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SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Fellow Members of the 
Parliament, we shall begin with the agenda: 
 

LEGISLATIVE WORK 
 
Resumption of discussion of draft law “Copyright and Related Rights”, by articles 
and as a whole, submitted by the Ministry of Culture. 
Before we proceed, I would like to state that the Parliamentary Delegate of 
Synaspismos (Coalition of the Left and Progress) has sent the following letter: “Mr. 
Chairman, during today’s discussion on the “Copyright and Related Rights” bill, our 
Parliamentary Delegate shall be the Member of the Parliament, Mr. Alexis 
Sevastakis”. 
Also, the Parliamentary Delegate of KKE Mr. Skyllakos has sent the following letter:  
“During the discussion on the “Copyright and Related Rights” bill, Mr. Panagiotis 
Kosionis is appointed as our Special Parliamentary Delegate”. 
Dear colleagues, since there has been a fair amount of time since our last discussion 
on the bill, I would like to remind you that we had completed discussing articles 18 to 
31. 
It had been agreed that it was the Minister’s turn to talk, and further to that, since we 
will obviously be in need of some answers, only the Parliamentary Delegates can 
reply to the Minister for ten minutes each.  
However, in order to inform the Parliament – although this has already been known 
since yesterday – a certain number of pages have been distributed, titled: “Redraft of 
articles in the “Copyright and Related Rights” bill”. 
The first 4 pages of this document, have already been incorporated in an edited 
document, which has been distributed – I am referring to the articles mentioned 
before, 18 to 31 – and thus these 4 pages, since they have been incorporated in one 
document, the passage of which we are about to enforce, once the discussion is 
completed, do not need to be recorded in the Minutes. 
In regard, however, to the remaining pages of the document distributed yesterday, 
meaning page 5 to the end, I believe, Mrs. Minister that they have to be recorded in 
the Minutes, in order to record that you have proceeded to the redrafts. 
Of course, once the discussion on articles 18 to 31 is completed and they are passed, 
you can talk about the next section, which we will agree on, and say anything you 
wish to say.  
I think there are no comments.  We should give the floor to the Minister. 
Mrs. Minister, you have the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleagues, we resume 
today our discussion on the bill to protect copyright and related rights, a bill of 
particular importance that will undoubtedly have a decisive effect on the future course 
of our country’s cultural life. 
From the day when we interrupted our discussion until today, a serious amount of 
methodic work has been completed. We have approached the issues of copyright and 
related rights protection from all possible angles, with two purposes: 
Firstly, to achieve a wider agreement, a consent on a very sensitive matter where 
views are many and pursuits are different. 
Secondly, to decide on certain regulations, which will be functional, they will have 
perspective and most importantly of all, they will be effective. These regulations will 



ensure the continuous protection of copyright, the struggle and work of authors, 
beneficiaries of related rights and generally all intellectual individuals. At the same 
time, we promote transparency in the field of creation, production, distribution and 
exchange of cultural goods. 
Ladies and gentlemen, this endeavor is difficult and very delicate, because we are not 
talking about works / products deriving from a materialistic mechanical procedure, 
but we are trying to form procedures and institutions. Finally, we arrive to the 
assessment and evaluation of works and creations that express concerns, dreams, 
visions and ideas of human beings. 
Before we deal with the essence of the bill’s articles, as this presented today before 
you and with the changes which occurred, I would like to make a remark on today’s 
reality.  
We are living in very volatile times where entrenched ideas dominating for decades in 
this field are being changed. Within a short amount of time of just a few years, a 
completely new framework has and is being shaped, influenced by the wide use of 
new audiovisual means and the new technologies: a framework overriding the 
traditional ways of distributing cultural goods. 
Nowadays, knowledge, communication, information and technology, shape new 
forms of dominant systems in the field of intellectual creation. 
We can already conclude from the European reality, that much more complex 
institutional and procedural schemes are being followed. 
Bearing the above remark in mind, we must note that in Greece, the country of culture 
and rich heritage, the delicate matters of copyright and protection have been 
unfortunately neglected, left in a status of fragmented efforts and casual solutions for 
decades.  This remark has nothing to do with any oppositional attempt towards any 
political field or person. It only serves to stress the importance of this particular bill, 
in the form it has taken today and especially during this crucial period, for Greece’s 
cultural activities. 
Ladies and gentlemen, this bill is a complete, innovative institutional framework. It 
shapes strong relations of protection on copyright and related rights, dealing with 
disputing situations and interests, within a difficult and complex reality. 
It is a bill that reforms the whole existing legal status. With the articles proposed 
today, we directly adjust the Greek legislation, updating it with all modern trends and 
views dominating in the international conventions and particularly the directives and 
plans shaped in the Community. 
We can assure this conformation much sooner than the deadline provided by the 
Community directive and we proceed even further in certain occasions, with even 
bolder regulations, which is equally important. 
I would like to stress that these regulations open new paths. They emerged from a 
wide and open discussion with all interested parties, labor representatives and 
professional bodies from the intellectual world. There was not a single body that 
requested to contact the Ministry of Culture during this month and that its request was 
not satisfied. 
A deliberate and methodic attempt has been made, to reach a common agreement and 
base this modernization attempt on the consent of intellectual individuals, authors, 
and artists. 
We have had detailed and in depth discussions with everyone and we used arguments 
to convince or be convinced. We were not afraid when discussions revealed 
deficiencies, gaps, or even mistakes, and we proceeded to the necessary 



improvements, so that today we have a tool that will allow us to effectively protect all 
authors. 
Dear colleagues, you are all well aware that this discussion initiative was not 
unequivocal or superficial: It was substantial. We have reached out to political parties 
and the whole political world. We have pursued – and I think that we succeeded on 
ensuring – a wider exchange of views and positions.  Please allow me to thank all 
colleagues, from all the Parliament’s Wings, for their collaboration, for the hard work 
they had throughout this month and the colleagues in Nea Dimokratia, PASOK and 
Sinaspismos and the Left. 
We have also tried and I think we succeeded in setting in motion a fertile procedure of 
discussion, which I hope will result to the desirable effect. We have achieved this 
agreement on important and critical issues provided by the bill to be passed. Of 
course, we have not agreed on everything. There is no doubt that such a bill cannot be 
satisfactory to all, due to its nature. However, in the discussion we are about to have, 
we will be given a chance to find the golden mean when there are disagreements. 
This bill that is being completed after such an open procedure, and without any intent 
to exaggerate, justifies its characterization as an innovative institutional framework 
for culture and intellectual creation in our country. 
Dear Colleagues, I will not present in detail all alterations and redrafts and their 
importance. You have already received them and we will be able to discuss them in 
detail next. I would however like to describe the basic outline of the positions stated 
in the remaining articles which are at your disposal. 
For the first time, we establish an intellectual author protective percentile fee on the 
gross earnings deriving from the work’s exploitation. This is an innovation setting the 
whole author protection philosophy on a new ground. 
Printed publication and translator rights are regulated, as well as the audiovisual 
contract, with the establishment of a percentile fee. These regulations are enforced in 
agreement with the publishing and audiovisual means sectors. 
Related rights are defined for performers and performing artists, material entities 
producers and radio / television organizations, according not only to the international 
Rome convention of 1961, but also to the most recent Community directive for rental, 
lending and protection of certain related rights, where the provided protection exceeds 
the regulations established by the Rome convention. 
In particular, we acknowledge the rights of recording, reproduction, release, radio / 
television broadcast and live performance, not only via electromagnetic waves but 
also via cable and satellite. 
The performers or performing artists are also entitled to a reasonable fee right and in 
case of radio / television rebroadcast of their performance transmitted on the radio / 
TV. 
Authors and related rights beneficiaries are both entitled to the rental and public 
lending rights. 
We define the institutional operation frame of non-profit organizations of collecting 
societies as well, in the form of civil partnerships. If these organizations operate in the 
form of incorporated company, they are obliged to have registered shares. 
Thus, ladies and gentlemen, we can ensure complete transparency and control, 
establishing distinctive operation frameworks. Each collecting society’s regulation is 
under the control of the Ministry of Culture, which is responsible for each 
organization’s operation approval. This is valid for organizations operating today. In 
that way, all authors have the ability to select the organization managing earnings 
from their works. 



Finally, the author’s percentile fee is provided via collecting societies and the ability 
to create fee lists, published in the daily press. 
Strict sanctions and protecting measures for the protection of copyright and related 
rights are established.  
A copyright protection organization (legal entity governed by private law) is 
established, aiming to provide for the correct application of the legislative framework 
and the control of collecting societies. At the same time, this organization has also the 
very important duty to monitor and produce new legislative work, on a wider 
international level and in the pertinent interested Community sector. This is 
particularly important because many issues are under development, new Community 
directives on this field are being prepared and it is a necessity that Greece is ready to 
be updated with those, intervene and have a decisive contribution to their formation. 
Thus, there is a need for a substantial scientific support, which is certain to be proven 
as having an important contribution in the future. 
Ladies and gentlemen, I have referred to the main points of the articles which will be 
discussed in the next two sessions. These derive from contacts with all interested 
bodies and express the widest possible consent. 
I will finish my intervention by stressing the political world’s accountability. We 
politicians are responsible for enforcing the regulations that will ensure the protection 
of authors and related rights beneficiaries. A law is not enough if merely passed; it has 
to be implemented by its enforcement and fulfill its mission, which is to deal with the 
problems of the field. 
It needs the support of the political world, the support of intellectual individuals. 
Greece has been beset for years with the lack of an integrated bill, protecting 
copyright and related rights. The casualness and lack of decisiveness and boldness 
until today, have left the struggle and work of intellectual creators free to piracy, 
without ensuring their rights. 
This abeyance is now covered by the State. Dear colleagues, I hope that further to the 
changes imposed in the articles, the latter shall be passed by all the Wings of the 
Parliament. I believe that is our duty to send a clear message towards society and the 
people in creation and art, and refute practically all alleging that culture is way too 
serious to be left in the hands of politicians and artists. Thank you. 
(Claps from the Nea Dimokratia Wing) 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Benos, as 
PASOK’s Parliamentary Delegate, has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, dear colleagues, I will try in my brief 
intervention, to be as honest as we all are in this Wing, with Melina Merkouri having 
being our leader, since this is the only stance that suits this upmost bill by the 
Ministry of Culture, and we all owe it to the country’s intellectual world. 
Thus, we can forthright say that indeed during this month, Mrs. Minister, a discussion 
has been made and we shall praise you for this, as we boldly praised right from the 
start your predecessor, in all her positive actions. We also need to praise your partners 
and Mrs. Kallinikou and Mr. Hiotelis – because these things need to be said in this 
Room too – since they didn’t even enjoy the holidays, trying to complete their own 
contribution to the enunciation of this bill. 
It is however equally true, that you were initially hesitant to assume this bill. You 
were thinking of forfeiting it. Luckily, you did not proceed in that way and you did 
what you’re doing now. Some said it was a clever move. Either way, when something 
is done for the benefit of this country’s culture, we are all benefited by it as well! 



Now, a brief response to what you have said. Indeed, there have been some serious 
changes. But in order to set the record straight, some of these changes could not have 
been avoided. They were self-evident and it was intriguing that they had not been 
enforced from the start. For example, we had wondered in this Room: How is it 
possible to have bills created in our country while the Community is drafting bills on 
the same issues, to have Mrs. Kallinikou representing you on both bills – in 
particularly for rental and public lending as well as related rights – and have the same 
issues differently framed in the Community bill and in ours? You were right to adapt 
it now. It could not have been done in any other way, because we were obliged to do 
so, according to the Community internal law, by July 94. 
It is also a fact that the percentile fee you mentioned was an important step of 
progress. That of course, was also self-evident, since in all European legislations 
where a new law is created, and most recently in France, Spain, Switzerland and 
elsewhere, percentile fee is used as a rare author protection measure. 
You have also spoken about contracts, audiovisual and publishing. We shall remark 
that this attempt has not been completed, since we have suggested from the start that 
these contracts should be even more detailed, which they aren’t. 
However, we should acknowledge all positive steps taken and also have the boldness 
to say that these steps have been left uncompleted.  Because in the bill’s upmost issue, 
which is the collecting societies, you should have dared to override outdated stances 
and doctrines, which have been besetting you as a Government in other aspects of 
your politics and that should not have a place in culture and intellectual struggle; that 
is, the principle that market economy and gain are the only possible procedures to 
regulate everything. 
Thus, you have not dared to abolish these commercial organizations and establish 
only non-profit and self-administrative organizations, as is done in Europe. At least 
three other countries have banned non-profit organizations, but even in other 
countries, commercial organizations may be provided by the law, but they are 
practically non-existent. This is a matter of culture as well. It is a matter of culture, 
that people of intellectual struggle should be entitled to collect their rights from that 
struggle independently. 
Thus, you have not completed your steps. There is still more discussion to be done. 
We hope that further on you shall dare to take this step and we will be here to 
acknowledge it. There were however some certain recessions during the last two days 
that literally left us wondering, because they are not in accordance with to what we 
have witnessed during the previous day and they regard three major categories. 
First, there are the authors and all intellectual property creators writing articles in 
newspapers and magazines. There’s also a request by the Journalist’s Union, which 
I’m not sure whether it has been responded to or not. If you have responded indeed, 
we express our content, because we received it last night and we could not tell 
whether this change has been imposed or not. 
Also, there is the issue of photographers, which we will discuss further on, and for 
which no regulations have been established. Finally, to give a complete response to 
your intervention, regarding related rights and in article 46, you used a last-minute 
provision regarding audiovisual work. This provision is essentially contrary to the last 
directive regarding rental and public lending. However we shall discuss the details 
when we reach this article. 
After all these general facts that I had to mention, in response to Mrs. Minister’s 
oration, I will refer to specific articles, from 18 to 31, Mr. Chairman. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Benos, you 
mentioned something on the articles regarding journalists. Are those included in the 
section to be passed? 
STAVROS BENOS: Precisely. They are in article 25. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Since this issue 
concerns the section being discussed, I would like to kindly ask Mrs. Minister to 
inform us on the modifications applied, so that the remaining speakers are aware of 
these and no unnecessary reiterations are made. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister. of Culture): Mrs. Chairman, my 
colleague is right, there has been a change in article 25, applied just yesterday. The 
reason we proceeded to that change is that we wanted to follow the regulations set in 
the Berne agreement. Dear colleague, I have myself seen the journalist’s reaction 
tonight and I would like for article 25 to remain as it was, before the redraft. 
STAVROS BENOS: Very well. Mr. Chairman, we accept the previous construction. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): You mean, as it was 
formed in the Standing Committee. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister. of Culture): Yes. What has been deleted 
in page 3, is the article that will finally be valid. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): And the redraft is 
deleted. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): That’s right. 
STAVROS BENOS: I would also like to remark that very important changes have 
also been made in articles 18 and 28 on this chapter on the property right limitations, 
changes which have been suggested by our Introducer Mrs. Merkouri. Of course, we 
welcome these changes. 
However, I had told you then Mrs. Minister, that this chapter must be based on two 
basic principles. It is correct that in some cases, an author’s work should be used 
without his license. Since indeed, there are times when the social benefit is more 
important than the benefits of the intellectual author. However, in all European 
legislation when this right is limited, there is a reasonable fee provided. Thus, I would 
like to ask you a question which I also posed during our previous session. I am 
referring to articles 20 and 27 – why is there not a reasonable fee for schoolbooks? 
Why is there not a reasonable fee for the author in public performances, official 
ceremonies etc.? That is our only objection, which admittedly is not that serious, since 
very important changes have been done in this chapter. This is our only objection, and 
if the matter is resolved, this chapter is completely acceptable by us. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Sevastakis has the 
floor as the Parliamentary Delegate of Synaspismos tis Aristeras kai tis Proodou. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, indeed I must express my praise for this 
declaration of principles and intentions aptly spoken by the new Minister of Culture 
today in this Room. But I will not continue with praises. I shall prefer 
animadversions. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Just try not to mistreat 
the microphone, because it is about to be broken. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I’m more worried of mistreating the Room, rather than 
the microphone. 
Mr. Chairman, I need to proceed to a ascertainment. Both in the Parliamentary 
Standing Committee as well as during the discussion on the principles and articles of 
Mrs. Benaki’s period, there was an important attempt being made by the Opposition, 
to enforce this Bill, which is the Constitution of our culture, with certain ideas that 



have been charted in important documents recently, in the culturally advanced 
Europe. At that time, Mrs. Minister showed some reluctance in accepting any of our 
proposals. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Sevastakis, the 
Parliament is an area of intellectual creation as well. Isn’t that so? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: The only difference being that I am not entitled to any 
copyright for this rudimentary oration. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): We shouldn’t be. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Yes, we shouldn’t be. 
Unfortunately, the main target of all criticisms and disputes has been, amongst others, 
who will be managing this public wealth, which comes from distribution, production 
and reproduction of cultural goods. 
We had stated that this tradition of wealth in the management of private gain is 
unfortunate, if not disastrous. We supported this view, since we have a very bitter 
experience from the circumstances that have existed for years in Greece. And we had 
said that in this vulnerable, delicate, large field, a field full of potential, we should 
have followed the procedure that gives self-management to intellectual creators and 
artists. We wanted this self-management. A self-management that apparently 
impinged and stood little changes before private initiative and neo-liberalism. 
However, the new Minister seems to be open to discussing and accepting some of our 
views. 
We would like to express our appraisal for these new circumstances created by the 
Minister of Culture, but also state our disbelief regarding the goodness of the 
intentions declared in this Room. 
Where can we see these good wills Mrs. Minister? We have seen articles and 
newspapers journalists being treated so unfairly yesterday and then restored today. 
Who knows what powers came to play, in order for them to be executed yesterday and 
resurrect today. It’s been less than three days, and yet journalists and authors 
resurrected from death. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): However, this 
“resurrection” is a fact. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: That’s not what I mean Mr. Chairman. 
What else is happening in this basic, core direction of surrendering wealth to the 
hands of private exploitation? 
Some artistic unions, such as the Greek Playwrights’ Society, the IMC, manage the 
rights of their members, the play writers. Well, these rights for example, are being 
executed now. They will last only for 24 months. The field is being cleared, in order 
for incorporated companies to roam freely. 
And why? And what is the excuse given? How can you sentence them to death? How 
can you deny them the right, that they themselves, the writers, should manage their 
copyright and protect the rights of their members? Why? What constitutional clause 
was the basis to deprive an important amount of people, of real creators, from the 
ability to manage their own rights? 
I would also like to stress this: This is a very important and delicate issue, Mrs. 
Minister. The provision can be declared unconstitutional and I’m talking about the 
unconstitutionality claimed by Mrs. Benaki, while we insisted on allowing the action 
and operation of collecting societies in the form of incorporated companies or other 
commercial companies. We spoke and requested to establish the principle of self-
management, a principle that is already operating, working and yielding great results 
in Spain, France and in Europe in general. 



Mrs. Minister, I am not being strict. Maybe I’m more passionate or my temperature is 
higher. Perhaps so. But I am not seeking anyone’s acknowledgment. 
Mrs. Minister, we shall have a detailed discussion on the articles and in cases where 
we agree – and indeed we can discern the protection, even deficient, of intellectual 
creation – you can be certain that we shall concur. We are not guided by blind 
oppositional disposition. This is a place where we work creatively and dialogically, 
and you have given us to write to believe and suspect that during the processing of the 
articles, you will offer room for recession. So I hope. 
Since my time is almost through, I would like to stress the following: A bill can solve 
some certain issues, but it cannot solve the cultural problem. Culture, as you may 
know better than me since you are younger, is a phenomenon expressing a society that 
has needs, that fights and struggles for this particular aim. 
Unfortunately, we have to admit that we have created and organized a repressed and 
declined society. We have created a society that cannot even hold a discussion or have 
the ability to praise the enjoyment provided by an intellectual work or intellectual 
creation and artistry. 
So this is not a matter of a mere law. It is a larger matter that has to do with the state 
and not just the Parliament, the institutions and not just the Government. It is a larger 
matter that has to do with an awakening. Can we all work together for a larger social 
awakening, so that indeed our culture can reach its maximum potential? 
To have the same culture that once earned Nobel prizes, Lenin prizes, these 
intellectual creations ambassadors that travel all over the world and express Greece, 
its history and its present. We can do this, Mrs. Minister. The Hellenic Copyright 
Organization that you have created and are establishing, is not going to solve any 
problems, because I’m afraid that in this course of events, we shall just have another 
bureaucratic and narrow-minded organization. I hope I’m wrong. But I’m afraid – if 
not certain – that I won’t be belied. 
The problem is not being solved. It is not being promoted. No gates are being opened 
and this enormous awakening, exaltation and resurrection wave that our country 
needs, is not being created. And here I think is where we need to do a lot of work, and 
especially the younger people, since we will be departing soon Mrs. Melina, but even 
with our collaboration, to make our own contribution to this very important work. 
And before I finish, Mrs. Minister, there was an illiterate priest in Chios once and 
there was a secret fund-raising held to publish ancient Greek writers in Paris by 
Korais. So the committee went secretly to this priest and asked for his contribution. 
The priest searched all his pockets and only found one piaster. This was his only 
fortune. And by giving it, he said: “This I have and I give you. Should I have more, 
I’d give them too”. Well, we need to focus on this “more”. Thank you. 
(Claps from the Sinaspismos and PASOK wings). 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Kosionis, as 
KKE’s Special Parliamentary Delegate, has the floor. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, I would firstly like to state this. When 
the Ministry of Culture's leadership was changed, Mrs. Minister proceeded to a 
general proposition and I think the Parliamentary Delegates should first respond to 
this. So this time cannot take into consideration the time given for remarks on the 
articles discussed. I think a separate amount of time should be invested on that. 
Mrs. Minister spoke about all matters in general. She spent an important amount of 
her time to exhibit the large attempts made by the Ministry to contact all interested 
parties and the political world. 



According to the information I have, this must have happened for the other bodies, 
although the Athens Union of Journalists was probably not taken into consideration. 
However, Mrs. Chairman, and regarding what you said about the political parties, I 
am obliged to say that it is only true by three quarters. I was hesitant if I should 
mention this myself. But since you mentioned it and didn’t explain, I had to state it as 
well. 
You did not have a meeting with the Delegate of KKE, who was appointed from the 
start and was known to the Ministry, when the discussion on the bill started. It is not 
my intention to attach any political manipulation. But deontologically this move was 
useful and I think, unjustifiable. 
Now, regarding what you have said. Of course we’re discussing a massive bill which 
deals with several issues that have been regulated and others which need to be 
regulated. And of course, we shall forthwith state – which shows that we do not 
exhibit any bitterness regarding the Ministry’s attitude so far – that many important 
improvements have been made. However, Mrs. Minister, our experience from many 
improvements in various bills passed until now, has proven that there are certain 
escape doors which ensure certain things and thus these small improvements, many of 
which are important according to our views, may not be enforced practically. 
According to our view – because this is where it all amounts to – the big issue is in 
the collecting societies 
When we talk about copyright, in the way you have spoken about it in theory, we 
cannot leave room for the creation of both commercial and non-profit organizations. 
We are aware of the views of most interested parties, if not the majority of them. They 
do not agree with this thing. They want to try their worth on this issue, to have non-
profit, self-management organizations This is the only way they can support their 
intellectual and moral rights. If the Ministry cannot achieve this, then all the 
intentions reported theoretically, cannot find any practical application. And although 
we do accept that the separate regulations can be positive, we cannot be speaking of 
consent and have the Ministry expecting our consent and passing of this bill. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Nikitas 
Kaklamanis has the floor. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: Mrs. Minister, I will be very brief, because I think that 
when we talk about important issues, we need to be very modest. And this bill is 
indeed very important and Mrs. Minister was very right to say that is one of these bills 
not dealing with materialistic issues, but with products of intellect. 
The discussion had started also with Mrs. Bakoyannis’ predecessor, Mrs. Benaki and 
the will to make changes and a substantial dialogue, was evident from day one. This 
dialogue was completed, very fast and with substantial success. I heard my colleague 
and friend, Mr. Benos, speaking about self-evident changes and although I will not 
disagree with this characterization, I believe that this country has always suffered 
from these self-evident things, which are unfortunately not understood, and so we 
discuss and disagree over them. Thus, even these self-evident changes which have 
been accepted, were made to the right direction, according to my opinion, since the 
Parliament offers its unanimous support, if not to all articles remaining, at least to the 
majority of them. Because I believe that this unanimous support is the best escape 
door – since it was mentioned by Mr. Kosionis and he is right to a certain degree – 
which shall offer protection over the implementation of everything we shall pass in 
this Room. 



When certain regulations may be infringed or breached, this “unanimous” decision 
will be the best asset of this particular bill. 
Closing, because as I stated not much needs to be said, I would like to make a remark 
on article 18, invoked by Mr. Benos and say that we as well consider it inconceivable 
not to have a reasonable fee in regards with the production of a whole educational 
book. I am under the impression, however, that in the way the article is construed, 
mentioning “consisting a small part of each author’s total creation”... That means, that 
perhaps a short story by Papadiamantis or a piece by Kazantzakis may be used in the 
book. As you understand, there is no room for a reasonable fee in such cases and if we 
chose to give one, the bureaucracy involved would bear a high price on the Public 
sector, and you can all understand the consequences of that, even possibly leading to 
inhibiting the republication of a poem or a piece by Kazantzakis. 
Thus, Mrs. Minister, if we could – although I think it is quite difficult or impossible – 
set some limits to what we call a short passage or receive a statement from you that 
could act as a commitment, I think what Mr. Benos described as a problem does not 
exist and all the Wings can vote unanimously on this section. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mrs. Minister has the 
floor. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister. of Culture): Just a brief answer, dear 
colleagues. 
Dear colleague, the issues of education are above all else, according to my opinion 
and even the slightest problem that could be created, from a change on this provision, 
as colleague Mr. Kaklamanis said, would be best avoided. I think that even the 
authors themselves, even the people who have offered intellectual works, would not 
be opposed to schoolbooks using parts of their works. 
I would like to make a complementary statement on article 18, so that is recorded in 
the minutes. This regulation does not allow the reproduction of programmes saved in 
personal computers. 
I’m saying this because this regulation has a different meaning and I wouldn’t want it 
to be misinterpreted as meaning that using personal computers and with the 
technological evolution existing, one could reproduce a whole work without paying 
any rights. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Please repeat that as 
stated, because this is an explanatory statement and it is very important. 
And if there is any chapter that follows, regarding personal computers. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Chairman, I am referring 
to article 18 par. 3 and I would like to make the statement that this provision does not 
allow the reproduction of programmes which are saved in personal computers. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Is this a paragraph or 
an explanatory statement? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): It is an explanatory 
statement. And I would like the passing of the articles discussed and the passing of the 
remaining articles in two sections. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): We will discuss about 
this later. 
Go ahead, Mr. Benos. 
STAVROS BENOS: Obviously, Mrs. Minister has not understood the issue. 
Certainly, in matters of social benefit, and especially education, we shouldn’t need the 
authors’ license. We agree Mrs. Minister. That’s what I said initially too. We 



shouldn’t need their license. But why shouldn’t we pay them a reasonable fee, as is 
customary in many European legislations? 
And I am also going to tell you the rumors I’ve been hearing, that schoolbooks are 
about to be removed from the Public sector’s control – we will talk about this in detail 
during the publishing convention – and will be transferred to private companies. 
Think about this: private companies publishing schoolbooks, even without the 
authors’ license, since this is right, but at the same time owning nothing to them? 
As I have said, there is the example of several legislations and there is not a greater 
honor than giving a reasonable fee, acknowledging the intellectual work author’s 
struggle. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Go ahead, Mrs. 
Minister. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): There is no greater honor 
than to include even an abstract of an author’s work in a schoolbook. This is a really 
great honor. I believe, and we need to be realistic, that if we really were to include a 
reasonable fee for schoolbooks, the only thing we would accomplish would be what 
colleague Mr. Kaklamanis said: to start removing pieces of certain authors from the 
books and select other authors, where we won’t need to pay the reasonable fee. 
I don’t believe that any author really considers the reasonable fee necessary when it 
regards schoolbooks. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Fellow Colleagues, 
discussion on articles 18 to 31 is complete. We shall go ahead with the passing of 
each article separately. 
Article 18 The Body is asked whether it accepts it as formed by Mrs. Minister. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Article 18 was accepted 
by majority and as formed by Mrs. Minister. 
Article 19. The Body is asked whether it accepts it as is. 
ALL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Article 19 was 
unanimously accepted. 
Article 20. The Body is asked whether it accepts it as formed by Mrs. Minister. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Article 20 was accepted 
by majority and as formed by Mrs. Minister. 
Article 21. The Body is asked whether it accepts it, as formed by Mrs. Minister. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Article 21 was accepted 
by majority, as formed by Mrs. Minister. 
Article 22. The Body is asked whether it accepts it as is. 
ALL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Article 22 was 
unanimously accepted. 
Article 23. The Body is asked whether it accepts it as is. 
ALL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Article 23 was 
unanimously accepted 
Article 24. The Body is asked whether it accepts it as is. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Article 24 was accepted 
by majority. 
Article 25. Article 25, fellow colleagues, is not the rephrase ordered, but the initial 
text as was. 
The Body is asked: Is article 25 accepted in its original form? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, article 25 in its 
original form is accepted by majority.  
The Body is asked: Is article 26 accepted as modified? 
ALL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, Article 26 is 
approved unanimously as modified.  
The Body is asked: Is article 27 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, article 27 is 
accepted by majority, as modified.  
The Body is asked: Is article 28 accepted as modified? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, article 28 is 
accepted by majority, as modified.  
The Body is asked: Is article 29 accepted as is? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable.  
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus article 29 is 
accepted by majority, as modified. 
The Body is asked: Is article 30 accepted as is? 
ALL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakisς): Thus, article 30 is 
accepted as is unanimously. 
The Body is asked: Is article 31 accepted as is? 
ALL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, article 31 is 
accepted as is unanimously. 
Now, dear colleagues, we have to decide on the sections discussed today and 
Tuesday. Here, we can see that we had agreed to reach article 39 and then discuss 
articles 40 to 58. But we only reached article 31. 
Thus, we need to decide which units we shall discuss today and which on Tuesday, 
bearing in mind that on Tuesday we also have to discuss several scheduled and 
overdue amendments. Thus, regarding the sections which we shall decide to discuss 
today, we have to take into consideration the time that we will need to spend on the 
colleagues’ amendments on Tuesday. 
Mrs. Minister, you have the floor. 



THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Chairman, regarding the 
amendments, most of which refer on the bill, they have been discussed and part of 
them has been integrated to the redrafts made. So I will kindly ask my fellow 
colleagues to discuss them along with the articles. 
Regarding amendments that do not refer to the bill, I think we have agreed that they 
will not be discussed during this bill. Because this is a very fundamental bill. It has to 
be sent to the EEC, they’re expecting to see it. It wouldn’t be advisable to include 
other kinds of amendments, which are not directly linked to the bill regarding 
“copyright”. We should only make one exception. A very urgent amendment 
regarding sports. All colleagues from all Parties have agreed on this amendment, and 
it will be introduced by Mr. Meimarakis. 
Regarding my suggestions on how to hold this discussion, I believe we should discuss 
two sections today, meaning articles 32 to 39 and articles 40 to 53. We should close 
with article 53 and leave the remaining section for Tuesday, if you agree Mr. 
Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): It’s not up to me to 
agree, the Body should decide. 
So you’re saying we should cover two sections. We will also hear the Parties’ views. 
And leave section 54 to the end for Tuesday. One section. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): One section. There’s only 
one substantial matter which we need to discuss. The rest are civil and penal sanctions 
and transitional regulations. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Agreed. Let’s listen to 
the Parties’ views. 
Go ahead Mr. Benos, you have the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: Firstly, we agree on discussing the two sections like you 
suggested. However, Mr. Chairman, we should like to request 15 minutes of time. I 
think it is an advisable time, considering the needs of these two sections. We’re 
suggesting 15 minutes per speaker for section one and 15 minutes per speaker for 
section two – keeping in mind that section two has two chapters. Of course one of 
them is not that important. Anyway, we agree, provided we have 15 minutes. 
Regarding amendments, indeed most of them were integrated in the redrafts made. 
We had said that since this bill will be distributed worldwide, it would be best not to 
include other amendments. This urgent one came up. We also agree with this need 
and we said so to Mr. Meimarakis, but if there is any other way to hold a consultation, 
if we can put it in another bill, we should do it. Think about it. 
Copyright. It will go around the world. Honestly, I think it will not look good for our 
country if we include an amendment under the copyright bill. I’m saying again that 
substantially we agree, Mrs. Minister, with this change. And it should be enforced 
soon, because it has disarranged the whole country. But if there’s a way, we should 
take it to another bill. The Parties should agree, and we should bring this up to another 
bill as soon as possible. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Mr. Sevastakis has the 
floor, first on sections and then we will see about the rest. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: We agree, Mr. Chairman, on the sections, provided there 
is plenty of time. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): We will immediately 
discuss the issue of time. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I doubt if you are in the… 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): We shall discuss about 
time now, please wait. 
Go ahead Mr. Kosionis, you have the floor. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: We agree, provided there’s reasonable time, sort of like 
the reasonable fee... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Oh, no reasonable fee, 
please! 
Mr. Meimarakis has the floor. 
EVAGELOS MEIMARAKIS (Under-Secretary of Culture): Mr. Chairman... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Excuse me, I should 
have said Mr. Under-Secretary. 
There you go, you have the floor. 
EVAGELOS MEIMARAKIS (Under-Secretary of Culture): Mr. Chairman, I 
didn’t mean to intervene now, but I just wanted to say that I agree with and accept the 
view that this bill should not contain any amendment. There’s no doubt about this. 
But the Under-Secretariat of Sports, is within the Ministry of Culture’s competence. 
The Ministry of Culture introduces a bill and there’s an emergency, since matches are 
held every Sunday and we have a very serious problem, which all colleagues from all 
parliamentary Wings are well aware of, and I believe that the amendment shall be 
unanimous, we won’t even need to discuss it. But... 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: You can’t take this for granted. 
EVAGELOS MEIMARAKIS (Under-Secretary of Culture): No, I’m not taking it 
for granted, Mr. Sevastakis. It’s just that all colleagues are aware of the problem, and 
particularly Mr. Benos, since Kalamata has particular issues. Since I have also 
investigated this, after Mrs. Minister’s suggestion, I believe that next week we should 
avoid amendments, if they can be included in another bill, but from what I’ve seen, 
this cannot happen. So I think that we should discuss this on Tuesday along with the 
amendments, although we dislike to, but unfortunately it has to be done. 
DIMITRIOS VOUNATSOS: Mr. Chairman, may I have the floor please? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): What would you like, 
Mr. Vounatsos? 
DIMITRIOS VOUNATSOS: I would like to speak Mr. Chairman, hence I’m asking 
the floor. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): You cannot have the 
floor. 
Your turn will come up when we start discussing the articles. Please wait. You cannot 
have the floor now. 
Mr. Benos has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, as I’ve been informed by my colleagues, next 
Wednesday, once our bill is complete, a bill from the Ministry of Economics shall be 
introduced. We can agree now. From what I hear, it is already in the committee. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleagues, I would like 
to ask that the remaining amendments which are not included in this bill by the 
Ministry of Culture now, will be included to another bill. After all, we shall agree on 
most of them. Particularly for this amendment, as I can see Mr. Vounatsos is worried 
and I understand this, because all my colleagues from Mitilini have contacted me, as 
well as colleagues from Kalamata, and it seems that this matter is very urgent. This is 
why, Mr. Benos, and you understand it better than I do. 



STAVROS BENOS: Thus, please understand that I am from Kalamata and 
Kalamata’s team has a problem, but for me, the country’s cultural matters are above 
all else. Thus, we essentially agree on leaving this bill intact. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): But there’s a problem with 
Mr. Meimarakis for Sunday. 
STAVROS BENOS: Why can’t you agree as a Government and we can agree too 
and enter it next week in the first bill? I don’t understand, why can’t we do it this 
way? 
EVAGELOS MEIMARAKIS (Under-Secretariat of Culture): Mr. Chairman, 
please allow me, because there is an issue here that does not need to exist. We said 
that we agree with Mr. Benos’ view and I’m saying that I’m very disappointed about 
doing it this way, because the country’s cultural issues should be completely 
independent. There’s no disagreement on that. But firstly, the Under-Secretariat of 
Sports is within the Ministry of Culture’s competence, and since a bill is introduced 
by the Ministry of Culture, the amendment cannot be submitted to a irrelevant bill. If 
it is submitted to the Ministry of Economics, it will be in an irrelevant bill and the 
accusations made every time from the opposition, will be justifiable this time. Now 
the opposition suggests we should do what we are prevented from doing every time. 
Secondly, matches are held every Sunday. There’s already a serious disarrangement 
in the championship. All colleagues are aware of that. Matches are postponed, they 
are not entered in PROPO, there’s an immense confusion. Everybody knows this. And 
just for this very urgent need that occurred, I would suggest, if possible, to pass this 
today. But I would like to explain to Mr. Benos and the colleagues from the 
Opposition, that the Government does not insist because it has the majority or due to 
any other reason. After all, sports are above all these and we are all unified by them. 
We do insist, because there is a very urgent need and because matches are held every 
Sunday. 
If it isn't passed this week, we shall have a problem. This bill has already been on hold 
from December 6 in order to be passed. It’s an amendment submitted right from the 
start, when the bill was submitted. The Parliament is not taken aback. We essentially 
agree. 
I’m saying that we do not intend to mess with this great bill regarding culture, but 
unfortunately, we need to. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Well, dear colleagues, 
to wrap this up. 
The amendment will be discussed on Tuesday, one way or another. 
What we agreed on is discussing two sections today, articles 32 to 39 and 40 to 53. 
The speakers’ time will be as was in previous sections, that is 15 minutes for 
introducers in the section and 10 minutes for possible speakers. 
Please retain this time limit, in order to be able to discuss both sections, which we 
agreed on discussing today. 
I would also like to say that on Tuesday, we shall discuss as suggested and agreed, the 
last section, from 54 to the end. And we should leave time for amendments as well. 
Because Mrs. Minister may say that she does not accept it or that they are integrated, 
but perhaps some colleagues would like to talk about their amendments. 
Of course, we shall also discuss the amendment mentioned by Mrs. Minister, Mr. 
Under-Secretary and you. 
But we cannot exclude colleagues from supporting their amendments, regarding this 
bill. We cannot forbid this, Mrs. Minister. 
Are we agreed on all that? 



SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Manolis Drettakis): Thus, under this 
agreement, we can begin the discussion on the section, articles 32 to 39. 
Mr. Giannelis has the floor. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that 
I will not use all the time provided. 
I would like however, to spend one minute from this time on the matter discussed 
earlier, the amendment, in order for the Body to understand how serious this is and 
how it has afflicted the people of Mitilini. 
The intervention made by the Under-Secretary of Sports is very timely and he is right 
to pose this issue before the Body. Mr. Chairman, it would be best if we could pass 
this amendment even today, since there are many serious problems. 
(The presidential chair is taken by the Parliament’s First Deputy Chairman, Mr. 
NIKOLAOS KATSAROS). 
Mr. Benos said that you cannot fool around with culture. The same can be said about 
sports as well. No-one has the right to fool around with sports and the young people 
who participate in them. 
Thus, I make a plea to the Body, and since there is a large interest for Mr. Benos’ 
particular electoral district, I make a plea to him as well, to succumb to the direction 
followed by the whole Body … 
IOANNIS FLOROS: What will happen in case of another week’s delay? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Please, dear colleague. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: I will explain. This is a very serious 
issue: 
First of all, teams rising to the Third National League, playing every Sunday outside 
their grounds, can lose points and fall to a lower league. 
Secondly, they spend hundreds of thousands each week to transport to different fields. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Giannelis, please. 
We are not discussing the amendment. Don’t spend any more time on this issue. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: You are right, Mr. Chairman. I will 
stop here. I just said what I believe, in order to provide a solution to this serious 
problem. 
And now, Mr. Chairman, I will speak about chapter six, which contains articles 32 to 
39. There hasn’t been any national legislation to deal in detail with the various 
regulations regarding the copyright exploitation. This would be impossible, due to the 
polymorphism of these regulations. 
Hence, and excluding the publishing convention which is specifically regulated in 
many countries, these issues are usually left to the contractual freedom and the 
application of the jural law’s general regulations. 
The bill provides for the principle of free conventions, on the field of intellectual 
authors. That is, it included a large amount of special regulations for separate issues, 
regarding the protection of intellectual authors, because usually they are the weakest 
part in the relative contracts. 
These regulations fall under the category of compulsory law. Out of these regulations, 
particularly important and original is article 32. Article 32 establishes in favor of the 
intellectual author, the protective rule of the percentile fee. The reward granted to the 
author is determined to a specific fee on the gross earnings deriving from the work’s 
exploitation. 
The term “gross earnings” was deemed the most advisable by a taxation law view and 
it covers all gross earnings or expenses or combines gross earnings and expenses. Τhe 



amount of this fee is freely determined among the parties. There are of course some 
exceptions to this rule; for example, when the calculation basis is practically 
impossible to define. Also excluded are certain categories of works, such as works by 
employees, personal computer programmes and advertising works. 
Article 33 regulates printed editions and translator rights. A percentile fee is 
determined here as well. The percentage’s amount is freely determined among the 
parties. The calculation basis used here is the retail price. Regarding literary works, 
further to the sale of 1000 copies, this fee cannot be lower than 10% of the retail 
price. 
The present regulation also determines certain exceptions, such as encyclopedias, 
dictionaries, magazines and newspapers. 
The percentile fee rule is also valid for translators, by a proportionate application of 
the rules regarding exceptions from percentile fee in printed editions. That is par. 2. 
Article 34 regulates the audiovisual convention, where again a percentile fee is 
enforced, on gross earnings deriving from the audiovisual work’s exploitation. The 
final cut is regulated and the audiovisual work is considered complete, when the 
intellectual creator approves the template for the production of copies to be 
distributed. 
Once the work is complete, any adjustment to its final form necessitates a previous 
license by the author, i.e. the director. 
Article 35 regulates the radio and television broadcast convention. The transmission’s 
rebroadcast is defined, without a new license, but with an additional fee for each 
rerun. 
Article 36 regulates issues of fees for theatrical performances, and I think there are no 
problems with that. 
Article 37 retains the existing law for separate fees for musical work composers, 
which have been included in motion pictures and executed in public, in cinemas, 
along with the film. 
Article 38 establishes the rule that for every publication of a photograph in the media, 
further to the first, the photographer is owed half the running price. Previously, he 
was owed half the original payment. This is a very important change made. 
Photographers retain the right to request and receive the photographs published, 
within 3 months from their delivery. 
The photographers’ ownership right is also protected, with the special regulation in 
par. 4 providing the referral of his name when his photographs are published. 
Finally, it has to be stated that the regulations of article 38 are valid for all original 
photographs. This means that even a simple photograph, if considered original, is 
covered by this regulation. 
Finally, article 39, the last article of this section, establishes the character of protective 
regulations as compulsory law regulations, deeming contrary agreements as partially 
invalid. This is where the State intervenes to regulate. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mrs. Merkouris has the 
floor. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: Mr. Chairman, Mr. and Mrs. Ministers, ladies 
and gentlemen, I think that in issues so multidimensional and complex as those posed 
by this particular bill, one cannot generalize and popularize. On the contrary, one has 
to simplify and recapitulate. 
This I will try to do, with your permission, and I will briefly state my view on this bill 
and the two basic aims it needs to achieve. 



First of all, the Greek State is obliged to protect copyright in ways that are effective, 
methodic and adequate. 
Secondly, it is obliged to keep up with the developments in Europe in this sector as 
well. 
If the Government agreed honestly and directly with these two basic principles, all the 
other issues would be just procedural. 
Thus, I have to say that any divergence or convergence of views with the 
Government, can only be interpreted and evaluated in one way, as setting our tone in 
regards with the basic principles and positions. 
In this particular matter, any political convergence and consent, cannot and should not 
be equal to a compromise and a mutual recession. It will just mean an approach and 
coincidence on certain basic principles. 
If we agree on that, there is no room for recessions, pretences and false 
interpretations. I am being emphatic and explicit, because I think that some things are 
irreconcilable and incompatible. You can either protect the intellectual authors and 
artists, or leave them unprotected. You’re either in Europe or left out of it. 
I have no doubt, dear colleagues, that each and everyone of us in this Room has a 
deep understanding of the importance and significance of the discussed bill. I really 
hope that you can acknowledge my additional reasons for feeling my participation and 
contribution to this procedure as a very heavy responsibility. It is this responsible 
attitude that has been the motivation for my long and arduous occupation with this 
issue. 
We have worked collectively and methodically with fellow members of the 
parliament, experts and representatives of the interested parties. The fruit of this 
collaboration has been a multilateral and in depth consideration of all pertinent 
matters. 
I am glad to have the ability this position grants me, to express my gratitude towards 
all these worthy associates. 
When we were informed on the Government’s intention to bring the bill of copyright 
to the Parliament, we were among the first to salute this move. When we were 
informed of its content, we expressed our complete disapproval and opposition as 
amiably as we had previously saluted this bill. 
It was unacceptable and dispiriting. It essentially negated and annulled all that it 
should defend and protect. Our criticism was constructive, fertile and convincing. The 
political leadership of the Ministry of Culture understood that it could neither oppose 
the rights of authors and performers, nor resist the concurrent regulations adopted 
throughout Europe. 
Thus, from wrong to right, the Ministry provided some important improvements on 
the original draft. But on what? I was never hesitant to speak the truth. I cannot but 
praise this positive, very positive contribution of Mrs. Dora Bakoyannis on this 
attempt. She has already walked half the distance. I hope she’s willing to take it to the 
end. We shall keep putting pressure, striving and resisting. It will become evident 
during these two days. There are still many important aspects that need to change. 
And you cannot compensate the pros and cons here. All regulations are 
interconnected. Part destroys the sum. 
I am well aware that reactions and pressures are numerous and I can verify this even 
today. Already, the proficient and legitimate professor who has the authorship of the 
initial draft, has written some defensive articles, and at the same time he supports the 
usual established interests. He reassures us of being altruistic and unsalaried. We have 



no reason to doubt this. And we cannot doubt his scientific authority either. But we 
have to ask ourselves: Doesn’t he feel awkwardly with his line of arguments? 
Dear colleagues, before I finish, I would like to bring up two important points in the 
bill’s chapter six. I am certain that the colleagues from my Party who will follow on 
the floor, will describe these in more detail. 
Firstly, I would like to proceed to an important ascertainment and acknowledgement. 
The Minister of Culture has adopted almost all of our suggestions. This is worth 
mentioning and I acknowledge it as well. 
Regarding the last redraft, I would like to make a question to Mrs. Minister. I would 
like to know whether she has any redrafts. If she answers “yes” and reads it, then I 
shouldn’t read the rest of my speech. I am talking about paragraph 1, article 32. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): A redraft has been 
distributed. You should have it. The whole article 32 has been redrafted. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: Alright, so we can proceed. 
I will speak about the publishing convention of article 33. One first general remark. 
The regulation is extremely deficient. It is a fundamental convention, with an 
immense practical application. All European laws regulate this in detail and with the 
binding regulation of the law, also provide for a multitude of important and crucial 
matters. 
On paragraph 2, part c’ of the same article, schoolbooks and reference books are 
excluded from the percentile fee. This is a huge mistake. I understand the exception of 
collaborative and collective works, dictionaries, encyclopedias, anthologies etc. But 
why should schoolbooks be excluded? Why aren’t their authors entitled to a 
percentage? And in case OEDB is abolished, who will take advantage of the struggle 
of these related rights? Thus I am asking the exclusion of this exception and I will 
return to this on the next chapter. 
Regarding the suggestion you made on the amendment, we accept it further to 
negotiations. 
SPEAKER OF PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Sevastakis has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, I understand that indeed Mrs. Minister of 
Culture has worked prudently and listened with an openness of spirit and mind, to all 
the delegates of political parties, and especially representatives of artists and 
intellectual authors unions. The fruits of this very legitimate procedure were the 
redrafts of the bill, the redrawing of articles that had received strong and justifiable 
criticism from the Opposition. 
However, I think there are still some points on which Mrs. Minister can have a 
positive say. The establishment of the percentile fee, to which the original document 
was so opposed to, is one important step. Not a leap, but a strong step nevertheless. It 
is a step and not a leap, because the alluring start of the fee declines in paragraph 1, 
article 32, where the fee’s amount is freely determined among the parties. Freely, 
between the powerful company with the production means, and distribution networks 
and the weak party who only has a manuscript Mrs. Minister. 
I am afraid that here the percentile fee is undermined because this redraft abolishes 
the idea which you had and adopted further to the study, that is, the amount of the 
percentage to be freely determined among the parties. We are charmed by the word 
“freely”, but as you know Mrs. Minister, the weaker party is helpless in shaping such 
a contract that will ensure his rights. I would like you to take notice of this remark. 
I agree with Mrs. Merkouris, to delete part c’ of par. 2 in the discussed article, namely 
“schoolbooks and reference books are excluded”. And do you know why, Mrs. 
Minister? Because I am afraid that the Government’s general principles and politics, 



are likely to release the publishing of schoolbooks and reference books from the 
principles that define it today and grant it to private companies. Because of this risk, 
which I think is real and not hypothetical, we need to exclude part c’ of the article 
discussed. 
Ιn article 34, Mrs. Minister, the audiovisual work is referred. Mrs. Minister, I would 
like to ask you, even if you can reply now or further on during the discussion, to give 
me a definition of the audiovisual work. If you could give me this definition. The 
word is indistinct and cloudy. So that by using this “audiovisual work” term, and 
bearing in mind the course and huge developments of technology, all these terrific 
reversals of knowledge, I am not sure of what can be included here in the future. 
I’m saying this because there are others – I won’t say wiser or more practical than us 
– such as the Spanish legislator – are you aware of him Mrs. Minister? – Jorge 
Sebrun, this important personality from the left intellect of Spain, who has a specific 
definition Mrs. Minister. Because this Spanish legislator saw the need of accurately 
defining what an audiovisual work really means. Why shouldn’t this affect our 
thinking as well? Why shouldn’t we think it over? I am posing this issue for 
consideration and discussion. 
I would also like a redraft or clarification on article 35. I would like a redraft on 
article 34 that would define, determine and finalize our idea, that the amount 
originally agreed, Mrs. Minister, in case of a repeat, this amount that is defined in the 
rerun should stay with the author and not be transferred to the producer, where there is 
a presumption given in previous article 34. 
I would also like to kindly ask you to see to the essence of my suggestion. I do not 
believe there’s any aforethought in this formulation. It is just a technical matter. I am 
assuming that this is what you had in mind either way, not to transfer the owed 
amount for the rerun to the producer.  
During our initial discussion, we defined the photographers’ right. I am under the 
impression that you need to proceed to another noble and good-will gesture. I believe 
that you are ready to provide photographers with the necessary protection because 
there's going to be the issue of whether or not they are artists, of whether the 
photograph is artistic or not. We are going to face different kinds of disputes in their 
relationships with newspaper and magazine publishers etc. 
You mentioned previously Mrs. Minister, you made a clarification and I would like, if 
possible, a correction, in order to speak literally: You said “it is included in the 
personal computers”. You made a binding statement. But you cannot say “included”. 
There is no such concept there. It has to be saved, saved in a personal computer. It is a 
technical term and thanks to colleague Mr. Rigas, University professor who deals with 
these technical matters, I am able to tell you now, without many details, that the term 
“included” is not used in science. It is an improper term. We have to say that they are 
stored or saved. 
In these few words, Mrs. Minister, I think there is plenty of ground for you to notice 
our remarks. You will also hear the remarks made by other colleagues, to shape and 
establish this mood which is not cooperative or allegedly consenting. It is a mood of 
composing and manifesting a common will, to serve in the best possible way culture, 
the cultural goods that should remain goods and not turned into products under the 
management of incorporated companies and the mercantile Mercury. They should 
remain in the literary Mercury, not the mercantile. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Niotis has the 
floor. 



GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, it is obvious that we are dealing with a bill that 
has nothing to do, in regards to the principles and structure, with the bill which we 
were invited to comment on during the Parliamentary Committee as well as during the 
beginning of our discussion in the previous phase. 
I believe that in article 32 we have one of the most important changes made to the 
right direction and adapting the Greek law on copyright with the European law and 
the international circumstances. 
However, I would like to proceed to some separate remarks, about issues that can be 
amended even now, if of course, Mrs. Minister, according to the Regulation, takes 
into consideration the remarks of simple members of the parliament. 
The calculation basis for the percentage defined is incomplete and shall cause 
immense problems, eventually leading to the reversal of this regulation against the 
authors. And this is because the basis used for the calculation, according to the 
modification and amendment of article 32, are the gross receipts deriving from the 
activities of the contracting partner from the work’s exploitation. We are faced with a 
double limitation. Firstly, the “gross receipts” calculation is limited. We should have a 
modification here – and please take this into consideration – where the calculation 
basis shall be the gross earnings or gross expenses or the combination of both. Let’s 
take, for instance, a night club: It is obvious that receipts of 20 million drachmas 
daily, will be recorded as 2 million drachmas in the gross earnings. We are all aware 
of this Greek hobby. But if were to use a combination of earnings and expenses, it 
would be very difficult for the club owner, if we can prove the expenses, to state daily 
earnings that much lower than the certified expenses. 
Thus, it is very important to accept the amendments coming from the pertinent 
authorities. I honestly believe that this article’s principles offer an important support 
to the individual protected by these regulations, that is, the intellectual author. 
Another limiting regulation is that under the phrasing “deriving from the work’s 
exploitation”". If we are to use this limitation, we exclude earnings deriving not from 
the work’s exploitation itself, but from parallel activities, which, would not exist if the 
work was not being acted and exploited of. 
Again, I shall use the night club example: We cannot only examine the work 
exploited in regards to music, but we also need to take all the other activities into 
account, such as flowers, which offer an important amount of money – don’t think it’s 
funny, perhaps flowers provide the entrepreneurs with the largest earnings. 
If we do use the phrasing “deriving from the work’s exploitation”, only musicians – 
composers etc. shall be taken into consideration, excluding all parallel activities. 
When we have a dining of 3000 or 5000 individuals, why are these people there? 
They’re there to listen to the particular music, the particular composer or the 
particular programme. 
Parallel activities must be taken into account. 
I believe that the previous suggestion is very important. The exceptions are basically a 
transcription of article 95 of the French law, and they are correct. However, I believe 
that we need an explanatory statement on what exactly do we mean by saying “control 
measures are lacking”. According to this formulation, control measures are lacking 
for any real event or someone has not provided for their existence. I believe this is not 
what the French law means. It refers to the non-provision of control measures, due to 
the object. 
In paragraph 2, article 32, there is an unacceptable exclusion of personal computer 
programmes, and I cannot understand why. 



How do personal computer programmes operate in the market? They are essentially 
ready-made programmes-packets, which have been created by certain intellectual 
authors. And while we supposedly provide motivation for the development of 
informatics, we include the whole personal computer programmes package under the 
exceptions of article 2. Why? Why should a person who has studied and has the 
potential to intellectually expand his knowledge and produces programs be excluded, 
during a period where we are to support the development of these individuals 
financially and morally, if you wish? I would like you to please justify, you or your 
consultants, why this exception has been made. This is an anti-incentive for the 
development of informatics in our country. 
Now, regarding article 34, which used to be article 32, I believe that it shows the 
correct course we need to follow with today’s formulation. We need to remember 
where we started from: That the original bill generally and in particular regarding 
article 32, used to make no regulations for the audiovisual production convention. 
One of the most important conventions on a level of private conventions, for which 
foreign laws use a multitude of articles. The French law has 9 articles and the Spanish 
one 12. Here, we have made progress as well. 
Article 32 used to refer to the audiovisual convention with the unprecedented title: 
“Audiovisual work producer rights”. This shows how careful we need to be, when we 
hear the expert introducers who create bills in their own way, which is not relevant to 
the modern perception or the Greek reality and would take us many years back. 
There is a series of gaps. I am not referring only to the title or the percentile fee, 
which was finally given, but I am talking about the by law transfer of all property 
rights of the author, with no limitation. Today we have important improvements 
included, and this of course is no reason for arrogance, but a fulfillment of the 
operation of parliamentary discussions and a spirit of cooperation, when we see it 
practically enforced. Of course, we are entitled to feel satisfied to have supported the 
right suggestions, but you are also entitled to the same satisfaction, because you had 
the courage to promote and invert regulations that one and a half months ago the same 
Government, with a different Minister and a different introducer, had brought these 
unacceptable regulations according to the European standards and the EEC directives. 
It is really fortunate that during the time that we discussed this bill, and further to the 
initiative and participation of your introducer to the European Parliament, Mrs. 
Anastasopoulos, we could see the promotion of important interventions by the 
European Parliament, to approve the directive that forced the Ministry of Culture, 
under its new leadership, to face the reality. 
However, we have to pose the issue of combination. If you do accept my remark on 
article 32, you have to enforce it on article 34, par. 3 as well. It has to be set that the 
calculation basis shall be the combination of gross earnings and gross expenses. 
Either that or the other. 
Of course, the formulations we need to make in article 38 are important as well, but I 
think that our Parliamentary Delegate Mr. Stavros Benos and further to the important 
comments made by Melina Merkouris, shall set the tone for the completion of our 
views. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Kosionis has the 
floor. 
PANAGOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, there have been some important 
improvements in this chapter and thus I will proceed to certain remarks on some 
disadvantages that we have detected and I will make some clarifying questions. I at 



least hope to receive some answers to these questions, because my previous question 
was not answered. 
In article 32, paragraph 1, part a’, there is a very positive attitude. But in its end, it 
says: “By exception, the author’s fee can be calculated on a specific amount in the 
following cases”. 
We have no objection on part a’, but in b’ where it says: “The expenses necessary for 
the calculation and control are disproportionate to the fee to be collected”, we believe 
that a very dangerous exclusion is made, since it can lead to arbitrariness and even 
decrease the negotiating abilities of authors. Thus, we believe that this needs to be 
deleted. 
Another remark, perhaps less important, but where we think a deletion is necessary, is 
where it says: “especially when the author’s contribution is not a substantial part of 
the whole intellectual creation”. Are there cases where the author’s participation is not 
substantial? What kind of work would that be? We think that although the phrasing’s 
end is right, it should be deleted. 
On paragraph 2 we have three exceptions as well. 
Regarding the personal computer programmes, we think the exception is totally 
groundless, since it does not create motivations for the creation of programmes. If a 
correction is not made, we shall not pass the paragraph. And there is a question. Why 
pick advertising, Mrs. Minister? Can’t a well-placed advertisement help the product’s 
sales? Why should it be excluded?| 
In article 3 there was an improvement, from 2.000 copies we lowered to 1.000, but I 
think a clarification is necessary, why should we draw apart the author’s participation 
from the publishing company’s success. A publisher follows a certain publishing 
policy, resumes all risks, pros and cons. It is not possible with the way he acts in 
publishing, to hold the author co-responsible for a possible failure. We believe these 
should be separated and we suggest the following formulation: “In case a reward is 
agreed on a percentage lower over the retail price, this percentage cannot be lower 
than 10%, regardless of the number of editions”. These are 1.000. We do not live in a 
different country, where we can speak of best sellers, reaching thousands of copies. 
There’s a very limited number here. Thus it is unfair for the author not to be protected 
even in these 1.000 copies, regardless of how they’re sold. 
In article 34 there have been some important improvements, but we think that the 
protection would be more effective if there was only a transfer of authorities 
mentioned explicitly and in written and not just obscurely. In the end of the paragraph 
we think there should be a change of formulation; why can’t the moral right of 
separate authors be exercised, but in regards with its final form? What kind of change 
can be done once it has reached its final form? We think the authors should have a say 
before the final form is completed. 
In par. 3 the audiovisual work producer is obliged annually, it says. Mrs. Minister, 
isn’t this time period infrequent? I would say that for usual practices, it should be 6 
months. The period of time for a statement of accounts is too large. 
(The Presidential Chair is taken by Fourth Parliament Deputy Chairman, Mr. 
PANAGIOTIS N. KRITIKOS) 
In article 35, where you say that there is no need for the author’s consent further to the 
original, we say there should be. Or is it possible that during the course of a work, he 
changes his mind and asks for something completely different. 
In the end of paragraph 1, we should add “Additional fees are obligatorily paid to the 
author, regardless of the granting of any license or exploitation contract of the work.” 
I will use an X photographer as an example. How can the license be transferred 



without his permit? Paragraph 3 states: “The photographer retains the right to request 
and receive back his photographs”. If what paragraph 1 states are valid, his permit 
must be given. 
In article 39, you have made an addition: Unless otherwise provided by the law. I 
think this needs to go. And another addition must be made: Agreements providing 
more favorable regulations must be determinative and remain valid, even if there are 
less favorable commitments from previously. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Vounatsos has 
the floor. 
DIMITRIOS VOUNATSOS: Following the thorough and well-founded remarks by 
Mrs. Melina Merkouris, who is more competent on this than all, as well as by Mr. 
Niotis, my remarks should not be that necessary for the Body. But since we have 
mentioned Mr. Meimarakis’ amendment, I can only say that I am glad that all parties 
agree. After all, mental health on intellectual property and its fruit, which is our issue, 
necessitates body health as well. And the amendment submitted by Mr. Meimarakis is 
a form of body health and exercise. Indeed, it is typically compatible and not 
irrelevant with the discussed bill. After all, it is an amendment by the same Minister 
and there are no substantial objections. Sports in borderland areas is worth all the 
interest it can get, and here we have a flagrant case of injustice towards certain soccer 
and sports teams, generally, among which Mitilini’s AIOLIKOS, which is obliged, 
Mr. Chairman, to compete in a distance of 300-400 km away from its field. The 
specified grounds are considered to have the most negative psychological, scoring  
and financial results, and it would be best if the Ministry could take into consideration 
these teams that have huge expenses when they are forced to define their grounds as 
Athens or Thessaloniki, what these transfers cost, and they should be supported with 
special financial measures because they are so weak. 
I will only make this remark, since most of these issues shall be referred to when we 
discuss this amendment. Thank you for hearing me. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Dris has the 
floor. 
GEORGIOS DRIS: Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Minister, I think that the changes you have 
made on the original document have limited our own comments to a minimum. We 
will try however, to proceed to some further improvements, in order for this bill to 
become a positive tool in the hands of people of intellect and culture. 
Firstly, in article 32, I would like to say that the formulation you have introduced, 
meaning that free negotiations of authors and entrepreneurs shall determine the fee, is 
considered unequal for the author and does not protect the artist at all. 
I believe that a free reward determination will usually work in favor of the 
entrepreneur. Thus, I think that we should find another way to state this, a way that 
shall ensure even more the rights of authors, since our culture’s quality does not 
depend on the entrepreneur, but on the struggle and hard work of the author himself. 
In par. 2 Mrs. Minister, I would like to state the following. I believe that the last part 
of par. 2 is wrong, where the fee excludes documents being distributed via personal 
computer programmes. 
I would like to say that today we are witnessing such a large development of 
informatics that we must provide regulations for this now. We shall be among the 
innovators in the Community, if we include the fees of intellectual authors for their 
production that is distributed via personal computer programmes, in this bill. 
In article 33 I will join forces with Melina, who I think has convinced you regarding 
the need not to exclude from the fee authors whose work is introduced in 



schoolbooks, particularly when there is the option of granting the OEDB to private 
companies. 
In the discussed bill, we need to provide the obligatory fee for authors whose 
documents, whose work, is transferred to schoolbooks. 
And now, Mrs. Minister, I will refer to article 38. In par. 1 it states that the transfer of 
property rights or the exploitation contract and license regarding the publication of a 
photograph in a newspaper or magazine or other media. Here, I would like to make 
the following remark. You should replace the phrase “or other media” with the phrase 
“or other printed or audiovisual or other means”. Since with the present formulation, 
advertising photographs are left unprotected in special publications, such as e.g. 
catalogues, for advertising. 
In par. 1, part b’, it is mentioned that for every publication further to the first, half the 
running price is owed. I don’t believe this is right. It has to be replaced by the “total of 
the running price”. Because the newspaper that republishes the first photograph does 
not reduce its price at all. Why should the photographer receive half his previous fee? 
I think this is a case of unjustifiable gain against the photographers. 
Finally, in part 3 you mention that the publication of a photograph taken by a 
newspaper or magazine or other media archive, which has been transferred, is not 
allowed without mentioning the newspaper or magazine or media title, in the archives 
of which the photograph was originally legitimately submitted. My suggestion is to 
include the phrase “or other printed or audiovisual entity body and without the prior 
approval of each photographer”. 
In the way you rephrase it, you take back all that you have given to the photographers. 
Which means that now the extraction of an archive photograph by a newspaper title 
and their publication by another newspaper are de facto allowed. In this way, when 
the newspaper title is transferred, and while the photographic archive is always 
transferred along with, instead of many millions, the photographer shall receive no fee 
when this transfer is made. While he should be rewarded for his work. 
Secondly, when an archival photograph is published by another newspaper, then the 
photographer should be paid as if it was the first publication. 
And finally, perhaps the photographer does not wish his photograph to be transferred 
to another newspaper. These are all rights that must not be excluded from the creator 
photographer. 
Finally, in par. 5 it is stated that a newspaper or magazine owner, cannot publish 
books or albums and proceed to exhibitions, using as a material photographs of the 
hired photographer, without his license. I believe we should add “and to transfer the 
photographs of the hired photographer to other publications”. Because hired 
photographers are weak before the publishers, and thus the law which is passed today 
and which we wish to be innovative, should offer its explicit protection. We do not 
wish to protect the authors only from the transfer of a publishing company 
photograph, but also from the transfer of a photograph among newspapers or 
magazines. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Benos, 
Parliamentary Delegate of PASOK has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, I will start discussing our main issue right away 
and I will insist on certain points - because very positive changes have been made - 
where we can improve things even more. 
Article 32 establishes the percentile fee, which has been our request as well since the 
day the bill entered the Parliamentary Committee and we are glad it has been 
accepted. 



But why cannot we solve more clearly the way this percent shall be determined? For 
example, it states “gross receipts” while in your initial document, there was the 
provision of allowing access to the author in earnings and expenses or combined 
earnings and expenses. Are you worried about this? Are you considering making a 
change? 
Regarding article 33, we are very glad that you have accepted the common views of 
authors and publishers on the issue of the publishing convention. We would like to 
make two comments, which have already been suggested by Mrs. Merkouris and I 
will repeat them. They are two comments that we consider important. One is that we 
should be very careful with schoolbooks. Why do you not proceed to this change Mrs. 
Minister? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister. of Culture): Because I am completely 
opposed to that. 
STAVROS BENOS: You can discuss your disagreement with us. We suggest that 
exceptions do not include schoolbooks and reference books. Think of the case that 
schoolbooks shall not be published by the OEDB  as you intend, but will be in the 
hands of private companies, and authors will receive nothing. 
But the most important of all  - and I would like your opinion here – is that these 
exceptions are valid for the first edition in all laws. Because indeed encyclopedias and 
dictionaries have large expenses, this regulation is correct. But it should be valid only 
for the first edition. What is your position on that? Most European laws provide this 
exception only for the first edition and not the ones to follow. The French and Spanish 
law only provide this for the first edition. 
In article 34 the changes made are certainly very important and positive. We have a 
suggestion to make, to you and your collaborators. Could we see that the percentage 
which is rightly established, could bind the grantee as well, that is the producer of the 
right? Because if we could do this, we could enhance this even more. That is, in 
contracts made between the producer of the audiovisual work and a channel, he 
should have a percentile fee. Thus we enhance the correct measure of percentile fee 
which has been established for authors. My suggestion is to expand the percentile fee 
measure to grantees as well. Then indeed the protection can be complete. Please 
inform us on your views on all that. 
Article 35. Here things are a little confused and we must sort them out. They are 
confused even in the Parliamentary Committee, where we had a statement by Mrs. 
Benakis. There are two questions. First of all, which is the amount that was originally 
agreed. Is it the amount agreed between the author and the producer or the amount 
agreed between the producer and the television channel that shall broadcast the work? 
This is not clarified. On which amount will we base the 50% received by the author? 
You need to clarify this point, because it is very indefinite and shall remain inactive, 
due to this indefiniteness. Our view – which is rather restrained as a matter of fact – is 
that it should be the amount agreed originally between the producer and the author, 
which could also be the amount agreed originally between the producer and the 
channel. Please be careful, because in the Greek reality these two amounts are often 
the same. Since the contract allocated by the channel to the producer, includes the 
author’s original fee. Then we won’t have any problems. But media shall evolve. We 
shouldn’t stay fixated on today, but provide for tomorrow Let us assume then, that we 
will have independent productions. A producer creates an independent production and 
attempts to sell it to a channel. He agrees on a fee originally. What will the author 
receive, the fee agreed with the producer or the fee agreed between the prouder and 
the channel? 



Also, this right should be unassignable, that is not to transfer by law the author’s right. 
These two remarks are all we have about article 35 and I would like to ask for your 
view on them. 
Now I will proceed to my next issue, on which I will spend most of my time, since 
there is a confusion that has not been resolved until today. It’s the photograph issue. I 
consider it very important, because although the bill improved in all other sections, 
here it has deteriorated. I hope this deterioration is not because of a misunderstanding 
of the problem, but due to the lack of an in-depth discussion. Let us try to hold this 
discussion even at this point. 
Let’s take things from the start. In article 2, photographs are established as – please 
mind this Mrs. Minister – original intellectual artwork. 
What does that mean? According to your legal advisors and collaborators, it means 
that this rgulation establishes artistic photography and not mere reportage 
photography. 
I will ask this: How many photographs out of these published daily in newspapers and 
magazines are considered artistic? Only a few. Most are simple photographs. 
Thus, all regulations of article 38 are in vain, because they have no substance. 
What is finally regulated by article 38? Those few artistic photographs that can be 
considered as such today, perhaps further to litigation, that are daily published in 
newspapers and magazines? 
About what must be done. What all European laws suggest, in one way or the other. 
You may choose the way. Of course there’s one we cannot choose now, since we 
passed article 2. But we had insisted even then, although our suggestions had not been 
accepted. We have to establish related rights, an issue we had posed during our 
meeting as well. From our knowledge, this has been also suggested by photographers 
unions and you did not accept it, for reasons unbeknownst to me. 
Would you like to know which laws provide that? Related rights are valid in 
Germany, Ireland and Spain. In Denmark and England there are specific laws for 
photographers. And in France, they use an article equivalent to our article 2, with a 
special formulation, in which photographers are considered original authors. Why are 
these people left outside? 
Essentially, dear colleagues, article 38 which is being discussed, has no substance or 
meaning, and please correct me if I’m wrong. You can tell me “you’re wrong”. 
Unless we establish related rights, article 38 which we are discussing, is objectless, 
because it regards, as said, artistic photographs which are rare and disputed. 
Even if a photographer says “my photograph is artistic” he has to prove it in court etc. 
Thus, I think this is unfair that while his bill always progresses and we are glad about 
it – and we have the boldness to say it and repeat its positive regulations – one 
specific section deteriorates. There is a very important recession in the photograph 
issue. 
Regarding all other matters in article 38, I completely agree with Mr. Dris’ comments 
and I do not need to repeat them. 
For me, as I said, the most important issue is the one I described, the existence of 
article 38, whether there is any reason this article should exist, since related rights and 
simple photograph rights have not been established. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Sevastakis, 
Parliamentary Delegate of Sinaspismos tis Aristeras kai tis Proodou, has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mrs. Minister, I would like to expand the arguments and 
considerations posed by Mr. Benos. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): I believe you’re 
replicating now, Mr. Sevastakis.  
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Indeed Mr. Chairman. I believe there is certainly an 
issue here, which has puzzled us during the Standing Committee as well, but even in 
this discussion in the Parliament, because only a minimum percentage of all 
photographs can be described as artistic. 
Today, with the distribution and expansion of media, printed editions, magazines, 
newspapers, various publication, simple photographs are fundamental elements of 
ventures. There are no prospering publications that are not fertilized and given life to 
by the use of photographs. 
Mrs. Minister, Mr. Benos has said that indeed other European laws mention and 
provide protection and care for the related rights of simple photographs and 
photographers mainly dealing with them. 
I have some thoughts on this issue, Mrs. Minister, which may be completed when we 
will be discussing article 51 on the copyright law. 
There is artistic photography and simple photography. This is acknowledged and we 
agree. There are no oppositions or disputes here. 
The principles of simple and artistic photography have been the object of legislative 
regulations We are not being original here, when we support our views and suggest 
our propositions. 
As an example, I will use the German law which is strict and refined, carrying the 
German tradition and exactitude. The following discrimination is made. The law 
provides the protection of simple photography in a way equivalent to the protection of 
photographs as defined in article 2 of our law. That is, of artistic photographs or 
photographs that can be considered as artwork. The only difference in the protection 
provided by the German law, is the continuous protection of photographic works and 
recording and simple photographs from those whose protection is regulated by a 
different article, article 72 in the German law. 
The promotion of a relative Directive by the European Communities Committee, 
which equates the protection duration of all protected photographs to 70 years further 
to the photographer’s death, sets the tone on a community level, regarding the 
protection of all photographs with no exception. We now have a superjacent 
legislative framework, by the Directive promoted. 
The lack of an equivalent regulation to the German one on this bill which is discussed, 
is really a very important omission, since it leaves outside the bill and does not 
provide protection to all recording and simple photographs. I do not think, Mrs. 
Minister, that even in the simplest of photographs, especially when it is shot by 
professionals, you cannot discriminate the artist’s creative contribution, the 
contribution of an expert photographer. You cannot say that there is not a sensitive 
outlook, a good and refined shooting angle. 
Thus, Mrs. Minister, and in conclusion, we can discuss again the issue of simple 
photography, simple facts photography, when we reach article 51. We can include a 
second part there, but I’m saying it now to provide time for consideration to your 
technical advisors for this certain formulation. “In cases of photographs and products 
produced in the same way as  photographs, when prerequisites of par. 1 article 2 of 
this law are not enforced, the regulations of the present law regarding the work 
protection are proportionately valid. The photographer has the right of protection 
regarding the aforementioned photographs and the duration of this protection is 
determined by the equivalent regulations of articles 29, 30 and 31 of this law”. 



I would like to put this issue to the consideration of you and your advisors. It can be 
considered, and when we reach article 51, we shall have the opportunity to insist on 
this regulation. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Would Mrs. 
Minister like to answer? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): No, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. N. 
Kaklamanis, Parliamentary Delegate of Nea Dimokratia, has the floor. 
NIKITAS KAKLAMANIS: I will only ask one minute Mr. Chairman, for the issue 
that came up with photographs, to express my opinion in regards to what Mr. Benos 
and Mr. Sevastakis have said. 
Firstly, my opinion is that in combination with article 2, the issue is not that the 
artistic photographs are protected, where indeed we have a problem, but who will 
judge which photograph is considered artistic and which isn’t. It is the photograph’s 
originality. 
But Mr. Benos, the problem is really rather complex and thus I will read to you the 
discussion held in the last session about photographs that took place in Brussels, date 
18.1.93. 
France, that as you said, indeed had a legislation in 1985 regarding quality 
photographs, was forced to change its opinion and that is when the Community was 
divided. That is, England, Denmark and Germany were in favor of the protection of 
all kinds of photographs, while the remaining countries, France, Italy Portugal, 
Belgium and Holland, asked that the photographs protected should present some form 
of originality. Our own delegation, from what I read from the minutes, was in favor of 
the protection of photographs presenting some form of originality. I do not find this to 
be unfair. You shouldn’t take into consideration only large publishing groups, that 
perhaps are financially able to pay for all photographs they publish next to their 
stories. Think about the smaller provincial Press, think about magazines, where stories 
cannot be published without photographs, and these photographs, whichever they are, 
need to be paid. This is an issue where to be quite honest, neither can we cross a line 
and say “We are absolutely right” but I think nor can you say that you are absolutely 
right. It is a complex issue that will surely emerge for discussion again at some time, 
when the Community finally decides on what to do, since as you can see, they are 
split in half. Or rather in 2/3 on the one side and 1/3 on the other. 
Thus, this particular issue should not become the object of dispute for this article. On 
the contrary, if we compare the current status with what photographers were given or 
wrongly not given before, I think we are being fair at this time. So I would suggest the 
article remains as is and we can examine it again when the Community reaches a 
decision or we have some clearer views. Perhaps we shall have a complementary 
regulation or article at some time and discuss about that. Because indeed there is a 
problem. I am really wondering if a small provincial newspaper can afford to pay for 
any photograph that it wants to accompany a local story, no matter what that 
photograph is. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: Mr. Chairman, can I have the floor for just one 
minute? 
SPEAKER OF PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): I would prefer for Mrs. 
Minister to speak first and then you can replicate. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: It will only take a few seconds Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): All right, you have 
the floor. 



AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: Mr. Kaklamanis, I agree with you on 
photographs published in small newspapers and everything that you say, but there’s 
nothing but the original photograph, which goes to all newspapers. That is, if they 
could have a photograph which is original and shows something secret or I don’t 
know what else, this photograph is transferred. So it’s not about all photographs. It’s 
for original photographs. You can at least rephrase to “those featuring originality”. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mrs. Minister of 
Culture has the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleagues, I will start 
with the photographs issue, which has occupied much of our time. We spent a lot of 
time on this, because we all feel what Mr. Sevastakis has said, that each photograph 
features its own originality. There is no doubt about that. The eyes of an artist, of a 
photographer, are unique when shooting a photograph. We agree and this is how we 
feel as well. 
However, there is a large issue here, dear colleagues, since we need to be realistic and 
we shouldn’t proceed to a measure that will sound very nice, last for 48 hours and 
then turn against the photographers. And this is something that I think all of you can 
relate to. Undoubtedly, there is a manner in which they are working today. 
Mrs. Benakis had received a letter from the publishers, who are the photographers’ 
main partners, and in which, no more, no less (and let me say, they didn’t agree with 
any of the regulations made) they said that if these regulations were to proceed, the 
sector of freelance photographers would be led to decline, because newspapers, due to 
the new regulations, would be forced to choose hired photographers, so freelancers 
would face difficult problems. 
So we have some real data and it is not a mere coincidence that the same 
considerations are discussed on a Community level. We have been in constant 
communication with Brussels, trying to detect the way that can provide photographers 
with protection and we are totally agreed with that, I think we all agree in this room, 
but we need to find a way that won’t make matters worse or create problems on top of 
those which we are trying to solve. 
We have had a lot of discussions and we tried to find solutions. 
I would like to make a clarifying statement first, for article 38, which according to the 
pertinent bodies would cover the issue, and is the following: 
“The regulations of article 38 include all photographs, in case they feature originality. 
That means, that photographs by press photographers are also covered by this 
regulation, in case they feature originality”. I believe this should cover us, Mr. 
Sevastakis. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mostly. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Since you’re 
talking about photography and photographs, why don’t you try to facilitate them a bit. 
Give them the pleasure of shooting you, by turning towards their press box. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): What am I to do, Mr. 
Chairman, I can’t look in both directions. 
I think it’s a start. 
And now, I will make the second statement. While the EEC shall put aside this very 
important issue, the Ministry of Culture is committed to bring any Community 
Directives to the Parliament, within 1 month, in order to be passed. Since this is an 
important issue and I’m sure you understand our consideration of it. 
Regarding the percentile fee, endless discussions have been held, for one simple 
reason. There’s only one certain aim. 



If you ask Mr. Manos, he is very glad. The Ministry of Economics is searching for 
ways to join us in controlling revenues and expenses, particularly in certain night 
clubs which are hard to control. 
Yesterday, and that was the reason, the Ministry of Economics provided us with this 
formulation. We have asked several times the Ministry of Economics to give us this 
formulation, which would be compatible with the one we shall use, to avoid any 
problems. Thus, we will have two controlling measures in place, one by the Ministry 
of Economics and one by our popular management bodies. 
In the end, I believe we can proceed to the modification of article 32 par. 1, further to 
a newer interpretation granted by the Ministry of Economics and by deleting “gross 
receipts” and adding “without discrimination all gross earnings or expenses or 
combined gross earnings and expenses”. 
And now we reach the issue of schoolbooks, in which I completely disagree for 
various reasons and I am sorry that I have to displease Mrs. Merkouris. Schoolbooks 
are a very large issue and we are all considering it. 
Firstly, schoolbooks are freely distributed. And since they are so, what percentage can 
we calculate and on which retail price, when essentially the State distributes 
schoolbooks? 
Secondly, the number of schoolbooks, unfortunately for us, does not change. It only 
decreases. I wish we reached a point where the number of schoolbooks started 
increasing. But it’s not, right now. So, when we reach an agreement between the 
schoolbooks publisher and the State – which I think is still very far off, giving 
schoolbooks to private companies – then the State shall proceed to the necessary 
negotiations for schoolbooks and will most certainly define prices. 
Thirdly, what I said is still valid and I’m afraid that if we were to use percentages and 
percentile fees, we shall make selection harder. 
We live in Greece, dear colleagues. You all know the struggles we have all made in 
this room, to improve the quality of books, include excerpts and elevate them to 
another level from the one unfortunately many books have today. 
Anything that could make the publishing of a schoolbook harder, I think we should 
avoid including in this bill. And this is the reason why the Ministry of Culture is 
opposite to this change so explicitly, Mr. Benos. And either way, this exception is 
everywhere about schoolbooks. It exists in all laws. Why isn’t there an issue... 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: It is unfair! 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): It may be unfair, but as we 
said, at this point of time, and I think with all governments, education comes first. 
Regarding the PC issue, we excluded them because certainly they are a recent 
development. And it is extremely difficult to ascertain the facts. Hence they are also 
excluded by the French law. I am not sure if we will reach a point where we will be 
able to judge the intellectual creation of a programme, how much it has borrowed 
from another programme, what has been combined, what is new and what is taken, 
from which company etc. It is a very big issue and therefore it is excluded by all laws. 
What we suggest, is to change the phrasing of paragraph 2 article 32, since its 
previous formulation was problematic. Par. 2 is rephrased as follows: The obligatory 
agreement on a particular percentile fee, provided in the previous paragraph, is 
applied in all cases, unless there is a different provision of this law and does not affect 
works created by employees, during the execution of an employment contract, 
computer programmes and all kinds of advertising. So that if we can detect it, we can 
give a percentage. But I don’t believe, ladies and gentlemen, that we are there just yet. 
It is very difficult to find a way to calculate percentages in PCs. 



I don’t think there’s any thing more to add. 
STAVROS BENOS: There’s article 35 as well. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Article 35 shall be developed 
by Mrs. Benakis. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mrs. Benakis has 
the floor. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): If I understand correctly, 
the question has to do with the “author”. About who shall collect the 50% percentage 
by the radio or TV station after the rerun. The problem emerges in cases where we 
have production contracts, where the author has transferred all his rights to the 
producer. So the question in this case, is who shall collect the percentage by the 
station. 
Of course it shall be collected by the producer, if a relative contract has been signed 
and provides for that. But since the word “author” could create certain doubts and the 
impression that it regards an exception, it is best to replace the word “author” with the 
word “beneficiary”. 
That is, unless there’s a contrary agreement, in cases of reruns etc., the radio/TV 
organization is obliged to provide an additional fee to the beneficiary, which is set for 
the first rerun to a percentage of at least 50% of the amount originally agreed and 20% 
for each next rerun". 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: That is not a solution. 
STAVROS BENOS: May I, Mrs. Minister? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): You may, Mr. 
Benos. 
STAVROS BENOS: It’s even worse now. You had committed yourselves in the 
Parliamentary Committee, when we posed the question. Firstly, the questions are the 
following, Mrs. Benakis. Which one is the amount originally agreed? Between the 
author and the producer or between the producer and the television channel or any 
other entity that will broadcast the audiovisual work? Which one is it? This is unclear. 
It has to be clarified. That was the first question. And the second is... 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): You mean, when there is a 
producer or when there’s no producer? 
STAVROS BENOS: Obviously when there is a producer. What is the amount 
originally agreed? What do you mean by saying “the amount originally agreed”? 
Please tell us what you mean. Is it the amount agreed between the author and the 
producer or that between the producer and the channel that will broadcast the 
audiovisual work? Can you please explain what you mean? 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): Mr. Benos, I think this 
regulation refers to the radio / TV station, to the agreement made with the radio / TV 
station. 
STAVROS BENOS: This is unclear. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): But the regulation is 
meaningless otherwise. 
STAVROS BENOS: Eventually, it will be broadcast by the station Mrs. Benakis. But 
there is an amount originally agreed, as you mention in the bill. What is that amount? 
Is it the one agreed between the station and the producer or that agreed between the 
author and the producer? Because you are certainly referring to the author. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): There is certainly the 
agreement made between the radio / TV station and the contracting party, who 
manages the audiovisual work. This party can be the author himself or the producer. If 



it is the producer, he will collect the amount from the station; if it is the author, the 
amount will be collected by the author. By using the word “author” there’s some 
doubt. That’s why we shall use the word “beneficiary”, referring to the one making 
the original agreement, who will be entitled to collecting the additional fee. Isn’t this 
clear? 
STAVROS BENOS: What you’re saying now is clear, but it is an important 
recession from you original intentions. Since in the Parliamentary Committee, you 
had explicitly stated that it regarded the author. You had stated that. Meaning, the 
amount provided, this 50%, the reruns etc. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): If you say so, this must be 
how it was said, I don’t remember. But I don’t doubt you. 
STAVROS BENOS: Let me tell you why it can’t be any other way. We are talking 
about the rights of authors. We’re not referring to the producers’ rights. Further on, in 
the related rights, is where we mention producers’ and performers’-performing artists’ 
rights. Here we are referring to the original authors. This, it is obvious that this 
amount regards the authors. And the matter to be clarified is which is the amount 
originally agreed. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): We’re talking about 
exploitation contracts and licenses, Mr. Benos. In the contracts... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Please, in order to 
restore the parliamentary rights as well. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): In the exploitation 
contracts we have two contracting parties. In this case, the first is the station and the 
other is a contracting party, who can either be the work’s producer or the author, in 
lack of a producer. So the individual that signed a contract with the station is the one 
that shall collect the fees. Hence, I suggested using the word “beneficiary” instead of 
“author”. 
STAVROS BENOS: I do not find this regulation satisfactory and I’m afraid that... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mrs. Minister has 
finished her oration. 
Mr. Giannelis has the floor to replicate. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, hearing all my 
colleagues I believe that we are indeed following the right path to protect the 
intellectual authors’ rights and we are all set on this path, as proven by the speeches 
made by all colleagues, as we had an unanimity on the basic matters. There are no 
substantial objections. There are just some different views on certain matters, which is 
right, and I believe that this is the beginning, the right beginning that shall guide our 
course until we complete this bill, in order to provide a new law for intellectual 
authors, worthy of this Room. 
I would only like to make one or two comments about what we heard and all the very 
useful remarks, because indeed what we have heard were very interesting and the 
imputations that were expressed were justified, well-positioned and substantial. 
I would like to begin with Mrs. Merkouris' comment about article 33, par. 2 regarding 
schoolbooks. 
I am afraid that I also disagree with the request made by Mrs. Merkouris and other 
colleagues from the other side, to delete part c’ of par. 2 on schoolbooks. I believe 
that this will cause further damage to new intellectual authors. There is no reason to 
retain this paragraph. However, all the reasons I will refer to now, are substantial and 
I think in favor of new intellectual authors. It gives the ability to include their texts in 
schoolbooks, that in case a fee was necessary, it is certain they would be omitted. And 



things can only get worse, if we proceed towards the direction you have implied and 
schoolbooks are given to private companies and end up being published by them at 
some point in time. This is likely to happen, although Mrs. Minister has stated that she 
believes we are still far from that point. However, if we’re not that far, and if some 
private organizations undertake the publishing of schoolbooks, things will be much 
worse for new intellectual authors. 
Why is that? Because private companies – and I take the worst case scenario – and 
today’s Public Sector, in order to decrease their expenses, what shall they do? They 
will use excerpts by Papadiamantis or Roidis for instance, i.e. of intellectual authors 
whose copyright duration has expired, since 70 years have passed and no one needs to 
pay any copyright to these people... 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: Well, can’t they use those even today? 
IOANNIS-GIANNELIS THEODOSIADIS: They certainly can. But today, they can 
also do something else, Mrs. Merkouris. They can use excerpts of new authors and 
new poets without paying any fee. And this will benefit the new intellectual 
generation a lot. And we should at last bring young people in touch with new 
intellectual authors, new poets, new writers. Otherwise I am afraid that the bonds of 
young children and new writers will be cut. 
This, to me, is a catalytic argument, which makes me agree with the views of Mrs. 
Minister that in no case should we delete this part and that we should provide the 
ability to include excerpts of young authors as well in schoolbooks, without giving 
any fee. 
Mr. Chairman, I would also like to make two comments. 
Mr. Sevastakis made a remark on article 34, saying that the definition of the 
audiovisual work is not provided. I would like to say this: My personal opinion is that 
legislators who include definitions in their laws, do not legislate correctly. Using 
definitions in bills, is dangerous, from a legal aspect. Definitions can create 
exceptions. New problems may arise. I repeat that this is extremely dangerous. And I 
believe that Mrs. Minister does not want to include a definition because of the legal / 
technical aspects. I totally agree with that. This is the only reason. There’s no other 
reason at all. 
I believe all the remarks we have heard are correct. 
I will also agree with Mr. Sevastakis’ view, that the word “saving” is the one that is 
used today for personal computers. I find this a very right view and it would benefit 
the bill to include this word in the pertinent article. 
PANAGIOTIS FOTEAS: How about storing? 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Personally, I think the correct word is 
“saving”. But perhaps even “storing”. It is a pertinent word, perhaps more suitable 
than the one used in the corresponding article. 
Finally, I agree about article 32. I had a remark to make as well, but it was corrected 
by Mrs. Minister. I’m not sure whether we should include the author’s right to choose 
whether to have access to the revenues or expenses. Because there are immense 
problems today. There is the taxation evasion, especially in night clubs – Mr. Niotis 
remark was very right about the problem with flowers and all that – and we should 
provide the intellectual author with a right of appeal in one case or the other. 
Thus I think we are set on the right path and with this spirit we will be able to 
continue with the next section as well. 
Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Kosionis, 
Parliamentary Delegate of the Komounistiko Koma Elladas has the floor. 



PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, I have heard the Majority Introducer. 
I’m not sure, but you have created the impression that we agree on everything. This is 
not so. There are very important reservations and objections Mr. Colleague. 
We are trying. We have made certain remarks and received no answers, even to the 
questions we have posed. 
Nevertheless, I will repeat one of these questions and let us see if it will be considered 
reasonable. I accept Mrs. Minister’s views on schoolbooks. But since the legislator 
should provide for all possible cases, why can’t we accept the formulation “if 
distributed for free”? What’s wrong with that? Isn’t this a provision for the future? 
And if the State continues to publish books by itself and does not grant them to 
private companies, this formulation cannot hurt it. 
In article 33, par. 4 –and I’m saying this because I think I haven’t mentioned it in my 
first oration- the last phrase says: “The license is granted and the fee is collected by 
the Collecting Society”. 
The impression given here is that the collecting society is common between the 
publisher and the author. How can this be? 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Sorry, I couldn’t hear you. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: In article 33, par. 4, in the last phrase it says “the 
license is granted and the fee is collected by the Collection Society” and that the 
license should be granted by the author, because he is the creator of the intellectual 
work. And what you have mentioned about reasonable fees, my opinion is that we 
should delete the “reasonable” part. 
And since there have been some statements on the amendment, I would like to 
express my opinion as well. Mr. Benos is right to be hesitant and stating that in the 
beginning it should be undiluted… 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Amendments will 
be discussed on Tuesday. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: I’m not talking about the amendment Mr. Chairman, I 
just mentioned it because there have been other remarks about it as well. 
Having mistakes in all bills is a very usual occurrence. And since this is a pertinent 
amendment, I would say that we are not opposite to discussing it when it’s time. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Niotis has the 
floor. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, I heard on the TV, outside the Room, about 
Mrs. Minister’s acceptances of the remarks made about article 32. 
I need to make another remark, however, and I would kindly ask you to consider this, 
possibly with your advisors, because there’s no other option now, that selection must 
be done by the author. Since you have accepted three alternatives, we should be 
careful here, if the selection is eventually made by the individual / company that 
needs to pay the fee. The selection should be made by the author or the collecting 
society acting on his behalf. We have determined this in three alternative ways, you 
have accepted it and I think it has been positive to include in all the improvements 
done so far, but we need to take care of this as well. Please give us an answer on this. 
Also, since you accepted these views in article 32, the same arrangement should be 
done in article 34, par. 3. You haven’t said that. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I will say it, I am just waiting 
for you to finish. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: And that because article 32 enforces the general rule. 



In article 34 par. 3 we have the special regulation for directors. However, a directors 
is considered an author in audiovisual works, so in order to be consistent, we should 
proceed to an explicit repetition of the acceptance in article 32. 
In article 35, and I would like to ask for Mrs. Benakis’ attention, since I heard Mr. 
Benos who tried to explain the terrifying consequences that may have, and since we 
are trying to improve certain matters, to replace the word “author” by “beneficiary”. 
This is a big mistake, because the beneficiary would ultimately be the producer. Both 
during the Parliamentary Committee and here, the regulations in article 35 were 
provided to grant the author with a larger protection framework. Isn’t that so? Thus, 
we should avoid this formulation, because the beneficiary is not the author, but the 
producer. If you think we should support the producer with such regulations, we 
should say so, but this is not the case. The whole article 35 was build to support 
authors. I believe we can find a better formulation. And I believe that Mr. Benos is 
right, because it is not clear which original amount should be taken into consideration. 
In regards with the director and the company or the producer? 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): What do you suggest? 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: I believe it’s the former, that we should take into account half 
the amount determined by the producer and the director. It is a fundamental 
convention, if we want to have this rule enforced. 
I’m not sure whether I completely understand what Mrs. Merkouris and Mr. Benos 
have said, but our position is to avoid changing the word “author” at all. If you cannot 
do that, then I’m afraid we have a very serious disagreement. 
The remark made by Mr. Benos regards the way this regulation will be enforced. We 
are afraid that there will be an enforcement inability. Mrs. Merkouris has some doubts 
as well so I take this back until we examine it again. But we insist on our first remark. 
What needs to be stated now, especially by Mrs. Minister and you Mrs. Benakis, is 
that we shall not deter from the term “author” in article 35, otherwise we’d have very 
negative consequences. 
Regarding article 38 on photographers, all laws, including the German and Spanish 
ones, have formulations – and I don’t see why we should wait for the directive – 
where all photographs are protected, either as artwork or as simple ones. You said you 
protect original photographs. I heard something like that outside. Can you please 
define an original photograph. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): We have spoken about that. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Very well. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mrs. Minister may 
have the floor if she wishes, for the final formulations of the articles, before this 
discussion is completed. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): We would like to clarify 
article 35 and agree on what we all want, because our intention is to protect the author 
in this case. 
However, Mr. Benos, please think of the difficulties that may be posed to the author. 
There is an initial contract of the author with the producer, in which a specific 
percentage is agreed, a specific amount. The producer, having all rights, makes an 
agreement with the radio / TV station for the rebroadcast. For a new rerun, according 
to the article, the radio / TV s station does not need the author’s permit, but is obliged 
to pay a certain amount. The question is, how will the author be paid. With a 
percentage of 50% or 20%, based on what agreement? I believe this has to be the 
agreement between the producer and the radio / TV station. 
STAVROS BENOS: May I? 



ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): Certainly. 
STAVROS BENOS: This is better than the one we suggested. We didn’t suggest this 
because we thought it would incommode you. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): But how can the producer 
request this amount from the radio / TV station, if he isn’t a contracting party? To use 
legal terms, the contract between the author and the producer is a res inter alios acta 
for the radio / TV station. 
Thus, the correct procedure should be, for the producer to collect 50% of the fee, 
based on the agreement made by the producer and the radio / TV station and grant this 
amount to the author. 
VASILIS KEDIKOGLOU: That’s not how it is, Mrs. Minister. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Please, you do not 
have the floor. You didn’t even participate in this discussion and we’re at the end of 
this section. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): But if we use the word 
“author” as you say, the author cannot collect the fee, because he is not a contracting 
partner of the radio / TV station. Thus we suggest using the word “beneficiary” 
because a beneficiary is definitely the author, who shall have this claim, but the fee 
will be collected by the producer. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mrs. Minister, how 
is article 35 redrafted? 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): Mr. Chairman, since we 
need to negotiate on this matter, I would wish to have a contradiction. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): No objection to 
that. Mr. Benos can speak if he wishes to. 
Mr. Benos has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: We’re finally clear on the one matter. And we suggested 
between two agreements, the author and producer or producer and TV channel. We 
suggested an apprehension towards the first. We are fully agreed with what you say. 
We clarified which the initial agreement will be and we’re alright. 
The second matter posed is for this right to be inalienable, unassignable. In any case, 
the phrasing shouldn’t change, because it would only serve to confuse things. We are 
not experts, your partners are, but we think we shouldn’t change the word “author” to 
“beneficiary” because things would be confused. 
On all other matters, we totally agree with what you said Mrs. Minister and we 
believe that all matters are clarified. 
VASILIS KEDIKOGLOU: Excuse me, Mrs. Minister. The author is to take 50% of 
what he had received, regardless of the producer’s payment. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Please, you do not 
have the floor so don’t interrupt. 
VASILIS KEDIKOGLOU: We should agree on what I said, that is, that the author 
should receive 50% of his original payment. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Kedikoglou, 
you do not have the floor and you did not participate in the section’s discussion. 
Mrs. Minister has the floor. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): Mr. Kedikoglou, you are 
saying that he should receive 50% of the original contract by the producer. 
VASILIS KEDIKOGLOU: That’s the minimum, the 50% originally collected. The 
author is at least protected towards that. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): You do not have 
the floor, Mr. Kedikoglou. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): If he receives a larger 
amount, there will be a new agreement. We are talking here about the case where 
there’s no new agreement and we consult the original one. Which is the original one 
which we should consult? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): We cannot hold a 
discussion like that. Mr. Kedikoglou has remembered this matter just now. He can 
certainly have questions, but they should be posed according to the procedure and 
Regulation. 
Mrs. Minister has the floor. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): What I’m saying is that the 
intention is for the amount to reach the author – to clear things out – and that will be 
the percentage of 50% over the contract originally made with the producer. 
VASILIS KEDIKOGLOU: On the fee originally received by the author. 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): We should leave then the 
word “author”, in order to avoid making the impression that the amount is collected 
by the producer. 
STAVROS BENOS: We agree. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: We agree as well. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): So finally, how is 
article 35 redrafted? 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): The word “author” is 
retained. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): The Minister of 
Culture has the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): We also change article 34 
par. 3, the calculation basis of the percentage, as was defined before in article 32. It’s 
the exact same phrasing, “all gross earnings or expenses or combined gross earnings 
and expenses, with no exception”. I will not add the phrase you suggest Mr. Niotis, 
because first it is self-evident and secondly, I believe we should find a way, since I 
don’t think dear colleagues that we have realized what we’re doing right now. It 
means that perhaps 4 different collecting societies will go to one center or individual 
and ask for the percentages they are entitled to. We should find a way, which I think 
will be found practically, so that everyone can receive their rights in some manner. 
That’s why I don’t want to include it. 
In article 33 par. 4, the last part “The license is granted and the fee is collected by a 
collecting society” is deleted. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): The discussion on 
the section of articles 32 to 39 is considered completed. The articles will be put to 
voting, one by one. 
The Body is asked if article 32 is accepted, as modified by Mrs. Minister. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 32, as 
modified by Mrs. Minister, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked, if article 33 is accepted, as modified by Mrs. Minister. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: Acceptable. 



PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 33, as 
modified by Mrs. Minister, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked, if article 34 is accepted, as modified by Mrs. Minister. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: Yes. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 34, as 
modified by Mrs. Minister, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked, if article 35 is accepted, as is in the report of the Standing 
Committee. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: Yes. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 35, as 
is in the report of the Standing Committee, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked, if article 36 is accepted, as modified. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: Yes. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 36, as 
modified, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked, if article 37 is accepted, as is in the report of the Committee. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: Yes. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 37, as 
is in the report of the Committee, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked, if article 38 is accepted, as modified. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: No. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 38, as 
modified, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 39 is accepted. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
STAVROS BENOS: Yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Thus, article 39 is 
accepted unanimously. 
We shall proceed to the section of articles 40 to 53. 
Before I give the floor to the introducers, perhaps Mrs. Minister has a few remarks to 
make. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Justice): No, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Panagiotis N. Kritikos): Mr. Giannelis has 
the floor. 
(At this point, the presidential chair is taken by the Parliament’s 3rd Deputy Chairman, 
Mr. DIMITRIOS FRAGOS). 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, the protection of 
personal computer programmes is a very difficult issue and a matter of dispute among 
major interests. However, this issue is no longer under the competence of the EEC 



member-states, which are simply obliged to adapt their legislation according to the 
Directive of May 14, 1991. 
Thus, this chapter also introduces the Community legislation. It is worth noting 
however, that the regulations established by the EEC provide for the reverse 
engineering or reverse analysis, which are necessary to ensure the combined use of a 
programme with another one. 
The duration of the protection is determined to 50 years, according to the EEC 
Directive. It is also foreseen however, that soon this duration will be extended to 70 
years, to equate it with the generic duration of the protection offered. In chapter eight, 
the alleged related rights, article 46 and particularly the rights, up to article 53. The 
rights of performers or performing artists didn’t have any luck in our country, because 
their previous legislative regulations, law 1075/80 and law 1348/83 were not 
enforced, due to an unconstitutionality but also the sheer inexplicitness of the 
aforementioned regulations. These prohibited Greece from enforcing the Rome 
International Convention in 1961. Now we introduce a complete protection of related 
rights, covering all three categories provided by the Rome International Convention. 
The basic principle of the regulation is the acknowledgement of the right of 
performers or performing artists and radio / TV organizations to allow or prohibit the 
recording of their performances or programmes, as well as any subsequent 
reproduction of any illegal recordings. 
Also, regarding the producers of audio or video material entities, there is the right to 
allow or prohibit the reproduction of the produced entities and any subsequent 
exploitation of any illegal reproductions. These are issues where beneficiaries of 
related rights are provided with absolute rights. 
On the contrary, regarding the commercial exploitation of legal recordings or legal 
reproduction, they are only entitled to a reasonable fee right. These are also 
accompanied by moral rights and certain limitations, by the need of a written form of 
the relative contracts and the general clause for the precedence of intellectual 
property. 
For the first time, we have the introduction of the publishers’ right to prohibit the 
exploitation of their publishing contribution by third parties. Particularly, full related 
rights are established in article 46, for performers or performing artists. This article 
took into consideration not just the pertinent regulations of the Rome international 
convention, but was also kept updated with the directive by the European Community 
Council, regarding the rental right, the lending right and certain related rights to 
intellectual property. 
Particularly, the right to allow or prohibit the recording of the performance in an 
audio or video or both audio and video material entity, to reproduce, to set into 
distribution, to publicly present and to broadcast on radio and TV is established. 
Radio / TV broadcast includes broadcast via satellite and cable. 
Also established is the rental and public lending right, provided that these uses consist 
new forms of exploitation over the recorded performance, that will grant revenues to 
the performers or performing artists. 
Article 47 acknowledges to producers of audio or video or both audio and video 
material entities, the right to allow or prohibit the reproduction and distribution of the 
above material entities. The rental and public lending right is also acknowledged here 
and we have a complete harmonization with the relative directive of the European 
Community. 
Article 48 acknowledges to the radio / TV organizations the right to rebroadcast 
programmes of public performances, recording the programmes on material entities, 



reproduction and distribution. This regulation provides the harmonization with the 
relative Directive of the European Community. 
Article 99 establishes the reasonable fee right, in favor of performers or performing 
artists and producers, for the radio / TV broadcast and public presentation. This fee is 
uniform and is obligatorily provided to collecting societies. 
Paragraph 4 of the same article also establishes the reasonable fee right for the radio / 
TV rebroadcast of the performance. 
Article 50 acknowledges performers or performing artists with the moral right, in 
regards with the ownership acknowledgment and the prohibition of any distortion to 
their performance. 
Article 51 establishes for the first time, a related right in favor of publishers, regarding 
the external form of their printed editions. 
Article 52 introduces certain rules over related rights. For any legal act regarding 
related rights, a written form should be used. Regarding the duration of these rights, it 
is determined to 50 years for all three categories, starting with the recording or 
execution of the particular event. 
Let it be noted that the provided duration in the Rome international convention in 
article 14 is 20 years. We proceed further than Europe in certain regulations 
introduced with the bill to be passed. Thus it is acknowledged by now the duration of 
50 years provided in the draft of the European Community Directive, regarding the 
duration of the authors’ protection. 
Particularly for performers or performing artists, the duration of their rights cannot be 
shorter than their lifetime. 
Finally, article 53, in accordance with the Berne convention, clarifies that the 
acknowledgement of related rights cannot lead to the displacement or limitation of 
intellectual property. 
Thus I believe that this section establishes all corresponding rights of the intellectual 
authors. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mrs. Melina Merkouris. 
Introducer of the main opposition party has the floor. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURIS: Mr. Chairman, there is an outright and 
intentional omission in article 47. I am saying intentional, because although we 
constantly remark it, we are ignored without any arguments or contradiction. There is 
absolutely no definition of the producer. We do not know who the producer is. This is 
unheard of. The legislator creates new rights, without defining the subjects of these 
rights. With whom then, shall the performer or author negotiate with? Who is the 
contracting party? We have heard the unexpected argument, that definitions are not 
given in bills. I would say that is extremely wrong. There should be definitions. But is 
this an excuse for omitting the elementary and necessary definition of the producer? 
Not to say that this is inaccurate either way, since we’re lacking the definition of 
performers. 
This omission creates an even larger problem. It creates an unacceptable 
discrimination against Greek producers. The Rome convention, enforced by Greece, 
includes the definition of producers. Thus in our country we acknowledge foreign 
producers, but not Greek ones. 
Since then we are in danger to consider as “producer” anybody or nobody, I am 
asking to clearly define in the law as the individual assuming the initiative as well as 
the legal liability of the production, as is specifically phrased in the pertinent 
amendment we have already submitted. Thank you. 



SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): The Parliamentary 
Delegate of Sinaspismos, Mr. Sevastakis, has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I would really like to ask you, Mrs. Minister, to provide 
an explanation in order to be through with this misunderstanding. Here’s what’s 
happening: From the Ministry of Culture, and thanks to your tedious work, we have 
two redrafting documents. In the first document of redrafting, and particularly in 
article 46, par. 3 part 2, you say: “The performer or performing artist always retains a 
fee right for the execution of all acts provided in par. 2 of this article. In particular, the 
performer or performing artist retains the reasonable fee right, for rental, without the 
ability to waive, if he has provided to an audio or video or both audio and video 
material entity producer, the license to rent the material entity containing his 
performance. In the final formulation which was created after a few days, we have a 
less positive, not to say indefinite and cloudy, formulation. 
In paragraph 3, article 46, you say: “In an audiovisual production contract, the 
performer or performing artist is presumed, unless a contrary agreement exists, to 
have given to the producer his license for the production and distribution with a 
transfer of ownership and rental of the material entity containing the performance”. 
This final formulation, which we are called to pass, is less positive in comparison with 
the phrasing attempted in the first batch of amendments and redrafts. That is, the 
rights of the performers or performing artists are being slaughtered here, the same 
rights that you had recognized and protected a few days ago, in the document which 
you had provided to us. 
I would first like an explanation: What has happened, what occurred for this to 
change. Secondly, I suggest the deletion of part b’, paragraph 3 in article 46 and the 
use of part 2 of paragraph 3, article 46, which I read previously. 
You should explain this but also accept our suggestion. 
These are practical issues, Mrs. Minister. They are of utmost importance for the 
regular operation of these people and the relationships of individuals dealing with 
performances. These are extremely important and there’s the risk of having the 
suspicion that certain unnamed interests are being served. We do not want for this bill 
to be perforated by such suspicions and remain in such a level. 
In par. 4 you say: In cases of performances by a group, the participating performers or 
performing artists, appoint by majority and in writing, a representative to exercise the 
rights provided in the second paragraph of this article. This representation does not 
regard the orchestra or choir conductor, the soloist, the leading actors and the director. 
If a representative has not been defined, according to point a’ of the present 
paragraph, the rights provided in the second paragraph of this article, are exercised by 
the group’s manager. We accept this phrasing. 
Please name the group’s manager and explain why we should use this regulation. 
Someone, that is, if it’s impossible to have a written form in a majority procedure. 
The group’s manager, who can he be, if he’s not the orchestra manager, if he’s not the 
leading actor?  He’s the company manager. You grant the company manager – who 
has ways of binding a part of the total, so that they do not agree by majority and in 
writing – with the right to be the representative, the alleged representative. He can be 
a false representative, or a fake representative – to use this description – of the 
performers or performing artists of a large work. 
Please see to this Mrs. Minister and remove this mistake made by the legislator for a 
non-existent individual. Group manager: Actors and performers are not aware of any 
group manager. 



THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): What do you suggest, dear 
colleague? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: To delete this... 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): To remove it completely 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: ..and to retain the regulation according too which “they 
define by majority and in writing a representative to exercise the rights provided in 
the second paragraph of this article”. They should define, find a way to define. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): I will reply to you 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mrs. Minister, the way these people shall operate is very 
important. Say there are 20 actors, performers or musicians – who shall represent 
them? The majority in written. The company manager appears as the group manager. 
Is he a group manager? 
We can accept the group term. It is also used in the enforced Rome convention, as I 
am told by colleague Mr. Dris. This is a burning question. 
I insist, Mrs. Minister. And I would particularly like to ask your attention in part b’, 
article 53. This regulation is being turned to the worse – and thus in favor of others – 
from day to day. Thank you very much. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): The Parliamentary 
Delegate of KKE, Mr. Kosionis, has the floor. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: In article 40 regarding personal computers, the last 
phrase that says “by law transferred to the employee, unless otherwise agreed” is 
wrong according to our opinion. The reality is that in Greece there are only 
programmers, there’s no hardwork as they say, but the contrary. So with this 
regulation, the right is transferred to foreign companies for the time being – we don’t 
know how things will evolve – and thus all rights are transferred. 
In par. 3 it says – and this is another question – “to produce without the author’s 
permit and without a fee given for a backup copy”. Since there is going to be a backup 
copy, he may not be necessary to the company any longer. Why should they have the 
right to produce such a copy, without the author’s, the programmer’s consent? 
In article 46, with the phrasing of paragraph 2, it seems that the artist’s permit is not 
needed in two occasions: In the radio / TV broadcast of the material entity containing 
the legal recording and secondly in the rebroadcast of a legal recording. We believe 
that in both cases, there should be the performer’s license. If one wants to protect this 
right from certain infringements, I believe that his job would be a lot easier, especially 
with article 23, protecting this ability. Beyond that, there’s also article 281 of the Civil 
Code. 
In paragraph 3, regarding the reasonable fee, we have either way disagreed on all 
cases in the ways it was suggested and it should be explicitly agreed. 
We also disagree with the term "presumed". Meaning, in the audiovisual production 
contract, the performer is "presumed". There shouldn’t be a presumption. The type of 
the license granted should be specifically mentioned, as well as regarding what acts, 
each one separately. 
I would also like to comment on what Mr. Sevastakis said, about who this Manager 
will be. If the legislator is trying to find a way so that all artists served shall be 
represented by one of their own, one could suggest the non-enforcement if they are 
not represented by an individual earning a relative majority. The bill does not clarify 
this alleged group manager. Will he be the orchestra manager, company manager, 
who shall it be? 
In article 49 we once again disagree with the reasonable fee. And the negotiations 
should be made by the labor union, not the collecting society. A collecting society’s 



philosophy and aims are completely different from the negotiations. Negotiations 
should be made by labor union entities. 
Finally, it seems that here as well we have different bodies for performers and 
producers. 
In par. 3, performers should negotiate their fees and attribute the apportionate amount 
to the producers’ organization. They are after all the related rights entities, not the 
producer. 
In article 53, we said that it is correct and determinative for it, although we disagree. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Niotis has the floor. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, in the redraft of article 46, I have some 
remarks to make. I believe that it is very important to enter a part in the end of par. 2, 
where in case b’, these activities should be obligatorily exercised by collecting 
societies. Otherwise, we’re offering a gift to the companies. 
There is also a very important question raised by the formulation of par. 3, according 
to which, in the audiovisual production contract, the performer or performing artist is 
presumed, unless otherwise agreed, to have given his license to the producer, for the 
reproduction and distribution for the transfer of ownership and with a rental of a 
pertinent entity for the performance’s recording. 
Mrs. Benakis, I’m guessing you’re aware of the considerations regarding this 
formulation. I would also like to offer you my personal judgment and view. There is 
the argument that since we thus phrased it in article 34 for the directors, we should 
use the same in related rights as well. However, in article 34, we provided the 
director, the author, with a whole article about a fee, which is indeed percentile. Here 
we don’t have anything. Thus, we can conclude that this formulation is inadequate. It 
breeds large problems. If you insist, there should be a phrase saying that in this case, 
he is entitled to a separate fee for every different form of exploitation. I am under the 
impression that we should leave this matter for next Tuesday, when more information 
will be available. We can either complete the formulation regarding separate fees for 
related rights beneficiaries, and separate fees for every form of exploitation, or if 
you’re not ready, discuss it again on Tuesday. 
In par. 4 I would like to say, that in the fifth row particularly, when it refers to 
soloists, leading actors and the director, it obviously implies a theatrical director. Only 
he has a related right, since a cinema director is also the author. Do I have your 
attention? 
ANNA BENAKIS-PSAROUDAS (Minister of Justice): Theatrical. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: We should define him as a theatrical director. 
Now, in article 47, first, there’s no definition of a producer. There is of course the 
definition in the Rome convention, but I think we should consider this issue as well. I 
am talking about article 49. The situation is complex enough as it is, and we must 
state that there are also complex views and suggestions by the pertinent bodies 
representing the related rights groups. There is certainly a harmonization attempt 
being made, according to our own suggestions and according to the Community 
Directive, where it is indeed determined that there should be one fee for performers 
and producers. And indeed, so it happens. The fee determined is inseparate. But there 
is also a complex procedure in place that in the way article 1 is formulated; no one 
knows where it shall lead. 
It is obvious, since it speaks of multiple organizations and there’s no indication of 
who will move and what procedure will be used for the collection of this inseparate 
fee, and of course it is understood that in case of a dispute again, it will be impossible 
to consider the One-Member Court of First Instance during the injunction, in an 



original way – you can of course, Mrs. Minister, approach this issue from its juridical 
aspect as well and the enforcement of justice – meaning, how can the One-Member 
Court of First Instance solve such difficult issues, which are introduced with a case-
law gap and during an injunction. Of course we are not sure whether the One-Member 
Court of First instance has the competence to deal with these issues, during the 
injunction. A thought would be to employ the President of the Court of Appeals, but I 
believe I am not ready to make a specific suggestion. For example, I know 
suggestions by the SEI that completely denounce this procedure and they suggest 
unions with special collecting societies. I shall await to listen to more suggestions but 
I am ready to pose the issues occurring Another thought, if you are not fully prepared 
either, would be to face the particularity of this regulation, and it wouldn’t be wrong, 
to postpone it until Tuesday, where we can have a more complete approach, since 
separate problems exist. 
In par. 3 towards its end, regarding their agreements included in the Regulation of 
each collecting society, this is not very important, but it is a superfluity of words, 
since the same are repeated in the bill for the article 54 organizations, below. Thus 
this is covered. 
Also, Mr. Chairman, since Mr. Tsiros is missing, and without any commitment by our 
Party, I would personally like to start discussing the suggestion submitted by Mr. 
Tsiros, for the performing ability at least, because I think that advertising works 
performers are already included, that they are among the related rights beneficiaries, 
but they are not named explicitly in a formulation of article 46 par. 1, I would like to 
ask, and this is my personal view, that they are submitted either way, that is I agree 
with Mr. Tsiros’ suggestion, but unless there’s an opposite view, I would like to ask to 
listen to this and once you consult our special partners as well, about whether this 
amendment-addition by Mr. Tsiros and Mr. Sibilidis is right. I once again stress that I 
believe that advertising works performers are included either way. They are under the 
related rights beneficiaries category. If not, we should hear why. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Mr. Korakas has the 
floor. 
STRATIS KORAKAS: Mr. Chairman, I asked the floor regarding an issue already 
mentioned in this Room. If I may, I would like to say a few words, because when we 
will be discussing the amendments, I will be absent with a Parliament delegation in 
Strasbourg. 
Regarding the section we are discussing now, Mr. Kosionis exposed our Party’s 
views. I have nothing to add on the issues posed by this section. And I agree with the 
way they were posed. 
I would only like to speak about the amendment that has been submitted in this bill. I 
understand Mr. Benos’ hesitation... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Is this amendment 
relative to the section discussed? 
STRATIS KORAKAS: No Mr. Chairman, but it is relative to the bill. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): If the Body agrees, you 
can talk about that. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): There, you have the 
floor. 
STRATIS KORAKAS: This amendment has been submitted by the Under-Secretary 
of Sports; it regards sports and aims to the redressing of a grievance against certain 



aims not by their liability, since they have no greensward in their county. In most 
cases, this is taken care of this year, but they cannot be ready for this season. 
We agree with this amendment, but we would like to inform Mr. Under-Secretary 
regarding a request of the interested parties. Since they have already held two away 
matches, which should have been held at their grounds, because according to the 
regulation in force they were banned to take place in a dry field, these teams were as 
punished. Thus, they ask that this regulation should have retroactive effect and all the 
away matches that should have been held at their grounds, should be repeated. 
Regarding all other matters, Mr. Chairman, we also support this amendment and we 
had cooperated with the pertinent Under-Secretariat of Sports as well as with Mrs. 
Minister for her consent. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): There are no other first 
orations by any colleague, so Mrs. Minister has the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleagues, I believe we 
will all agree on retaining the formulation of article 46, the middle one, as Mr. 
Sevastakis said, and which I will be reading again right now. 
The license required for the acts in paragraph 2 of this article is considered to be 
given, unless there is a contrary agreement defining the particular acts for which a 
license is given, when the performer or performing artists is connected by an 
employment contract with the individual attempting these acts, aiming to their 
execution. In particular, the performer or performing artist retains a reasonable fee 
right for the rental, without the possibility of a waiver, provided he has granted the 
license to rend the material entity containing his performance, to an audio or video 
material entity producer. The performer or performing artist always retains the fee 
right, for the enforcement of any of the acts provided in par. 2 of this article, for all 
ways of exploitations regarding his performance.  In particular, the performer or 
performing artist retains a reasonable fee right for the rental, without the possibility of 
a waiver, provided he has granted the license to rend the material entity containing his 
performance, to an audio or video material entity producer."If we agree, we will retain 
this formulation. 
Secondly, I do not disagree with the producer definition. I was indeed very hesitant 
towards definitions, because they are risky, but I believe that we can use the definition 
provided by the Rome Convention regarding the audio material entity. In article 47 
we shall introduce a new paragraph, taking number 2 and has as follows: 
Material entities producers are the natural entities or corporate bodies, with the 
initiative and responsibility of whom the first recording of a series of sounds is 
completed. Video or audio and video material entities producers are the natural 
entities or corporate bodies with the initiative and responsibility of whom the first 
recording of a series of images with or without sound is completed.  
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a question. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): There you go, Mr. 
Sevastakis. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mrs. Minister, you haven’t spoken about paragraph 4, 
article 46. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister Πολιτισμού): Dear colleague, I cannot 
delete this, for one very simple reason. At some point we must assure the rights of 
these people. I cannot force people to agree. Here, we give them the opportunity, to 
decide on their representative by majority. If by themselves they cannot agree on who 
will represent them, someone needs to be chosen. And if we don’t include this 
regulation, there is the risk of having no representative and thus, all their rights and 



money that they are owed could be transferred elsewhere, i.e. to the producer. We 
must find a way to protect them. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: We protect them, if they don’t have any other means. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleague, we give them 
the opportunity to elect their own representative. I cannot force them to do anything. 
There’s no other way. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Dear colleagues, further 
to the acceptance of the suggestions made by the colleagues’ first orations by Mrs. 
Minister, is there anyone who would like to add something? There is not. 
Further to that, the discussion of the section of articles 40 to 53 is considered 
completed and the articles are submitted to voting one by one. 
The Body is asked if article 40 is accepted. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT:. Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 40 is 
accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 41 is accepted as modified by Mrs. Minister.  
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable.  
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus article 41, as 
modified by Mrs. Minister, is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 42 is accepted as is. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable.  
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus article 42 is 
accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 43 is accepted as is. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 43 is 
accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 44 is accepted as is. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable.  
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 44 is 
accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 45 is accepted as is. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 45 is 
unanimously accepted. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Minister has not responded if she accepts 
the amendment of Mr. Tziros. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Is this amendment 
pertinent to this section; 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Normally, the 
amendments shall be discussed next Tuesday, so Mr. Tziros may be present. But if 
Mrs. Minister would like to give an answer now, she has the floor. 



THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): There is no doubt that they 
are performers, ladies and gentlemen. If this statement is needed, then I shall make it. 
They are performers. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus we continue with 
the passing of the articles. 
The Body is asked if article 46 is accepted as modified by Mrs. Minister. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 46 , as 
modified by Mrs. Minister, is accepted by majority.  
The Body is asked if article 47 is accepted, as modified by Mrs. Minister. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 47 as 
modified by Mrs. Minister is unanimously accepted. 
The Body is asked, if article 48 is accepted, as modified by Mrs. Minister.  
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: By majority.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 48 as 
modified by Mrs. Minister is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 49 is accepted, as modified by Mrs. Minister.  
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable.  
STAVROS BENOS: By majority.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus article 49 as 
modified by Mrs. Minister is accepted by majority. 
The Body is asked if article 50 is accepted as is. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 50 is 
unanimously accepted. 
The Body is asked if article 51 is accepted. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 51 is 
unanimously accepted. 
The Body is asked if article 52 is accepted. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 52 is 
unanimously accepted. 
The Body is asked if article 53 is accepted. 
ALL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Acceptable, acceptable. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, article 53 is 
unanimously accepted. 
Dear Colleagues, the Minutes of November 19, November 20 and December 1, 1992 
have been distributed. I would kindly ask the Body to please certify them. 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Dimitrios Fragos): Thus, the Minutes of 
November 19, November 20 and December 1, 1992 are certified. 
According to our agreement, dear colleagues, and with your consent, we shall 
terminate the session at this point. Does the Parliament agree? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
With the Body’s consent and at 23.58 we terminate the session and shall resume 
tomorrow Thursday, January 28 1993 and at 10.30, with an agenda of the 



parliamentary control and then legislative work, the discussion of a law suggestion, 
according to the agenda that has been distributed.  


