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In Shakil-Ur-Rahman v ARY Network Ltd & Anor [2016] EWHC 3110 (QB,) Sir David Eady considered the 
appropriate level of damages for a targeted defamation campaign. 

The claimant was the Group Chief Executive and Editor in Chief of the Jang group of companies, the largest 
media group in Pakistan which also operated in the United Kingdom through two UK companies. The first 
defendant was a UK company which also broadcasted in the Urdu language via three channels throughout 
the UK and was licensed by Ofcom. One of the defendants' channels was ARY News, which transmitted a 
current affairs programme between August 2012 and May 2015. 

The complaint was that over a 12-month period from October 2013 the defendants mounted a 'campaign' of 
abuse and defamation against the claimant. He brought a claim in defamation (24 programmes). There was 
no doubt that the claimant was singled out for persistent abuse and ridicule over a year long period. The 
programme was addressed to him personally. He was regularly taunted by the presence of an empty chair, 
the purpose of which was to suggest that he was afraid to come and defend himself against any of the alle-
gations being made. None of the allegations could be successfully defended and were clearly defamatory. 

Where there were multiple libels it was difficult sometimes for the 
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court to find the right balance between fair compensation and proportionality. It was a matter for the judge's 
discretion whether to make a single award or fix upon separate sums for each of the publications complained 
of. Whilst it might be convenient to adopt the method of dividing the offending broadcasts into groups de-
pending on the allegations made (eg 'treachery', 'blasphemy' etc) it seemed to Sir David Eady that where 
there was too much overlap between the programmes. He considered that it would be better to find a single 
figure to cover the 24 programmes. He was required to focus upon injury to the claimant's reputation in Eng-
land, and only that attributable to those broadcasts. Any damage caused to the esteem in which the claimant 
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was held elsewhere, and any elements of distress brought about by other allegations or publications for 
which these defendants were not responsible, had to be put to one side. 

The allegations complained of in these proceedings were quite distinctive and very serious. They went to 'the 
core attributes' of the claimant's personality. They were published to tens of thousands of people within the 
UK jurisdiction. Even though in most cases no substantive defence had been put forward, there had been no 
withdrawal or apology. 

The right approach was to go towards the top of the bracket for general compensatory damages, while mak-
ing only one award rather than attempting to calculate two dozen separate figures. Most onlookers interested 
in the outcome of a libel action were only concerned to know the answer to the question 'How much did he 
get?' That sum should be enough to convince any fair-minded observer of the baselessness of these serious 
charges and afford some measure of solatium in respect of the hurt and distress undoubtedly caused. Here 
the appropriate award was £185,000. 
 
 
 


