
REDRAFTS ON LAW DRAFT 
 

COPYRIGHT AND NEIGHBORING RIGHTS 
 
 

SECTION FOUR 
LIMITATIONS TO THE ECONOMIC RIGHT 

REDRAFT 
Article 18 

Reproduction for private use  
 

 The last quotation of paragraph 3 is deleted which is redrafted as follows: 
 
3. If for the free reproduction of the work technical means are used, such as visual or 
sound, or audiovisual recording equipment, magnetic tapes or other materials, suitable 
for the reproduction of sounds or images or of sounds and images, photocopying 
machines, photocopy paper or computers, an equitable remuneration shall be payable to 
the author of the work and to any holders of related rights. The remuneration shall be 
fixed at 6% of the value of visual or sound, or visual and sound, recording equipment 
and of magnetic tapes or other materials, at 4% of the value of photocopying machines 
and of photocopy paper and at 2% of the value of computers. In any case, the 
calculation shall be made at the time of the import, or of the distribution from the factory, 
or at the time of the wholesale or retail sale. The remuneration shall be paid by the 
manufacturers or the importers or the vendors of the objects herein specified and shall 
be noted on the invoice, and collected by the collecting societies, acting for all or part of 
the concerned category of right holders. The collecting societies shall collect the said 
remuneration and shall choose the debtor. The remuneration collected from the 
manufacture, import or sale of photocopying machines, photocopy paper and computers 
shall be shared equally between the authors and the publishers of printed matter. The 
remuneration collected from the manufacturer, importer or vendor of visual or sound or 
audiovisual recordings shall be distributed in the proportion of 55pct to the authors, 
25pct to the performers and 20pct to the producers of recorded magnetic tapes or other 
sound or visual, or audiovisual recordings. The necessary details pertaining to the 
allocation and payment of monies to the various categories, or sub-categories of the 
same category, of right holders can be determined through regulation by the Minister for 
Culture. 
 

 
REDRAFT 
Article 20 

School textbooks and anthologies 
 

Paragraphs 1 and 3 are redrafted as follows: 
 
1. The reproduction of lawfully published literary works of one or more writers in 
educational textbooks approved for use in the primary and secondary education by the 
Ministry of National Education and Religions or another competent ministry, according to 
the official detailed syllabus, shall be permissible without the consent of the authors and 
without payment. The reproduction shall encompass only a small part of the total output 
of each of the writers. 



3. The reproduction, as specified in paragraphs 1 and 2 above, shall not conflict with the 
normal exploitation of the work from which the texts are taken and must be accompanied 
by an indication of the source and of the names of the author and the publisher, provided 
the said names appear on the source. 
 
(These redrafts have been distributed to the parliament during the session of 9.12.92.) 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 21 

Reproduction for teaching purposes 
 
In the second verse a comma is added after the word “remuneration.” In the forth verse, 
before the words “short work” the word “parts” is added. 
 
At the end of the first quotation, fifth verse, after the word “purpose” the word “and” is 
deleted, a comma is added and after the phrase “in accordance with fair practice” the 
phrase “and does not conflict with the normal exploitation” is added. 
 
(Mrs. Benaki has already mentioned these redrafts during the session of 9.12.92.) 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 25 

Reproduction for information purposes 
 

1. To the extent justified for the particular purpose, the following acts of reproduction 
shall be permissible without the consent of the author and without payment: a) for the 
purpose of reporting current events by the mass media, the reproduction and 
communication to the public of works seen or heard in the course of the event; b) for the 
purpose of informing on current events, the reproduction and communication to the 
public by photographs, filming or radio/television or cable broadcasting of works viewed 
or listened during such an event. c) for the purpose of informing on current events, the 
reproduction and communication to the public by the mass media of political speeches, 
addresses, sermons, legal speeches or other works of the same nature, as well as of 
summaries or extracts of lectures, provided the said works are delivered in public. 
2. The reproduction and communication to the public shall be accompanied by an 
indication of the source and of the name of the author. 
 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 28 

Exhibition and reproduction of fine art works 
 

In paragraph 1, fifth verse, after the word “museums” the words “ as well as the 
reproduction of small copies of the work that are sold inside the museum or exhibition” 
are deleted. 
 
Introductory remarks: 
 
In Section Six a NEW ARTICLE is added concerning the percentage remuneration. This 
addition results in new counting of the first three articles of Section Six. More specifically, 
the new article for the percentage fee is numbered as 32. The printed contract and the 



rights of the translator are numbered as 33. The regulations on audiovisual production 
contracts take the number 34. 
More particularly, articles 32, 33 and 34 are rephrased as follows: 
 

 
SECTION SIX 

RULES RELATING TO EXPLOITATION CONTRACTS AND LICENSES 
Article 32 

Percentage fee 
 

1. The fee payable to the author by the other contracting party to legal agreements 
relating to the transfer of all or part of the economic rights, the granting of the 
exploitation or for the exploitation license shall be obligatorily determined as a 
percentage, agreed freely between the parties. The computation of the percentage shall 
be based on gross revenues without exception or the gross expenditure or on the 
combined gross revenues and expenditure realized from the activity of the other 
contracting party in the course of the exploitation of the work. By way of exception, in the 
following circumstances, the fee may be agreed as a lump sum: a) when it is practically 
impossible to establish the basis for the calculation of a percentage fee or when there 
are no means of monitoring the implementation of a percentage arrangement; b) when 
the expenditure required for the calculation and the monitoring is likely to be out of 
reasonable proportion to the fee to be collected; c) when the nature or the conditions of 
the exploitation make the implementation of a percentage impossible, notably when the 
author’ s contribution is not an essential element in the intellectual creation as a whole, 
or when the use of the work is secondary in relation to the object of the exploitation. 

2. The obligatory percentage arrangement of the fee prescribed in paragraph 1 above 
shall be implemented in all circumstances provided that this Law does not stipulate 
otherwise, and provided that it does not concern works created by employees in the 
execution of the employment contract, computer programs or advertisement in any form. 

 
REDRAFT 
Article 33 

Rules relating to contracts on printed editions and translators’ rights 
 

1. The fee payable by the publisher of a printed edition to the author for the reproduction 
and putting into circulation of a work or of copies of a work shall be agreed as a 
particular percentage of the retail selling price of all of the copies sold. When the 
contract on printed edition refers to a literary work, such as a short story, a short novel, a 
novel, a poem, an essay, a critical essay, a theatrical work, a travel book or a biography, 
which is being published in book form in its original language, excluding pocket book 
editions, the fee payable to the author by the publisher after the sale of one thousand 
(1000) copies cannot be less than 10pct of the retail selling price of all the copies sold. 

2. By way of exception to the provision in paragraph 1 above, the fee payable to the 
author may be agreed as a lump sum when the work is any of the following:  
a) collective works; b) encyclopedias, dictionaries or anthologies of works of others; c) 
school books; d) albums, calendars, agendas, instructional books, printed games and 



educational items such as maps or atlases; e) prefaces, comments, introductions, 
presentations; f) illustrations or photographic material in printed editions; g) non-literary 
picture books for children; h) luxury editions of a limited number of copies ; i) magazines 
or newspapers. 

3. Where a work has more than one author, and in the absence of an agreement to the 
contrary, the percentage fee shall be distributed among the various authors 
proportionally according to the extent of their contributions. Where one or more of the 
authors are unprotected by the copyright provisions of the laws, those of the authors 
who do enjoy copyright protection shall be paid the percentage fee agreed or that 
percentage to which they would have been entitled under paragraph 1, of the present 
article, if all of them had been protected. 

4. Where copies of a work are the object of a rental or lending arrangement involving 
third parties, the fee payable for the granting of the necessary license shall be shared 
equally between the author and the publisher. 

5. In a case where the author’s fee is fixed as a percentage or retail sales, and unless 
some other method of monitoring is agreed, each of the copies to be sold shall be 
signed by the author. An alternative method of monitoring the number of copies sold 
shall be fixed in a presidential decree, to be promulgated within six months of the entry 
into force of this Law, on the recommendation of the Minister of Culture after 
consultation with the interested professional branches. 

6. The fee payable by the publisher of a printed edition to the translator of a work with 
respect to the translation, reproduction and distribution of the work shall be agreed as a 
percentage of the retail-selling price of all the copies sold. The provisions of paragraphs 
2, 4 and 5 of this Article shall apply mutatis mutandis. 

7. The translator’s name must be indicated on the main title page of the work. If the 
publisher agrees, the translator’s name may also be indicated on the outer cover of the 
work. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 34 

Rules relating to audiovisual production contracts 
 

1. A contract dealing with the creation of an audiovisual work between a producer and 
an intellectual author shall specify the economic rights which are to be transferred to the 
producer. If the aforementioned provision is not met, the contract shall be deemed to 
transfer to the producer the economic rights, which are necessary to the exploitation of 
the audiovisual work, pursuant to the purpose of the contract. When the author approves 
the original work from which copies for exploitation are to be made, the audiovisual work 
shall be deemed to be accomplished. No alteration, abridgement or other modification 
shall be made to the definitive form of the audiovisual work, as the author, without his 
prior consent, has approved the latter. Authors of individual contributions to an 
audiovisual work may exercise their moral right only in relation to the definitive form of 
the work, as approved by the author.  



2. The contract between the producer of an audiovisual work and the creators of 
individual contributions incorporated in the work shall specify the economic rights, which 
are transferred to the producer. If the aforementioned provision is not met, the contract 
between the producer and the authors of individual contributions, other than the 
composers of music and writers of lyrics, shall be deemed to transfer to the producer 
those powers under the economic right, which are necessary for the exploitation of the 
audiovisual work, pursuant to the purpose of the contract. Where the contributions to an 
audiovisual work are capable of separate use, the economic right in relation to other 
uses shall remain with their authors. 

3. The intellectual author of an audiovisual work shall retain the right to a separate fee 
for each form of exploitation of the work. The aforementioned fee shall be agreed as a 
percentage, specified in the relevant contract. The calculation of the percentage shall be 
based on gross revenues, without exception, or the gross expenditure or on the 
combined gross revenues and expenditure, realized in the course of the exploitation of 
the work. The producer of the audiovisual work is obliged once a year to give the author 
of the work all information, concerning the exploitation of the work, in writing showing 
him also all relevant documents. Short advertising films shall be exempt from the 
provisions of this paragraph. 

4. When visual or audiovisual recordings carrying a fixation of an audiovisual work are 
the objects of a rental arrangement, the author shall in all cases retain the right to an 
equitable remuneration. This provision shall apply also in case of a rental arrangement 
relating to sound recordings. 
 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 35 

Rules relating to broadcasting by radio and television 
 

At the end of paragraph 1, the following quotation is added: 
 
“This provision shall not apply to the arrangements between collecting societies and 
users referred to in Article 56 of this Law.” 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 36 

Theatrical performance fee 
 

In paragraph 1, second verse, the phrase “certain minimum percentage limits” is 
substituted by the word “percentage”. 
 
In paragraph 2, first verse, the words “these limits” are substituted by the words “limits of 
these percentages”. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 38 

Photographer’s rights 
 



1. In the absence of an agreement to the contrary, a transfer of the economic right or 
exploitation contract or license dealing with the publication of a photograph in a 
newspaper, periodical or other mass media shall refer only to the publication of the 
photograph in the particular newspaper, periodical or mass media specified in the 
transfer or exploitation contract or license and to the archiving of the photograph. Every 
subsequent act of publication shall be subject to payment of a fee equal to half the 
current fee. The publication of a transferred photograph from the archive of a 
newspaper, periodical or other mass media shall be permitted only when accompanied 
by a reference to the title of the newspaper or of the periodical or to the name of the 
mass media, into whose archive the photograph was initially and lawfully placed. 

2. Where the publication of a photograph is facilitated by the surrender of the 
photographic negative, use shall be made of the negative, in the absence of an 
agreement to the contrary, only for the first publication of the photograph, after which the 
negative shall be returned to the photographer. 

3. The photographer shall retain the right to access and request the return to him of his 
photographs, which have been the object of an exploitation contract or license 
arrangement with a particular newspaper, periodical or other mass media and which 
have remained unpublished three months after the date of the exploitation contract or 
license. 

4. Each act of publication of a photograph shall be accompanied by a mentioning of the 
photographer’s name. This shall apply likewise when the archive of a newspaper or of a 
periodical or of another mass media is transferred. 

5. The owner of a newspaper or of a periodical shall not be entitled to publish a 
photograph created by a photographer, employed by him, in a book or album publication 
without the employee’s consent. This shall apply likewise to the lending of a photograph. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 39 

Nullity of contrary agreements 
 

In third verse, after the words “of this Section is”, a comma is added and the phrase 
“unless otherwise specified in this law,» 
 

 
REDRAFT 
Article 41 

Exhaustion of a right 
 

In the second verse, after the word “European”, the word “Economic” is deleted. 
 
 

SECTION EIGHT 
RELATED RIGHTS 

 
REDRAFT 
Article 46 



License by performers 
 

Paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 are rephrased as follows: 
 

2. Performers shall have the right to authorize or prohibit: a) recording their live 
performances on a visual or sound or audiovisual data carrier; b) the direct or indirect 
reproduction of recordings of their performances as well as the distribution of the 
recording via a transfer of ownership, a rental arrangement or public lending; c) the radio 
or television broadcasting by any means such as wireless waves, satellite, cables, as 
well as the public performance of the data carrier with an illegal recording of their 
performances; d) the radio or television broadcasting by any means, such as wireless 
waves, satellite or cable of their live performances, except where the said broadcasting 
is a rebroadcast of a lawful broadcasting; e) the communication to the public of their live 
performances by any means other than radio or television transmission. 

3. The performer or the performing artist shall retain an unwaivable right to equitable 
remuneration for rental, if he has authorized a producer of sound or visual, or 
audiovisual data carriers, to rent out recordings carrying fixations of his performance. In 
the audiovisual production contract, the performer or performing artist is deemed that he 
has granted a license to the producer, unless there is a conflict contract, for the 
reproduction and circulation, with transferring of ownership and renting, the data carrier 
with the performance recording.  

4. Where a performance is made by an ensemble, the performers making up the 
ensemble shall elect and appoint in writing one representative to exercise the rights 
listed in paragraph 2 above. This representation shall not encompass orchestral 
conductors, choir conductors, soloists, main role actors and principal directors. If the 
performers making up an ensemble fail to appoint a representative, the director of the 
ensemble shall exercise the rights listed in paragraph 2 above. 
 

 
REDRAFT 
Article 47 

License by producers of sound and visual recordings 
 

In paragraph 1, verse nine, after the word “European” the word “Economic” is deleted. 
 
Paragraph 2 is deleted. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 48 

License from radio or television organizations 
 
 
The text of the present article is numbered as paragraph 1 and is rephrased as follows: 
 

1. Radio or television organizations shall have the right to authorize or prohibit: 



a) The retransmission of their broadcasts by any means such as wireless waves, 
satellite, cables; b) the communication to the public of their broadcasts in places, 
accessible to the public against payment of an entrance fee; c) the recording of their 
broadcasts on sound or visual or sound and visual data carriers regardless of whether 
the broadcasts are transmitted by wire or by the air, including by cable or satellite; d) the 
direct or indirect reproduction of recordings of their broadcasts as well as the distribution 
of data carriers of the recordings of their broadcasts through transfer of ownership, 
rental or public lending. 

At the end of this paragraph, paragraph 2 is added, which is as follows: 

2. Radio or television organizations shall not have the right provided for quotation (c) in 
paragraph 1 above, when they merely retransmit by cable the broadcasts of radio or 
television organizations. 
 
 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 48 

Right to equitable remuneration 
 

1. When sound or visual or audiovisual data carriers are used for a radio or television 
broadcast by any means, such as wireless waves, satellite, cable, or for communication 
to the public, the user shall pay a single and equitable remuneration to the performers or 
performing artists, whose performances are carried on the data carriers and to the 
producers of these data carriers. This remuneration shall be payable only to collecting 
societies. The said collecting societies shall be responsible for negotiating and agreeing 
the remuneration levels, raising the claims for the payment and collecting the 
remuneration from the users. Where there is dispute between the users and the 
collecting societies, the level of the equitable remuneration and the terms of payment 
shall be determined by the single-member court of first instance pursuant to the 
cautionary measures procedure. The competent court shall render the final judgment 
concerning the remuneration. 

2. Without prejudice to the obligatory assignment of the administration of rights and the 
collection of the remuneration by collecting societies operating according to articles 54 to 
58 of the Law, the right of performers or performing artists to the reasonable 
remuneration prescribed under paragraph 1 above shall not be assignable. 

3. The collected remuneration shall be distributed in the order of 50% to the performers 
or performing artists and 50% to the producers of the recordings. The distribution of the 
collected remuneration among the various performers, and, among the various 
producers, shall be effected pursuant to agreements among them, which are contained 
in the rules of each collecting society. 

4. Performers or performing artists shall have the right to an equitable remuneration in 
respect of any radio or television rebroadcast of their performance transmitted by radio 
or television. Without prejudice to the possibility of assigning the administration of rights 
and the collection of remuneration to collecting societies according to the provisions of 



Articles 54 to 58 of this Law, an equitable remuneration prescribed in this paragraph 
shall not be assignable. 
 
 

SECTION NINE 
ADMINISTRATION BY COLLECTING SOCIETIES 

Article 54 
Assignation of administration 

 
Paragraph 1 is rephrased as follows: 
 
1.Authors may assign the administration and/or protection or the administration and 
protection of their rights to a collecting society established exclusively to engage in the 
functions of administering and protecting all or part of the economic rights. The same 
stands for authors’ donees, for the universal or by cause of death successors, or for a 
foundation set up by an author. These societies may have any form of company status. 
Where a collecting society is registered as an incorporated company all of its shares 
shall be nominal. All other matters pertaining to the company status of collecting 
societies shall be regulated pursuant to par. 2 and 4 of Article 24 of Law 1746/1988. 
Only the Ministry of Culture shall issue the notification provided for under par. 4 Article 
24 of Law 1746/1988. These societies may have the status of an urban cooperative 
pursuant to Law 1667/1986. If that is the case: a) wherever, in Law 1667/1986, 
competence is granted to the Ministry for the National Economy, that competence shall 
be transferred to the Ministry for Culture; b) by way of derogation from the principle of 
locality, the cooperative may be established and function on a nationwide basis; c) legal 
persons may participate in the cooperative; d) subject to the promulgation of a 
presidential decree issued on the recommendation of the Minister of Culture, matters 
pertaining to the cooperative’s shares may be regulated in a manner other than that 
prescribed in Law 1667/1986. 
 
In paragraph 3, verse six, the phrase “less than three years nor more than ten” and the 
phrase “more than three years” is added. 
 
In paragraph 4, verse four, the word “is due” is deleted and substituted by the word “is 
obliged to”. In the same paragraph the two last quotations are deleted and the following 
quotations are added: 
 
“The Ministry of Culture shall check the statement and rules lodged by the collecting 
society and grants approval for the society’s operations. Any alteration of the collecting 
society’s rules shall be submitted to the Ministry of Culture for approval.” 
 
In paragraph 5, first verse, the words “is entitled to” are deleted. 
 
In paragraph 6, verse two, after the word “rules” the phrase “despite the relevant warning 
issued by the Ministry of Culture” is added. 
 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 55 

The competence of collecting societies 
 



In paragraph 1, verse four, after the word “remuneration”, the following words are added 
as case b): 
“b) securing for authors the percentage fee referred to in Article 32 (1) of this Law”. 
The semi period “collecting the remuneration and distributing among the authors the 
collected amounts” is converted as case c). Cases b), c), d) and e) already prescribed 
are converted in d), e), f) and g), accordingly. 
With this new counting, case f) (former d) is rephrased as follows: 
“obtaining from users all information needed for the computation, collection and 
allocation of remuneration”. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 56 

Relations with users 
 

In the beginning of this article a new paragraph is added and is numbered as paragraph 
1 while former paragraph 1 takes number 2 and paragraphs 2 and 3 are numbered as 3 
and 4 accordingly. New paragraph 1 is as follows: 
 
1.Collecting societies shall demand from the users payment of the percentage fee 
specified in Article 32 paragraph 1 of this Law in order to grant the users the facility to 
make use of works of their repertoire. The exceptions provided for in Article 32 
paragraph 2 of this Law with respect to the percentage fee shall not apply in these 
circumstances. 
 
At the end of paragraph 3, after the new numeration, the following quotation is added: 
 
“Collecting societies shall draw up lists of the remuneration payable by users 
(remuneration tariffs) which shall be notified to the public by its promulgation in three 
daily journals, one of which shall be a financial journal”. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 57 

Relations with authors 
 

In paragraph 5, verse four, the words “rules compiled” are deleted and substituted by the 
words “distribution rules that is compiled”. 
 
In paragraph 7 the whole of the last quotation is deleted. 
 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 61 

Control labeling 
 

In verse six after the word “control” the words “or other identifying mark of any kind” are 
added. 
 
In verse six the word ‘granted” is substituted with the word “provided”. 
 

REDRAFT 



Article 63 
Stopping an infringement or its continuation 

 
In paragraph 1, verse seven, the words “either automatically” are deleted and in verse 
eight the words “or automatically” are deleted. 
 
Paragraph 3is rephrased as follows: 
 
“By the interim measures ordered by a single-member court of first instance, if a relevant 
danger is speculated, actions that should consist infringement of copyright are prohibited 
without the necessity of specifically designating the particular works.” 
 
At the end of this article a new paragraph is added, which is numbered as 4 and is as 
follows: 
 
“4. Paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of this Article shall apply mutatis mutandis, to rightholders’ 
infringements of the related rights prescribed to in Articles 46, 47 and 48 of this Law.” 
 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 66 

Penal sanctions 
 

In paragraph 1, verse 1, after the word “who” the words “without a right and”. 
In second verse, after the words “law or” the word “of” is deleted. 
 
Provision of paragraph 2 is rephrased as follows: 
2. The sanctions listed in paragraph 1 above shall be applicable to any person who, in 
contravention of this Law or of the provisions of lawfully ratified international 
conventions, as they refer to related rights: a) makes a sound or visual or sound and 
visual recording on a data carrier, or broadcasts by any means or presents to the public 
a live performance without the consent of the performer or performing artist; b) effects a 
rebroadcast of a radio or television broadcast by any means or makes a recording of a 
radio or television broadcast or presents to the public, on payment of an admission fee, 
a radio or television broadcast without the consent of the broadcasting organization c) 
reproduces or circulates, or possesses with intent to circulate data carriers with a sound 
or visual recording of a performance without the consent of the data carrier producer and 
of the performer or performing artist; d) presents a performance to the public by any 
means other than by a radio or television transmission without the consent of the 
performer or performing artist; e) reproduces, circulates or uses in any manner a 
recording of a broadcast without the consent of the broadcasting organization which is 
the rightholder; f) imports data carriers with sound or visual recordings produced in a 
foreign country without the consent of the producer, or imports data carriers with sound 
or visual recordings whose import in Greece is not permitted under the license. In 
circumstances a), e) and f) the guilty person shall be convicted and if he ought to know 
the lack of the license. 
 
In paragraph 4, in the beginning of quotation c), the word “Anyone” is deleted. 
 
In paragraph 4, in the beginning of quotation e), after the words “or posses with” the 
word “the” is deleted. 



 
Introductory notes: 
 
After article 68 a NEW article is added and takes the number 69. 
 
Articles 69. 70. 71 and 72 are renumbered as 70. 71. 72 and 73 respectively. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 69 

Establishment of the Copyright Organization 
 

1. A legal entity in private law under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Culture shall be 
established at a registered address in Athens under the title «Hellenic Copyright 
Organization» (HCO). The purpose of the HCO shall be the protection of authors and of 
holders of related rights, the supervision of the collecting societies, the implementation of 
this Law and of related international conventions, the preparation of legal studies on 
matters pertaining to copyright and related rights and the representation of Greece in 
dealings with all the competent international organizations and with the institutions of the 
European Community. The HCO may in addition convene seminars of any type for the 
purposes of providing information and training to judges, lawyers, administrators, 
intellectual authors, holders of related rights, students and other interested parties on 
matters pertaining to copyright and related rights. In no circumstance shall the HCO 
have as its purpose the administration of rights pursuant to Articles 54 to 58 of this Law. 

2. The HCO shall receive, by way of grant financing, a percentage, not greater than 5%, 
of the gross incomes collected by the collecting societies. The exact percentage and the 
manner of its payment shall be determined by presidential decree issued on the 
recommendation of the Minister of Culture. The Copyright Organization may also receive 
grant financing from international organizations and the institutions of the European 
Community, gifts and bequests, grants from any third party and the revenues due to it for 
the rendering of services. As commencement finance the Copyright Organization shall 
receive a special one-off grant from the budget of the Ministry of Culture.  

3. Under a presidential Decree issued on the joint recommendation of the Minister of 
Culture and the Minister of the Presidency of the Government, matters pertaining to the 
main focus and the detailed field of competences of the HCO within the framework of its 
overall purpose, the manner and the procedure of exercising them, its management and 
the supervision of its administration, its internal structure and personnel, the fees it 
charges for services which may, as required, adjusted by decision of the Minister of 
Culture, the determination of its scientific, management and ancillary staffing 
requirement, its remuneration and every other detail, shall be determined.  
 

REDRAFT 
Article 70 

Collecting societies already operating 
 

1. Collecting societies which are already operating at the date of the promulgation of this 
Law shall, within six months of the entry into force of Article 54 of this Law, submit to the 



Ministry of Culture the statement accompanied by the relevant rules that is required 
pursuant to said article and generally shall carry out all other actions necessary to 
comply with this Law. 

2. Societies of authors, which at the date of the promulgation of this Law are carrying on 
the administrative activity according to the provisions of Article 5 of Law 4301/1929 and 
Article 43 of Law 1597/1986, may continue to carry on that activity for twenty-four 
months from the date of the entry into force of this Law. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 71 

Implementation the directive of the European Community 
 

1. Articles 2 par. 3 and 40 to 45 of this Law shall constitute implementation of Council 
Directive 91/250/EEC of 14 May 1991 on the legal protection of computer programs. 

2. Articles 3 par.1, case d, 9, 34, 46, 47, 48, 49, 52 and 53 of this Law shall constitute 
implementation of Council directive 92/100/EEC of 19 November on rental right and 
lending right and on certain rights related to copyright in the field of intellectual property. 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 72 

Repeal of provisions and regulation of other matters 
 
In article 72 a new paragraph taking number 3 is added and is as follows: 
 
“3. Collecting societies established and functioning pursuant to Articles 54 to 58 of this 
Law shall have the right to organize conferences on matters pertaining to copyright and 
related rights and to participate in such conferences.” 
 

REDRAFT 
Article 73 

Entry into force 
 
Entry into force of this law starts after its promulgation in the Official Gazette, except 
articles 54, 55, 56, 57 and 69, the entry into force of which starts six months after the 
promulgation of this law in the Official Gazette. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Dear colleagues, we will 
discuss now the last section of this bill, that is articles 54 to 72. According to the 
agreement we had earlier, Introducers shall speak for 15 minutes and simple speakers 
for 10 minutes. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Benos, don’t worry so 
much; there will be easiness of time. Of course, the 15 minutes will not become 25 
minutes. I have been informed that the Body has agreed that the Introducers shall speak 
for 15 minutes and the speakers for 10 minutes. Now, if you speak for 2 or 3 more 
minutes, we will request for such easiness to be given to the Introducers.  
Mrs. Minister of Culture, you have the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Before we start Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to make some phrasal rephrasing in the section of articles 54 to the end. And, 
we will distribute the text. 
STAVROS BENOS: Distribute it first, Mrs. Minister. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Don’t want to hear it, dear 
colleague? It will be distributed at once. In article 54, paragraph 4 is rephrased as 
follows: 
 
“Any society, which has undertaken or will undertake the collective management or 
protection of the powers stemming from the property right of authors, before 
commencing operations, must submit a relevant statement to the Ministry of Culture 
accompanied by the Regulation drafted by the society and providing at least the 
following information: a) the amount of the society’s share capital, b) the articles of 
association or the deed of association, if it is a company, c) the society’s legal 
representative as well as the persons responsible for its administration, all of whom shall 
be of proven professional repute and have no criminal record, d) the number of authors 
who have assigned to the society the management of the powers stemming from their 
property right, e) the legal form under which the management was assigned, f) the 
duration of the assignment, g) the time and the way the remunerations will be allocated  
to the beneficiaries and h) the amount of management expenses, as well as any fact 
necessary to ensure the viability and the efficiency of the collecting society’s operation. 
The Ministry of Culture shall check the statement and the Regulation submitted by the 
collecting society and, provided that the requirements of this Law are observed, the 
Ministry shall approve the society’s operation. Any subsequent amendment of the 
collecting society’s Regulation shall be submitted to the Ministry of Culture for approval. 
Otherwise, the Regulation of the Collecting Society shall continue to apply as initially 
approved by the Ministry, at the time the Society’s operation began.” 
At the end of article 54, a new paragraph is added which takes number 7 and is as 
follows: “Wherever the term “Regulation” is used in the provisions of this Law, it shall 
refer to the Regulation stated in  paragraph 4 of this Article”. 
 
(At that point, the Third Deputy Speaker of the Parliament, Mr. DIMITRIOS FRAGOS 
takes the role of the Speaker of the Parliament) 
 
In article 55, paragraph 1, case e), after the words “pursuant to article 64” and in case g) 
after the words “of article 64” the words “of this law” are added. 
In article 56, at the end of the paragraph 3, a new sentence is added, which is as 
follows: “During the draw up and implementation of the remuneration tariffs, collecting 
societies must not act arbitrarily and must not make abusive discriminations.” 



In the same article, paragraph 4, verse two, the words “a and b” are deleted and 
substituted by the words “a, b, c and d”. 
In article 63, paragraph 1, verse six, the word “either” is deleted. 
In article 67, paragraphs 3 and 4 are renumbered as 4 and 3, respectively. 
In article 68, paragraphs 3, the words «for five years» are deleted and substituted by the 
words “for one year”. 
In article 69, at the end of paragraph 2, the full stop is deleted and the words “for the 
amount of 20,000,000 (twenty millions) drachmas” are added. 
In the same article, paragraph 3, verse two, the word “and” is deleted and after the 
words “of the Government” the words “and Economics” are added. 
In article 70, paragraph 1, after the word “in”, the words “six months from the entry into 
force of article 54 of the present law” are deleted and substituted by the words “twelve 
months from the entry into of the present law”. 
In the title of article 71, the words “Directive of the European Community” are deleted 
and substituted by the words “Directives of the European Community”. 
In article 73 the words “articles 54, 55, 56, 57, 58 and 69, the entry into force of which” 
are deleted and substituted by the words “article 69, the entry into force of which”. Thank 
you. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, may I? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Go ahead Mr. Benos. 
STAVROS BENOS: We have heard Mrs. Minister, without having received anything 
officially, that other amendments will be submitted too. You have told us nothing about it. 
The day before yesterday you accepted that there was only one amendment – a 
discussion was made on that amendment – and that no other amendment would be 
submitted. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleague, 2 new amendments 
have been submitted concerning the Capital of Culture, Thessaloniki. 
As you know, the capital of culture, Thessaloniki, has to advance much more rapidly 
than it does now. So, there were some pending issues. The Municipality of Thessaloniki 
managed to submit its proposals on time, while at the same time, the contract between 
the State and the Thessaloniki Concert Hall was signed, which is proportional with the 
one we signed with the Athens Concert Hall. 
These are the 2 amendments. Due to the urgency of this matter, I submitted them today. 
I believe that you are informed because I have tried to inform you. You will see them. We 
have plenty of time to discuss them later. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): For the time being we have to 
discuss this section Mr. Benos. 
These amendments, as far as I know, are broadly acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: If you please, Mr. Chairman. There is an issue here and that issue 
is the agreement we have made. We had an agreement, under the condition that no 
amendments would be submitted. 
In principle, for the Athens Concert Hall for example, we have no objection. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Good. You see, you have no 
objections. Let us not focus on formalities. Let us have an essential discussion. 
STAVROS BENOS: Let me finish, Mr. Chairman. It’s not about formalities but about 
essence. Sometimes formalities are essential. 
Regarding the other amendment, we have serious objections but in any case, aren’t we 
supposed to be informed about the amendment concerning the Athens Concert Hall? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): We just said that you would 
have them in a few minutes. 



STAVROS BENOS: This is our proposal Mr. Chairman. These amendments should be 
discussed tomorrow. We have to study them first. You can’t let us uninformed, bring out 
the urgency of the matter and bring them here. We have to study them Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Benos, as I am being 
informed, all the parties have these amendments form midday. I mean all the parties. 
STAVROS BENOS: What to you mean from midday, Mr. Chairman? Who told you that? 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: We are members of the parliament from Thessaloniki. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: No Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): As I am being informed from 
the service, they have been sent in the Parties Offices at 1:30 sharp. Anyway, you will 
have them in a few minutes. 
STAVROS BENOS: And do you think that this is enough? The contract of the Athens 
Concert Hall has 20 pages. The other issue is that there are serious objections for which 
we are not informed. What shall be done? Just the day before yesterday Mrs. Minister 
gave us her pledge that she will not bring another amendment. These are very serious 
matters and we don’t have any intention to block them, but for God’s shake, show some 
kind of sensibility. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Benos, there will be plenty 
of time to discuss the amendments for any time you want, even if we have to take this 
session late at night. 
STAVROS BENOS: Forgive me but as Parliamentary Delegate I will keep my mind in 
the discussion. I don’t have time to study them right now. What do you mean by saying 
“plenty of time”. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): You have, you have. You will 
see. 
STAVROS BENOS: This is not the matter if we have parliamentary time to discuss them 
today. It is a matter of mere information for us. We will not keep up with this. For 
heavens shake. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Sevastakis has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, I would like the good and kind image presented 
by Mrs. Minister in the previous discussion not to be spoiled by opening certain requests, 
keenly supported by the opposition during this discussion about this important and 
statutory for the culture bill, until now. 
I am terribly sorry that I have to say this Mrs. Minister; this discussion is starting and I, as 
Synaspismos delegate, have just received 15 minutes ago only the amendment by 
which is requested the ratification of the Thessaloniki Concert Hall contract. I have not 
seen the other amendment concerning the ratification of Thessaloniki Concert Hall 
Organization and I regret to say that you have laid such a huge problem without a 
warning and you don’t give us the possibility to ……[ILLEGIBLE] 
 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mrs. Minister you have the 
floor.  
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleagues, I am sorry that you 
raised your voice so much. 
The urgent submission by the Minister of Culture of two hot issues about the Cultural 
Capital of Europe, Thessaloniki, makes some sense. I did not have the intention to do 
so, but after my visit to Thessaloniki I realized the urgency of this matter. We all are 
talking about our important goal concerning Thessaloniki as cultural capital of Europe. 
We all make some criticism why the organization is not yet established, why we didn’t 
not precede any further with the steps needed for advancing forward. And when the 
Minister of Culture brings a suggestion on these matters, brings the tool which will have 



the capability to be subsidized by the Government immediately – because we are talking 
about an organization – so as to advance forward, you are talking like a physical disaster 
has happened. Dear colleague, I don’t believe there is a problem. Read the amendment 
and if you come up with any objections, we are right here to discuss about them. But if 
this amendment is not to be voted today, we are staying behind schedule on this matter. 
I was sitting the other day with the Administrative Board of the Municipality of 
Thessaloniki talking about the cultural capital. Everyone there expressed its agony about 
the delay. So I made a commitment to them. I told them that I would lay this matter 
before parliament. I would lay it in order to discuss it so as to start the granting of funds 
the soonest possible. So, I am submitting the amendment and without reading it, without 
knowing anything about it, while you recognize its significance, you say that you are not 
going to vote for it. You are saying that the system will be violated. We have started this 
discussion without the intention to submit any amendment. But we have submitted it de 
facto. Nevertheless, I did not submit the Ministry of Culture amendments and you now 
very well that I was indented to submit amendments concerning directly the operation of 
the Ministry of Culture. I believe the it was my duty to make an exception for 
Thessaloniki Cultural Capital and I submitted the said amendments because all who are 
responsible for the Concert Hall have told me that it can not operate in 1997and it is 
doubtful if they can manage to do so. At least any delay comes up will not be due to our 
laxity. 
 
So, I would like you to read the amendments calmly, review them and when the time 
comes, we will discuss about them. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos):  Lets proceed forward with the 
section. 
STAVROS BENOS: If you please Mr. Chairman, I ask the floor. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos):  How many times will you speak 
Mr. Parliamentary Delegate? 
STAVROS BENOS: As many times I am entitled to, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): There. Go Ahead. You have the 
floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mrs. Minister, don’t be so sorry. You should behave a little more 
culturally, in a way that befits you office. We didn’t say that we are setting back the 
discussion. We did request for the minimum. We asked to be informed. How can I attend 
this discussion now and at the same time to be informed about these two serious 
matters? And yet, what did we ask from you? Just to bring the amendment tomorrow. It 
will not take too much time. At least we should have one day to study it. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Benos, you will see that we 
will have plenty of time and easiness to work today constructively and to review the 
amendments slowly. There are two amendments. 
STAVROS BENOS: I have to make one more request Mr. Chairman that does not follow 
the Regulation a little bit. I would like for Mrs. Merkouri to have the floor. Her sensitivity 
on these matters is well known. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Of course! When her turn 
comes up. But let us finish the discussion on this section. 
STAVROS BENOS: Now if you please Mr. Chairman, before the discussion of the bill 
starts. I would like Mr. Merkouri to have the floor for two minutes all right. 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: Mr. Chairman, on the issue that came up, let one Member of 
the parliament from Thessaloniki to have the floor. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): There will be plenty of time for 
everyone to speak. 



Mrs. Merkouri, do you have the amendments in front of you? 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: They have not been distributed Mr. Chairman. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: But Mr. Chairman, we can’t read the amendments right 
now. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): There you are Mrs. Merkouri; 
you have the floor to present your point of view on the issue concerning the 
amendments. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: Mr. Chairman, I spoke on the telephone with Mrs. 
Bakoyannis and I told her that I don’t agree with the Administrative Board that is going to 
take place in Thessaloniki. I did not know that this amendment was going to be put to the 
vote so quickly. This can be done tomorrow. Its not a big deal if we delay for 12 hours. 
I am connected emotionally with the issue regarding the institution of the Cultural 
Capital, because in any case, I was the Minister who imposed Athens as the cultural 
capital of Europe back in 1995. 
Truly, it is not so important to wait for 12 hours in order to have the chance to study this 
matter and to discuss it with Mrs. Minister, because we are in favour of the Cultural 
Capital, maybe more than herself. Also, we agree on the Concert Hall. Yet, we must 
have some time to read the amendments. None should be forced to vote for something 
that comes on his head like a poultice! 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mrs. Merkouri, you have 
expressed your point of view. Indeed, you said that you agree with the one amendment 
about the Concert Hall. Lets see how the discussion on the section of the bill will 
advance, and we shall see about it later on. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the floor too, because there 
is a political issue here. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): But you have expressed your 
opinion Mr. Sevastakis and it has been recorded.  
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: If you please Mr. Chairman! There is a political issue here. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Go-ahead Mr. Sevastakis. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, there is no way that Mrs. Minister to demand 
for the discussion of such a big amendment without distributing it first. Additionally, she 
claims indirectly, not to say directly, that we will be responsible for the collapse of the 
whole work that is going to be built! For heavens shake! 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Sevastakis, lets see how 
the discussion on the section will proceed. It is possible for many colleagues to speak, 
so the time will pass and may be we will not have enough time to discuss the two 
amendments. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: One more phrase Mr. Chairman. We request that the 
discussion on the two amendments should be done tomorrow. There is a possibility to 
be done tomorrow. 
I don’t want the content of this discussion to be sacrificed due to the convenience of the 
Government to discuss tomorrow the bill on taxation. That’s way I’ m saying so. 
MANOLIS DRETTAKIS (Fifth Deputy Speaker of the Parliament): Mr. Chairman, I 
would like for an interruption, if you please. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Drettakis… 
MANOLIS DRETTAKIS (Fifth Deputy Speaker of the Parliament): There is an issue 
here. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): What is the issue? 
MANOLIS DRETTAKIS (Fifth Deputy Speaker of the Parliament): Look. At this very 
moment the first of the two amendments was distributed to us. Do you know that it has 
24 pages? 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Yes I do. It is a contract. 
MANOLIS DRETTAKIS (Fifth Deputy Speaker of the Parliament): Just a moment Mr. 
Chairman. Here it says that a contract has been concluded on the 1st of February, 
namely yesterday. Do you realize that the Government asks from the parliament to ratify 
a bill that concluded yesterday and of course no one knows anything about it? 
Mr. Chairman, this is a very serious issue. The problem is that it should be discussed in 
essence. The problem is very serious. Certainly, no one wants to delay by no means all 
the matters said by Mrs. Minister about Thessaloniki. 
And Mrs. Minister is there anyone of us who has less desire for what you have said 
about Thessaloniki? However, the problem is that parliamentary is not possible, as the 
parliamentary Delegate of PASOK has spoken correctly, to discuss the section of the bill 
form one and hand while someone reads 24 pages at the same time. This is not 
effectible. It is not possible for the Members of the parliament to do two things at the 
same time. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Kosionis, Parliamentary 
Delegate of the Communist Party of Greece, has the floor. 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: Mr. Chairman, when the first amendment was submitted, all of 
us stated that we did not have any objection to discuss it. Now, what is the difference? 
Apart from the fact that the amendment is consisted of 24 pages, the “evident” that 
stated by Mrs. Minister comes from the fact that she already knows what are the 
amendments talking about while we don’t know anything. And what I’ m telling you know 
becomes more intense because Mrs. Minister says that this matter is of big importance 
and urgent. Namely, it is not possible to decide like computers on a subject that we don’t 
know while Mrs. Minister knows about it. This is not an equivalent relationship. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS:  Mr. Chairman, may I have the floor please? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): The Parliamentary Delegate of 
New Democracy, Mr. Kaklamanis, has the floor. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Firstly, I would like to request not have intensity in the House 
because the bill has gone well and I think that we have to finish well. 
I would like to make a request to Mrs. Minister provided that it can be accepted – I 
appeal to you Mr. Chairman – if of course there is a specific agenda. My proposal is that 
before we discuss any bill tomorrow and after we agree about the time- and my proposal 
is 1 up to 1.5 hours- to discuss this amendment tomorrow and after that to discuss the 
Ministry of Economics bill, in order for you to have the time to review it today and to ease 
keenness, provided that Mr. Galenianos will accept that. 
I do make that request, if you don’t mind, in order to finish the bill the way we started, in 
a mood of consensus and agreement. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Akritidis has the floor and 
we shall finish with the procedurals. 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: I will say two words only. I believe that a member of the 
Parliament coming from Thessaloniki must speak. 
Indeed, there is an emergency to go on with these two provisions but in any case the 
delay is not due to any other factor but the Government itself. I would like to remind you 
or I will better mention to the Parliament that the remark of this need has been made 3-4 
months ago – there are 8 months without any action - in a meeting under the Vice 
President of the Government. 
The day before yesterday Mrs. Minister has paid a visit to Thessaloniki, she found out 
the time pressure and thus she submits today the amendment. We have no objection on 
the urgency and on the need to agree and to go on in consensus; this was noted to the 
Vice President about all these matters, namely institutional regulations, procedures, 
dialog, creative dialogue that will be encouraging. But I’ m afraid that in the proposals by 



Mrs. Minister the spirit of consensus and of non-party thinking is not enclosed: I am just 
saying that now. We will discuss on essence. 
Mr. Chairman, it is actually a carrying need for the Parliament to have the possibility to 
discuss with easiness. 
At this time Mr. Chairman – and I conclude with that – I am the only Member of the 
Parliament among the 20 Members of the Parliament from the A and B Region of 
Thessaloniki and of course among the much more Members of the parliament of 
Northern Greece, because the Concert Hall does not concern only Thessaloniki. 
It does not concern only Thessaloniki and is the colleagues’ fault. Maybe they were not 
informed, as well as the parliament as a whole. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: As Members of the Parliament we are assignees of the 
Nation. We are not assignees of Macedonia or Samothraki. 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: You have caught me. But I am saying that the rest of the 
Members of the parliament that are equally interested on this matter have already 
adopted a stance about it. And I mention apart from the parliamentary delegates and Mr. 
Drettakis. 
Consequently Mr. Chairman, as a Member of the Parliament who knows these matters 
in essence I consider – and I request from Mrs. Minister to accept that – that the 
discussion has to be effected with easiness of time in order for the members of the 
parliament to be informed and to attend the session the necessary number of the 
members of the parliament. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Furthermore, Mr. Kaklamanis 
has made his proposal in order that the one of the two amendments that is accepted 
with one assent shall be discussed tomorrow. 
Does Mrs. Minister wants the floor? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Not with one assent Mr. Chairman. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture):  Mr. Chairman, I have to say that I 
am sorry for the anxiety of the colleagues. Dear colleagues, there is no party thinking 
effort. Things are very simple and if you bother to read the amendment you will 
understand that there is no conspiracy behind this amendment. 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: It’s not my fault, but this amendment… 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleague, let me finish. I did 
not interrupt you. Nothing is hiding behind it, but the need itself Mr. Drettakis. Indeed the 
contract was signed yesterday and it is not an incident that I submitted it today; I submit 
it today because we have managed to sign the contract yesterday in order to start today 
and so we will be able to proceed with the Concert Hall. Nothing evil is hidden behind 
that. 
MANOLIS DRETTAKIS (Fifth Deputy Speaker of the Parliament): Lets discuss it 
tomorrow then. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Anyway dear colleagues, if you 
suspect that there is something that you cannot see at this moment, let me accept Mr. 
Kaklamanis proposal to discuss it tomorrow but only for one hour Mr. Chairman. We 
cannot expatiate. I cannot deprive Mr. Galenianos the time he has for his bill. So, if you 
agree, just for one hour tomorrow for the two…. 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: Why just for one hour? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Just for the one of the two 
amendments Mrs. Minister. Because the one of them is accepted as I have heard by 
Mrs. Merkouri. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): It was not accepted typically but 
only to its essence. 
So, dear colleagues the two amendments will be discussed tomorrow for one hour. 



NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: We have to see them. There may be something hidden… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): There should be hidden what, 
Mr. Akritidis? You will have plenty of time today to study them conveniently and 
tomorrow the introducers – as well as the colleagues who want to speak - will know 
exactly the issues need special mention. We don’t need to talk for hours. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Let the taxation bill be delayed for one hour! 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): So, Mrs. Minister, Mr. 
Kaklamanis proposed 1.5 hour. Does the Body agree for the 1.5 hour as proposed by 
Mr. Kaklamanis? 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: But, Mr. Chairman, this has to do with Thessaloniki. The time is 
not enough. Let us have an 2 hours easiness. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): For our Thessaloniki are 2 
hours enough Mr. Benos? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: The whole session should be available. Let us set forth out 
points of view. Let us have a dialogue. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): We have to make quick 
decisions about Macedonia and Thessaloniki. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleagues, one moment 
please! For the one amendment – and all of you know better than me – you agree 
already. For the other one you disagree in two certain matters. 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS: We have not read it yet. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I know that, dear colleague. There is 
no meaning to fool each other. So, if you want, either we proceed today until early 
morning if you like, so you will have the possibility to read it or else tomorrow for one 1.5 
hour. Because I spoil Mr. Galenianos time and I can’t do that. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): So, does the Body agree to 
discuss the two amendments tomorrow for 1.5 hours? 
NIKOLAOS AKRITIDIS:  As expressed by the majority. We don’t agree on the time. 
STAVROS BENOS: I ask for the floor Mr. chairman 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): You have the floor Mr. Benos. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mrs. Minister should behave more modestly and not with such 
arrogance. There is no need for attributive adjectives like “ we should get serious”. All of 
us are serious enough Mr. Chairman. If you please! 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mrs. Minister did not offend you 
Mr. Benos. 
STAVROS BENOS: And what we have done already, we did it within the framework of 
the proposal that we specially appreciate, of the colleague Parliamentary Delegate of 
New Democracy, because as Mr. Sevastakis said it would be worthy to dedicate all day 
tomorrow. We accept, on grounds of economy, two hours. Lets not bargain for this half 
hour and cheapen the parliament. For heavens shake! 
ANASTASIOS KARAMARIOS: Let’s start tomorrow at 18:00 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Tomorrow is Wednesday and 
we have an evening session; we have one hour for parliamentary control and after that 
legislative work. 
Does the Body agree for the two hours at one assent and to start at 18:00 sharp? 
MANOLIS DRETTAKIS (Fifth Deputy Speaker of the Parliament): Mr. Chairman, how 
can the session start time be altered for 18:00. The colleagues dealing with the agenda 
cannot come. They can’t come at 18:00. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): In such case we will start at 
18:30 sharp. 
Does the Body agree to start at 18:30 sharp ant to dedicate to hours on this bill? 



MANY MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, we do, yes we do. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos):  The body agrees. About the 
bill’s section, Mr. Gianellis has the floor. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, it is well known that intellectual 
authors, in many cases cannot manage the authorities arising from their intellectual 
work. This is due to the fact that for certain works the exploitation is carried out with 
thousands of contracts and the protection should demand thousands of legal actions. 
This has resulted in universal scale in the creation, by countries, categories of works and 
ways of exploitation, of societies that are responsible for the management and protection 
of copyright. 
Thus, in order for the copyright institution to be effective, there has to be a regulating 
intervention of the lawmaker, so as to reduce its negative aspects, like the prevention of 
abuses, the possibility of monopoly etc. 
Of course this regulation has to respect the economic freedom established in our 
Constitution and this is the reason why id does not exclude certain forms of enterprise 
organization. Surely, the creators themselves are free to choose or to establish the form 
of he collecting management society, profit making or non profit making, that best serves 
their interests, according the standing general provisions. 
Consequently, there are enormous difficulties for regulating of managing societies. 
There is an obvious need to associate the effectiveness of a private managing enterprise 
with the intellectual authors’ protection, but the users also. In order to achieve these 
associated targets, the following are established: 
Preventive information and strict control under heavy sanctions by the Ministry of 
Culture. 
Strict regulations of the relations with the authors and the users. 
Mandatory compilation of contracts. 
Methods for resolving differences. 
Information and controls. 
Reassuring of the possibility of effective intervention of the societies for the management 
and the protection of copyright. 
This bill does not impose o specific legal form for the managing societies. This could be 
in contradiction with the Constitution and with EEC regulations. Above all, any possible 
imposition of a non profit making character in the managing societies. It would be 
against the interest of the intellectual societies because it would prevent the  
ANASTASIOS KARAMARIOS: Let us start at 18.00 tomorrow. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Tomorrow it’s Wednesday and 
we have an evening session. We shall have an hour for controlling and then proceed to 
legislative work. 
Does the Body agree unanimously for two hours? To start precisely at 8.00 p.m.?  
MANOLIS DRETTAKIS (Fifth Deputy Chairman of the Parliament): Mr. Chairman, 
how can we change the session time for 18.00? Colleagues with the agenda cannot be 
here by 18.00. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Then we shall commence at 
18.30 precisely. 
Does the Body agree to begin at 18.30 and spend two hours on this bill? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): The Body has accepted. 
Regarding the section, Mr. Giannelis has the floor. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, it is known that intellectual 
authors, in many cases, are unable to manage their fortune deriving from their 
intellectual creation. This is due to the fact that for certain works, exploitation is regulated 



by thousands of contracts, the protection of which would necessitate thousands of 
judicial actions accordingly. This has led internationally to the creation of organizations 
by country and by section of works or ways of exploitation, undertaking the management 
and protection of intellectual creation. 
But in order for the establishment of intellectual property to operate effectively, it is 
necessary to have the legislator’s regulatory intervention, so that its negative aspects 
are reduced, e.g. avoiding abuse of a possible monopoly etc. 
Certainly, the regulation needs to respect financial freedom, provided by our Constitution 
and thus cannot exclude certain forms of entrepreneurial organizations. Of course, the 
authors themselves are free to choose or to establish the form of their collecting society, 
commercial or not, that bets suits their interests, based on the existing general 
regulations. 
There are immense difficulties in the regulation of collecting societies. And we obviously 
have the need to combine the effectiveness of a private managing organization with the 
protection of intellectual authors and users. To achieve these combined aims, we 
establish: 
Preventive briefing and strict controlling measures with strict sanctions by the Ministry of 
Culture. 
Strict regulations of relations with authors and users. 
Obligatory compilation of contracts 
Dispute resolution methods 
Reassurance of the organizations’ ability to effectively intervene to manage and protect 
intellectual property 
This bill does not provide a specific legal form for collecting societies. Such a move 
could contradict the Constitution and the regulations of the EEC. But above all, any 
imposition of a non-profit character to the collecting societies, would work against 
intellectual organizations, since it would forbid the resumption of this work, which needs 
funds and know-how, by strong entrepreneurial units. 
Specifically, in article 54 we establish the ability to allocate collective management to 
non-profit organizations, operating as civil partnerships. 
If collecting societies have the form of an incorporated company, they are obliged to 
have registered shares. Each organization, when about to assume collective 
management, must submit to the Ministry of Culture its statement and regulation, which 
shall be approved by the Ministry. 
Finally, we provide an administrative fine, in case a serious violation or repeated 
violations are ascertained by the collecting societies. 
Article 55 regulates the issue of the collecting societies’ competencies, which shall 
ensure a percentile fee for intellectual authors, according to the regulations of article 32 
of this law. 
Article 56 regulates the relations of collecting societies and users. It is strictly provided 
that collecting societies must claim a percentile fee from users, according to the 
regulations of article 32 of this law. 
It is also provided that collecting societies must compile a list with the fees requested 
from users, a fee list, which will be published in at least three newspapers. 
In article 57, the relations of collecting societies and authors are regulated. 
Article 58 provides that the regulations regarding collective management are enforced 
proportionately to the management of related rights as well, which is very important for 
the rights of performers or performing artists. 
The practical developments as well as the risks created for intellectual property due to 
the ease of reproduction and distribution of the works, may lead to systems preventing 
the implementation of these risks. 



Based on the principle that the prevention of an infringement is better than its 
suppression, this chapter provides the ability to establish preventive measures. The 
establishment with presidential decrees and their non-direct establishment by law is due 
to the fact that the relative methods are still under development. 
Article 59 refers to the ability to impose and adhere to specifications to limit the use of 
certain devices for acts that constitute infringements of intellectual property. 
Article 60 refers to the provided development of methods allowing the measurement of 
the works’ reproduction, so that their legitimacy is determined or distribution is possible 
with objective criteria of the fees collected. 
Article 61 refers to the imposition of legitimacy control measures for reproduced audio 
and video material entities, with the use of a special label or tape. 
Article 62 refers to the encrypted transmission of television programs. Decryption can be 
done only with special decryption devices provided by the radio / television organization 
proceeding to the transmission of such programs. 
Article 63 provides the police inhibition of imminent acts that would constitute an 
infringement of intellectual property and the rights of performers or performing artists, 
producers and radio / television organizations. 
In chapter eleven, which includes articles 64-66, in the chapter of sanctions we have two 
very important innovative measures. Civil sanctions are methodized so that the order of 
a compensation is not inhibited by the difficulty to prove damage. Unaccounted gain, 
management of non-proper goods, compensation with double the usual price etc. 
Civil sanctions are effectively increased, since they were very low until now and they 
were the Achilles’ hill of the protection of intellectual property in our country. 
The view that the provided fine limits are extremely high is not correct, because at this 
moment, the passing of the new law should mark the initiation of a campaign against 
infringement of intellectual property, even when it comes to impressions. 
In chapter eleven, article 64 starts with the generic ascertainment that often traces of 
intellectual property or related rights infringements, disappear once the violator is 
informed of the initiation of any judicial procedure against him, criminal or civil action, 
injunction etc. To avoid this possibility, we provide appeal to the shortest procedures 
possible, from those provided in the Code of Civil Procedure. 
Thus, we establish not just the hearing of injunction without the need to summon the 
respondent for attachment or inventory of the means of execution or the products or 
proof of the infringement, but also the obligatory provision of a temporary order by the 
court. Certainly, the respondent is provided with the general juridical assurances and of 
course the ability to request the recall of these measures, according to the general 
regulations of the Code of Civil Procedure. 
Article 65 provides a grind of civil sanctions that can largely be inferred by the general 
regulations, such as article 59 of the Civil Code, 904, 914 etc. 
Compensation, remedy of non-material damage, unaccounted gain. To facilitate the 
remedy of damage, we explicitly establish the ability to enforce the regulations regarding 
the management of non-proper goods, gain pursuit implemented by the person 
committing the violation, regardless of the victim’s damage. 
Article 66 includes the forfeit protecting intellectual property and related rights. We have 
made an effort to name culpable actions so that this list is as complete as possible. 
Sanctions are increased importantly in relation to those valid today and reach to cases of 
particular risk of the user or professional execution of intellectual property violations, to 
capital offence sentences. 
The last transitional regulations are included from article 67 onwards. Article 67 contains 
rules of private international law. As an applicable law, we define the law of the work’s 
country of origin, which is the country of the first publication. Certainly, these regulations 



are valid in cases applicable law or the judged issue of substantial law is not otherwise 
provided for by the valid international contracts. When there are no international 
contracts, we introduce the principle of mutuality, so that Greece does not provide 
protection to works coming from countries refusing the corresponding protection to 
works coming from Greece. 
Article 68 ensures the non-retroactivity of the law and the non-resurgence of intellectual 
property rights that have been deleted with the passing of time. It provides however, the 
protection of related rights for acts committed in the past.  
Article 69 provides the establishment of the Hellenic Copyright Organization, aiming to 
protect intellectual authors and beneficiaries of related rights, supervise collecting 
societies and legislative work in issues of intellectual property and related rights, not just 
within the National Law, but also in the international organizations and the bodies of 
European Communities. 
Article 70 provides a transitional regulation for operating collecting societies. 
Finally, article 71 refers to the application of the European Communities’ two Directives 
published, for the protection of personal computer programs and the right of rental and 
lending. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Colleague Mr. Georgios 
Papandreou is requesting from the Body the approval of an absence permit to travel 
abroad, from 3.2.93 to 19.2.93. Does the Parliament approve? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, the Parliament has 
approved the requested permit. 
The introducer of the Leading Opposition Party, Mrs. Merkouris, has the floor. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Minister, dear colleagues, before I 
briefly exhibit my views on the discussed articles of this bill, please allow me to say a few 
words about those discussed during the previous session. There are some necessary 
clarifications I would like to make on issues where we all agree. 
The first point has to do with article 32, which determines alternatively what is 
considered a basis to calculate the author’s percentile fee. 
I believe we all wanted for the right of selection to be vested to the author himself, in 
favor of whom we have created this regulation. However, this is not explicitly mentioned 
in this law and I’m afraid there is a gap there with a risk of misinterpretation. 
I suggest we add the phrase “with the author’s free selection” to the appropriate point. Of 
course, it is logical and fair, that this author’s right belongs to the performer / performing 
artist as well. 
If we all consider this regulation to be correct and obvious, we should make a minor 
addition in case b’ of article 52 and to have it formulated like this: “Article 32 as well as 
the limitations provided” without changing anything else. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mrs. Merkouris, we are now 
discussing from article 54 onwards. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: I know, but I’ saying it in case we can return to these 
two modifications. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): If you can introduce them by an 
amendment from article 54 onwards. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios 
Fragos): We can do that. 
Regarding the chapter for the rights collective management and particularly article 54, 
which is our basic point of disagreement. We are based on different political and 
ideological views. Hence the discordance of opinions with the Government is so sheer. 
They believe that private commercial organizations can and should manage the rights of 



people of intellect and art. We believe that this right belongs strictly to the beneficiaries 
themselves. 
This is not just a theoretical disagreement. There are immense financial interests at 
hand here, a serious game of authority. In a few words, this case regards the country’s 
intellectual and artistic production, our culture itself. 
I am well aware of the fact that there is no use presenting arguments so I will stop here. 
But I am bothered to hear that this regulation is imposed by the constitutionally 
established principle of free economy. 
We all understand that this right can never be exercised against the public interest, 
which is also protected by the Constitution. But since the Government remains in its 
positions and retains commercial collecting societies, we suggest that there’s at least a 
different legal order for them. And we receive the reply that this is opposite to the 
constitutional principle of equality. 
How can we identify different things? How can a private commercial organization have 
the same legislative treatment as a self-management body? Is legislative equalization 
objected? Does it establish and institutionalize inequality against beneficiaries? 
I believe it would be wiser not to use the Constitution as our alibi, to justify unfair 
legislative regulations. Unfortunately, the bill’s introducers, instead of providing solutions 
to this major problem, create an even bigger one with the last redraft of article 54. 
What’s strange is that they contradict their own selves; in parallel with the unbarred 
financial neoliberalism they introduce unbarred state control. This article says that the 
Ministry of Culture grants approvals for the operation of collecting societies. But what 
exactly does the Ministry approve and based on which criteria? Does it approve the 
organization’s convenience? Does it approve the legitimacy based on some particular 
regulations of the law or does it check if any sort of regulation of any law has been 
adhered to? I do not understand where this regulation takes us. Will all Ministers of 
Culture have the absolute and uncontrolled authority to abolish or retain organizations? 
Will the various party factors or established financial interests exercise direct authority? I 
want to be as clear as I can. We do not reject state control over organizations. On the 
contrary, it is both necessary and useful. But we do reject the state arbitrariness and 
 lawlessness. We need to impose control under specific terms and based on 
specific rules. 
We suggest including clear prerequisites in this law, governing the operation of these 
organizations. No-one is allowed to grant or remove licenses, unless there are limiting 
terms in this law, the basic prerequisites of operation. We must ensure effective 
management, the financial viability of these organizations. Also, the persons vested with 
management, must be known to be honest. We also need to have an allocation 
regulation in each organization, to reassure its members from all sorts of arbitrary acts. 
The allocation rules must be valid and be known beforehand. 
These are all the matters that the State needs to ensure and control and accordingly 
grant or remove operation licenses. We have submitted full amendments and additions 
for these issues. We hope that the bill’s introducers shall accept them. A recent meeting 
we had with Mrs. Minister’s counselors was encouraging. I hope I won’t be proven 
wrong. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Sevastakis has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, our discussion enters the torrid zone of this bill. 
Its basic and fundamental backbone are the collecting societies. This is the bill’s core. 
Regarding the remaining issues, we have managed, further to the pressure put by the 
representatives of authors and artists and the one by the parties of the Opposition, to 
remedy them in some sort, in order to come out with the necessary document to proceed 
with this discussion smoothly and in good faith. 



Please allow me to make some first remarks. Of course I must stress that Sinaspismos 
is fully opposed to the introduced institution that is the institution of commercial collecting 
societies. We have expressed our views and we have established our request, which is 
that the State is obliged, in this extremely sensitive field of our precious culture, and 
based on other European legislations, to establish only one form of a collecting society. 
The form we have supported from the start, which is the non-profit collective 
management. 
But you have refused to do this till the end and the bill’s core has not been altered. So 
since there is no intention from your side to change the axis of this bill, we are then 
obliged to limit ourselves to certain remarks which we hope you can take into 
consideration. 
Issue number one: We insist – and this is a reasonable, fair and defensible insistence – 
that the negotiation of the rights of authors, related and original, should be vested to the 
trade representation of collective unions of authors and artists. We do not agree to grant 
these negotiations to a cold commercial body. In cases of non-profit organizations things 
are different – and we agree – that non-profit organizations can undertake the 
negotiations themselves. 
Mrs. Minister, it is tragic to grant the negotiation of financial interests, moral and general 
interests of culture, to an organization that aims to do what? Protect authors and culture 
or maximize its profit? 
Thus, this is where we radically disagree. And at the very last minute, this very last 
moment, we make a plea to you Mrs. Minister, to reformulate this regulation so that 
negotiations are held by the natural, elective representatives of the unions of authors 
and artists. 
Issue number two: You introduce certain modifications to the approval manner, as you 
say, of the collecting society. Is this approval an administrative act, Mrs. Minister? Is it 
submitted to infringement before administrative courts? You should define that. You 
have your counselors along. What kind of act is the approval of the regulation and thus 
the operation of this commercial collecting society? Is it an administrative act? This is the 
first issue. Secondly, we should introduce as a sanction for the violation of the regulation 
and the memorandum of association, further to the written mention of the Minister of 
Culture as a sanction not the order of a fine, but the revocation of the license. Because 
approval equals the provision of an operation license to the organization. 
So the right of the Ministry of Culture to revoke should be established and operate – if 
you wish – as a fear preventing from the usual things which are possible to happen, and 
it’s natural for the collecting society to diverge. 
I would also like to note that in article 56 – which Mrs. Minister, due to the consecutive 
modifications, corrections and interventions, has been turned into an embroidery – in the 
last paragraph you say: “To realize the distributions referred to in paragraph 1, cases a’ 
and b’ of the previous article, users are obliged to submit to the collecting society, and 
without any delay, lists of their works, copies of which are produced or sold or rented or 
lent as well as works executed publicly, with a mention of the exact number of copies 
produced or distributed as well as the frequency of public executions”. This is a nice 
regulation, but it’s lex imperfecta. An imperfect law. What sanction is provided in case of 
a violation and indeed a methodical violation of the principle you are setting? I would like 
you to tell me what the sanction is, what will happen if they infringe – and this is the most 
possible scenario, that they will infringe. How will you impose the enforcement of this 
principle practically? 
Thirdly, in par. 2 of article 57 you say: “Collecting societies” – and I’m keeping in mind 
the commercial collecting societies – “are obliged to annually inform the authors who 



have assigned them the administration etc. and organizations are obliged to take into 
consideration these opinions, when processing management or protection ways”. 
What sanction do we have here in par. 2 of article 57? What does “the organizations are 
obliged to annually inform” mean? And what does “organizations are obliged to take into 
consideration the authors’ views” mean? They are obliged. That’s a nice principle. But if 
they infringe this principle, what sanction is provided? 
Can the principle I suggested on revocation be introduced here? Not the fine, because 
possibly the fine will just be a minor stroke for the immense financial interests that exist. 
Another remark. You say, Mrs. Minister, that a constitutional order imposes the notion of 
these organizations, this multitude of freedom of conventions etc. I can accept that you 
are trapped in the constitutional order. But what kind of constitutional order, Mrs. 
Minister, obliges you and imposes to you to institutionalize paragraph 2 of article 70? 
There’s a large issue here. 
Paragraph 2: Author unions that engage in managing activities during the publication of 
this law, according to the regulations of articles 5, Law so and so, can continue this 
operation for another 24 months after this law is enforced. Why can they do it here Mrs. 
Minister? Why is the constitutional principle of freedom bent here? Why can they? To 
clean the floor so that the field is clear and AEPI, or any kind of AEPI, can face no 
problems whatsoever? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Would you like me to reply, dear 
colleague? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: If Mr. Chairman can keep track of the time, of course I will 
accept your explanation. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I have tried to wait, dear colleague, 
but I cannot anymore. Please read it well, it says “authors unions”. Do you know what 
kinds of unions we’re talking about right now? About the non-profit ones, that have 
requested the ability to exist. I don’t see any contradiction here, dear colleague, but if 
you wish, we can have them under the same provisions with the rest. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mrs. Minister, there’s one specific union of theatrical play 
writers and it has the collective management. So this right of this particular union 
survives for 24 months, and then what? Will it be transferred to AEPI? It should, if they 
accept this. You had this valid for 6 months and then extended by another 6 months the 
life and breath of the managing capacities vested in these unions. 
I will proceed Mrs. Minister, although I don’t have much time. I will proceed in no 
particular order. In article 63 “Inhibition of offence or continuation”. We have submitted 
an important objection here that the police officer, the “gendarme” cannot 
independently…. Because he harms – and as Chekhov wrote “fear the gendarme who 
harms” because he creates immense problems. The “gendarme” and district attorney 
could intervene and stop or not allow the execution, if there wasn’t a license by the 
author. And you have abolished the independent intervention of the district attorney, but 
you have created a formulation which is illogical. You are saying in the document we 
have in our hands: “In all cases where there is an imminent act of offence towards the 
copyright, such as” – this “such as” is suggestive, I don’t know what kind of acts will be 
judged as such that we have imminent offence of intellectual property – “without the 
necessary creator’s license, for the public performance of a theatrical, or cinema or 
musical work the according police authorities are obliged to forbid this act, further to a 
request”. A request by whom? If requested by the author, I accept it. But what if it is 
requested by anyone else, by the police, by the harming gendarme? Please restore this 
regulation, to provide independent intervention in this way. Only with the author’s 
intervention, only with the author’s request, only with the one whose financial and moral 
rights are put at risk. 



I cannot understand article 66 “Punitive sanctions” so please explain it Mrs. Minister. 
In the end of par. 2, in cases of parts d’, e’ and f’, the violator is punished, even if he was 
obliged to be aware of the lack of license. I would like you to explain this, so that I 
understand what “even if he had to” meant. And if he didn’t have to know, then certainly 
he is punished. 
Now regarding the copyright organization. It is a brilliant idea to establish a supervisor of 
collecting societies, commercial or not. I am afraid, and I also said that the day before 
yesterday, that our experience in the Greek state so far teaches us we should be 
reluctant to the creation of any kind of supervisory organizations, which is a fair and 
acceptable principle, to supervise that the law is enforced, that all agreements and 
regulations are adhered to. However, all this regulation is liable to the issuance of a 
presidential decree. Are we are perhaps creating a bureaucratic organization, which will 
be powerless in essence to control these strong sections of wealth and interest that will 
have established and founded commercial collecting societies? Should we search for 
some safety valves? 
Practically, Mrs. Minister, you are saying what the file of the commercial collecting 
society submitted to the Ministry should include, so that you can approve its 
establishment. With what criteria shall the Minister approve the percentage of profit or 
the percentage of expenses which he / she is obliged to determine? Some incorporated 
company comes and says, we have an expense percentage of 40% because things are 
tough today. What shall you do to approve it? How can you control what is a 
fundamental part, when you know that AEPI has a 35%-37% expense percentage 
today? Isn’t this an alibi? 
I would like to request specific answers to convince us that you have a right to proceed 
to a substantial, and not just typical control. It is important, because if all this happens for 
publicity reasons and to create escape routes to get rid of the pressure of the Opposition 
or collective bodies, then we should say this to avoid self-deceit and to avoid praising the 
modifications and the new mood created by the new Minister of Culture. I believe you do 
want to dislocate serious contradictions and settle the disputes of large interests. 
Finally, closing Mrs. Minister, I insist on these remarks and during my replication I will 
make another plea to have the negotiations vested to beneficiaries, those who create, 
those who execute; those who really have an important and huge vested interest. 
They’re the ones we should protect, they’re the ones we should entrench, and they’re 
the ones we should shield, not Mercantile Mercury, as I said, but literary Mercury. Thank 
you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Niotis has the floor. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, one of the most important issues in the law 
discussed today is a procedure that can provide this discussion with positivism and 
creativity, since we’re obliged in a very short amount of time to refer to the most dynamic 
part of this bill. We perhaps discern that there is no room for a substantial discussion on 
dozens of our suggestions, provided throughout this procedure, but yesterday and today 
too, even with our overdue amendments, which we hope the Minister can consider and 
discuss. Unfortunately, there’s no such thing. 
Regarding the general principle, regarding the collecting societies, our Parliamentary 
Delegate will speak in detail and of course our opposition is fundamental. We do not 
agree with the existence of commercial collecting societies. This is a rather complex 
situation that this bill is trying to accommodate at no success, due to the presence of 
AEPI in Greece. I am afraid that things are rather complex and no-one knows if the 
safety valves we or the Ministry are trying to put in place, will be effective, since they do 
not correspond, to put it simply, to the commercial and non-profit organizations the 
same. 



I will make some separate remarks. With a verbal improvement and redraft distributed 
just now, without any signature, but – I’m not sure if what has been distributed is an 
amendment after all - …..  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): It has been submitted to the 
Minutes. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I read it. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: … we have a positive, to a certain degree, effort to correct some 
generalities in their bill that could endanger the application of regulations, particularly in 
par. 4 of 54. However, despite this specialization, we stress that the reassurance of 
viability is not judged in this bill with objective data. There are no objective data on the 
way viability is determined. In our suggestion, we describe that. It would be really 
valuable to take into consideration, even tomorrow, during the discussion of 
amendments that we need to include these viability data. 
Also, the effectiveness of management, not operation, is the correct formulation. 
Operation has nothing to do with financial results. We would like to see then the 
effectiveness of management, and our suggestion is to exclude what’s written. 
We do have serious disagreements in the article referring to the establishment of the 
Hellenic Copyright Organization. We are afraid, Mrs. Minister, that we retreat to a point 
even before the original document. There’s the anti-constitutional, according to my 
opinion, par. 3 which insists on providing the Minister with the right to establish 
everything against an organization, the Hellenic Copyright Organization, which will 
certainly cover a void in the operation and organization of the Ministry, regarding 
supervision and protection – as said in the amendment – of copyright, but there are 
certain risks inherent here. 
We do agree to set this organization up, but not in the way you suggest, which is rather 
risky. 
First of all, we stress once again our disagreement, that the supervision object cannot 
include protection of intellectual authors, specifically since there was the mysterious 
deletion of the paragraph put in the first redraft. We would like an explanation on the 
reason why the paragraph mentioning that the HCO cannot have as an aim the 
collective management of rights, according to the provisions of 54 and 58, was omitted. 
What does that mean? That we’re setting up – and you insist on this – an organization, 
which will not just supervise, but can later evolve to a state collecting society? What 
does that mean? 
Mrs. Minister, we have a document with which we completely disagree and we kindly 
ask you to at least revert to the formulation. Also, we were waiting for a formulation and 
limitation for the Board of Director members of the established HCO and we don’t see 
that yet. 
We believe you should limit the anti-constitutionality risk of paragraph 3 in article 69, 
because certainly article 43 par. 2 of the Constitution allows authorizing regulations, but 
not with such a width. We believe there is a risk here. We state our intense 
disagreement for the establishment of such an organization, that due to width of 
perception we agreed on establishing – to avoid creating a brutal bureaucratic service – 
we are afraid that with the par. 3 which you pass all authorizations to the arbitrariness of 
the Minister of Culture and the Presidency of the Government. There is a great risk to 
create a one-party controlling organization not just on the supervision but on the 
struggling of all procedures regarding intellectual property. 
We want to state this is extremely dangerous, because this organization is supplied with 
legislative abilities and authorities. That is, this organization, under the protection of a 
party, is able to introduce amendments, changes, reformations, during the application of 
this statute that will destroy any positive things we have conquered and protected. 



Thus the way the HCO is framed is dangerous and we would like Mrs. Minister to 
provide the final formulations on this procedure. 
We are afraid that we don’t have the luxury of discussing seriously on the series of 
amendments we have submitted – up to schedule and overdue – and that try to provide 
some authority and content, to give substance to the regulations, which in a general and 
abstract way – even now, further to their verbal improvement and rephrasing – you 
accept to introduce them, such as the matters of prerequisites, for example, of operation 
licenses for collecting societies. Since we certainly accepted that we can’t have new 
collecting societies without any prerequisites and without any state supervision. We 
shouldn’t however proceed to a brutal state control and we certainly should not proceed 
to an arbitrary operation of the state or the collecting societies. 
We specifically insisted on setting prerequisites, such as the incorruptness and ethos of 
the people managing the organizations and for the organizations to operate to the 
benefit of beneficiaries, and not their own service. Hence, and regarding viability as well, 
it is very crucial to define that an issue of viability is anticipation and provision for the 
allocation of gain to beneficiaries. 
Please consider this, because we cannot have a multitude of new collecting societies, 
which shall not have as prerequisites such minimum capacities. We use an amendment 
in article 54 with a whole formulation about par. 4. I cannot read this in the few minutes I 
have left, but perhaps if you agree and we have this ability and eagerness, we can 
consider the content of these regulations, to provide this ability tomorrow. When we 
discuss the amendments, we can provide a little time – perhaps half an hour – to 
discuss… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Niotis, tomorrow we will 
only discuss two amendments regarding Thessaloniki. The other amendments shall be 
discussed today, once this section is completed. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, we believe that we have entrapped ourselves, 
regarding the procedure, since we’re discussing a complex section with dozens of 
reformations, improvements and redrafts, with dozens of our amendments within the 15 
minutes for our Parliamentary Delegate and within 10 minutes for us, while in essence 
we are trying to complete the most dynamic part of the bill, without the ability to have any 
debate. We certainly cannot change this now, but tomorrow if we have the time… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): You shall have all the time you 
need, plus your replication. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Then please consider today with your counselors the important 
suggestions – improvements we have submitted, many of which, Mrs. Minister, are 
redrafts from foreign laws, such as the German one, which includes whole chapters to 
provide for what you’re suggesting here in only 5 words, and different articles that we do 
not provide. 
I would like to remind to Mrs. Minister that we have passed article 52 without an answer 
to our suggestion or an amendment to introduce percentile fee in the field of related 
rights as well. Since we’re not convinced that Mrs. Minister has rejected our request, this 
position, we would like to ask that today when as Mr. Chairman says all amendments 
shall be judged, we should consider these amendments. If this is acceptable – please to 
be clarified by our Parliamentary Delegate as well – then we can stop here and then 
start discussing our own amendments and see which of those shall be accepted by Mrs. 
Minister. If this is the rationale, I believe we will have the ability to return to some of our 
very important suggestions. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Karamarios has the floor. 
ANASTASIOS KARAMARIOS: Mr. Chairman, the section of articles we’re discussing 
tonight is the one that shall ensure, according to my opinion, all those previous articles 



that the Parliament has already discussed and that the Minister of Culture has brought 
with such diligence to the Parliament. 
I have the impression though, that certain articles, in the way they are included in the 
discussed section, shall not reassure the previous articles as much, because this has 
been proven by courts, where always they are asked to protect the intellectual property 
and its authors. 
Very correctly, this section separates the protection of intellectual property to police 
measures, civil sanctions and penal sanctions. 
Regarding article 63, there is an effort to prevent infringement and the continuation of 
any infringement towards intellectual property. However, this prohibition should not be 
applied only via the police authorities or further to the work’s author’s request which we 
are trying to protect, but also with the author’s heirs and possibly with the instruments of 
collecting societies. We should add to this article that apart from police authorities and 
the authors, the heirs of the author and even more so the collecting societies, should 
always have the right to request the prohibition of the infringement of intellectual 
property. 
That said, in regards to article 63. 
Regarding article 65 now, which pertains to civil sanctions for violators of intellectual 
property. 
I see that in paragraph 4 of article 65, the court can sentence and threaten the violator 
with a monetary fine and even more so with an imprisonment of up ton e year. However, 
this ability for imprisonment up to one year, adds this article to this paragraph that it can 
be given even when the violator’s conviction is requested via the injunction procedure. 
Lawyers who deal with courts, criminal law and civil legislation, should know that it is 
absurd and very sophisticated to request imprisonment against violators with the 
summary procedures of injunction and indeed when with this procedure we allow – as 
allowed today – to discuss injunction in the absence of the respondent. That is, we will 
have in a civil, I repeat, case, the conviction of the violator with a monetary fine, but also 
with imprisonment, without the notification or calling of the respondent, since the civil 
procedure does not allow it. 
One can say that there are exceptional cases in civil procedure where imprisonment is 
allowed in that manner, but there we do not have the infringement and protection of a 
proper product, such as in this particular case of intellectual property. Because here our 
aim is not just to punish someone, but to protect our intellectual property from that 
violator, with means in the procedure, which will be expedient and within the allowed 
constitutional framework. 
I must say then that the civil sanction provided by article 947 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, where it is indeed allowed, is always during the normal procedure and not by 
injunction. 
So in this particular case, where supposedly with the police measures or in any other 
way, there is provision by the previous article 63 and where indeed we have the 
protection of intellectual property, we cannot also order the imprisonment of the violator, 
when we have already taken the measures, i.e. confiscation of printed material, 
prohibition or shutting down or photography of any means, full protection of intellectual 
property. 
I would like to say that imprisonment should only be ordered with the provisions of article 
947, that is to delete the phrase “the same is valid when conviction takes place during 
injunction” because it adds nothing. On the contrary, you shall see that it will only 
complicate this matter, legislatively and judicially, and for no apparent reason. 
Regarding article 69, where very correctly we provide the establishment of the Hellenic 
Copyright Organization that is of a new legal person governed by private law. Its aim is 



very important, but I believe that to limit in two phrases that the HCO can also organize 
all sorts of seminars with an aim to train and brief particular persons, is not correct and 
should not be written, because I do not believe at this moment that the HCO will be able 
to inform or educate more certain judges or lawyers or employees. We can abstractly 
say that the HCO can hold all sorts of seminars, aiming to educate all interested parties 
or anything else, without specializing it and naming any individuals. 
(At this point the Presidential Chair is taken by the Fifth Deputy Chairman of the 
Parliament, Mr. MANOLIS DRETTAKIS). 
Because I am under the impression that it can be implied that we’re degrading 
established people in this case and after all, I or anyone else can attend these seminars 
without using this limitation. 
That’s all I had to add Mr. Chairman and I repeat that you should be very careful Mrs. 
Minister, considering the protection of copyright as provided by this bill that you want the 
Parliament to pass tonight – and very correctly – because we may find ourselves 
entangled in civil cases, if this article is retained, without removing the regulation I 
mentioned earlier. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Kosionis, Parliamentary 
Delegate of KKE, has the floor. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, since the discussion on the principle of this 
bill, we had stated that article 54 is the most important of the entire bill. And during the 
last sessions with the change of leadership in the Ministry of Culture, an intention of 
improving certain regulations had shown and we had said that these positive regulations, 
as finally passed, would be ineffective if article 54 was to remain as is. And which 
essentially says that we create commercial and non-profit organizations. 
Our disagreement here is fundamental and substantial. We are totally opposed to this 
issue and this is for two main reasons. The first is that it is impossible for the object, the 
product of a certain group of people, to be used by others and have gains from it. Even 
more so when we’re talking about intellectual and artistic creation. This is not possible, 
what we’re all interested in and particularly in these difficult situations, like in the 
Balkans, for our cultural heritage etc. to turn intellectual and artistic creation into a 
gambling and profit object. We are categorically opposed to that. We believe that 
intellectual and creative artists have the ability to manage the products of their labor on 
their own. Intellectual and creative authors really do not wish anything more than their 
fee and the ability to not be taken advantage of. And regarding this double article, that 
allows both cases, non-profit organizations and the form of civil partnerships, we believe 
this would not be enforceable, but even so, for the simple reason that the regulations of 
civil partnerships should admit two basic principles, according to our views. That is to be 
self-managed and non-profit. Of course this is further distorted by certain existing 
regulations such as e.g. that corporate bodies can participate as well, that can even 
distort a partnership or the issue of partnership shares that can be regulated with a 
different manner than the one provided by the law for civil partnerships, that is 1667 of 
1986 by a presidential decree which can be issued, and which we won’t know how it will 
be and perhaps it will be like any presidential decree issued or taking place in cold 
blood, that is when pressure is no longer put by the interested bodies, which can also 
bring different results than those Mrs. Minister could be considering now. 
We believe that this can be perfectly determined by the organization’s memorandum of 
association. But it is fundamental to define what kind of organization that will be. Also, 
we do not disagree that the Ministry of Culture should provide its approval. We accept a 
certain control by the Ministry of Culture, even a control of the lawfulness of the 
organization’s deeds. But this is completely different than approving these organizations 
that can be publicized and promulgated. 



In article 55 I would like to make a remark on paragraph 1, part a. “To sign contracts with 
users for the terms of exploitation…” etc. This competence cannot be vested to the 
collecting societies. It should be provided to the trade unions that will hold negotiations. 
Article 56 almost says the same and we insist that the exclusive competence for 
collective negotiations should be vested to trade unions, and not bodies. 
Of course, as it seems from the discussion we had with Mrs. Minister, she will insist on 
article 54 so as you understand we even lose our subjective interest to proceed to 
certain corrections, since they will be objectless. 
I would also like to make some remarks on article 69 where it says “establishment of a 
copyright organization”. There are two basic reasons why we can’t accept that. First, 
because a legal person governed by private law is established. So far, all the bills 
providing this form have been voted in the negative by us. It is a matter of principles.  
But I would also like to say to Mrs. Minister, since I’ve seen this twice, that when such 
regulations were passed, an amendment followed, as it seemed that many forms of 
these legal persons governed by private law could not operate. We had a more private 
form without State intervention. A typical example is the ONASSIS Cardiac Surgery 
Center, where the then Minister Mr. Sourlas was forced to bring an amendment, since 
the regulation led nowhere the way it was introduced. 
The second reason is what is mentioned in the first paragraph “With an aim to protect 
the intellectual author”. According to our view, but mainly to the views expressed by all 
representatives of intellectual and artistic authors, they do not wish this kind of 
protection. So far there was a protection exercised by a certain company, and we all 
know the way that was provided. They do not want guardians in this case, they want to 
manage their own intellectual and artistic creation on their own. 
Of course there’s much to say about the form this organization shall take and the 
percentage it will be provided with. We get the impression in the end that from the 
money collected by collecting societies, a large amount should be allocated for this 
organization to operate. 
And there’s another disagreement we have in par. 3 where by a presidential decree we 
shall define the way it will operate. One understands that there’s need for a wider 
balancing in order to issue such a presidential decree and no-one can be certain of that 
decree’s content. Could we perhaps see a form, an original thought, what are your 
thoughts Mrs. Minister, what do you consider in introducing in these presidential 
decrees? 
Mr. Chairman, I have nothing more to add. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Benos has the floor, as 
Parliamentary Delegate of PASOK. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, dear colleagues, I believe we have entered the core 
of this statute. I will not succumb to the temptation of focusing on the icing and missing 
the cake. Because despite any separate changes suggested for the articles regarding 
the operation of collecting societies, when we institutionalize the operation of commercial 
organizations that will manage intellectual struggle, in such a dominant way, discussing 
anything else is nothing more than a detail. 
This as an introductory remark. Let us proceed now. Dear colleagues, I believe we 
should first dispel some certain myths. 
Myth number one, since we’re insisting on this, is it perhaps our socialistic trend, a 
socialistic obsession? Is this a field of conflict between the governmental views – the 
ideology of which is known – and our own and the rest of the opposition? Certainly not. 
Because to request today the establishment of a self-management and partnership form, 
is anything but an alleged socialistic measure, when this rationale has been established 
in all advanced countries internationally. 



Myth number two, as invoked by Mrs. Minister, and I think she should stop invoking it. 
This myth is that we will supposedly face constitutional barriers. I am not a 
constitutionalist of course, and I will not spend all of my time in such a series of 
arguments. If Mrs. Minister insists, we have the Parliament’s scientific committee and we 
can refer the subject there and receive an official answer. However, the information I 
have gathered was explicit. There’s no constitutionality issue here. Thus, let us not 
bother with these myths anymore. 
And now I have to make a ascertainment. It is a fact that during the seventies the whole 
world was flooded by the dogma of Keynesianism, financially, socially and culturally. In 
the eighties, we had the rising star of neoliberalism, which very quickly led to dead-ends 
and in most countries it was aptly abolished. And where people insisted – see Thatcher 
and Bush – they were punished in the harshest way. 
So here, dear colleagues, we have a Government insisting neoliberally in the financial 
scene and creating day by day the society of two thirds in our country. One could say 
that the results we have financially are as they are. After all, we don’t need to criticize 
the government there. There is such criticism for the lack of social sensitivity in the 
financial politics of the Government, by its own officers as it is. 
We see that the Government will not stop there. It proceeds even more, to the social 
field. It introduces all those ideas in the welfare state and begins to slowly and 
methodically erode it. The first results can already be felt, especially in the Greek 
prefecture. And if previously we would talk of painful consequences, this is a hit straight 
to humanity. And today we’re taking another step further, leading us to the edge of the 
cliff. We do not even leave culture unharmed. And please pay attention, here is what’s 
happening: a theoretical advocate of neoliberalism could justify it by saying that we 
introduce gain mechanisms for productive reasons. What kind of productive reasons do 
we have here though? The only reasons existing here are retail ones. The pie is given. 
The authors’ rights are given. The question is who shall collect them. And we heard of 
the dogma, that only through gain procedures can there be hope for the authors of this 
country. 
Do you know where we’re headed to dear colleagues? This is a hit to this country’s 
aesthetics. It is a hit to our souls, our hearts. All the values in this country are for sale, 
they have a price, they’re sold. 
Would you like to take a look at what’s going on in the rest civilized world in comparison 
with us? I have brought along a list, Mrs. Minister, which I will read for the Minutes. I 
don’t have time to go through all of it. It refers to Germany, France, Spain, Great Britain, 
Italy, Switzerland, Austria, Belgium and the USA. We can’t find any commercial 
organization anywhere else in the world, dear colleagues. Please don’t confuse 
commercial organizations with bodies operating under the rules of private law in favor of 
the authors. I have seen this in culture. When I was mayor, I had created, along with 
Melina Merkouri, private law commercial cultural companies, municipal companies that 
were covered by social purposes. 
(At this point, the Member of the Parliament Mr. St. Benos submits to the Minutes the 
aforementioned list, which is as follows: 
“In all countries of Europe and the USA, organizations are self-managed and non-profit 
ones. Specific examples of such organizations include the following: 
A. Germany 
1. GEMA: financial purposes union, composed of composers, songwriters and musical 
publishers. 
2. VG Word: financial purposes union, composed of writers, journalists and publishers. 
3. VG Bild-Kunst: financial purposes union composed of visual arts creators, directors, 
photographers. 



4. GVL: LTD with the union of singers and the union of producers as partners. 
B. France 
All collecting societies are obligatorily (by the law) unions, the members of which are 
authors – beneficiaries of related rights. 
C. Spain 
The law forbids commercial organizations. The organizations existing can either be 
unions or partnerships. 
D. Great Britain 
PRS: LTD the supreme instrument of which is the general meeting of members – 
composers, songwriters and publishers. 
A pertinent legal form is also presented by the remaining organizations, that is PPL, that 
manages the mechanical rights in the field of music, PLR that manages the private 
reproduction rights of authors. 
E. Italy 
Only one state organization, managing all copyright or related rights. 
F. Switzerland 
Organizations are by law non-profit and self-managed. 
G. Austria 
AKM: LTD, the supreme instrument of which is the general meeting of members – 
composers, songwriters and publishers of music. 
H. Belgium 
SABAM: civil professional company, non-profit, composed of composers, songwriters 
and musical publishers 
I. USA 
ASCAP and BMI, self-managed organizations”) 
STAVROS BENOS: And there are such models. Let us not be confused though. We 
could provide the legislative framework of offering a choice to organizations, as they do 
in Europe, to do this and that. But everything should be done by their order. 
I will submit this testament to the Parliament, to see that nowhere else in Europe, 
nowhere in the world, do we see this crime committed today in the European Parliament. 
To see what kind of fruit has ripened and blossomed, the kind of fruit we are bout to 
endorse, dear colleagues. It is the fruit of AEPI, which as you know, further to this law, 
will only be a joke compared to the possibilities created, which are much harsher and for 
many more organizations like AEPI to flourish. 
So what have we learnt from AEPI? Firstly, you are aware, dear colleagues, that AEPI 
receives up to 37% of intellectual struggle. It collects up to 37% and this bill doesn’t even 
set a limit for the amount that a commercial organization can receive. Convictions? 
Countless. 
Mrs. Minister thought it would be wise to be interviewed yesterday and apologize to 
AEPI, through a mass circulation newspaper. 
I have a decision by the Council of State in my hands. You would feel appalled if you 
were to read it. Fake family companies, collecting rights which were transferred from one 
company to the next, to earn money from authors. I don’t have time to read this. I will 
submit this to the Minutes as well, so Mrs. Minister is informed about what we’re about to 
pass today. 
(At this point, Member of the Parliament, Mr. St. Benos submits to the Minutes the 
pertinent decision which is retained in the Stenography Service archive and is at the 
disposal of all interested parties) 
I will certainly refer to the fact – it would be painful if I chose to omit it – that the well-
known declaration saw the light of publicity a day before yesterday. I hope and I wish 
that the authors that sign it knew precisely what they were signing. 



Get a load of this! They accuse us of supposedly bringing amendments negatively 
affecting AEPI. Here it is then the usual triangle. Synonymous expressions like those we 
read in the articles of Mr. Professor a few weeks ago. The triangle of Koumantos, AEPI 
and a certain part of authors, most of whom are unsuspected – it was obvious after the 
interviews they had with them later on – victimized authors in an infertile dispute 
throughout all these years, in minor details, a dispute that wouldn’t let Melina’s 
sensitivities flourish when she was the Minister of Culture and prevented her from 
creating at the time and in the way it should be created, this statute. 
You can say, what are we to do? Please pay attention. Although in all other aspects 
discussed so far there were certain effective parts – e.g. conventions, audiovisual, 
publishing or the establishment of a fee as the sole way authors should be rewarded – 
here things are different. There’s a Europe where partnerships are a conquest 
everywhere, in economy, society and culture. Here we have our small Greece where 
unfortunately the partnership movement, and due to everyone’s responsibility – no-one 
is excluded – has been defamed. So now the author takes this defamed tool, a bite we 
supposedly provide with this bill, to face commercial organizations. 
We all use the alibi that we provide equal ammo, so the author can fight in this inexistent 
legal framework provided to these Don Quixotes, the one through the Hellenic Union of 
Composers and Songwriters for all who will try to proceed to this absurd step. 
We should look closer and see what kind of legal framework we need for our country. 
Things are simple. As it is valid throughout Europe, it is valid for civilized world. On the 
one hand, on the decision making issue, there should be complete democracy and 
complete control and the will of authors and on the other hand, in the enforcement of 
these decisions, we should have provided such a legal arsenal, that they could really do 
their wok effectively. 
Nothing whatsoever of the aforementioned is provided in this bill and the chapter to be 
passed in the next few minutes. 
And here I am obliged to say something else as well, Mrs. Minister. An utmost bill such 
as that, requires a different tone from all of us. And please pay attention, since you are in 
the Ministry of Culture now. You are not a Deputy State Secretary to the Prime Minister. 
I read – and I wouldn’t want you to deny this in the Parliament Mrs. Bakoyannis – that 
along with the tours you will make around Greece, you will also tour all the organizations 
of Nea Dimokratia. You are obliged to protect culture. And you cannot take advantage of 
it to benefit your party. 
You are also both responsible, you and the previous Minister. We have many times 
besieged you, asking how you manage the money of the Ministry of Culture. And now 
we have reached this oxymoron, where Mrs. Benakis has been struggling for a year to 
get a penny from the public investment program and Mr. Mitsotakis refused to provide it 
and now – I’m not sure if you know this dear colleagues – the new Minister of Culture, as 
if by miracle, received 2.5 billion drachmas in a week, all overruns from all funds. And 
LOTTO is still on. 
You should know that we were wiling to provide a jubilee, but this is the Ministry of 
Culture and culture is needed in all its practices. From now on we shall be relentless. 
Every month you will have to report to the Parliament where you allocate this money, 
since you are not willing to institutionalize or create stabile rules on how this money will 
be shared. 
Closing, I would like to make some comments from my heart. I want to use this official 
and unique podium of Democracy to encourage all workers of spirit and struggle in our 
country, even through this bad bill, to dare and set the first foundations, because there’s 
not time to be missed. We mustn’t provide behemoths with time to attack everything, so 
we have to earn some time. 



And the commitment I carry tonight, Melina, me and all our colleagues from PASOK and 
the colleagues of the Left as they have expressed their views, is that very soon, with the 
coming changes in our country, this wretched chapter that surrenders the people of 
struggle free to profiteering, will be one of the first things that shall be changed when we 
shall have political changes in this country. 
(Claps from the Wing of PASOK). 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Nikitas Kaklamanis, 
Parliamentary Delegate of Nea Dimokratia, has the floor. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Mr. Chairman, I have to confess that tonight I don’t recognize 
my colleague Mr. Benos. 
Let me start with his last remark, about this “bad bill”. I believe that if we read the 
Minutes of our previous session, further to the disagreement on various points, which 
were suggestions of your party dear colleague, you had used very different words to 
describe this bill. And if we are to be honest, we are the ones that should be having an 
issue here, not you. You understand what I mean. This is one. 
Secondly, I believe it’s not honorary for any of us, when criticizing a bill, to succumb to 
personal criticism. When a Member of the Parliament or a Minister of the government, 
finishes the official programme of his tour, which is competent with the Minister’s 
responsibilities, in the name of what right can he be prohibited from meeting his 
colleagues or associates at the spare time left? What we’ve heard here tonight is 
unprecedented. Do you mean that a different member of the parliament from Nea 
Dimokratia or a different Minister should to go to another tour so when his official touring 
schedule is completed, he can meet with his colleagues in the County or the associates 
of his party? For Christ’s sakes! 
We shouldn’t move to extremes. You should be pleased, dear colleagues from the 
Opposition, that through Mrs. Bakoyannis we were able to receive some additional 
money. And if we are to be honest here as well, if anyone should be feeling displeased – 
if this is valid, I’m not sure, we haven’t received that information – it should be Mrs. 
Bakoyannis’ predecessor and not you, because we received some extra money. 
Everyone should be pleased that there’s more money for the Ministry of Culture. We 
should be the ones with the problem, not you. And you understand exactly what I’m 
saying. 
This is the first issue. The second is that you used all that for a personal attack. And let 
me say one more thing: I have discerned a double-faced attitude tonight. There was a 
different spirit and tone, a different content in the orations of Mrs. Merkouri and Mr. 
Niotis, in comparison with that of Mr. Benos. And certainly I am the first to say that a 
party should not have one monolithic view on any particular subject, not at all, but the 
spirit and content were different too. If you have personal issues, you should solve them 
privately. This was completely different. 
And you have spoken, dear colleague, further to your analysis, about our social and 
cultural callousness. 
Who said, dear colleagues, that you are more sensitive in what art means for this 
country? And ho said that you have more knowledge about it? We do not think so. On 
the contrary, we can state we have less knowledge on what art is but not that we’re 
completely clueless when it comes to art and culture. How can you know if some of us 
write or read or listen to music? And how can you count your appraisal degrees, yours 
and ours, in comparison with culture, art and its expressions? You speak of AEPI, which 
is essentially fangless. And this was something – and you remember this very well – that 
we were opposed to on an initial bill brought by Mrs. Benakis. You lay all the blame 
tonight, while for a series of years no-one had uttered a word for AEPI itself. I have to 
confess I was surprised to read a manifest signed by really remarkable authors, from 



Manos Hatzidakis to anyone else, who were in favor of AEPI. I’m not saying that 
because I am in favor of the original position, not at all, and you know it. It is true that 
there are conflicting interests in the field of authors or performing artists and some 
considered it a panacea, others didn’t. And we tried to find a median way, the golden 
medium. Perhaps we didn’t manage to do that to the degree the authors or you wished. 
AMALIA MARIA-MERKOURI: Mr. Kaklamanis, you are very well aware of the reason 
why Manos Hatzidakis and Savvopoulos signed. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: In any case, it is a fact Mrs. Merkouri. And we can’t say that 
Manos Hatzidakis is not an author or is not an intellectual individual or in any case does 
not provide for his interests and needs us to do so. 
And now on the organizations we referred to, in article 54. All those things we 
introduced, aren’t those protecting provisions? Aren’t those the right prerequisites? 
Where do you disagree? I only have one remark to make – in case I’m wrong legally – 
about the part where you refer to a clean record. I believe this is an exaggeration. Even 
if you have just a traffic accident, your record may not be clean anymore. For Christ’s 
sakes, should a traffic accident prevent a person from participating there? I believe we 
should impose some certain limits. Just because I’ve had an accident with a person and 
have been imprisoned for a month due to that, that doesn’t mean I should not 
participate. It doesn’t make me a crook. So I believe this is an exaggeration and we 
should reconsider it. 
I also have another remark to make, Mrs. Minister. Certainly and to be totally honest, I 
wasn’t aware of the article that has been passed. I saw it and read it further to a protest 
sent by the representatives of traditional coffeehouses for article 49 in the first three 
paragraphs. And I think we are exaggerating in the formulation of this article. And when 
it is allowed – and I think it is – by the community Directive, we should provide a 
transitional period for these kinds of clubs or coffeehouses, at least in cities or villages 
with a certain population. 
Because the way article 49 is formulated – since I contacted these people today – 
means that the most isolated coffeehouse in the most isolated village in the country, 
which can have a traditional gramophone and play some music, is liable to receive a visit 
by the pertinent organization or AEPI requesting money. And if this supports people 
living in the country, it is totally beyond me. 
So I directly suggest if it is allowed – and since the article has been passed – we should 
add in the final article a transitional period and I believe that until June 1994 it can be 
done for cities or towns of 10.000 residents or less, for paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of article 
49 not to apply, in order to provide a transitional period so that we can offer explanations 
and let them adapt to the new reality. 
To me, this is an unacceptable provision. Take for example a coffeehouse in 
Zagorohoria. I consider it unacceptable when music is played in a gramophone with Mrs. 
Faradouris that her collector or AEPI or any other organization should go there and 
request money. It is beyond me, completely beyond me. And if we agree and we also 
have the agreement of our colleagues in Opposition, we should grant this transitional 
regulation. 
From then on, let us finish this bill the way we started it. We do have a different rationale 
here, if you may. You cannot convince us that we’re wrong, and we cannot convince you 
that we’re right. But we shouldn’t allow these personal attacks and especially these 
labels of political or cultural callousness. This insults us personally, dear colleagues. 
Parties are not glass-faced, they’re not the chairs and walls of our organizations. They 
are composed of people and each person has his own sensitivity and personal 
knowledge and decency. When we use characterizations such as “Nea Dimokratia” let 



us bear in mind – like we do when addressing you – that Nea Dimokratia is composed of 
people. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mrs. Minister of Culture has 
the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I would like to say, dear colleagues, 
how sorry I am for the tone Mr. Benos used in his oration and how sorry I am for the 
essence of what he has said. 
Dear colleagues, we have not changed at all since what we said in our previous session 
and the orations that we had. Here in the Parliament, you all knew where this bill was 
headed, which articles it had and how they would be passed. 
Until this weekend, our cooperation among my partners and the colleagues from PASOK 
lasted for half an hour. 
We certainly disagree, but why do we disagree dear colleagues? We disagree on the 
fact that we don’t institutionalize. Commercial organizations are retained. Here I may be 
a new Minister of Culture, but I get the impression that I heard people who start *** 
today. 
Did you not know, ladies and gentlemen, of the way AEPI operated all this time? Was I 
the only one aware of it? I have to say I did find out recently, because I didn’t use to deal 
with AEPI’s operation. But some of you had a deep knowledge of AEPI’s operation. 
What was going on all these years, ladies and gentlemen? Wasn’t there any framework? 
Wasn’t there any directive? Wasn’t there any rule? Was there any effort made so that 
this specific company - because this is finally the core of our discussion – could be 
controlled? Nothing happened, dear colleagues, and you are very well aware of the 
reason why nothing happened. You are very well aware of it. 
You are very well aware of the fact that this Government needed to come and be bold 
enough – and boldness was necessary – to be able to attack certain interests and you 
know better than me, that this effort was made to be able to discuss, to base this bill on 
something, because it is substantial to have an unanimous agreement towards this bill. If 
we don’t agree in the details it doesn’t matter; what matters is to support this bill, to be 
able to pass this bill, to set the rules of transparency, to be able to know that we protect 
the rights of authors. 
And I’ve been listening to some harsh tones. I’ve been hearing that we supposedly 
institutionalize commercial organizations – as if it is a crime! – as if we institutionalize 
them today and they will start operating tomorrow! You know very well that things are not 
like that. You also know very well – and better than me – that if we were to follow your 
suggestion today, we would put the whole bill at risk. And I won’t refer to constitutionality 
or not. But it is a fact that when a company has been operating for many years, based 
on the rules of the EEC which are valid today and the freedom which preexisted – and 
exists – we would face many problems. Its abolishment would be, in various ways – you 
may have some in mind, but in various ways – opposite to the Constitution, opposite to 
the principles of free economy, which are personal expressions of the free development 
of a person’s personality and are protected by the Constitution. 
Dear colleagues, the fact that we are attacked in such a way from all sides, means that 
we have done the right thing. We have found the golden medium. We have set a 
framework that will allow the operation, the equal operation of all collecting societies. 
This was not a coincidence. And I don’t agree with Mrs. Merkouri, who said that we 
should have a different perception towards commercial organizations and another 
towards non-profit ones. 
Dear colleagues, finally, this is the authors’ issue. The author is the one to select the 
body that is best for him, the body that will serve his own interests in the best possible 
way. What must the State do? The State must provide equal opportunities to all and 



protect the author from extreme situations, which manifested a few years ago and still 
develop today. This is the State’s obligation. 
That’s why we have the approval by the Ministry of Culture. That’s why – and Mrs. 
Merkouri said, who hasn’t seen the last redrafts we handed out in the Parliament today – 
we handed out the redrafts and say which they are, what I read in article 54 in the 
beginning, we say where the Ministry of Culture shall intervene. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: In article 32? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): In article 54, par. 4, we say when 
the Ministry of Culture shall intervene, what it will control, in order to give its approval or 
the number of authors allocated, the legal form, the duration of allocation, the time the 
fees will be allocated, things you have said yourselves, but for which the redrafts had not 
been handed at that moment. This is the essence, dear colleagues. 
Mr. Sevastakis, in the redrafts there are certain things which you said. They were 
corrected. I imagine you have seem that in article 63, par. 1 we delete the word “either” 
which you pointed out, and you were right. It was a bad formulation on our behalf. Also, 
in article 67, paragraphs 3 and 4 turn into “par. 3” and “par. 4” correspondingly. In article 
68 par. 3 where it says “… for five years” the words “for five years” are replaced by “… 
for one year”. 
Dear colleagues, I have heard colleague Mr. Benos raising his tone on neoliberalism. 
Certainly, Nea Dimokratia has never been a neoliberalism government, Mr. Benos. We 
have stated this so many times. You are trying to convince us of the opposite. What is 
happening today is a liberalism of a social economy of the market. And there’s a 
German term for that. And we find that in your views as well, even in the terms of 
socialistic democracy. Because this is the sociality that this grind of regulations is 
provided for, the one we create. And for that sociality – and you know that better than 
me – we have today roused AEPI. This is the reason why, and you know it dear 
colleagues. But you insist and perhaps the tone which was dominant in the pervious 
session of the Parliament could not be understood or was too much for some of us 
party-advocates. 
It is a shame, dear colleague! 
The tour I did in North Greece was done in full recognition of my role as the Minister of 
Culture. I met with the mayors, dear colleagues, who do not belong to Nea Dimokratia. 
All colleagues of other parties and been invited, apart from Nea Dimokratia. If they 
responded to that invitation or not, was to their judgment. And we tried to take a look at 
the essence of the problems. I’m sorry that such a tour was understood in that manner. 
I do hope, dear colleagues, that we will finish the discussion on this bill in the same way 
we started it. Let us see what the reality is and let us see if there are other corrections, 
part from the ones submitted today with the pertinent redrafts. 
And I want to hope that we will not be carried away by different ones that do not promote 
culture or the ideas of this bill. 
Thank you. 
(claps by the Nea Dimokratia Wing). 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mrs. Minister, would you like to 
give any clarifications before the colleagues start their replications? 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Mr. Chairman, may I have the floor 
please? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): You want to talk as well? Just 
two minutes, Mrs. Minister. 
There’s this issue. We had mentioned in the previous session that we discuss the 
document not from the Standing Committee, but the one modified by the service and 
distributed to the colleagues. 



Today you distributed a two-page document, from which you only read the redraft of 
article 54 and just a while ago, certain other articles.  
I would like to please request your agreement, for the total document of the amendments 
distributed today, to be registered in the Minutes. 
And the passing of the articles, dear colleagues, shall be as follows: When we say “as 
modified” we shall mean as the document which has been distributed was modified, as 
modified by the service, further to the resumption of the Ministry by the New Minister and 
based on which we discussed the sections of articles up to 53.  
Today we discuss the sections of articles form 54 to the end. 
And in this document we shall have amendments, which are included in these two 
pages, which will be submitted. I believe we can do that. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Yes Mr. Chairman, that’s exactly 
how it is. 
(At this point, the Minister of Culture Mrs. T. Bakoyannis, submits to the Minutes of this 
document with the phrasal improvements and redrafts, which is as follows: 
 
Phrasal improvements and redrafts 
???? 
In article 54, paragraph 4 is redrafted as follows: 
Each organization having or about to assume the collective administration or protection 
of authorities deriving from the creators’ moral right, is obliged, before it starts operating, 
to submit a pertinent statement to the Ministry of Culture, accompanied by the 
Regulation compiled by the organization, which must necessarily contain the following 
data: a) the organization’s Capital amount; b) the Memorandum of Association or 
corporate agreement if it is a company; c) the organization’s representative, as well as 
the individuals managing the organization who must have a clean record and offer proof 
of professional moral; d) d) the number of creators, assigning to the organization the 
administration of authorities, deriving from their property right; e) the legal form of the 
administration assignment; f) the assignment’s duration; g) the time, principles and way 
of distribution of the fees to the beneficiaries; and h) the amount of administration 
expenses, as well as all necessary data to ensure the sustainability and effectiveness of 
the organization’s operation. The Ministry of Culture controls the statement and the 
Regulation of collective administration organizations and, if the prerequisites of this law 
are fulfilled, grants the approval for their operation. All alterations of the above data of 
the Regulation must be notified to the Ministry of Culture and receive its approval. 
Otherwise, the initial Regulation of the collective administration organization continues to 
be valid, as approved by the Ministry during the Organization’s initiation of operation.  

In paragraph 6 of this article, second line, further to the word “Regulation” we add the 
phrase “according to the pertinent warning by the Minister of Culture”. 
 
In the end of article 54 we add a new paragraph, number 7 which is the following: 
7. When the term “Regulation” is used in the provisions of this law, it refers to the 
Regulation of paragraph 4 of this article. 
 
In article 55, paragraph 1, case  e) after the words “according to article 64” and case g), 
after the words “of article 64” we add the words “of this law”. 
 
In article 56, in the end of paragraph 3, we add a new part that is the following: “During 
the designing and application of the fee lists, collecting societies are obliged to act 
without any arbitrariness and to avoid proceeding to improper discriminations”. 



In the same article, paragraph 4, line two, we delete the words “a’ and b” and replace 
them with the words “a’, b’, c’ and d’”. 
 
In article 63, paragraph 1, line six, we delete the word “either”. 
 
In article 67, paragraphs 3 and 4 become 4 and 3 correspondingly. 
 
In article 68, paragraph 3 we delete the words “for five years” and replaced them with the 
words “for one year”. 
 
In article 69, in the end of paragraph 2, we delete the full stop and add the words “of 
20.000.000 (Twenty million) drachmas)”. 
In the same article, in paragraph 3, line two, we delete the world “and”, insert a comma 
and after the word “Government” we add the words “and Economy”. 
 
In article 70, paragraph 1, after the word “in” we delete the words “six months from the 
enforcement of article 54 of this law” and we insert the words “twelve months from this 
law’s enforcement”. 
 
In the title of article 71 we delete the words “Community Directive” and replace them with 
the words “Community Directives”. 
 
In article 73 we delete the words “articles 54, 55, 56, 57, 58 and 69, the valid of which” 
and replace them with the words “article 69, the validity of which”.  
 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Let me just add one phrase, 
because we have an issue with article 69. Mr. Niotis has already mentioned it. We’re 
talking about article 69, the redraft of which has been distributed. What we had sent to 
the Ministry of Economy, and which gave us quite a hard time in order to get the 
signature, was a piece regarding financial issues. What you have in your hands is valid. 
This document, which we had distributed and exists in the redrafts, is article 69 which we 
are discussing. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Thus it should be removed, because there’s an issue here on what 
we’re talking about or at least…  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Remove what? 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: An amendment which entangles this issue. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): This is not an amendment, Mr. 
Chairman. It is the report by the General Accounting Office. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: It is a report on an amendment. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): The report of the General 
Accounting Office took into consideration only the part regarding the 20 millions. 
However, the article in its totality also features the remarks you have spoken about. We 
haven’t changed anything on this. It is the same as the one you have in your hands. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Niotis, an amendment has 
been distributed, as you said, about article 69. The amendment is signed by Mrs. 
Minister. 
Mrs. Minister, is what I am about to say correct? Because I’m not sure. 
I see that the first paragraph in article 69 in page 26 is much bigger in extent than that 
existing in the amendment. Which one is valid?  
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): The initial one. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, to set this clear, if you 
agree too Mrs. Minister. We will ignore this amendment. 
And we will take into consideration the document in page two of your amendments, that 
in article 69, and in the end of paragraph 2, the full stop is deleted and we add the words 
“of an amount of 20.000.000 (twenty million) drachmas”. In the same article, in 
paragraph 3, second line, the word “And” is deleted, a comma is added and after the 
word “Government” we add the words “and Economy”. This is it and nothing more.  
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, this amendment is not 
valid, dear colleagues, and there’s only the modification I’ve just read on page two, 
which has been distributed today. 
Dear colleagues, who would like to take the floor now? 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Mr. Chairman, may I have the floor 
please? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): There you go Mrs. Minister, 
you have the floor. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Dear colleagues, our colleague 
Mrs. Bakoyannis and our Parliamentary Delegate have provided the answers that 
needed to be given, especially in the issues earlier posed by Mr. Benos.  
I am very sorry for the fact that PASOK, through its Parliamentary Delegate, has 
expressed what bothers it, that in the Ministry of Culture we have finally had a thorough 
work completed. And it is a thorough work not just thanks to the personal devotion and 
work of all those that had and have the responsibility of the certain Ministry, but also a 
thorough work with the reassurance of the necessary financial means. 
Are you bothered Mr. Benos, by the fact that the Government of Nea Dimokratia 
managed to assure funds for culture, funds that you had not even imagined or cared to 
ensure? Instead you idled away, not to say spent the state budget, without proceeding to 
any attempts to enhance it. Nea Dimokratia needed to come and vote for the obvious, 
the establishment of sponsorships that are the main source of funding of culture on a 
worldwide basis. But you had not thought of this, not because you weren’t aware of it. 
Mrs. Merkouri with her international appeal, contacts and knowledge of issues knew that, 
but she never thought that culture should be supported by society and not just the state 
budget. 
We voted and institutionalized sponsorships. And today, thank God, Greece has funding 
for culture, not just from the state budget, but from society itself, entrepreneurs, people 
who love culture and want to help with their fortune. And finally, it is funded by LOTTO. 
Why are you opposed to LOTTO? You speak of in-transparency and bad management. 
But if you were to look up the Parliament’s archives, you would find all the funding 
decisions until recently by the LOTTO and Ministry of Culture. Where is this in-
transparency when everyone can control how much money was given and where? 
Are you sad because the Ministry of Culture ensured funds from those not allocated from 
public investments and you treat the new Minister of Culture with irony, saying that 
supposedly the money was given for her? 
STAVROS BENOS: It was a dowry. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Mr. Benos, to start with, this money 
was given for culture and you should be glad about that. 
STAVROS BENOS: I would be if clear and stabile regulations had been in place, but not 
like that, not as a dowry. I disagree with the way the money was given. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Mr. Colleague, the money was 
given to three Ministries, the non-allocated ones, not just to the Ministry of Culture. And I 
can say that this is a decision that had been taken months ago, not today. After all, why 



shouldn’t money be given for culture? Is there a reason to begrudge finding a way to 
give them? 
But I would also like to dispel certain myths Mr. Benos. Since you spoke about myths, 
which were dispelled already, had been dispelled in this Room since we started 
discussing this bill. Now I have to dispel some of your new myths and the information 
you submit to the Body, to see at last where these unprecedented things that are 
happening in this country, as you say, are based on, with managing organizations, which 
are supposedly unheard of in other countries.  
What have we done? We provided the ability for non-profit organizations to operate 
legally. Why do you focus your interest on the fact that commercial organizations still 
operate, albeit under certain limitations, and you do not praise the fact that we finally 
offer a legal existence for non-profit organizations, for which supposedly you have been 
struggling for 8 years but had not managed to bring them up for negotiations? The work 
done by Mrs. Merkouri is known and I praise and respect it, but it is also known that she 
has not managed to negotiate with and finally provide to authors who do not want to 
participate in commercial organizations, the ability to operate. She created decrees that 
Council of State refused to accept, since they were anti-constitutional. Then she created 
provisions that were satisfactory for half the authors, but un-satisfactory for the other 
half.  
Instead of being praised then, for the part that interests you, the non-profit organizations, 
to which we provide a legal form of self-management partnership, as you wished, and 
secondly we provide a timeframe of two years for them to continue operating as unions, 
which today operate non-legally, such as the Hellenic Union of Composers and 
Songwriters, instead of being praised then, you blame us. 
After all, what can be a larger barrier in free economy than giving the ability not to just 
one, but to as many as possible commercial organizations to operate? The best 
commitment and the finest limitations in competition. And at this moment, if there are 
more commercial organizations, this is an additional reassurance. 
But let us take a look at the myth. You have spoken about foreign countries. Let’s take 
them one by one, as you number them in your document. Germany. You mentioned 
GEMA and another two who are “financial purposes unions”. That’s right. Are you aware 
of any such institution, any such corporate body, any such organization in Greece? Are 
there financial purposes unions? They are banned by our legislation. So what do you 
suggest? That we should revert our legislation and introduce an institution that is not 
supported by anything and will be rejected by all courts and the Council of State with its 
very first application? 
Germany’s fourth institution is a LTD, having singers and the union of producers as 
partners. What is a LTD? A Limited Liability Company. Isn’t that a commercial 
organization? Isn’t it quite like an incorporated company? What do you present this as? 
A non-profit organization? 
The same happens in Great Britain as well. It’s a LTD, your note mentions that and I 
repeat it. 
You bring up Italy as an example, where there’s only one state organization. Do you 
applaud this system? To have only one state collecting body for authors? If this was 
supported by KKE, I’d say it would be “consistent” with their ideology. But suggested by 
you? Please set this clear. If you want that, we can also suggest for HCO to be 
transferred to a unique, state collecting body. 
Let’s take Austria now. You said that they have a LTD there as well. Isn’t a Limited 
Liability Company considered to be a commercial organization? 



In the end, what is a partnership? Isn’t it a self-managing organization? Why do you 
negate this model, when in reality it is what you’re asking for? It just has the established 
and usual in our legislation legal form, a legislation which is also adapted for this type. 
I would also like to give an answer to certain remarks made by my colleagues on some 
articles. First, Mr. Karamarios, regarding article 63 where we determine that the author 
can request police authorities certain prohibitions, has rightly said that heirs should also 
be entitled to this right. I think this goes without saying. But if you believe there’s an 
indefiniteness here, we could add “further to the author’s or his beneficiaries’ request”. 
We can add beneficiaries and collecting societies. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Please Mrs. Minister, repeat 
where the amendment was made so that the Service can take note of it. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): In article 63, paragraph 1, in the 
end of part one, after the words “further to the author’s request” we add the phrase “or 
his beneficiaries”. 
Mr. Karamarios made another remark on article 65, regarding προσωπική κράτηση. To 
start with, imprisonment can be ordered during an injunction. This is not unheard of in 
civil procedure. In confiscation we can also order imprisonment. So this is not beyond 
the legal procedure. But it worries me regarding its essence. That is, perhaps in the 
country or with a wider application of this regulation, we can witness extremes, such as 
imprisonments being ordered. 
ANASTASIOS KARAMARIOS: It is not ordered in confiscation. Only in children 
communication. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): I see. I would be willing to delete 
imprisonment and enforce article 967 of the Civil Code. 
My suggestion is then for article 65 par. 4 to delete in the end of the first part the words 
“As well as imprisonment up to one year”. Thus, the article is completed with words “of 
this law”. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mrs. Minister, if you delete imprisonment, you will leave tape 
piracy unleashed. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: That would be awful! This is an awful trap! 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): It is only a suggestion. We can hear 
your views later. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mrs. Minister, we have seen 
that you’re worried about the deletion of words “as well as imprisonment for up to one 
year”. Would you like to delete them or first discuss them and then make up your mind? 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): We should discuss first Mr. 
Chairman. I would like to hear my colleague’s views as well. 
Mr. Sevastakis asked what the last phrase in article 66 paragraph 2 means, where it 
says that in cases of parts so and so, the violator is punished “even if he was obliged  to 
be aware of the lack of license”. The phrase “even if he was obliged to” offers a stronger 
protection. No-one can be convicted without malice aforethought. 
According to the regulations of the Criminal Law – because this is considered to be a 
misdemeanor – individuals who proceed to violations by malicious aforethought are 
convicted, meaning the ones that although are aware of the non-existence of a license, 
do what they do. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: In that case, the regulation is not complete. This is 
negligence. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Please let me finish. 
We want to punish not just the individual who was aware of the fact there was not 
license and instead proceed, but also the individual who was not aware of that. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: “Was obliged and it was possible for him to be aware of”. 



ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): That goes without saying, Mr. 
Sevastakis. Would you rather protect or punish him? I don’t understand. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: To include the provision of negligence. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): I reassure you that this is not the 
issue. This regulation says that he is punished if he wasn’t aware of it, since due to the 
circumstances, the court shall conclude that he ought to be aware of it. 
(At this point the Presidential Chair is taken by the Parliament’s A’ Deputy Chairman, Mr. 
NIKOLAOS KATSAROS). 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: And it was possible for him to be aware of it. You’re the 
criminal law professor, Mrs. Minister. You can either introduce negligence… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Please, Mr. Sevastakis. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): But the “it was possible for him” is a 
part of all responsibility. If it wasn’t possible for him, then the court would not be able to 
punish him. Do you want to limit this even more and protect violators? What you’re 
suggesting essentially releases him. 
I would like you to understand that what you’re suggesting is more releasing than the 
regulation we provide. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: There is no such concept in the Criminal Law. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Please, Mr. Sevastakis, I 
believe you will have the option of the replication, where you can express all your views. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I apologize Mr. Chairman. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): What are you saying Mr. 
Sevastakis? There’s no “obligation”? Well, there is, in all Criminal Law. Please read the 
code. 
And another answer for Mr. Karamarios, regarding the HCO. These are not guidelines, 
this is information. Take for example the Institute of International and Foreign Law. This 
is where the judges appeal to request information and be informed. Take the Industrial 
Property Organization, because this is comparative too. Don’t courts appeal to the 
Industrial Property Organization? There’s no problem. 
There’s also an important remark made by Mr. Kaklamanis regarding article 54, par. 4, 
where we determine that individuals managing the Organization must have a clean 
record. In this way we can reach extremities, since a clean record cannot regard a price 
listing violation or a traffic violation connected to mild bodily harms. These individuals 
cannot be prevented from managing the organization. 
Mrs. Minister shall choose, but I can make the suggestion of deleting the “having a clean 
record” part and providing for individuals who have not been convicted of capital 
offences or misdemeanors against property or fortune. What we wish to avoid is handing 
the management of other’s money to individuals who do not have a clean history. This 
can be a medial solution. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: It can be capital offence… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Please, Mr. Sevastakis. 
ANASTASIOS KARAMARIOS: … (was not heard) 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Mr. Karamarios, drugs are not 
included in the Employee Code and you should know that. This is a suggestion. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: I owe an answer to colleague Mr. Nikitas Kaklamanis but also to the 
previous and current Ministers of Culture. 
Dear colleagues, perhaps you are not aware of a very important fact. Mr. Kaklamanis, 
are you aware of the fact that the Minister can determine with a simple decision, and 
outside the Ministry’s schedule, where to allocate money from LOTTO? 
ANASTASIOS KARAMARIOS: But there’s a law. 



STAVROS BENOS: And what if the law says it? 
Is this the kind of transparency you are offering to this country? 
And I’m going to tell you what is going to happen from now on practically. Mrs. Minister 
will go around her tours and she will have LOTTO money to distribute. Do you agree 
with this procedure? 
IOANNIS PAPADIMOPOULOS: Your own Minister can do what he wishes too. 
STAVROS BENOS: Is this the role the Ministry of Culture should be playing? Do you 
agree Mr. Kaklamanis? I would like your answer on this issue. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: I will answer. Please finish and I will answer. 
STAVROS BENOS: Because dear colleagues, while we have repeatedly made 
interventions with questions and discussions here in the Parliament, this issue is still 
unresolved. That is – I repeat – the Minister of Culture can distribute money from LOTTO 
as she wishes. Nobody can bind her. Do you consider this proper dear colleagues? 
ANASTASIOS KARAMARIOS: The law provides explicitly for that. 
STAVROS BENOS: Then we essentially have no Service in the Ministry of Culture. The 
Minister can allocate the money as she wishes and where she wishes. Indeed, she has 
announced this, that she’s going to travel throughout Greece, not just as the Minister of 
Culture, but also attending events held by her party. You realize what is going to 
happen. 
We have seen the first indications tonight, and coincidentally the works are such that we 
agree, but think of what awaits us. If, dear colleagues, these are the principles and 
values on which you want politicians and politics to be based on, then if the cap fits, 
wear it! 
Then, Mrs. Benakis, we have no objection on having money granted to the Ministry of 
Culture. And you know how that pleases us and how, Melina in particular, has struggled, 
as well as all of us for this purpose. But we do not agree with the way this is done. Mrs. 
Benakis, if you remember a discussion we had last year on LOTTO, I asked you, how 
about a penny from the public investments scheme? And you said that the LOTTO 
credits were enough. Please tell our colleagues, did you get one penny for projects, 
outside the EEC ones, from the national public investments program? And suddenly 
Mrs. Bakoyannis is granted 2.5 billions. Why? If she was a different Minister, would she 
receive the money dear colleagues? Do you approve of these things? Do you consider 
them to be right for our country and culture? And you supposedly try to say that we are 
not glad about this, when money is given to culture, while we are the ones who have 
struggled so much for this purpose? 
Dear colleagues, when I was a mayor in Kalamata, I invested 30% of my budget for 
culture. 
VASILEIOS VARDARINOS: You can never spend too much money on culture. 
STAVROS BENOS: So you can’t be saying those things to me, to Melina and our other 
colleagues who are present. 
DIONISIOS BEHRAKIS: Then what is the problem? 
STAVROS BENOS: The problem is that culture needs culture, it needs transparency, it 
needs ethos, it needs stable rules which are not in place, dear colleagues. They are just 
not there. 
CHRISTOS ANTONIOU: This is a heavy accusation. 
(Noise, protest from the Wing of Nea Dimokratia) 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Please dear colleagues. 
STAVROS BENOS: It is not heavy at all. You have passed these laws. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Can you please point out the lack of 
ethos, dear colleague? Please explain. 
STAVROS BENOS: In the exercise of politics. 



Mrs. Bakoyannis, by taking the billions from LOTTO and distributing them at will, you 
completely ignore the National Parliament and completely ignore the services of your 
Ministry. This is a lack of ethos, a lack of attitude, when you legislate in that manner. 
You’re the ones who came here and made a fuss about transparency. And instead of 
bringing institutions with transparency, the lack of it is what rules everywhere, and 
particularly in the Ministry of Culture. Please answer me, am I lying? Can you or can you 
not distribute the LOTTO billions at will? Yes or no? Please confirm that you can go 
anywhere and promise anything to anyone. Is that true, yes or not? 
Let me focus now on the bill’s issues. Mrs. Benakis, we have discussed about all that 
dozens of times, you and me. You still do not understand. Firstly, Italy’s example is not 
an example that should be adopted, according to my opinion. Our position is clear. I 
mentioned it as a case of non-profit organizations. We obviously do not wish to have a 
unique state organization and we have made this clear. But it seems that you have not 
followed me this time too, as during the previous ten or so times. 
Dozens of municipalities in Greece, in the form of incorporated companies with a social 
purpose, are like these you’ve been reading about in Austria and Germany, limited 
liability companies with other legal types as well. This is what I suggested you should do 
Mrs. Benakis. Not to offer the partnership option, a flimsy institutional framework that 
isn’t going to work by Greek standards. You should offer the ability to the authors’ bodies 
to use such legal types, that can really work effectively, as is done in other countries, 
and as we’ve seen examples of those in our country as well. 
You could never understand that. I used as an example the municipal companies of 
culture, municipal prefecture theaters that have turned into private law companies. How 
do they operate? Are you aware of that? We suggested doing something equivalent, but 
from the start, you did not listen to anything and you were barred behind this dogma. 
Mr. Nikitas Kaklamanis, we did praise the positive points of this bill. But you can’t ask 
praise for the points which we consider to be fundamental and we consider that they 
negate he totality of the bill. Any steps that have been taken so far, are negated with 
these regulations. 
Mrs. Bakoyannis said about AEPI that there are certain constitutional problems. But you 
did not say Mrs. Bakoyannis – and please correct me if I’m wrong in what I’m about to 
say – that in order to facilitate you in overcoming the constitutional problems, we 
suggested providing a transitional regulation for AEPI, of 10-20-30 years, until we can 
solve the issue and of course not to provide it with rights in the new provisions from 
related rights. In related rights, there was no constitutional problem, because so far there 
was no equivalent statute. They could be excluded. 
Thus, what you’re saying are only excuses to defend your position. After all, something 
slipped your tongue while you were speaking and it was quite revelatory, as something 
had slipped Mrs. Benakis’ tongue when she was defending this bill before you. Mrs. 
Benakis did not miss any opportunity to talk about the market economy, profit 
mechanisms, how only these can be effective etc. You said we should not disagree on 
details. Which details Mrs. Minister? Is the form these collecting societies will have 
considered a detail? But throughout this bill, what we need to find is how to collect the 
money provided for authors. When you offer them to private individuals, do you consider 
this a detail? For us, this is the core issue and we had said so from the start. 
We manifested good will, we promised we would pass the points we agreed on, the 
articles we agreed on, but this chapter negates everything. Whatever has been done so 
far, is negated. 
And finally, Mr. Kaklamanis, regarding the double-faced aspect you mentioned, you 
should know better than to point this out, because your own double-faced attitudes have 
unfortunately had an awful burden on this country and we hope it won’t be worsened!  



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mrs. Minister, you protested 
and have requested the floor for a certain word Mr. Benos used. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Chairman, I will speak about 
everything later on. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Giannelis has the floor. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer to certain 
remarks of my colleagues on the controversial article 54 but also on article 69 and at the 
same time express my worries about the course this discussion has taken, bearing in 
mind that we believed we had found a common ground and that having given our best 
selves, all wings would complete this mission – because this is a mission – in the best 
possible manner. 
But I had warned Mrs. Minister in time. When Mrs. Minister, you were sensitive enough 
to invite all party delegates in your office and hear their views and be informed, when 
you reached the point of changing almost the entire bill to accept the correct remarks 
made by colleagues, when you believed in good faith that this discussion would be 
completed without any problems till the end, you may remember that I had warned you, 
Mrs. Minister, of awakening at some point – perhaps – petty party instincts. I do not wish 
for this to be true, because it is heavy, equally heavy as what you said dear colleague, 
that there’s no ethos in this Room from our side and I would like to believe that you 
cherish the same anguish we do, to create a statute not just for this generation, but 
extending to the next one as well. And we do whatever is possible and you know that, so 
we shouldn’t have reached this point. 
And you’re making me wonder, not as a Member of the Parliament, but as a mere 
citizen, you’re making me wonder and ponder: wasn’t what you’re saying today, valid in 
1981 when for 8 years you governed this country, when for 8 years Mrs. Melina Merkouri 
was the Minister of Culture, who, in my view, was very good and exercised her work very 
seriously? So I am asking: wasn’t AEPI leeching the blood off intellectual authors then? 
Wasn’t it leeching it for 8 years? Or weren’t you getting the messages for 8 years that 
the blood of intellectual authors is leeched and hence you appear now as the Leading 
Oppositional Party to use this as an argument against article 54? When for 8 years we 
have accepted those and you have accepted those, not because there were any 
interests hidden behind you. I cannot believe there were interests preventing the then 
Minister of Culture and government from abolishing AEPI. There certainly weren’t, but 
you didn’t do it, for the simple reason we’re not doing it today either. Because of course 
that was anti-constitutional, since the Constitution’s order is clear. There is the 
individual’s freedom of action. There is the freedom of economy. With what right can we 
stop intellectual authors? With what right can we deprive them of their right to establish a 
commercial organization if they wish so? Isn’t that what you’re asking? It would mean 
we’d have to deprive them of the right that if they want to establish a commercial 
organization by law, we should prohibit this. But this consists a reduction of the 
intellectual authors’ rights. We ensure this right by this law. If they want, they may never 
exercise it. 
I will use an example, to see why retaining this regulation is useful. There were self-
managing organizations, I believe in the Social Insurance Institute (IKA) or other 
organizations, managing premiums and contributions of their members by themselves, 
and they ended up removed by the funds while on the other hand there were private 
bodies, commercial organizations, that for a very low cost agreed to insure employees of 
these funds. So if there is free competition and tomorrow any AEPI can get 37%, the 
intellectual author will have the right to appeal elsewhere, to establish along with other 
intellectual authors a self-managing collective body that will comprise only of their 
members. So they are given this right. 



Some days ago, I received a call from an intellectual author, I don’t remember his name, 
and he asked me, Mr. Giannelis, how can you deprive me of the right to collect 1 million 
drachmas in advance when I need them, when for instance I want to take my child to the 
doctor and I don’t have the money? This is what AEPI has been doing in one or another 
way. I accept that it did it in the worst possible way. But there is the free competition, 
which shall operate from now on and will set AEPI in the right path, hence we have 
article 69 on this bill. 
Mr. Niotis agreed with the existence of this organization, but with certain reservations. At 
some time he said that we do not wish to proceed to sheer state control. If you don’t 
want this, we don’t want it at all, as a party that denationalizes everything. Of course we 
won’t come to this point. But there’s a different rationale as well. Certainly, Mr. Benos, 
your rationale was different. We are in favor of a liberal market, which is lacking only in 
Greece and exists throughout Europe. You are aware of the developments during the 
last few years. We believe in this, we are guided by these ideas and under this spirit we 
allow and wish for free competition. But we do not impose the existence of only 
commercial organizations. So I think there’s no real reason to have this disputation in 
this Room. 
Because there’s nobody here that believes that the one side is more interested than the 
other in cultural issues. 
All of us, Mr. Benos, share the same ethos in this Room. We will not hold an ethos 
competition. Certainly you have ethos as well, as we do. And I know of the struggles of 
your side, just like the struggles of our side, to bring a statute which will have as few 
imperfections as possible. Our goal is the same - the methods differ, the theories differ, 
the starting points differ. But you cannot use such an expression, because you know we 
share the same anguish to create a statute, which will, in any case, cover most of the 
issues. 
And finishing, I will refer to article 69. Certainly Mr. Niotis, the Hellenic Copyright 
Organization is not going to be converted to a collecting society – and I understand your 
worries. You did not need to mention this, because in the last paragraph of article 1 it is 
clearly stated. The law forbids it. It says that “the HCO can in no case deal with the 
collective management of rights, according to the regulations of articles 54 and 58”. 
So there’s no case at all that it can turned into a collecting society. 
Regarding the imprisonment issue, I believe Mrs. Minister – and I am addressing Mrs. 
Benakis – that it should remain. And the accusations of our colleagues – Mr. Sevastakis 
and the other side, Mr. Benos I think – are correct because this would mean that we 
would take a position in favor of tape piracy. We can only abolish tape piracy using this 
harsh paragraph imposing imprisonment, which is very dangerous – colleague Mr. 
Karamarios is right of course – but there’s no other way to finally stop tape piracy which 
infringes the rights of intellectual authors. I believe then that it should be retained. 
Regarding your last remark on clean record, of course we cannot deny a person who 
has had an accident and was punished with two or thee months of imprisonment, the 
right to participate in such an organization. Certainly the law here works contrary to this 
regulation’s aim. I believe the formulation should be as follows: “When he has not been 
punished for crimes against property or fortune”. Or in any case, in this framework, so 
that we can allow anyone that wishes to participate in such an organization, as long as 
he is not a thief or fraudulent person, which can be provided with this correction, or any 
correction you shall make. 
Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Introducer of PASOK, Mrs. 
Merkouri, has the floor. 



AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: I am very sorry for the road this discussion has taken. 
But I am terribly disappointed, Mrs. Bakoyannis, because out of the two pages 
distributed a while earlier by Mr. Hiotelis, in the discussions we had in Saturday together, 
not even 1/10 was accepted. 
I believe that Mrs. Benakis insisted very much that a bill such as the one presented 
today has not been passed and which is, if you may, half good and half non-satisfactory 
at all. But as we said, this is a matter of ideology, a matter of the kind of economy we 
believe in. 
You said it has not been passed. Of course it has not been passed, because the same 
people that are struggling for AEPI today – and I would not like to name them once again 
in the Parliament – those are the same people who managed to stop that bill. I didn’t quit 
then, because I believed I could offer my work in other matters of my service. 
You also spoke about LOTTO. You are well aware of the fact that LOTTO was a 
suggestion by PASOK. We didn’t have the time to enforce it, but we would certainly have 
chosen a different way than the one you picked. We would have trusted an organization 
managing this money in some sort of way, and I wouldn’t receive them myself or any 
other minister, having a cheque book in our pockets and granting money. 
But let me tell you Mrs. Bakoyannis. This is not good for you, because despite all your 
ethos and transparency, you will never be able to doubt this. I’m talking to you with all 
my honesty, that they will always be accusing you as well as Mrs. Benakis, of the 
LOTTO issue. 
So create an organization that is at least typically descent. A person that has so much 
money in his pockets and can grant them wherever he likes, no matter how moral or 
alright he is, he will always be considered a disputed person. 
So I consult you to create an organization. It doesn’t take much time and it’s not that 
difficult. 
Now, regarding the sponsors issue, Mrs. Benakis, this also started under PASOK’s 
governance, while I was the Minister. The amendment did not pass because it was 
towards the end of the government and we had no government. But it was accepted by 
Mr. Tsovolas and everyone and we would have done what you did. And I am really in 
favor of private initiative as well. I believe it is the richer’s duty to grant money for culture. 
And I do not envy you for having money. I wish that you are granted even more, as a 
daughter or niece or a good minister. I will always praise the Ministry of Culture when it 
has plenty of funds. But I would please ask you to use transparency with these funds. 
That’s all I’d like to say. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Sevastakis has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that for no serious reason, the tones 
were raised and the discussion of the most important part of the bill was confused and 
does not allow for the Minister of Culture to consider collectedly the points I had the 
honor of focusing my and her attention to. 
I said, Mrs. Minister, that if the Minister of Culture finally approves of the establishment 
and operation of Collecting Societies, commercial and non-profit, since it has this 
important authority of approval without which an organization cannot be established and 
operate, then we should also establish in face of paragraph 6, article 54, apart from the 
sanctions of administrative fines of a certain amount, in case of a second or third serious 
violation of the regulation and law, the right of the Minister to recall the license. 
Institutionalizing this recall right will be I think an important safety valve so that all sorts 
of organizations, such as AEPI, can operate under the fear that the Minister of Culture, 
in case of a serious violation – and please read the decision submitted by Mr. Benos- 
has a right to recall this license until there is perhaps full compliance with the law. Mrs. 
Minister, with this novelty perception that you want to bring to the Ministry, in this case, 



and precisely to lessen our fears and our suspicions, please set this requirement for the 
continuation of the collecting society's operation, particularly commercial ones, under the 
real possibilities. It would be a good step, if you take it. And we will consider it very 
positive, as well as authors and artists. 
Let’s go to article 65. I am afraid that due to naivety or lack of a sense of reality, 
colleague Mr. Karamarios suggested deleting from paragraph 4 of article 65 the phrase 
“as well as imprisonment to 1 year”. “Up to one year”. This is the Greek formulation. We 
are trying to create a bill on culture. “To 1 year” is not correct. Here, Mrs. Minister, if you 
delete this, without raising my tone, and with the absolute responsibility both my own 
and that of Sinaspismos, I will accuse you of succumbing to larger interests, the greater 
interests of piracy, tape piracy and piracy in general. And I will explain this, to avoid any 
misunderstandings.  
In article 69, this HCO is very right. We shall see how it will operate. You will receive our 
remarks and views. We shall see and we shall do. But the HCO in par. 2 is granted with 
a percentage no larger than 5% of gross earnings of collecting societies. The exact 
amount is determined by a presidential decree. Finally, these authors, will they be 
paying the supposed guard of their own interests? Why the authors? And you’re saying 
that you’re giving 20 millions out of the budget. Do you know the 5% or until 5% how 
many millions there are? Will they be used now as sponsors for the HCO to be 
established and formatted? You should delete this, Mrs. Minister. It is neither prudent 
nor well-advised, fair or legitimate for the authors themselves to fund the state service. 
Budget, LOTTO or I don’t know what other games are still to be created in Greece to 
entice this exaltation and euphoria of the player and fooled players. Why should the 
authors fund? Should they appoint? No. Please consider this.  I believe there is the room 
and the perception, a novelty perception as I said, please complete this, make a noble 
and positive and important gesture, so this 5% can be removed and not be a fund for the 
HCO. 
I also have a remark to make on article 56 paragraph 1 where you say “Collecting 
societies… in order for users to be able to use their repertoire’s works claim a percentile 
fee from them”. You also say: “Exceptions from the percentile fee provided in article 32 
par. 2 of this law are not applied in this case”. 
Let’s go to article 32, paragraph 2, where you say: “The fee owed by the contracting 
party to the author, for legal transactions regarding the transfer of the property right or 
authorities deriving from it, the allocation or exploitation license, is agreed obligatorily to 
a certain percentage, the amount of which is to be freely determined among the 
contracting parties”. 
Part 2 says: “The basis for the calculation of the percentage shall be the gross earnings 
deriving from the contracting party’s activity and from the work’s exploitation. By 
exception, the fee can be determined to a specific amount in the following cases…” 
Mrs. Minister, I am afraid we shall create an immense problem here. I believe that in 
article 56, paragraph 1, we must use a formulation saying that out of the three bases to 
calculate the fee – the article 32 – the choice is made by the organization’s free will. 
Please consider the formulation and here your prudent and wise consultant, will advise 
you to accept this formulation. It is of essential importance, substantial I would say, what 
we’re suggesting. 
I believe that finally Mrs. Minister you will listen not to Sinaspismos, but to the speaker 
who has been immensely afflicted as a writer and author, to the point of having fifteen 
books with good circulation, with good performance, and theatrical plays and the 
copyright collected not enough for a return flying ticket from Athens to Samos. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Kosionis has the floor. 



PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, it is certain that the representatives of all 
bodies that have to do with copyright and related rights, expect to see how the 
discussion of article 54 evolves. The discussion was derailed funnily the last minute, as if 
those representatives have any interest about our evaluation, who’s to blame for the 
situation we had so far in issues of culture. 
Both Ministers have responded on how they perceive this issue and this is a confession, 
if you will, regarding the golden mean. Mrs. Bakoyannis particularly said that they 
receive criticism and blame, which means they’re on the right path. What is called a 
golden mean could also be called an unclear solution because this confession creates 
the political and moral impression that there are two equal factors. The ones protest, 
blackmail, threaten and the others ask to be able to manage their own rights. AEPI does 
what it does, while the others are asking for the right to manage what belongs to them. 
These are not equal at all Mrs. Bakoyannis, apart from the fact that this inequality 
becomes even larger by the turn we have witnessed during the past three-four years of 
private investing capital to products of culture. 
This means that in the way this article is created, does not provide equal opportunities to 
authors to develop their own organizations. This, to us, is a political rationale and that’s 
where we’re basically opposed to. And I would like to say for this protest signed by many 
famous persons supporting AEPI. One cannot even feel angry towards it. I was filled 
with melancholy and the belief that those struggling for copyright and related rights are 
the simple workers of spirit and art, the infantry. Some from the cavalry have ignored this 
completely. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Niotis has the floor. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, firstly I owe a response to the Parliamentary 
Delegate of Nea Dimokratia, Mr. Kaklamanis and I need to tell him, that there might have 
been different tones with Mr. Benos, but there weren’t any differences in substance, 
either today during the discussion or during the development of this bill. And I also have 
to remind you that we have worked with Mrs. Merkouri, Mrs. Faradouri, Mr. Benos and 
all our colleagues for 5 months, submitting 104 suggestions we considered to be 
creative as amendments, and finally 47 were accepted and now we ill insist on accepting 
another 40, if that is possible. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: This doesn’t mean that the bill is bad. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: No, you have asked us to find a solution and there was a wrong 
impression according to your judgment, which I am trying to correct with specific 
arguments and I believe since you act in good faith, I should convince you with what I’m 
saying. 
Regarding the exaggerations we constantly listen to here when the Government and the 
Ruling Party try to create impressions on the fact that you legislate for the first time in 
Europe the establishment of commercial organizations, I do not disagree, Mr. Minister, 
that you have found the operation of a commercial organization. At this time, there is a 
framework law for copyright and there are practices and the status existing in Europe. It 
is not true and you cannot find arguments to support this without a base on reality. 
There’s no commercial organization anywhere in Europe. And please don’t baptize legal 
types of companies into commercial. We can as well have an incorporated company and 
a LTD. Mrs. Benakis said earlier but this proves that there is a commercial organization. 
What’s important is to discern two things. First, who have the shares all over Europe? 
The shares are held by authors and the second thing is, is there is there not, regardless 
of the legal type, a prohibiting clause for commercial organizations. 
I have in my hands, since Mrs. Benakis invoked the Swiss law, there is 453 dear 
colleagues, explicitly forbidding commercial organizations. And since you’re talking 
about neoliberalism, although you want to, it’s hard to erase from the people’s memories 



the 4 previous years of sheer neoliberalism that has led economy where it is. But I’m 
saying that in Switzerland, is there no freedom of market conventions etc.? There’s an 
explicitly prohibition and Mr. Hiotelis should see this. I believe you should search for 
different arguments. 
So these arguments are not valid. You just come here in an original and dangerous way 
to separate yourselves from European practices and to create a bill that will find it hard 
to coordinate things that cannot be coordinated. We shall see. 
In regards to collecting societies, I would like to add again our disagreement on two 
more things. Firstly, this authorization for a tax – because this is what it is about – which 
will be up to 5% is doubtful regarding its constitutionality and it should be reconsidered. 
The second thing is that the way it’s formulated, to give to any Minister of Culture the 
ability to determine the amount, when amounts from the annual collections of AEPI 
exceeds 250-350 millions. What shall the Ministry of Culture do with that money? 
And certainly par. 3 breeds all sorts of lawlessness, since with a presidential decree and 
violating again article 43 par. 2 of the Constitution, we have authorities, without any 
frame, without defining the aims of this organization and certainly big rewards are 
arbitrarily determined outside the public accounting for all that are hired by this 
organization. 
I believe that the establishment of a copyright organization is a positive move. However, 
the arbitrary establishment of any Minister of Culture with authorities that essentially 
violate, as I will stress again, the Constitution, shall lead to immense problems and may 
later negate these regulations. 
I stress again that it is not determined who will be the bodies to comprise the Board of 
Directors. We leave that to the arbitrary authority and choice of any Minister of Culture, 
and thus we negate the positive regulation of article 69. 
I would now like to add my opinion, to a series of those by eminent legal practitioners, 
who reminds us by their letter from the Greek Graphic Designers Association, that the 
graphic design work is acknowledged by all international legislation and Europe as an 
intellectual work, and thus should be introduced or interpreted with a statement by Mrs. 
Minister. I’m not sure what I said was heard, so that we can have a position on this 
matter. 
Also in article 63 we need to add par. 4, with which the General Secretariat of the 
Ministry of Economy also agrees. We have an agreeable dictum here Mr. Hiotelis by Mr. 
Karadanis – you certainly must have it too, since I do – where he agrees with the 
formulation that unless companies pay the copyright, then they will suffer strict 
administrative sanctions. You did not include that. From the users’ gross income, the 
10% to 50% won’t be deducted, of the expenses of these users according to article 35, 
L. 3323. 
You have not included this and you objected on whether the Minister of Economy allows 
such sanctions, when we talk about the essential protection and a pressure for the 
collection of this income by those who will turn and refuse to pay the rights of intellectual 
authors to the collecting societies. So here is a challenge and our suggestion, with the 
consent of the Ministry of Economy, to be passed. This is a very important regulation, 
Mrs. Minister. 
There’s another suggestion we make for an addition to the regulations regarding penal 
sanctions. In countries such as ours, where we’ve had performers in the likes of Maria 
Kallas, it is unacceptable not to punish, according to the regulations of the last part on 
penal sanctions, anyone who distorts the performances of artists and generally infringes 
their moral right. 
So we suggest in par. 2 of article 66 to add a last part as case g’, the following: “Anyone 
who infringes, according to article 50, the moral right of performers or performing artists 



or artists, is liable in the cases and sanctions provided by article 66”. Thank you Mr. 
Chairman, for having me. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Kaklamanis has the floor 
as Parliamentary Delegate of Nea Dimokratia. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Dear colleagues, since we’ve been asked, if we agree on how 
LOTTO funds are allocated, we shall answer. To us, the sole criterion should be the 
national, cultural priorities. These should be the unique criterion for what happens with 
LOTTO’s money. 
You also raised another issue, on how they will be granted and you spoke of in-
transparency. Typically and theoretically you’re right. When a person – regardless of 
who that person is – manages funds, be it in the Ministry of Culture or anywhere else. 
But we had also said then and our argument was, how to release the Minister of Culture 
in particularly, so when he or she needs to intervene directly for particular matters, be it 
exhibitions or reconstructions or promotion abroad, to release him or her from the 
bureaucratic procedures of the public accounting. And I don’t think there’s even one 
colleague in this room to disagree with the acceleration of the disbursal of funds for 
these purposes. Unfortunately, the way suggested by Mrs. Merkouri – and you can’t 
easily argue with that – we were afraid then and are afraid now, that it will be immensely 
bureaucratic. We will appertain to the public accounting. Transparency though, 
according to our views, is ensured if the pertinent Minister by any government can 
submit the data, which you can control, to see if administration was made correctly or 
not. And we’re talking about the correct administration of disbursements, if you wish. 
And from what I’ve heard by Mrs. Benakis, all that data has been submitted and can be 
controlled. 
STAVROS BENOS: Further to our question. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Yes, further to your question. I don’t know, maybe that’s the 
way it is. But they are submitted and they can be controlled. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: Mr. Kaklamanis, may I interrupt you? 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: You certainly may, if Mr. Chairman allows it. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): You have the Presidency’s 
permit, Mrs. Merkouri. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: Thank you Mr. Chairman. When Athens was a cultural 
capital, we created an ad hoc committee, consisting of managers from the Ministry, who 
signed and had all responsibility for all accounts. No-one accused us of that. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: You were certainly not accused, and there was no reason to 
accuse you, since there was a specific purpose, you had a specific schedule and you 
could use this measure. But here we’re talking about cases where immediate 
interventions are needed. And I will remind you of the way the PROPO administration 
was done during your governance. The pertinent under-Secretary was responsible of 
managing and granting by his own decision – not culture, I’m speaking about sports now 
– all PROPO money. 
So what do we do now? Where there are urgent needs, we institutionalize the percentile 
allocation of PROPO earnings, under circumstances, as you request, pertinent to 
culture. But it’s not the same. 
(At this point the Presidential Chair is taken by the Parliament’s D’ Deputy Chairman, Mr. 
PANAGIOTIS N. KRITIKOS). 
Certainly, unfortunately for Greece, soccer is still more interesting than culture. 
Unfortunately. But this is a different issue where you can perhaps use lengthy 
procedures. And we did it there. You did not. And you can’t say, that if we use as an 
excuse and reason the political party benefit – that’s why I said that soccer is more 
interesting unfortunately – that this kind of administration wasn’t to the party’s benefit. 



I didn’t say bad administration. The issue is where money was given and the rationale 
that was used. 
So please don’t blame us. Our intentions were not wrong. The intentions behind his 
move were very, very good. And this was the exact rationale. 
Finishing, you have not responded Mrs. Minister, on the suggestion I made about the 
transitional period until July 1994 regarding coffeehouses in cities and towns with a 
population of less than 10.000 residents. We insist on this suggestion. There is no 
discordance with the conventions signed in Verne because we can use the transitional 
period until July 1994. 
I honestly wonder – and this is not to be taken as an accusation – how is it possible for a 
different view to be supported, not typically but substantially, by the representatives of 
authors and performing artists. The creations of authors and performing artists are, I 
suppose, firstly meant for the people and then for themselves. So if this is a common 
view, I wonder why I was sent a briefing note with the contrary view stated, that it should 
be enforced right now in village coffeehouses where old gramophones play songs by 
any performing artists, and we should be collecting fees for that. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: That’s not what we said. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: That’s not what we said. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: I wasn’t referring to your Mrs. Merkouri. Those that should 
hear this, do. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): There’s no other 
registered colleague to have the floor.  
Mrs. Minister of Culture has the floor, if she wishes. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Ladies and gentlemen, I will not 
follow the example set by PASOK’s Parliamentary Delegate, in the way he has 
expressed his views. I will try to focus on the essence of things. 
I agree with Mr. Kaklamanis’ remark, dear colleagues. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: You’re creating a safety zone for piracy. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Please let me finish Mr. Sevastakis. 
I will speak about everything in order. 
Regarding the imprisonment penalty it is valid as it was before. Mrs. Benakis’ suggestion 
won’t be enforced. It remains as is.  
Secondly, in article 72 we will add the transitional regulation, a new paragraph that is as 
follows: “Until July 1st 1994 paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of article 49 will not apply when the 
sound material entity is used for public presentation in Municipalities and Communities 
with a population of 10.000 residents or less”. Do we all agree with that? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I totally disagree. This is a subversion and entrappement. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I see you disagree Mr. Sevastakis. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: We disagree as well. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Let us talk on the essence of things, 
dear colleagues. 
At this moment, we need to implement a law, which will have certain practical results 
immediately. If you disagree, I can take it back. I’m being clear on this. 
The practical result of this law shall be that say in a coffeehouse, not to mention Valata 
of Evritania, to mention a village in Grevena, when a tape is played, this person who 
plays it can be taken to prison the very next morning because a certain collecting body 
will have requested money. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: He should be taken to prison. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Let me finish dear colleagues, with 
my rationale, and if you still believe “he should be taken to prison” then you shall make 
an informed decision. 



My rationale is that until this bill becomes known in all small Communities in mountains, 
in all the little coffeehouses, the tape – and I stress that -, meaning the sound, should be 
excluded and a transitional regulation should be used, which will be valid when the 
Community directive becomes valid as well, that is July 1st 1994. 
Consider this, dear colleagues. I will not insist on passing this with a majority. I would 
like you to consider this, because this whole story will have certain consequences which 
are various. 
For example, in Mitilini, until the person who owns the coffeehouse understands that he 
is not allowed to play a tape with Mrs. Faradouri’s voice, because for the first time in his 
life he will have to pay for that, this at least should be applied gradually. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: But he does know that. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: We have also followed the same procedure in cinema. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): That is different. In cinema, they 
know. 
Dear colleagues, we’re talking about communities with a limited number of residents. If 
you wish, we can lower the limit to 5000 residents or less. 
But please consider it. I believe that Mr. Kaklamanis’ suggestion is useful. It is a 
transitional regulation which of course will have a certain timeframe. I believe his 
suggestion is right, so that these people won’t have to face the problem of negotiating 
with various collecting societies before they even understand what’s going on. I will hear 
your views on that and will resume my oration later. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mrs. Minister, there’s no 
other stage of discussion. Replications have been completed. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Chairman, I still believe and 
hope that we can understand each other in this Room. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Is that said in light of the elections? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): No, Mr. Sevastakis. I just happen to 
be a person in touch with the country’s prefectures and despite the tone I discern in Mr. 
Benos’ voice, who has gone on tours, and knows what remote areas are all about, 
knows what coffeehouses with 8-10 people are like, I am making this suggestion. I’m 
referring to the coffeehouses. 
Also, in article 54, par. 4, where we mentioned the clean record, Mrs. Benakis’ 
suggestion should remain, that “they should not be convicted of a capital offence or 
misdemeanor against property or fortune”. It’s clearer and we can avoid extremities. 
Closing, dear colleagues, I would like to say a few words about what Mrs. Merkouri said 
about LOTTO. Dear colleagues, it is a very heavy responsibility for a Minister of Culture 
to manage money. And you’re right that he or she manages this money with his or her 
personal responsibility and certainly based on the service’s suggestions. 
Mr. Benos was wrong to say that I haven’t spoken with my services when allocating the 
2.5 billion drachmas. You are being completely unfair dear colleague. You’re not 
informed right. These 2.5 billion drachmas were shared based only on the suggestions 
and needs of the service. It is certain that a Minister should be provided with flexibility, 
because often certain big problems arise which need immediate interventions. And Mrs. 
Merkouri knows that when you have a church that is half-toppled or sometimes you need 
to grant certain funds for national reasons, or when you have to resume reconstructing 
works, you need to have this flexibility. I am willing to discuss the way the money will be 
allocated, even beforehand. From the very first day I entered the Ministry of Culture, I 
said that we will provide, as with my predecessors, complete transparency so that you 
know of the rationale behind all decisions made. If there is any better way, I am open to 
discussing it. What I can’t accept though, is the view stated, that the Ministry of Culture 
does all that for other reasons. There’s no other reason behind any of that, dear 



colleagues. And I would like to ask you not to judge a person’s actions before 
considering them. You are not fully aware of these actions. Even your newspaper, 
EXORMISI of PASOK, made a judgment because, as it said, I did not allocate any funds 
to Evritania and this led them to different conclusions. 
I gave the funds where there were needs and based on the existing needs the remaining 
funds of LOTTO will also be allocated. The Parliamentary Delegate should not be 
worried. 
If we do find a better procedure, we shall discuss it. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Benos, Parliamentary 
Delegate of PASOK, has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, if I may take a minute, before Mr. Benos. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Please proceed Mr. 
Sevastakis. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I would like to suggest to add in par. 6 of article 54 the right of 
the Minister of Culture to recall the license granted for the operation of an organization… 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): As you know, I am not a legal 
practitioner. However, I was advised by Mrs. Benakis that such a phrase would create 
problems bigger than the ones it would solve. We have the administrative fine, and we 
can act with that. There’s no reason to proceed further and create other sorts of 
problems with laws regarding incorporated companies. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Benos has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: I did not intend to talk again about LOTTO, but since you brought it 
up, I will only say a few words, because these issues should not remain unresolved. 
The 2.5 billion drachmas certainly could not be allocated otherwise, since they came 
from the public investment program. And they should be allocated according to the 
service’s hierarchy. LOTTO is a completely open field on the other hand. Your 
predecessor, Mrs. Benakis, had committed herself in creating an organization. So that 
the money does not go through the public accounting because we too want for the 
Minister of Culture, who has a very complex work, to be able to do it fast, Mr. 
Kaklamanis. We had said yes, there should be procedures of private law, but there 
should also be a certain transparency and a scheduling. 
Now regarding the bill. In article 65 I was absent for 10 minutes and couldn’t follow what 
happened. Is the matter of imprisonment posed by colleague Mr. Sevastakis solved? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Yes, positively. It is not deleted. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): It remains as is. 
STAVROS BENOS: Very well. 
Mr. Niotis made a remark on graphic designers. This slipped all of our thoughts. We 
should at least make an interpretative statement, you should do it, that they are included 
in the drafts. From what we’ve been informed, they are protected worldwide, by all laws 
of intellectual property. And there are the pertinent opinions on this. Do you have any 
answer to provide on this issue? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Please go on. Mrs. 
Minister will listen to the consultants as well and she may respond later on. 
STAVROS BENOS: But she has to respond now, because this bill is being completed. 
Tomorrow may be too late. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Perhaps she can provide 
an answer a little before the bill is passed. 
STAVROS BENOS: And one last thing, about municipalities and communities with a 
population of 10.000 residents or less, this can be justified in a problematic mountainous 
village. But what shall we do with tourist regions Mr. Kaklamanis? 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: There’s only a few of them. 



STAVROS BENOS: A few? In the summer most regions are tourist, all over Greece. 
Tourism during the summer focuses in these regions with a population of 10.000 
residents or less. I’ saying that to point the kind of problems that can arise if we don’t 
consider it right. In any case, we’re opposed to this regulation. Even more since this 
aspect developed so suddenly and as I said, it is very serious. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Would you like to just rephrase this 
for “coffeehouses”? Is it enough to say that coffeehouses and restaurants in the 
transitional regulation are like that? Does it cover you? 
STAVROS BENOS: By dispensation, it does. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Thus we have an addition of 
amendment in article 72 Mr. Chairman: 
“Until July 1st 1994 par. 1, 2 and 3 of article 49 do not apply when the audio material 
entity is used for public presentation in coffeehouses or restaurants, residing in 
municipalities or communities with a population of 10.000 residents or less”. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I am completely opposed to that. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Alright, if you disagree, I should 
then retire this Mr. Chairman. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Mr. Chairman, may I have the floor please? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): There you go, Mr. 
Kaklamanis. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Mrs. Minister may retire it, but we’re also here to pass it. We 
insist. The colleagues from Nea Dimokratia insist and thus we will pass it by majority. 
We will not retire our suggestion. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: The Minister rejects it. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: The Minister may reject it. But it’s not just the Minister who 
votes, Mr. Sevastakis. You’ve been here longer and you should know that better. We 
insist and it passes by majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): The Minister’s consent is 
necessary as well. Mrs. Minister retires it, this it is not introduced for voting. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: The recessions, enough. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Alright, we will change this to 5,000 
residents or less. I think this should cover us all. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mrs. Minister, you should not yield so easily to Mr. 
Kaklamanis’ wishes. It’s your responsibility. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Sevastakis, I’m right in what I’m 
saying. To be honest, Mr. Kaklamanis is right. What can we do? So I take the 
responsibility. It will be 5.000 residents or less and what I said is valid. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Why Mr. Sevastakis? The colleagues legislating and voting 
don’t have a responsibility? Don’t you have responsibility? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): We can’t hold a 
discussion like that; we’re all talking at the same time. We should listen to opinions one 
by one, form a final position which will be put to voting. We cannot impose an isolated 
opinion over the opinions of more members of the parliament. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): So dear colleagues it remains as 
“5.000 residents or less in coffeehouses or restaurants”. 
Let me add something I omitted before, in article 69 and Mr. Sevastakis’ suggestion. 
“The HCO is funded by a percentage not higher than 5% of gross earnings”. 
Our aim, Mr. Sevastakis, was not to introduce a 5% and it remains not. I am making this 
statement explicitly and categorically. I don’t know what the consequences will be. In any 
case, we could never impose a percentage which is double of the actual needed. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: You should say that. 



THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I am saying that. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: You should say that in the regulation. We have asked that. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Well, it is funded with a 
percentage… 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Delete the regulation. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I cannot delete it and the reason I 
can’t, dear colleagues, is because we need to understand here that when we crate an 
organization, which has the sole aim of protecting authors, to be able to be modern 
according to European standards, you are very well aware of the fact that the Ministry of 
Culture cannot respond to that. I don’t have the necessary services. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Delors package 2. We have a flood of money coming in… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Please do not hold this 
dialogic discussion. Positions should be expressed by each side and each specific 
colleague and we should form a final position, which will be put to voting. You cannot 
oblige Mrs. Minister to accept your view. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): The Ministry of Culture does not 
have the necessary services, which can respond to that today. 
And finally, this organization is founded for authors. So I think covering it with a minimum 
percentage of earnings by the bodies is a positive, not negative move. 
And regarding party interests, you should not worry. The only criterion used for the 
recruitment of people in this organization, shall be their specialization in the specific field. 
We are in need of experts, Mr. Sevastakis, and experts can belong to all parties. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Do you have any other 
amendments or remarks on specific articles of this section Mrs. Minister? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): The discussion on section 
of articles 54 to 72 is considered completed. The articles shall be put to voting one by 
one, as provided by the Regulation. 
The Body is asked: Is article 54 accepted, as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 54 is accepted as 
modified by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 55 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 55 is acceptable as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 56 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 56 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 57 accepted as is? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 



PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 57 is acceptable as 
is, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 58 accepted as is? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 58 is accepted as 
is, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 59 accepted as is? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 59 is accepted as 
is by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 60 accepted as is? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 60 is accepted as 
is, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 61 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 61 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 62 accepted as is? 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 62 is unanimously 
accepted as is. 
The Body is asked: Is article 63 accepted, as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 63 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 64 accepted as is? 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 64 is unanimously 
accepted as is. 
The Body is asked: Is article 65 accepted as is? 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 65 is unanimously 
accepted as is. 
The Body is asked: Is article 66 accepted as modified? 



SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 66 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 67 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 67 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 68 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 68 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 69 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 69 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 70 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Article 70 is accepted as 
modified, by majority. 
The Body is asked: Is article 71 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: No. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 71 is 
accepted as modified, by majority. 
Article 72… 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: There’s also an amendment on this article Mr. 
Chairman. 
I believe, Mr. Chairman, that all sides will agree. It is given to protect the moral right of 
photographers. So we should add a new paragraph in article 72 as follows: “Article 38 
paragraph 4, part a’ of this law applies for the publication of any photograph”. All sides 
agree with this amendment Mr. Chairman. I do not have the number, but it has been 
submitted. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: We agree. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Does Mrs. Minister accept 
it? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): We accept it, it can be added. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): The article has not been 
put to vote. The amendment read by Mr. Giannelis is also added, in favor of photographs 
and photography, but not in a photographic way certainly! 
Mrs. Minister, the formulation you have ended up with for the addition made, regards 
communities of 5.000 residents or less? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): “Coffeehouses or restaurants, with a 
population of up to 5.000 residents”. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus the Body is asked. Is 
article 72 accepted, as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 72 too, is 
acceptable as formulated and by majority. 
We shall begin the discussion of amendments. 
Mrs. Minister, which is the amendment introduced first by those submitted by the 
Ministers? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Under-Secretary will refer to 
that. 
EVAGELOS MEIMARAKIS (Under-Secretary of Culture): I would like to bring for 
discussion the amendment with general number 2713 and a special number 103, which 
all Parties had agreed to introduce.  
STAVROS BENOS: We should unanimously accept it and be through wit hit, MR. 
Chairman. 
DIMITRIOS VOUNATSOS: May I have the floor please, Mr. Chairman? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Regarding amendment 
no. 2713/103, Mr. Vounatsos, Member of the Parliament for Lesvos, has the floor. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: I am requesting the floor too Mr. Chairman. 
DIMITRIOS VOUNATSOS: Imvros and Tenedos too, Mr. Chairman! 
Certainly we accept the amendment of Mr. Meimarakis. But I would also like to add 
some things. There have been matches, Mr. Chairman, in the field of the team which the 
amendment regards, in Athens or Thessaloniki. These matches were considered to be 
played at home. Let me remind a few things to my colleagues. Soccer teams belonging 
in the Second and Third National League – and I think all colleagues will be interested in 
listening to that – were considered, further to the end of 1992 and because they did not 
own fields with lawn – which is up to the State to provide – they were set to hold 
matches in different fields, which were very far away, kilometers away. To be specific 
about the team of Lesvos, which is in the Third National League, the team of Aiolikos, its 
home was determined as Athens or Thessaloniki, to compete, supposedly equally, with 
another team. This used to be a slight noise and has turned into a terrifying situation. 
Nobody understands what I’m talking about. So I remain silent. 
May I have the floor Mr. Chairman? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): You certainly do have the 
floor. It has not been taken from you. 
DIIMITRIOS VOUNATSOS: But you have to order silence first. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Certainly. To be heard! 
DIMITRIOS VOUNATSOS: These teams are plenty and belong in the Second and Third 
National League. Many of them reside in borderland areas, where our state, focusing on 
Athens and for which I often talk about, does not provide for, but is idle and this is what 
happened: 



For this specific team and others – I am talking about Aiolikos from Mitilini – the home of 
their matches was set as Athens or Thessaloniki, but the opponent team played in a 
neutral field. As soccer fans would know – I myself have little knowledge on these 
issues, but I can talk about them, for the usual reasons which all are interested in I 
guess – has lost about five points, in this particular case of AIOLIKOS. The home of this 
team was considered instead of Mitilini or Lesvos, here, because our State deprived 
them of the construction of a lawn field. And while there was the ability to play these 
matches on a dry field, this has been banned from January 1st and these teams played 
in other fields, a fact that worked in favor of their opponents. 
Despite all that, I insist that the amendment is acceptable, because it facilitates things, 
but we need to answer to the following questions: 
First, shouldn’t the Under-Secretary provide funds to cover the tremendous expenses 
born by local and peripheral teams belonging in the region of Eastern Aegean? 
Secondly, can’t these matches be repeated and the previous ones be considered – and I 
am calling the attention of the present Mr. Under-Secretary – invalid? 
Who has hurt whom? Our State has hurt. Our State’s oversight has hurt Lesvos. 
And with this I remain, waiting for the answer of the Sports Under-Secretary. 
Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Giannelis has the floor 
on amendment 2713/103. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, I completely agree with the 
content of this amendment. It is very positive that the Sports Under-Secretary has 
brought this amendment, even now. He could have brought it during the previous week, 
if it wasn’t for certain oppositions and reactions. However, it is very positive that we can 
pass this amendment, even now. 
However, there have been some bad situations for certain teams in the Third League, 
which interest me personally, such as Aiolikos from Mitilini. There’s a very serious 
problem here, as my colleague said. 
The team was forced to play in a dry field without even being the one to blame, since it 
was not responsible of the fact that it didn’t have a lawn for such a long time in its field. 
This is something that should have been taken care of years ago. And thankfully, the 
Under-Secretariat of Sports has finally implemented this wish of the people of Lesvos 
and applied lawn in the field of Mitilini. 
We salute this move. It is very positive. 
But there are problems. 
First, it’s the fact that lots of money has been spent to transfer these teams away and 
particularly Aiolikos. And the team has few financial resources. So the Under-Secretary 
of Sports should provide the coverage of the expenses born by these teams. 
Secondly we should repeat these matches – and I agree with this position – because 
this puts Aiolikos in a less favorable position than other teams, since it was forced to 
play most times away and less at home. 
I believe then that the Ministry of Culture should accept this suggestion. And all sides 
shall agree, as they agreed on passing this amendment. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): The Under-Secretariat of 
Culture has the floor. 
EVAGELOS MEIMARAKIS (Under-Secretary of Culture): Mr. Chairman, I would not 
be opposed to what my two colleagues have said, despite it’s not the State’s fault, 
because the Sate had provided to hold matches in field with lawns precisely because – 
to provide information to other colleagues as well – a team that goes up a league, if it 
has a dry field, it cannot play in a that league in that. And the State has provided the 
previous law, passed by the government of Nea Dimokratia, not just with the ability, but 



with the obligation to hold matches like that, so that we can speed up the creation of 
lawns. At the same time, it’s not the State’s fault because the State has sent money for 
creating lawns and this has been delayed in the pertinent fields. 
So it is asked now to call these matches invalid. You understand dear colleagues that 
this is impossible and we cannot do it. The matches already held have been included in 
PROPO, the teams have already been ranked and unfortunately they are going to be 
held until this law is published in the fields set by the previous law. And we all know that 
the principal organizer is the Hellenic League (EPAE), this is the utmost instrument 
which determines where each team will play. And we can’t bring such an upset today in 
the championship, by invalidating matches that have already been played. 
In regards to the transportation expenses mentioned by my colleague, these have been 
covered. And in teams playing away they are covered, since this is indeed a major 
expense that any Football Club had not provided for in its budget, so they’re paid 
additionally. 
Finally, I have to say for the provisions set in this article which is brought here as an 
amendment, we determine a home, if there’s no field with lawn in the particular team or 
in the county or adjacent county, to prevent transportation to major distances and to help 
the team’s fans to attend the matches. Hence the amendment is complete and features 
5 articles. Otherwise it would only be one article saying it extends. This is a complete 
amendment. Thank you for declaring it acceptable unanimously, because one way or 
another this was an unanimous request. And in response to my other two colleagues, I 
have to say that we cannot accept what you’re suggesting, otherwise it will create a 
major uproar. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): You mean the 
amendment has 5 paragraphs, not 5 articles. 
The discussion on amendment no. 2713/103 by the Minister is considered completed. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, may I have the floor please? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Do you wish to take the 
floor of a replication Mr. Giannelis? I don’t think there are any issues left now. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Only for 2 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Alright, you have the floor. 
I don’t want to prevent you from this right, but we said we wanted to save time. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: It is important for a whole law, that’s why I 
want to speak. This “adjacent” county for instance, in the County of Lesvos, means at 
least 50 miles by ship. It is very important. I am obliged to say what I believe, that for us 
this is no good at all, because an adjacent  county means we have to travel to Chios, 
which is 4 hours by ship. It is not a county nearby that you can take the car and be there 
in half an hour. That’s the first issue. 
Secondly, could there be the ability, Mr. Chairman, since you showed good intentions 
and we all acknowledge that, to have the effect of this from coming Sunday? We do 
have the Parliament’s support. From now on though, it can be a whole month until the 
publication is completed. I don’t know when that will happen. Perhaps next Sunday 
Aiolikos and the other teams can play in their home. 
EVAGELOS MEIMARAKIS (Under-Secretary of Culture): This is an issue to be 
discussed Mr. Chairman, but we think there’s nothing we can do now, because the law is 
valid once it’s published. And it’s a fact that until this law is published, the EPAE cannot 
determine fields, according to the present regulation we pass. Because if it does 
determine fields according to this regulation, there can be objections to the sports judge 
and declare the match invalid. These are issues of the athletic society and family, which 
it can solve on its own. But we will try to publish this law as soon as possible. I believe 



for this and the next Sunday – since from what I know it will be passed in its totality this 
week – the previous law shall be valid. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): The discussion of 
amendment no. 2713/103 is declared completed and the Body is asked whether it 
accepts it. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, amendment no. 
2713/103 was unanimously accepted and will be numbered with the same article in the 
draft of the Ministry of Culture. 
There are no other amendments to be discussed. 
THEOFANIS DIMOSHAKIS: Mr. Chairman, may I please have the floor? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): There you go Mr. 
Dimoshakis, you have the floor. 
THEOFANIS DIMOSHAKIS: There’s amendment no. 2743/127. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): It is overdue. If Mrs. 
Minister accepts it, you can present it, if she does. It is overdue and cannot be 
introduced for discussion. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I accept it. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): There you go then Mr. 
Dimoshakis, you have the floor. 
THEOFANIS DIMOSHAKIS: In order to create non-profit collecting societies of the 
authors’ property and related rights, we should provide the ability to the administration to 
appoint as managing director, administrator or president or vice president of the non-
profit organizations, lawyers, without hindered by the code regarding them. And 
particularly, the new paragraph in article 72… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): This article has been 
passed and no additions can be made now. 
THEOFANIS DIMOSHAKIS: We could have an addition Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): We can’t have an 
addition, unless it is accepted as a separate regulation, which further to the construction 
and legal processing of regulations, shall be inserted somewhere else. But it cannot be 
passed for article 72, since this has already been passed. 
Dear colleagues, let’s consider the amendment tomorrow, since we also need to discuss 
the remaining amendments by Mrs. Minister. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Chairman, we won’t have any 
other amendments tomorrow, apart from the two on which we agreed on. 
I would only like to add something too. Dear colleagues, I remind you that when we 
started this bill, we did not include amendments of the Ministry of Culture which existed, 
and which we had agreed to discuss in a different bill. I don’t want to bring those 
tomorrow, but in the next bill we shall discuss I would like you to remember our 
agreement and discuss them, because there are pending issues for the operation of the 
Ministry of Culture, which we need to discuss. 
STAVROS BENOS: We agree. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, there is no other 
object of discussion. 
The final article remains, because it will be passed further to the discussion and passing 
of two amendments, which we agreed on discussing tomorrow. 
At this point I would like to say that our colleague Mr. Mihalis Chrisohoidis asks for an 
absent leave to travel abroad, from 3.2.93 to 5.2.93. 
Does the Parliament approve? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, the Parliament has 
approved of the requested leave. 
The Minutes of December 7th 1992 and December 15th 1992 have been distributed and I 
would like to ask the Body to enforce them, after accepting the correction which will be 
made in page 1999 of the Minutes of the December 7th 1992 session, which was not 
submitted by mistake. Are they enforced? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, the Minutes of 
December 7th 1992 and December 15th 1992 were enforced and the pertinent correction 
shall be made in page 1999 of the December 7th 1992 session. 
Dear colleagues, do you accept the termination of this session? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
With the Body’s consent and at 23.09 we terminate the session and shall resume 
tomorrow Wednesday, February 3 1993 and at 18.30 with the parliamentary control and 
legislative work next: Two hours of discussion for amendments no. 2729/113 and 
2739/123 in the bill of the Ministry of Culture and then discussion on the bill of the 
Ministry of Economy, according to the agenda that has been distributed. 
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