
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Dear colleagues, we 
can begin discussing the agenda on 
 

LEGISLATIVE WORK 
 
The discussion on the articles and the entire draft law on “Intellectual Property and 
related rights” submitted by the Ministry of Culture is continued. 
Dear colleagues, I have the honour to inform you that the Parliamentary Group of the 
Greek Communist Party has sent to the Presidium the following letter:  “During the 
discussion on the draft law on “Intellectual Property and relationship rights”, we 
appoint Mr. Panagiotis Kosionis as a Special Parliamentary Delegate. 
The Greek Communist Party’s Parliamentary Delegate. 
Antonis Skyllakos 
Mr. Benos may begin.  
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, we agree with what you stated concerning 
tomorrow’s mass demonstration.  
I would like to add another reason to what you said regarding today’s short 
adjournment. After a discussion we had with the new Minister of Culture, we were 
concerned about who would defend the bill in question. We are glad that the new 
Minister of Culture, Mrs. Bakoyannis, is here, as parliamentary order is enforced in 
this way.  
Nevertheless, since this is the most important bill as far as Culture and the Ministry of 
Culture are concerned, it is reasonable and natural that Mrs. Bakoyannis cannot be 
properly informed about this bill in such a short period and therefore we cannot have 
a substantial discussion today. 
I would, therefore, suggest, Mr. Chairman, two alternatives: One is to adjourn 
immediately. The second one, as you already said, is to examine the first chapter 
regarding limitations, which is not of great importance. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): From article 18 to 
article 39 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, We should not hold a voting. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): I agree. 
STAVROS BENOS: We should discuss only the first chapter. We will not vote, since 
we would like the new Minister of Culture to be present. We believe that it is imposed 
by Parliamentary order.  The Minister should be present, in case she is asked to 
state her opinion. But Mrs. Bakoyannis is present both typically and essentially Today 
she is present and we are very glad for this, because there were rumours that Mrs. 
Bakoyannis would not be present; nevertheless we would like her to be present with 
a substantial contribution. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Benos, the 
Presidium has no objection. Besides, I suggested that we discuss only articles 18 to 
39 and we do not vote.  
STAVROS BENOS: I do not agree Mr. Chairman. Article 32 is the most important 
article of the bill.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): You did not let me 
finish, Mr. Benos. I always let you finish, whereas you never do the same. I 
suggested that we discuss articles 18 to 39, leaving apart article 33 for the opposition 
parties had asked from the beginning that we discuss certain articles separately and 
not based on the sections.  One of these articles is article 32. My suggestion, I 
repeat, is to discuss articles 18 to 39, leaving aside article 32, which will be 
discussed separately.  
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, this is impossible and I will explain the reasons.  
Studying these days the relevant Community Directive, we noticed that there are 
major incompatibilities, Mr. Chairman, regarding not only related rights, but article 32 
as well.  I bring up this essential matter and leave aside the procedural issue we are 
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discussing, in order to demonstrate that it is impossible to start discussing the sixth 
chapter. That is, we agree to discuss the fifth chapter till article 31, but since article 
32 is extremely essential and given that there are many substantial matters, we 
should not discuss it.  Mrs. Minister should be informed and state her opinion. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Article 33? 
STAVROS BENOS: Neither article 33. It is of great importance as well. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): So, your suggestion is 
to discuss articles 18 to 31. 
STAVROS BENOS: Exactly, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mrs. Minister of 
Culture, state your opinion on the proposal. 
THEODORA BAKOYANNIS (Minister of Culture): We agree, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Giannaros, please. 
GRIGORIS GIANNAROS: Mr. Chairman, I believe that demonstrations could prove 
useful at this moment.  We do not agree with a policy that tends to compromise them. 
Schools are closed, students participate in demonstrations, etc. Therefore, a 
spontaneous demonstration could be characterized as organized by the State and it 
could be argued that the people participating in it were forced to do so. We do not 
agree with the Public Services and the Parliament closing down.  
Moreover, in regard to the questions, if there are difficulties on behalf of the Prime 
Minister, as I was informed, we will respect it. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): The difficulty, Mr. 
Giannaros, lies in the fact that the Prime Minister has to attend three meetings 
tomorrow in Edinburgh, to where he is leaving this afternoon, and he requested to 
postpone the questions.  
GRIGORIS GIANNAROS: We will respect it. I have not consulted my Party yet, but 
we will respect such a request. 
As far as the discussion is concerned, I believe that not proceeding and voting the 
articles today, is a way to approach the bill in today's discussion.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): So, essentially you 
agree and disagree with the demonstrations.  
Allow me to say that the Members of the Parliament are not Public Services.  The 
Parliament is not concerned about the Public Services closing down. 
GRIGORIS GIANNAROS: Mr. Chairman, if you’ll allow me, I do not believe that the 
Parliament sessions will prevent the Members from participating in tomorrow's 
demonstrations, since, as it is obvious, this room is not densely crowded. Apart from 
this, I am concerned about the psychological aspect; we are closing schools, Public 
Services and the Parliament, in order to contribute to the creation of a psychosis, in 
my opinion, which neither serves nor gives the image of spontaneous turnout.  This is 
something we should be careful with. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: Mr. Chairman... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mrs. Merkouri, I cannot 
allow you to speak. You are not a representative of the Party. I am sorry. 
Mr. Kosionis, please. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, as far as the discussion is concerned, I 
would like to state the following. Because of the adjournment, even the relation that 
someone had with the entire bill, was compromised. Furthermore, due to the way the 
session was adjourned, you can understand that our whole reasoning will be totally 
disrupted, if we isolate some specific articles by choosing an article from a section 
and we do not proceed with an entire section or something similar. I believe that we 
must stay in the first section, following the procedures proposed by the Minister. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Do you suggest that we 
keep the discussion in the section that was proposed by Mr. Benos? 
 Only in the first section, articles 18 to 28. We cannot proceed to another section, 
discuss an article in the section in question and leave apart some other articles.  
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The reasoning we have for the bill will be totally disrupted in such a way. 
 We have already had an adjournment and as you can understand this affected us 
adversely. SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): So, instead 
of articles 18 up to 31, we should discuss on articles 18 up to 28; is that what you are 
saying? I am asking you, so as the Presidium understands your proposal. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Yes, indeed. 
Regarding the mass demonstration, you can make a decision Mr. Chairman. 
KKECommunist Party’s position has already been expressed; there is no way it can 
be changed. We will not take part in this mass demonstration for the reasons we 
have already stated. 
SPEAKER OF PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): I see. 
Mr. Benos, are there any objections to discuss on articles 18 up to 28? 
STAVROS BENOS: No, Mr. Chairman, I have no objections. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Does Mrs. Bakoyannis 
have any objections? 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of 
 Justice): Mr. Chairman, I ask for the floor. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): There Mrs. Benaki, you 
have the floor. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Mr. Chairman, I find it quite 
meaningless to stop in article 28 and not in article 31, since articles 29, 30 and 31 
refer to the duration of copyright protection, for which matter there is absolute 
unanimity and a recommendation from the EEC Directive. Nor is there any relation 
with the following chapter, so as to claim that the meaning will be disrupted. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Papageorgopoulos 
has the floor. 
LEFTERIS PAPAGEORGOPOULOS: Mr. Chairman, regarding the proposal you 
submitted for the compilation and sending of a resolution, I believe that it is the least 
that the Parliament can do and I, also, consider it a powerful weapon in the Prime 
Minister’s hands now that he is battling for Macedonia. We absolutely agree with the 
proposal in question. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): So, we agree to 
discuss today articles 18 up to 31 but not to proceed to a voting procedure; this will 
be held in the next session. 
Mrs. Benaki has the floor. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Mr. Chairman there is some 
verbal improvements. Should I mention them now? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): In case there are any 
verbal or other amendments, please mention them now so as to know the subject 
that we are going to discuss. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): The third paragraph of article 18 
has been distributed but there are some improvements that had been proposed by all 
parties. To be more specific, if you wish to refer to the distributed document, in line 5, 
the words “special photocopy paper” have been deleted and replaced by the words 
“paper appropriate for photocopies”. 
 
And wherever this article is referring to the “special paper”, it is replaced by the 
phrase “paper appropriate for photocopies”. Namely, the second quotation shall be 
“the remuneration is defined on the 6% of the sound or image or sound and image 
recording devices and the magnetic tapes or other data carriers value, the 4% of the 
copiers’ and the appropriate for photocopies papers’ value”. Below, in the following 
quotation which begins with the phrase “the remuneration is paid down by the 
producers, the importers or the merchants of such articles” the following phrase was 
added “and it is noted down on the invoice” –we add a comma, the “and” is deleted –
and we continue with the phrase “it is collected by collective management societies”. 
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Thereinafter, the phrase “representative as the case may be” is deleted and replaced 
by the phrase "that cover in all or in part the group of interested right holders” – a 
comma must be added -and the phrase continues with "who chose the debtor". 
I read once more the whole phrase so that all of us agree “the remuneration is paid 
down by the producers, the importers or the merchants of such articles and it is noted 
down on the invoice, while it is collected by collective management societies that 
cover in all or in part the group of interested right holders who chose the debtor". 
The following quotation remains the same. 
Regarding the quotation after that, which begins with the phrase “the remuneration 
that is collected by the production or the import” in this point, after the word “is 
collected” the whole phrase must be deleted. I read the phrase that must be deleted: 
“By the production, the import or the sale of sound or image recording devices and 
magnetic tapes as well”. This phrase is deleted and replaced by the phrase 
“according to what precedes”. It is, thus, a question of a useless and rather confusing 
repetition. To be more specific, the phrase states the following: “The remuneration 
that is being collected according to what precedes is distributed at 55% etc”. The 
article continues normally. 
And with reference to the following quotation that begins with the phrase "the 
payment and the distribution details", in this quotation the word "to the right holders" 
must be deleted and replaced by the phrase "to the different groups or subgroups of 
the same right holders group". 
I read once again the phrase: “The payment and the distribution details to the 
different groups or subgroups of the same right holders group can be determined 
etc”. It continues normally. 
We also have a phrasal improvement in the last but one phrase which begins with 
the word “therefore…is issued” between the words “therefore” and “is issued” the 
word “decree” must be added so that the phrase becomes more explicit. It must be, 
therefore modulated as follows: “ therefore the decree is issued upon the proposal of 
the Ministers of Culture, Health and Social Security”. 
These are the improvements in article 8, paragraph 3. 
Article 19 remains the same. 
With reference to article 20, par. 1 and 3 a document has been distributed; a 
document that you have at your disposal. It is a redraft. 
Regarding article 21 there is one improvement: “It is authorized”-a comma must be 
added- “without the creator’s permission and without remuneration –another comma 
must be added, this is the addition- and continues as follows “the reproduction of 
articles that have been lawfully published in a newspaper or in a magazine of short 
works extracts or…” and now the word “segment" must be added; and the phrase 
must be modulated as follows “short work segments or visual art works”. 
We continue normally and at the end of the first quotation “to the extent that is being 
justified by the intended purpose" a comma “,” must be added the “and” must be 
deleted and we continue as follows “…is compatible with fair practice”-as it is 
reported in the provision-and the phrase “and does not prevent the normal 
exploitation” must be added in this point. 
I read it once again so that there are no deviations “the reproduction of articles that 
have been lawfully published in a newspaper or in a magazine of short works 
extracts, of short work segments or visual art works is authorized without the 
creator’s permission and without remuneration, provided that it is exclusively carried 
out for teaching or for the educational institution examinations, to the extent that is 
being justified by the intended purpose and is compatible with fair practice and does 
not prevent the normal exploitation…” 
Article 22 remains the same. 
I have no remarks for articles 23, 24 and 25. 
In article 26 “The occasional reproduction and…are authorized without the creator’s 
permission and without remuneration and… "no” “or” and we continue... 
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distribution..." the amendment is utterly of a verbal nature - via mass media, images, 
architectural, plastic art, photography or applied arts works that can always be 
found… “public place” must be added and the phrase “…within public’s reach” must 
be deleted. 
Finally, in article 27 in the last but one sentence “of those who are in charge of them 
or…” the word “of those” must be deleted and replaced by “those”, it is simply a 
syntactical error “those who are in charge of them or those who are directly related to 
the institution activities". 
I have no other remarks till article 31. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mrs. Minister, we 
request these improvements in writing. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): Certainly Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Benos has asked 
for the floor as the Parliamentary Delegate of PASOK.  
There you are Mr. Benos you have the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman do you remember the first agreement we have 
reached upon sorting out some articles of a certain importance and discuss them 
separately and discuss all the other as a section? We had the same intention for 
article 18. Nevertheless, since Mrs. Minister had approved some proposals put 
forward to the Parliamentary Committee, let us discuss them all as one section. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Which section are you 
talking about?  
STAVROS BENOS: About the section we are discussing right now from article 18 up 
to 28. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris):  We are discussing on 
articles 18 up to 31.  
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): We are discussing up to article 
31.  
STAVROS BENOS: The articles after article 29, are disparate. We should discuss 
only the right’s restriction. The other one in a different section.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Benos, I am sorry. I 
have to interrupt you. 
We have just decided to discuss articles 18 up to 31. 
STAVROS BENOS: Indeed, Mr. Chairman, this decision is standing. We are now 
talking about some other issue. Article 18 up to article 28 constitute a special 
chapter.  Article 29 is one of a minor importance, we are talking, however, about 
something completely different.  That is to say that these two chapters are not 
governed by the same philosophy. They are completely different.  
This is the reason why we are suggesting to discuss articles 18 up to 28 as an entity, 
the whole chapter.  I have already stated that we had the intention to separate one 
article. We do not insist on that after the Minister’s recessions. 
Let us discuss articles 18 up to \ 28 as an entity and I would also ask for the section 
in question 15 minutes, for the whole section. We also believe that a 5-minutes time 
for the second section would be sufficient.  
THE SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris):  To whom should 
we grant the 15-minutes? 
STAVROS BENOS: To everyone. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): What is to say to all the 
spokesmen.  
STAVROS BENOS: To everyone. We have 10 articles. A 15-minutes time would be, 
therefore, sufficient for the whole section and a 5-minutes time would be as well 
sufficient for articles 29 up to 31. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Benos you are now 
putting forward a new proposal. We have been discussing for an hour. You have 
already said that we should not discuss article 32 -.. 
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STAVROS BENOS: I am not putting forward a new proposal. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris):.. That we should not 
discuss article 32 and we have reached the agreement to discuss articles 18 up to 
31. 
Mr. Kosionis have stated that the three articles are in some way more different than 
the others, irrelevant. He ended up by agreeing that we should discuss them 
together. 
Now you are proposing once again that we should separate them. I really regret it 
and I will ask for the Body’s opinion upon the separation of articles.  
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, we are fighting with shadows with no purpose. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris):  You are now 
suggesting a 15-minutes. I will tell you that… 
STAVROS BENOS: I have something to tell you so that you can see that there is no 
any reason. If you insist, we can proceed this way, we are treating, however, two 
completely disparate chapters.  Which means that there is no reason.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Benos, firstly, there 
is an agreement upon discussing till article 31. As far as I am concerned I would 
rather not to break it. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman. A 15-minutes time for everything. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): There is another 
agreement that you suggest that we should change. We had reached an agreement 
upon a 15-minutes time for the introducers and a 10-minutes time for the rest 
spokesmen. We will, therefore, proceed the way we have already decided.  We 
should not change our minds everyday.  The Body has reached an agreement upon 
a 15-minutes time for the introducers and a 10-minutes time for the spokesmen. 
STAVROS BENOS: We are actually discussing without having any subject. I accept 
your proposal. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Athanasios Tsaldaris): Mr. Giannelis has the 
floor. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman, the greatest intellectual 
property protect can and should be coupled with the establishment of certain rights’ 
restrictions, imposed by its social duty. Such restrictions are being established into a 
great extent within the limits permitted by the International Bern Convention, taking 
for example the extracts’ citation, the schoolbooks, the necessity of libraries and 
records teaching. There is no doubt that such a restriction does not limit the 
intellectual authors’ legal requisition. 
Our Civil Law is being governed by this rights’ restriction principle given the fact that 
if we leave a right unrestrained to an unlimited extent, the rights that are being 
protected will be abused. I therefore believe that even if the author is the weak party, 
there are cases where this right must be restricted for the benefit of the community. 
In this moment, such restrictions are being actually established for the benefit of the 
community.  In particular, article 18 encounters the huge intellectual property problem 
which is due to the technical inventions that facilitate the work’s reproduction, we are 
talking about the photocopies, the computers, the magnetic tapes etc. to such an 
extent that they endanger the copyright by reversing its substantial content.  
Formerly, the intellectual author’s rights depriving was totally restricted since the only 
artworks reproduction means used to be lithography, wood and copper engraving 
and it is as well a commonplace the fact that there were a few possibilities and the 
engraver could not engrave as many works as he wished since after a certain point 
those duplicates had no effect. 
The problem became even more intense during the last few years, after the 
technology’s startling evolution.  
The bill under discussion encounters this problem in 4 different ways. Firstly, they put 
forward a precondition, stating that the reproduction must be carried out by the user 
himself.  And we are talking about a basic precondition. 
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Secondly, the reproduction carried out by the so called big users such as the Public 
Services is not considered to be a private one. 
Thirdly, a private permissible reproduction limit is determined at a point which such a 
reproduction would prevent the work’s normal exploitation, as it happens when the 
work's entity or a substantial part of it is being reproduced. Finally, in conformity to 
the Minister’s redraft of the paragraph 3, article 18 the 6% of the value of the sound 
or image, sound and image recording devices, the magnetic tapes and other special 
carriers, is being established as a remuneration.  The 4% of the photocopiers’ and 
the special paper’s value and the 2% of the computers’ value. In that point a phrase 
regarding he special paper was altered. 
 
(In this moment the Vice chairman, Mr. NIKOLAOS KATSAROS takes up the 
parliamentary seat) 
 
This surcharge payment constitutes a private reproduction liberty counter-balance, 
within the limits outlined by the law. 
Article 19 establishes the citation of foreign works’ short extracts as a copyright 
restriction to the extent that these extracts are necessary for the scientific 
documentation or criticism. It is reasonable to permit the citation of certain extracts 
for the Country’s scientific world’s notification, if these are about to be translated or 
used for the foreign authors’ consummation in the Greek market,. 
Let us continue with articles 10 up to 28 as they have been redrafted, which provide 
for the copyright restriction in the case of a short extract's reproduction for 
schoolbooks or after the author's death, in the anthologies’ reproduction for teaching 
or for schools’ or universities’ examinations, in favour of Libraries and records, for a 
film work reproduction aiming at the national film record enrichment, for legal and 
administrative reasons for the free propagation of ideas via the Newspapers, the 
Radio or Television, for the exhibition of artistic work into public places, for the 
facilitation of school performances and official ceremonies. Finally, museums are 
granted the possibility to exhibit and reproduce into a short extent, visual art works. 
The Community has dealt many times with this problem. When there is an exhibition 
or even a retroactive exhibition, there is the need to reprint the works of these 
painters, who are still alive or have died, in order to obtain the so called posters 
which will show to the public a part of the specific artist’s visual art creation. I believe 
that such a step does not restrict the author’s right. 
All these restrictions are set for the community’s benefit-the community is being 
benefited- and they follow the principle that governs not only the Greek Law but the 
overwhelming majority of the civilized peoples' laws as well and which states that no 
personal right can be more powerful than the community’s right to participate in our 
cultural evolution. 
In the absence of these intellectual authors’ copyright restrictions, the exercise of 
their personal right will be considered as a right abuse. 
When we, therefore, hear the term “restriction”, in essense this restriction is 
established for the community’s benefit. It is beneficial for the community and not 
harmful for the author. 
Finally, in the fifth chapter, form article 29 up to article 31, the controversial one that 
does not have a substantial subject-matter, regarding the duration, there is a 
significant innovation.  While up to now the authors’ works protection duration was 50 
years after the author's death, now this duration is set to 70 years. Such a 
prolongation, aiming at the author’s and his heirs’ longer protection is in accordance 
with the modern legislation tendencies in Germany, France and Spain, but it is also in 
accordance with the EEC anticipated correspondent directive. 
The other provisions of this chapter refer to certain improvements that are considered 
to be necessary for the author’s protection, as applicable ones. 
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All things considered, we can support that these provisions to which the bill in 
question is referring to, are provisions that in their majority, are in force in all the 
civilized countries of Europe, in the EE and in the EEC countries as well. 
The Laws of France, Germany and Spain were taken into consideration. There are, 
however, some exceptions, some differences. And these differences necessary so 
that they can be adjusted in the actual situation, in the today’s society. 
I, therefore, believe that these articles should be voted without any significant 
modifications. Thank you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mrs. Merkouri, the 
Introducer of PASOK, has the floor. 
AMALIA-MARIA MERKOURI: I will only refer to article 28, not because we agree 
with all the others; other Members will refer to them. 
Article 28. I have the certainty that this provision is prejudicial for the author’s 
property and moral right. Without his permission or without remuneration, small 
printed leaflets, work reproductions, slides, postcards, posters, miniatures can be on 
sale. This is what is provided by the paragraph 1. What is the reasoning when such 
an action is not carried out in favour of public benefit since private museums are in 
full operation? What is more, they dissuade the artist. He does not give away his 
works in museums nor does he exhibit them in public. 
I believe that this provision is detrimental for the author and furthermore it creates 
confusion. It is opposed to a partial provision of the Bern Convention which means 
that the foreign authors will be protected in Greece more than the Greek ones. So, 
this is the objective of the bill? 
The German law provides an exception only for the composers’ lists case and the 
Spanish law only for research reasons. 
I suggest that we shall delete the phrase from paragraph 1, article 28 "as well as the 
work’s short copies that are on sale in museums or in exhibition”. 
What is more, in the end of the paragraph 2 we should add the following phrase “and 
it is not of a speculative character”.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Sevastakis, the 
“Sinaspismos” special orator has the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Mr. Chairman I think that the bill’s darkness was lightened 
today by a sunbeam, thanks to the New Minister’s of Culture presence, who 
presented some looseness in comparison to the former Minister’s, Mrs. Benaki, 
position, by agreeing upon discussing about articles without holding a voting in order 
to give the New Minister the time to review deeply or within a framework into these 
provisions and to adopt a stance on a matter of great, huge importance, which is 
related to copyright, related rights and in the protection of copyright and related 
rights. Let me now highlight some points in articles that we are discussing. 
In article 18, paragraph 2 as well as in its title, the following phrase “reproduction for 
private use” is stated. 
In the paragraph 2 it is also mentioned the following phrase "the reproduction 
freedom for private use". The notion of “private” is undefined and rather vague. It is a 
notion that can comprise cases that will describe, transgress and abuse the author's 
rights. 
I, therefore, suggest that instead of using the term “private use” we should employ a 
more restrictive and thus a more precise legal term such as “personal use”. And it is 
rather important since this chapter is related to the authors’ rights’ restrictions.  We 
should, firstly, be absolutely precise and sparing in legislating a right restriction; a 
right which is something very significant and which is related to our cultural presence 
as well as in our general presence in here.  
We should, therefore, state the last quotation of the paragraph 3, article 18. Here, 
Mrs. Minister there is an intrusion of the ministerial and the executive authority in the 
artists’ sector. Why do you Mrs. Minister give each Minister of Culture the right to 
interfere by means of a decree with the disposal of money which is being received in 
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the account of the right holders, of the authors and which constitutes a part of the 
latest’s remuneration? Why should you curtail up to a 20% so that each Minister of 
Culture administers it in a legislated way, without transparency or decent 
administration rules, so that each Minister of Culture is preserving it for reasons that 
are related to the social or other interests of the group in question?  
I suggest that we should abolish it and to cut the intrusion of the Minister in the field 
of artists and authors. 
Furthermore, let me insist in article 20, paragraphs  1 and 2. Here, instead of dealing 
with a devout approach of the author’s work we allow the anthology composition to 
be carried out without the author’s permission or remuneration. And what does such 
a thing means? That we should respect the author’s work. And this law is supposed 
to serve such a purpose. But we are exercising it with some looseness so that 
everyone that wishes to publish an anthology to take advantage of these vague and 
undefined conditions and create a work out of an author’s work; a work that will be 
eventually of a great financial profit. 
I believe that we should consider these rights’ restrictions that we are about to 
introduce with a great caution.  
In article 21 we are having a complex situation. Mrs. Minister, listen what the 
provision is referring to and think whether it can be put into practice or not. We 
should examine the situation in a realistic way, no cerebral. It states that the 
reproduction of articles lawfully published in a newspaper or a magazine of a work’s 
short extracts or a visual art work’s short segments which are lawfully publish, is 
permitted without the author’s permission or remuneration provided that it is carried 
out exclusively for teaching or for an education institution’s examinations and it does 
not prevent the normal exploitation as long as it is in accordance with fair practice.  
And I ask you to tell me who will practically estimate these conditions in court? We 
should examine whether it is contrary to fair practice and whether it is carried out 
exclusively for teaching or the education institutional examinations.  In the meanwhile 
how the author's intellectual property or his work quotations will be appreciated in the 
case of a newspaper or a magazine when it is quite small or big? We are dealing with 
provisions that end up to the author’s, writer’s, editor’s, the man’s who offered a work 
of work rights protect disruption. 
In article 24 there is another restriction which I do not what is hiding. I am not being 
suspicious of any rather "misty" situation, but I would rather the disposition to be 
explicit or that the Minister states her opinion. The work’s reproduction is being 
permitted without the author’s permission or remuneration in order to be used in legal 
or administrative proceedings. Namely, a novel’s reproduction will be permitted while 
a trial is being carried out and there is the need of a crime body, the trial subject-
matter, to be present in the legal papers? And which is the legal proceedings that we 
are talking about when we already know that the whole human relationships tissue is 
being covered by unlikely, complex and rather vague administrative procedures? 
Why should we permit such a mix-up? Where do these administrative procedures 
lead? Can they be prejudicial to the writer and the author? 
Article 25, paragraph deals with a rather important matter.  The work’s reproduction 
is permitted without the author’s permission or remuneration to the extent that it is 
justified by the purpose. And who will designate the purpose? Firstly, the 
reproduction and distribution to the public of works that are being viewed or heard 
during such an event are being permitted without a license for reasons concerning 
the news update by the mass media. And what does this mean? That we give the 
mass media the chance to use the author’s work without his permission or 
remuneration. I believe that we should proceed with the elaboration of the specific 
point so that, given the current extension of the mass media and the extension they 
can have in the years to come, the author as well as the artist will be protected. 
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You have made a very important amendment in article 26. “In a public place, in 
public”. Is right, we had already proposed such a modification and we are glad you 
have accepted it. 
I would like you to explain me which are the official ceremonies mentioned in article 
27 where the author may not be asked or paid. And who will designate these official 
ceremonies? In this point there is another loophole for an author’s rights 
transgression. 
Concerning article 28 I absolutely agree with Mrs. Merkouri. The reproduction of 
short work’s copies that will be on sale in museums or exhibitions is for us out of the 
question.  Why should this disposal be carried out to the author’s detriment? The 
museums constitute a high educational purpose, but the Community should at last 
provide for the protect and fortification of the rights of the people who make art. I, 
therefore, suggest that we delete this quotation otherwise it will cause big problems. 
I do not have great objections upon the second quotation where it is mentioned that 
the plastic art list will be drawn up in order to facilitate the work’s sale. In this 
quotation as well there is undoubtedly the risk of exploitation, to be carried out, in 
other words, for lucrative reasons. I am not, however, sure about such a thing and I 
cannot insist. 
I believe, Mrs. Minister -and here my time reaches its end-that whilst my time 
reaches its end your time is unlimited and so should be. And that is because you are 
about to adopt a bill which represents the constitution of rules of the art and letters 
world, a fundamental law.  I believe that you would personally wish to adopt such a 
law and to be adopted in a rather positive context instead of the negative one on 
which we have insisted and the one we have proved.  Thank you very much. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT: (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Niotis has the floor. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, the important provisions described in the present 
section of article 18 presented the creative initiative of the Opposition and especially 
of the PASOK which proposed some integrated formulations about an article that 
may have positive formulations but because of the way they are defined cause great 
problems. Certainly, the Mrs. Minister’s final rewordings related to different subjects 
offer a positive response to our reservations. None the less there are other important 
reservations among which I would like to mention the following: 
Firstly, the reproduction permission for private use restriction described in the first 
paragraph is unproved and does not occur in the other European legislations. On the 
contrary, the private reproduction and license should be broader for friends and 
relatives, but there should also exist a securing clause so that the formulations 
provided by the Spanish law are not carried out repeatedly and by the profession. 
Since the way this restriction is being carried out, in combination with this prohibition 
penalization, I believe that article 56 they run the risk to be led to hearings and 
sentenced to the heaviest penalties such as the imprisonment up to one year and the 
up to one million compensation for someone who receives a friendly request from his 
brother or friend to help him with a reproduction for private use, using a material 
carrier that he has at home. I cannot apprehend this narrowness which will also 
cause many serious problems. 
You must also specially consider the reversing provision in the paragraph 2 of article 
18 which remains the same despite the redraft, that is to say that the reproduction 
freedom for private use is not valid when the whole work or an important part of it is 
being reproduced.  This may have a certain sense when we prohibit the reprinting of 
a whole book.  It is legitimate in a similar situation. But what should we do when we 
reproduce a whole musical work? Why do we permit in the paragraph 1 the private 
reproduction of the 1/3 of Mr. Xathidaki’s or Mr. Theodoraki’s work who will be 
afterwards led into court by an administrative authority and who will receive as well a 
one year sentence and a one million drachmas fine? I consider these provisions to 
be ineffective, inapplicable and harmful for article 18 in its entirety which while 
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restricts the property right, enables the right for private use. I believe that we should, 
therefore be rather cautious with these formulations. 
Paragraph 3 is of great importance since it offers the author and his relatives a 
percentage of the great loss they undergo through the restrictions presented in the 
paragraph 1 of article 1B- since through the private reproduction, authors, artists in 
general and performers undergo an important revenue loss- copying into a great 
extent the European legislation offers a percentage of these losses. I consider it 
rather reasonable, equitable and legitimate. Only in the paragraph the lawmaker 
appears to surpass the European limits by introducing the paragraph 3. He 
introduces as well some other subgroups such as the special paper etc., which may 
cause some serious problems. However good the formulation on special paper for 
photocopies was, who will finally judge whether the paper in question is suitable for 
photocopies? Nowhere such a judgement is being provided from this formulation. 
The tariff line that we have introduced, presents some problems.  Such a provision 
means that any paper for photocopies will be taxed in its entirety by choice? 
Everything that is being imported, consumed will be used for an intellectual property 
and ownership rights reprint? Objections will sometime be raised, as you can 
imagine, since it is legitimate to help the authors but we should not, however, 
implicate them into legal adventures. This may justify the fact that the French, 
Spanish and German people have restricted this classification while granting greater 
percentages.  
There is also the Minister’s involvement who issues Presidential Decrees (PD) in 
order to carry out the distributions in an impermissible way.  There are local 
managing bodies. You are trying to convince us when we try to put forward the 
question of a percentage remuneration, when we try to set out the question of a non-
profit-making organization. You are always bringing up the liberty of contracts; you 
are talking about the private initiative possibility etc. Why don’t you let the local 
managing bodies distribute among the different groups or the members of a group, 
that is to say the right holders of the group in question? 
I consider these provisions to be very complicated and I cannot figure out what Mrs. 
Minister will state upon the decree that is about to be issued after the Minister’s of 
Culture motion. The formulation upon which the percentage that is being deducted 
will be distributed at a rate of 20% for social or cultural purposes has the following 
implication. In fact, the compensation for losses upon the authors is being converted 
into a tax against the authors and their relatives. That is to say that while we are 
saying that paragraph 3 has as a purpose to give back a part of the great looss due 
to private reproduction. Here, with these provisions we have actually a 20% 
deduction as taxes. We could understand the distribution of such a resource for 
cultural purposes but we cannot understand why the authors and the other ones of 
related rights must pay it themselves or that must be deducted from their 
remunerations and rights so that the State can do social work. In accordance to the 
Constitution all the above mentioned constitute the State’s responsibility and such a 
regulation is unconstitutional and should be abolished.  
Mr. Chairman, the other articles’ formulation on the property right restrictions is not in 
reality governed by a reasoning upon which in the case of some extracts’ groups, 
anthologies, reproduction for teaching purposes, the author’s property and moral 
right may totally disappear since it is worn down for reasons of public interest.  
As far as the European tactic is concerned such a thing has, however, started to be 
worn down since it is for instance rather absurd for the reproduction for teaching 
purposes to reward all the contributors, such as the typographer and all the others 
who participate in the photocomposition while only the author’s property right is being 
alienated.  We cannot understand such a step; there must be special clauses when it 
is not about a non-profit purpose, then it may be possible even without his permission 
but with a equitable remuneration, always with a equitable remuneration. 
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The remarks made by Mrs. Merkouris and presented in article 28 were of a great 
importance and we expect that you pay attention to them since we are aiming at 
some private profit or non-profit making museum enterprises in order to facilitate the 
reproduction of posters, miniatures and everything that is being permitted in the 
provision of article 28. 
The redraft of article 26 does not offer a solution to the problem we had set from the 
beginning, that is to say that the title "use of images of works in public places" is 
much broader than that we find in the French statute which specifically refers to 
roads and squares. You should delete the words “accessible to the public”. It is, 
however, unacceptable the fact that they are discussing about it for 5 minutes. You 
know very well that we are making remarks that have led to some extent to 
reformulations over reformulations as far as this singular statute is concerned. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): I believe Mr. Niotis that 
this annotation is aiming at your remarks. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, it is more preferable to ask a five-minutes pause. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Juctice): You forget, dear colleague that 
you have already asked it to the Parliamentary Board? 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: I already know. You should ask me to interrupt my speech 
because I have made some other remarks of which we will not be proud if we do not 
elaborate them.  I repeat that you should delete the words “accessible to the public” 
and leave the phrase “into public places”. You should interpret it. 
ANNA BENAKI-PSAROUDA (Minister of Justice): You suggest that we claim the 
“accessible to the public”. I leave it for article 26. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: I ask you to define what you mean by the words "public place". I 
ask you to make an interpretative statement. 
Mrs. Minister, “roads and squares” are mentioned in the foreign statutes. You should 
state it so that you finish with it once for good. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos, the 
Panhellenic Socialistic Party’s Delegate has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, I will be concise and I will raise the important 
points of the section that we are talking about and mainly for the new Minister 
because the meaning of the consultations that we had is that you should note all the 
remarks and the next time come with the answers. We should not hold a voting 
directly. All the same, after you have brought together the remarks of all the Blocks 
you should tell us the ones that you approve and the ones you do not approve.  
We undoubtedly meet the chapter in question in all the relative laws and especially 
the ones of the European countries. There are cases where the moral and property 
rights are bent for reasons of public interest. 
However this chapter does not have any unified principles. Which are these two 
basic principles -ask your legal advisors as well- that we meet in all the counties? 
The first principle states that it should be of a non-profit making character. That is to 
say that all the cases of the author’s rights restriction should be of a non-profit 
making character. This is what it is stated by the laws. Unfortunately, in article 28 we 
are having cases of a speculative character. Mrs. Merkouri has already stated so. 
Secondly, event in the cases where there is a speculative character, there should 
also be a equitable remuneration, apart from some special cases (extracts, public 
archives and so on). These are the two principles that should govern all articles. I 
should not proceed with an analysis article by article. All of them present deficiencies 
as far as these two principles are concerned. I suggest that you should examine 
these two principles and start to redraft the related articles. Today there have been 
improvements from Mrs. Minister’s part; I am putting forward the principles so that 
you can come to an understanding with your legal advisors since it is unacceptable to 
make laws in such a way. 
Do you want me to tell you something else? I suppose that the new Minister will 
examine the EEC directive regarding the leasing and the Public lending that as it 
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appears was not the case with Mrs. Benaki since it is inconceivable that we should 
make laws in the EEC aw well as in the Greek Parliament.  At the same time with the 
people themselves, the EEC should provide for certain things that will constitute the 
national law of its countries-members in July 1994 even though we have not 
legislated them here. I will read to you the Directive that came to me 2 or 3 days ago 
and which refers to the leasing and lending right. In article 4 I read the following: 
“deviation from the exclusive lending right”, it is therefore about the right’s restriction 
and states as well that all the countries-members that have the right's restriction 
option for cultural or other purposes, through the lending right that is exclusively 
established by the intellectual property right and it is described in article 1; we should 
now examine article 1 since here, unfortunately, we do not have any terminology 
upon the meaning of the lending right. Listen! "Lending", the definition offered by the 
directive, while the latter should include such definitions -this is, however, a different 
question- has for the objectives of the present directive the meaning of disposal for 
use during a limited period and it is not aiming in making profit.  If the lending is being 
carried out through organizations, media accessible to the public such as public 
libraries, research institutes’ libraries, specialized libraries and school libraries. This 
is the meaning of lending. It, therefore, states the following: “for this case of lending 
which is the most marginal side of the property right, is permitted, but at least the 
authors are granted an equitable remuneration”. 
Mrs. Benaki, even in this case of lending, we have a equitable remuneration which 
means that you are obliged to include such a regulation not only because of the 
principles, something that you should have done from the very beginning, but in the 
present situation because of the directive in question as well.  We reach the 
conclusion that if in conformity to the directive even the lending raises the question of 
the equitable remuneration then the matter in question should be applicable in more 
serious situations. 
I have, therefore, raised these two principles that should govern the whole chapter 
and I could analyze this chapter article by article and tell you where there should be 
modifications on the basis of these principles and this directive.  It is also a matter of 
your legal advisors and we would like to hope that if today we reach a substantial 
discussion the next time you will come here completely harmonized with the above 
mentioned principles and directive. 
Another example is that the relative law that was recently legislated in German and 
which did not provide for a equitable remuneration was not accepted by the 
Constitutional Court of Germany and therefore the authors will receive a equitable 
remuneration.  
I would like to make a last comment related to article 18. The article in question 
states in its terminative quotation that a 30% of the revenues that will result from the 
white paper, the paper for photocopies etc.; that 20% revenue will be allocated to 
social and cultural purposes. For us the term “social purposes” is totally 
unacceptable. God help us if the resources that the authors have been expecting for 
so long will end up to play the social security role. For God sake! It is sound since the 
Minister of Health must sign it. What does such a thing mean? That through this 20% 
it will cover the needs of the unfortunate authors, the social sides, is that what you 
are saying? You should clarify your statement. 
The subject related to the cultural purposes is formulated in a rather general way; it is 
very risky. We can meet in some European laws, in the French one, for instance, but 
the cultural purposes are being specified. 
It is stated for example the following: “we will support the live public spectacle” whose 
importance has been moderated due to the audiovisual means’ invasion. “We will 
support the new authors”. You should, therefore, describe the cultural purposes so 
that we can give you "the green light". The general and vague however way, in which 
you are describing it does not satisfy our demands while it hinders many risks. 
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These are our remarks within a basic framework, for, the way the discussion is being 
conducted we find no meaning, Mr. Chairman, in touching upon article by article. I 
hope that the above mentioned remarks which according to the directive are 
obligatory will be taken into consideration. 
Before concluding my speech, I would like to request that we resolve a question of 
procedure that we have not resolved it in the beginning of our discussion. I suppose 
that we will not include this discussion in the three days we had in our disposal for 
the discussion. You noticed that we had given away to the new Minister’s 
familiarization, but we should not, however, lose a whole parliamentary dialogue day 
for such an important bill. 
In other words, what I am trying to say is that we had better clarified it in the 
beginning; we must, however, clarify the fact that we will have 3 parliamentary 
dialogue days in our disposal. I take such a thing as a matter of course. I am just 
putting it forward so as to avoid any possible problems. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Chairman will take into 
consideration your proposal Mr. Benos and will decide over it. 
Mr. Kosionis has the floor. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, I will, only make certain remarks upon the 
chapter from article 18 to 28. 
Since we have created the impression that some of these articles are likely to be 
discussed once again, we will possibly have the opportunity during the replication to 
state our opinion and figure out the spirit of change that seems to exist. We are not 
trying to same that the atmosphere with Mrs. Merkouri was not a good one, but we 
are having the impression that there could be significant changes.  Needless to say 
that these remarks may include some modifications made by Mrs. Minister. 
In article 18, paragraph 1, it is stated that everyone, undoubtedly with some 
restrictions that are being described within the article, can reproduce the work of 
somebody without the permission or remuneration of the author. So that someone 
can avoid the abuse of this provision, we would mention that it should be explicitly 
reported that the reproduction is prohibited when it is for collective or speculative use. 
The paragraph 3 provides that technical means are being used for the work’s free 
reproduction. A 5% remuneration is also being provided. As we apprehend that apart 
from some big enterprises, an ordinary citizen cannot use such means, it is obvious 
that if this paragraph is being interpreted in such a way, then the paragraph 1, which 
states that it should not be carried out for private use, will be violated. 
At all events, as far as the remuneration that is being received we suppose that 
someone could turn the percentages to 60, 30 and 10, but the most important for us 
point in this article-and we have already set a relative amendment- is that we believe 
that the subject in question-regarding the partition and distribution-cannot be 
regulated by Presidential Decrees nor by Mrs. Minister’s or each Minister’s 
discretionary power upon the partition of these amounts and the local managing 
bodies should take the whole responsibility of such a step. 
This is exactly the objective of our amendment and if such a suggestion gets the 
approval we would, also, state that the two last proposals of the paragraph 3, article 
18, should be deleted or even abolished. 3 του άρθρου 18. 
The other articles Mr. Chairman seem to be short, they are whereas of a certain 
importance since they are steeped in the authors’ rights exploitation spirit. 
Article 19 legislates for instance use of works’ extracts without the author’s 
permission. In order to moderate the author’s rights restriction we should add the 
following phrase: “as long as the cited extracts are short segments of an author's 
total work". 
Article 20 permits to everyone to use any work of work without the author’s 
permission for the reproduction of schoolbooks and anthologies. 
We believe that we should add in this point that this would be the situation only in the 
cases where the above mentioned books will be distributed for free or against 
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payment because in such a way someone can understand how these books can be 
used. 
Almost similar is also article 21 which refers to the reproduction for teaching 
purposes. Since the Government tendency is to privatize everything and one day 
even the Organization of Schoolbooks Publication may be found under the 
privatization spectrum. You can, therefore, understand where  
such a situation can lead if we include the article in question as it is in present 
formulated. 
We believe that only those schoolbooks that are distributed for free must be granted 
this possibility. 
Let us continue with article 25 now. In this article the reproduction and distribution 
into the public of works without the author’s permission or remuneration for the mass 
media description of current affaires etc. There is no discrimination in this point. Mass 
media. Which ones do we mean? The public or the private ones? The public ones 
can lead as well to a similar author’s rights abuse. 
We have also set a relative amendment in article 28. I will not analyze it right now for 
I agree with what was stated by Mrs. Merkouri and Mr. Sevastakis. We believe that 
the words “as well as the reproduction of short work’s copies that are on sale in 
museums or exhibitions” must be deleted and the words “and is of a non-profit 
making character” must added at the of the second paragraph. 
As far as article 29 is concerned we have the impression that some improvements 
put forward by the Opposition can be discussed while the article regarding the 
improvements will be elaborated in our replication. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Papageorgopoulos the 
New Democracy’s Parliamentary Delegate, has the floor. 
LEFTERIS PAPAGEORGOPOULOS: The basic objection –the Opposition agrees 
on that and it was better pointed out by the last speaker,- refers to the restriction that 
is being introduced due to the right’s social character by the intended bill. And the 
question that arises is reasonable; a question whether the social rights or the 
subjects related to the Education, the training and the Civilisation protecting absence 
is at least connected to their declared Philosophy. It is a question that arises naturally 
and I do not know the way you justify the objections that you set out in a rather 
unanimous way. 
Let us continue with the sections. The fourth chapter includes articles 18 to 28. The 
greater authors’ intellectual property protecting is being carried out and should be 
accompanied by the establishment of some right’s restrictions, imposed by its social 
duty while dominant in the specific case.  Such restrictions are being established into 
a great extent within the limits permitted by the International Bern Convention. We 
have for instance the extracts’ citation for critique purposes, the extracts’ citation for 
the schoolbooks, the anthologies, for teaching purposes, for the libraries and records 
needs. Articles 19 to 28 are referring to these specific subjects in an explicit way. 
The private use and especially the reproduction possibility for private use constitutes 
today one of the greater problems related to the intellectual property as it leads to the 
right’s unquestionable undermining and depriving.  Following the example of the 
other countries, such as Germany, France, Spain and in conformity with the relevant 
EEC directive, the obligation of the producers and importers of machines or materials 
that are being used for the private reproduction to pay a percentage of their 
remuneration that will be distributed among the authors as a remuneration is being 
established; a remuneration with percentages that are stated in the related article 
aiming at their remuneration for their works’ sales reduction which is due to the 
private reproduction carried out through the above mentioned machines and 
materials. 
The resolution that is being introduced may not completely satisfy the different 
remuneration claims it is, however, Feasible. It is the only realistic, the only that can 
be done. What would be the meaning of exorcisms or the festive prohibitions that 
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would be proved into practice one more imperfect law which would not protect 
anything nor would secure anyone?  
As far as the fifth chapter regarding articles 29 to 31 is concerned, there is a 
significant innovation in the protecting duration. While up to today the author's work 
protecting duration was 50 years after the author's death, now this duration will be 70 
years. Such a prolongation aiming at the author’s and his inheritors’ longer protecting 
is important and exploits in a better way his right thanks to the greater duration 
granted to his inheritors’ or successors’ right to rejoice the eventual revenues 
resulting from this right. 
Such a regulation is also in accordance with the law rules in force in Europe and 
mainly in Germany, France, Spain, as well as with the EEC ones. 
I did not understand the Opposition’s objections regarding article 18 which is not 
unconstitutional –the Parliamentary Scientific Board Report does not make any 
relevant comment- and if you have a look at the Constitution’s articles 16, 25 and the 
following you will conclude that it is in absolute conformity with the constitutional 
framework. 
At the same time, article 18 introduces some realistic and feasible resolutions. 
As far as article 28 is concerned, here as well I do not share the objections and 
complaints. The third paragraph of article 28 which introduces a basic condition for 
the licensing, the non hindrance of a work's normal exploitation and the non prejudice 
of the author's lawful interests constitutes the response to your objections and 
complaints.  There is an absolutely effectual author’s protecting through the above 
mentioned formulation which actually passes the burden of proof onto the other side 
and in favour of the author and offers the possibility to exercise the protective 
measures as well as the administrative, civil and criminal penalties that are being 
described in the following article. I cannot imagine a better resolution. The author of 
this bill specializes in the sector and was fully justified in her actions; I therefore vote 
for these two sections and I, also, suggest that the colleagues should vote for them 
as well. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mrs. Minister there is no 
other registered member. Would you like to continue? 
ANNA BENAKI-PASROUDA (Minister of Justice): I believe Mr. Chairman that we 
have reached the agreement to decide upon such a subject during the next session 
so that Mrs. Minister of Culture will be familiarized with the situation. I, therefore, 
believe that there is no need of a special response today. There will be an overall 
response during the next session. 
STAVROS BENOS: It will be better then. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Fine. 
Who would like to speak for a second time? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I would like, Mr. Chairman. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Sevastakis has the 
floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I was rather impressed –in a negative way- by the position 
of the honourable New Democracy's Parliamentary Delegate who referred to a 
philosophy that we have and which governs us; a philosophy whose objective is not 
the operation in favour of the social and education purposes. 
No dear colleagues, you are making a tragic mistake, unless you did not pay 
attention to our words. We maintain that the author’s rights restriction sector is very 
sensitive. When we are talking about restrictions inflicted on the art work's author we 
must be rather cautious. The provisions about which we are talking introduce 
restrictions which are directly prejudicial to the right that was firstly attributed to the 
author or create such a vagueness that the author can get drown in the open sea of 
such a vagueness; this is the reason why had all these objections, so that if the bill is 
approved there will be preciseness into such an extent that the author’s or artist’s 
rights’ claim will be facilitated.  
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This is why we approved article 22 regarding the libraries and records reproduction. 
We have also approved the film work reproduction described in article 23. 
We have approved as well article 20 paragraph I. On the contrary we disagree and 
we have already stated our disagreement with the paragraph Z of article 20. Listen 
dear colleagues. The most writers’ works reproduction - works which are lawfully 
published - is being permitted after the author’s death without his assignees’ 
permission and remuneration. What does this mean? Are we implementing a direct 
and impudent author’s assignees rights curtailment after the author’s death? How will 
we accept this aspect, this restriction?  Can we possibly accept it? What about you? 
Are you in favour of the absolute liberty of contracts, transactions and laws? 
And I asking you, can you justify this provision? This is the only think I will ask you. 
Afterwards I would like you to reply to this question and I suppose you will not do so, 
as far as article 25 is concerned think about this provision which permits the 
reproduction without the author’s permission or remuneration to the extent that is 
being justified by the pursued goal… And I invite you Mr. Chairman to put into 
practice this provision “to the extent that is being justified by the intended purpose”. 
The reproduction and diffusion to the public of works that are being screened or 
heard, therefore, are being permitted without the author’s remuneration for the mass 
media description of current affaires. 
And what does this mean? We are founding an arbitrary right of the Television Series 
Producers or I do not know what else, Films Producers upon which they do not have 
to ask for permission or pay. Can we accept such a regulation dear colleagues? 
Thank you for the attention. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos, the 
Parliamentary Delegate of PASOK has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: One moment please Mr. Chairman 
I would like to ask that we work out the procedural subject I have put forward.  That is 
to say that we should find a resolution during the today’s session –for it is a matter of 
a great importance- we should decide upon not including today's session in the first 
agreement we had reached so as to have 3 whole days from this point in our 
disposal. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos you know that 
the Parliament has already reached an agreement which can be modified through a 
new Parliamentary decision. I cannot undertake such a responsibility in this point. It 
will be taken into consideration. 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of Culture): Mr. Chairman, I ask for you 
permission to speak. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mrs. Minister has the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of  Culture): Dear colleagues, I have paid a 
great attention to your remarks.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mrs. Minister, I am sorry 
but here we are having a procedural issue. 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of Culture): Yes indeed, I will state my 
opinion upon this subject Mr. Chairman. 
I heard your remarks and I believe that they could be summarized into two subjects… 
STAVROS BENOS: But I have not finished yet. 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of Culture): I believe, therefore dear 
colleague, that we are having the possibility to get to the core of the subject in 
question, to have a response today and then continue with our further discussion. 
Because if we consider it as a simple subject of discussion and continue in a three-
days period there will be meaningless. We do not have great differences or problems 
in this section. We can therefore obtain a response so as to end up this section and 
continue afterwards with the others with which I will be better familiarized. I however 
believe Mr. Chairman that we can proceed with this section. 
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SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): After this Mrs. Minister’s 
proposal, Mrs. Minister would you like to state you opinion upon the sections that we 
are discussing? Upon articles 18 to 2b and 29 to 31? 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of  Culture): I will wait till Mr. Benos, who 
asked the permission to speak, finishes with his speech and I will reply... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos asked the 
permission to state his opinion upon a subject that depends on… 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Will there be any replications? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): There will be replications 
after Mrs. Minister’s speech. 
Mrs. Minister has the floor. 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of Culture): Dear colleagues, the proposal 
that I will put forward is the following: If there are no objections, I suggest that we 
obtain a response and if we reach an agreement we can hold a voting.  If we reach 
an agreement and I believe that we will. Henceforth, we should not hold up the bill 
with no reason. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, we are talking about an obvious reversal of the 
agreement we had reached. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): I ask for your 
comprehension. We have reached an agreement upon not holding a voting upon the 
section in question.  
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of Culture): I have no objections, I am just 
saying that while hearing and evaluating our colleagues’ remarks and after we had 
reached an agreement with Mrs. Benaki upon which we could state some satisfactory 
opinions, I believe that there will be no objections from your part. In the case you 
wish that only the voting is adjourned till the next session, we have no objections.  
You should, however dear colleagues, wait till you hear the answers. They may 
thoroughly satisfy your claims. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos has the floor. 
STAVROS BENOS: I will have to state once again the arguments of our proposal 
upon holding the discussion that was approved by the Body. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): You do not have to repeat 
the arguments, Mr. Benos, the agreement is still valid. Since you insist on your 
opinion, this is the opinion of Mrs. Minister as well. Nor does Mrs. Ask for a reversal. 
If you wish that the voting is conducted during a next voting, then it will be carried out 
during the next session. 
STAVROS BENOS: This is not what we only want Mr. Chairman. We did not raise 
the question of a simple procedure. Our claim has a political background. And which 
is the new background? That a new Minister arrived today. Is she so competent and 
has she such an ability to assume this sort of situations that she could state her 
opinion right now upon a so complex bill? We are not concerned about Mrs. Benaki’s 
substantial response. We are concerned about Mrs. Bakogiannis’s opinion that will 
be in conformity with the parliamentary order and given the fact that she will not be 
able to give us an answer we have decided to make it easier for her. We are asking 
for your opinion Mrs. Bakogiannis for if Mrs. Merkouri states her opinion it will be 
considered that the discussion will be substantially concluded and that we will come 
only for a typical voting. We want you to receive all the remarks that we have stated 
to you and we have put forward a very serious subject. The harmonization with the 
directive. Can you implement and formulate right now this harmonization? 
Our proposal, however, Mr. Chairman, was not a technical one, it had the 
background that I have already mentioned. 
While concluding my speech, I believe that we should end in this point the discussion 
so that Mrs. Bakogiannis can examine the proposals and tell us which ones she 
approves and which she does not approve; afterwards the parliamentary procedure 
and the voting will continue and we will normally pass on the following chapters. I 
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have however asked not to deprive us of the dialogue upon such a serious bill for “we 
have facilitated the procedure, the situation for the Parliament and the new Minister 
since we apprehend her difficult position”. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Kosionis has the floor 
upon the matter of procedure. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: As I have already said in my first speech, Mr. Chairman, 
there have been many procedures and the interest’s extent for the bill starts to 
change. We had a specific proposal, and we have approved it. What do we mean 
when we are saying that we will not hold a voting? That Mrs. Minister will hear the 
remarks so that the next time we will hold a voting and that she will state her opinion. 
I also do not believe, Mr. Chairman that we are sterilizing the situation to the extent 
that it may appear. We have left some matters open in order to hear Mrs. Minister’s 
opinion. We have never aimed to inflame the situation. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Papageorgopoulos 
has the floor. 
LEFTERIS PAPAGEORGOPOULOS: Mr. Chairman, we have reached an 
agreement which I do not know why it should be valid for us and not for the 
Opposition who tries to skirt it. I heard a strange proposal that today’s session should 
be considered as a bogus session- and that should not be counted which means that 
we will have 3 more days, am I right? What are all these things about? We should 
keep the agreement that we have reached and I beg you not to hear any proposals 
that offend us and in any case are far beyond the parliamentary and moral order.  
What do you mean by new and former Minister? The Government is one, it is being 
represented uniformly and has a word and an opinion to state. All the rest do not 
concern you. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mrs. Minister, you have 
the right to state your substantial opinion. 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of Culture): I will not state my substantial 
opinion, we will keep the agreement as you do not want to hear our opinions so that 
there will be at least some possibility that we agree upon that, in order to make a 
start. At all events I will, however, state my opinion during the next session and we 
will hold a voting.  
Dear colleague, we had decided from the beginning that the bill in question would 
last for 3 days. I believe that we can approved it in three-days time and even if one 
session lasts a little longer we will be able to approve it in three-days time and I 
would also like, Mr. Chairman to insist on the fact that we will keep our first 
agreement which was obtained here in the Parliament. 
STAVROS BENOS: That is to say 2 more days? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Dear colleagues, firstly 
there is an open subject. 
We have decided from the beginning that the discussion upon this section will be 
concluded today without however holding a voting. Given this decision I would 
therefore beg that we conclude the discussion upon this section with some 
reservation regarding Mrs. Minister’s opinion and that we do not hold a voting as I 
was decided from the very beginning.  
We are in the replications’ phase. Is there anybody else who would like to speak?  
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, I ask for your permission to speak. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos has the floor 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, if you wish to stand on formalities I will not 
contradict what you are saying, but what results form our agreement is that Mrs. 
states her opinion after she has elaborated the remarks. Will you deprive us from the 
replication right? Why should you do that? We cannot understand such a step. Why 
is that? You find it right? We should not have as well the possibility to comment upon 
the opinions after they have been examined by Mrs. Minister and apart from the 
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Regulation and the convention –I will not object you on that-? You Mrs. Minister, you 
accept such a step? You consider it right? 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: The night is a good advisor Mrs. Minister, we give you the 
possibility to examine our proposals. 
STAVROS BENOS: We are trying with all means to facilitate your task and I do not 
understand why you do not agree on that. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): You are not facilitating our 
task. You are making it easier for yourselves. 
STAVROS BENOS: I will tell you something more for I did not understand what was 
your suggestion. 
If you are about to deprive us of the third day we can continue normally with the 
discussion, you can give us answers and we can put forward the replications 
normally. You cannot deprive us of an entire day. 
Mr. Chairman, it is about the most important bill in the cultural world. We had reached 
an agreement. Today, in an effort to save time we accepted to discuss some 
subjects, but this does not mean that you can deprive us of an entire Parliamentary 
day. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Benos you have heard 
the statement. I do not want to deprive you of anything. 
There is a unanimous Parliamentary upon the bill’s discussion duration, all that you 
have stated will be taken into consideration by the body.. Since there is a unanimous 
decision for 3 days we cannot change the agreement. “Otherwise I cannot set such a 
proposal for voting”. 
I have told you that is very reasonable. This subject will remain open. It is one 
proposal of yours, a right one, it will be taken into consideration by the Chairman and 
the Body. And the Body will modify or not its decision. 
Mr. Kosionis has the floor. 
PANAGIOTIS KOSIONIS: Mr. Chairman, we agree upon not modifying the Plenary 
session’s decision, but what we are discussing about and was asked for by Mr. 
Benos is absolutely reasonable. 
We should have the replication right when Mrs. Minister states her opinion. It will not 
be time-consuming. 
STAVROS BENOS: Mr. Chairman, it is a matter of half an hour. 
THEODORA BAKOGIANNIS (Minister of Culture): All right, we agree. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): I have no objections, when 
Mrs. Minister states her opinion the Parliamentary Delegates will be granted a 10-
minutes replication. I would however beg the introducers and the rest colleagues who 
wish to have a replication, to talk during the today’s session. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, we will state our replication and then we hear 
Mrs. Minister? 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Niotis, the Regulation 
does not report that the Minister must talk so that you can state your replication. 
Mr. Giannelis has the floor. 
IOANNIS GIANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: Mr. Chairman I would like to make some 
comments and remarks upon what was heard regarding the first articles’ section and 
especially upon what was stated by dear Mr. Sevastakis. 
Mr. Sevastakis, I am really pleased to watch you today advance into liberal 
replication. And I stating such a thing in full consciousness for today –and I will 
explain that to you- I perceived a furore against the authors’ intellectual property 
rights restriction. I have seen you defending the authors’ individual rights while your 
Party’s position is in favour of the community. Today the New Democracy Party 
appears to defend the community. 
You have, therefore, expressed some questions, why there are for instance 
restrictions against the authors’ individual rights. Nevertheless is reasonable and our 
dear colleague Mr. Floros came to me and asked me the following "how is it possible 
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Mr. Giannelis, we were hearing the music in the train with destination from Athens to 
Thessaloniki, the modern ones and now this music has stopped". 
We all have the same question about music, where it will be stopped if it has not yet 
stopped playing in the airplanes. 
When a right is being protected –and you already know it better and sorry for my 
voice’s tone, for I respect you and your mind's broadness, Mr. Sevastakis, you may 
have this position because you are also an author – this right cannot be unrestrained. 
There are social restrictions for every right. It is the case for all the countries such as 
Spain, Germany, Italy and all the European countries, there are rights’ social 
restrictions. 
You are therefore wondering why there are these restrictions in article 18. It is 
however incontestable the fact that the community’s right is more intense than the 
individual one. This is a general principle which should be embosomed by other 
parties as well and not only by our side. All the same we are defending today the 
social benefit as well as the community. Because those restrictions imposed to every 
article and which are in conformity with the EEC Directives as well as with the 
situation in Europe are set for the community’s benefit. 
And it is reasonable when we are talking about schoolbooks, when some author’s 
extract will be integrated into a schoolbook or an anthology... 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: Nobody said such a thing. You are misapprehending in a 
conscientious and deliberate way. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): I would ask you not to 
interrupt the discussion Mr. Sevastakis. 
IOANNIS PANNELIS-THEODOSIADIS: You continue by asking regarding article 5 
who will designate the pursued goal. The goal cannot be designated here by the 
Law. The law sets such generalities. The judge will designate it in case of necessity. 
Whether you like it or not, this is the case. There are no clauses in the specific law. 
The lawmaker cannot set all the conditions. Thereinafter, there is a judge who will 
deem in a liberal way. 
You further mention –I think that our colleague Mr. Niotis stated it as well- that “since 
the reproduction is not carried out by habit or profession. It is a rather unproved term 
applied by the Criminal Law. We cannot integrate this term in these articles. 
As far as the rest articles are concerned and more specifically regarding article 26 I 
would like to ask who will designate the meaning of the public place. The lawmaker 
cannot however designate today the meaning of the public place. This is already 
defined. And in the case where there is no definition the judge will be once more the 
one to designate it.  We will not “strangle” the judge, we will not put his head in the 
noose, we will allow him a liberty to designate the public place. The definitions cannot 
be integrated into the Law. This can be the case in the Criminal Law and constitutes 
a firm principle of our Legislation. 
I would like to state it Mr. Sevastakis without any personal hints, for real. For the 
reason that I have remarked your attempt to reduce the restrictions in question, to 
limit the individual rights’ legal requisition. 
We believe that the individual rights must be subject to the community’s right. 
This is the bill’s philosophy and principle on the basis of which we will proceed. I 
believe you must embosom it. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Is there any other 
colleague who would like to put forward a replication? 
There you are Mr. Niotis you have the floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: He raised the question of philosophy, of ideological 
framework... 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): It was simply a sort of 
naval battle in the Northern Aegean Sea, Mr. Sevastakis. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I do not recognize to our colleague the ability to express 
and interpret my points of view. 
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SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): I ask for your 
comprehension. If you ask for the permission to speak I can give it to you, but you 
should not talk in such a way. 
Mr. Niotis has the floor. 
GRIGORIS NIOTIS: Mr. Chairman, I would not ask a replication, the colleague Mr. 
Giannelis, however, replied by using a remark of mine and I am obliged to respond to 
that. 
Mr. Giannelis I have paid attention to your remarks. Which is the public benefit that is 
being protected by the provisions that you are defending? Regarding the anthologies 
where it is stated “without the author’s permission and remuneration” what is being 
protected by the provision? For the reason that an individual who wishes to “make his 
pile”, to say it roughly for this is the sort of relations we are talking about, you are 
talking about the public benefit and we implicate the public benefit which goes for 
instance for teaching –who commercializes the speech and the art and who can take 
the work of Palamas or Seferis and I do not know whose else and add 5 verses of 
him and consider it an anthology.  
And you are suggesting that this is the reason why it is not worth while correcting you 
and telling you “Be careful, this bill leads to risky paths”. 
We are talking about art, culture, authors, artists, interpreters and performers but 
behind all these there is a billion gold mine industries. And we will refer to article 32 
regarding the audiovisual means sector, later.  
Mr. Giannelis, you should not pretend, at least not in such a general way, that the 
right is being here worn down etc. and that is about a public benefit, given the 
sensibility and the insight you have demonstrated. And I also draw Mrs. Minister’s 
attention to that even in the case of teaching. I am also referring to the retiring 
Minister who I respect for her morals, the broadness of her points of view and her 
effort that she made regarding different subjects, since we generally disagree on the 
bill.  It is a principle but a bad one. And we have raised the percentage remuneration 
question a remuneration you do not put in place. Because you are reversing the EEC 
Law and the harmonization effort that they try to implement by leaving uncontrollable 
the non-profit organizations. All right, there was the Greek Intellectual Property 
Organization (A.E.P.I), there should no exist. You had to set the order, see what the 
attitude of the rest Europe was. 
I bring up again the restrictions’ subject. You will not, therefore, find a general excuse 
about the decline of this history in favour of the public benefit. Which is the public 
benefit represented in article 28 and stated by Mrs. Merkouri: regarding the private 
collections? That somebody can make slides and miniatures? Any procedure aiming 
to the emission of bulletins to which a quantity bill will be made up and which cost 
10.000 each one is even prohibited abroad. We should, therefore, be very cautious. 
The supplementary position I have developed after what Mrs. Merkouri and Mr. 
Benos said is that the author should not be hurt by restrictions and be the only one 
who is not qualified for a remuneration. Even in the case of teaching! Why should the 
compositor be remunerated? In this point we cannot find any justification for the 
public benefit. Only those involved to this network will be paid; it offers millions into 
the General Government and we tell the author or his inherit that he is not entitled to 
such a remuneration? This happens nowhere. The author’s permission may not be 
required for this right’s restriction, when there is a reproduction necessity for 
teaching, but the equitable remuneration why should not be required? Why should be 
the author the one that will not be paid? 
I believe that you should examine these subjects very carefully.  
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Mr. Sevastakis has the 
floor. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: I owe a brief reply to my dear colleague Mr. Giannelis who 
happens to be in the Eastern Aegean Sea rampart. And this relation with the Aegean 
subject makes me be rather cautious in my response. 
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SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): This is why I raised the 
point of a Northern Aegean Sea naval battle. 
ALEXIOS SEVASTAKIS: This is how the situation is “I perceived the colleague’s 
anguish. He wants to convert people to his Philosophy when those orthodox 
partisans of your philosophy abandon everyday the “ship” and the centrifugal powers 
are strengthened. What I will therefore replace? I am less powerful than human 
beings. This is not the case. You have paraphrased my words or my claims not in a 
lawful or a competent way. And I would like to stress this out especially because you 
are the one I am talking about. 
Mr. Chairman, we have the author’s and the artist’s absolute right upon his work, a 
right related to the intellectual property or a moral one. And we have the introduction 
of restrictions for the community’s benefit. It is a very important principle for we 
absolutely oppose to the absolute interest, whatever this is, political or legislative, 
executive or real. We are unconditional on this. 
Today is the political Einstein era as our colleague Mr. Androulakis stated in his last 
book. We, however, approve, Mr. Chairman the provision of article 19 where the 
extracts’ citation of the work of a person who criticizes or stirs up a dialogue through 
a work, is being permitted without the author’s permission or remuneration. We agree 
because in this way the ideas will work smoothly, easily and commodiously within the 
confliction and the transparency. We have no objections. This means that in this 
point we sacrifice the author’s unobstructed right. 
Let us continue with article 20. In the paragraph 1 we permit the formulation that is 
made for the schoolbooks. We have no reservations. We, however have reservations 
related to the anthologies where there are greater loopholes for the work's 
exploitation. Such a step means that the work of Giannis Ritsos can become a part of 
an anthology without his works’ right holder’s permission or remuneration. This may 
be as well the case with the work of Seferis and all the ones who have rights after 
their death. We thereupon allow some foreign businessmen to take advantage of the 
author’s work- This is the reason why we are having objections. We do not oppose to 
the anthology, the work’s diffusion, the easier access of the public to the artistic work. 
We oppose to this “prey”, an “intellectual property prey” that will fall in the hands of 
those who have the means, without the author’s permission or remuneration. We 
oppose to: article 21 not in a theoretic and vague way. 
We have stated that we are having some serious reservations for it is about 
reproduction. We should not say that a work’s extract will be used for there will be in 
the fact the work’s reproduction. Reproduction means business, trade, money, profit 
and risk; this is why we had these reservations. 
We agree upon the right’s social purpose presented in article 23, upon the libraries 
and records reproduction so that the public’s familiarization with the work will be 
facilitated. 
We also agree upon the film work reproduction described in article 33 the way it is 
formulated, not vaguely. 
We do not, however, agree upon article 35. The reproduction and diffusion into the 
public of works that are being screened or heard are being permitted for the mass 
media description of current affaires, without the author’s permission and 
remuneration. And what does this mean? We are creating a privilege, a tax in favour 
of the producers who supply the television stations of today or tomorrow with 
television works. Is this right? Is it a viewpoint aiming at the community’s benefit or 
the one of producers or those who take advantage of the author's work without his 
permission or remuneration? We should at least not mention the remuneration. The 
permission subject should be valid, to recognize that someone must give the 
permission. 
Using this notion I am trying to dissociate myself. For God sake, do not try to corrupt 
me with ideas which are collapsing nowadays. And you are watching the “wreckage” 
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of such a situation which is being scattered everyday and you do not know what 
comes next. 
SPEAKER OF THE PARLIAMENT (Nikolaos Katsaros): Dear colleagues, there is 
no other speaker left. In this point we will interrupt the discussion upon the sections 
of articles 18 to 28 and 29-31. We are only waiting for Mrs. Minister's opinion and the 
parliamentary delegates' 10-minutes time replies. 
I have the honour to announce to the Body that the Standing Committee on National 
Defence and Foreign Affairs deposits its report regarding the Ministry’s of Foreign 
Affairs bill entitled "Consular Convention Ratification" between the Hellenic Republic 
and the Republic of Albania”. 
Dear colleagues, as you already know, we have decided not to hold a session 
tomorrow. 
Do you agree upon concluding the session at this point? 
SEVERAL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: Yes, yes. 
After the Body’s consent and at 20.55’ “we conclude the session till next Friday 11th 
of December 1992, at 10.00" upon the Body’s project related to the parliamentary 
audit in accordance with the agenda that was distributed. 
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