn xobuotégnon oty évagEn dvadixagciag Aap-
Bovopévou pdhioto vdym OTL OT0 UETUED Ot EVaYOUEVOL GUVEXL-
Cov TG emidines dQAOTNOLOTNTEC,

"Exoupe Adfer vrdym ta yeEYovoTa TG MOQOVOUS EQEDTIC T8 OU-

VEQTNOM UE TLC VOULXES 0 ov Sitmouv To Titnua tng xebuaté-
onomg %ot 1o Tenua s enéuPaong 1ou Egeteiov. Aev £xouue dLa-
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TLOTWOGEL OTL Tj OLOXQLTIXY] EUXEQELD TOVU TTQWTODINOV dLxaoTniou
£xeL aoxnBel £5w ard 1o mAaiowo sov magéyeton autd To NOpo 1 ot
N Gonnon tng odnyel oe maowpavn aduxio.

H peyddn xow adualoddyrm xabvatéonom oty évagEn duadi-
Rooiog, uetd v dwmiorwon g mogaBiaons, TQOOPEQEL ey
duxaLohoyia yia TV oQeia mov €l VIOBETHOEL 1O TQWTOOLKO BL-
XOOTHOLO VO 1N XOOMYTOEL T0 awtnBév dLaTayud 010 EVOLGUECO
exeivo oTadLo.

TNa Toug Adyoug sov meoomoaticape va eEnyfoouvue n égeon
artogoitreton. H omovoia tw,v egegifiitov xatd tnv axpoadn
g épeonc duaohoyel Tnv un Exdoam duatayhic Y ta £Eoda g
Epeac.

H épeon anogpinrerar ywoic dia-
Ty yia é5oda.
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