Greece

Law 927/1979 (mod. 1419/1984 et 2910/2001) “on punishing acts or activities

aiming at racial discrimination” criminalizes:

Section 1.1

a) to wilfully and publicly, either orally or by the press or by written texts or through
pictures or any other means, incite to acts or activities which may result in
discrimination, hatred or violence against individuals or groups of individuals on the
sole grounds of the latter’s racial or national origin or [by virtue of article 24 of Law
1419/1984] religion;

(...)

b) to express publicly, either orally or by the press or by written texts or through
pictures or any other means offensive ideas against any individual or group of
individuals on the grounds of the latter’s racial or national origin or religion.

Section 1.2 Constitution or
membership of an organisation whose aim is to organise propaganda or activities of
any nature involving racial discrimination.
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Section 2 Covers the expression in speech, via the press, in writings, by pictures or by
any other means of any ideas offensive to an individual or a group of individuals by
virtue of their racial or ethnic origin or their religious affiliations.

Regulation n° 1 of the National Radio and Television Council (CNR) on journalistic

ethics for radio and television (Code of Journalistic Ethics for Radio and Television) of 20
June

1991 (Official Gazette 421/B/21.6.91), Article 5 states:

"It is not permissible to depict persons in a way liable, in practice, to encourage the
degradation, social isolation or unfavourable discrimination against a section of the

public for reasons relating, in particular, to sex, race, nationality, language, religion,
ideology, age, sickness or infirmity, genetic orientation or occupation”.
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Greece

A number of persons have been successfully prosédatthe last couple of years for
antisemitic or anti-Roma publications under, inddin, Law 927/1979 which prohibits
incitement to racial hatred. On 19 September 2@08, Court of Appeals of Athens
sentenced the publisher of the newspaggeftherosKosmo$ and one of its former
columnists to a five-month suspended sentence utiderlaw for an article in the
newspaper's 12 March 2006 issue which containetsanttic statements. The same
persons were also convicted, with a third defend@anan article published in the same
paper on 18 June 2006 with language inciting haagainst Roma. On 13 December
2007, a person well known for his extreme rightgvspinions was also sentenced, by
the Athens Court of Appeal under Law 927/1979 daqatently antisemitic book to a 14
month suspended sentence and 3 years probationddfeadant was acquitted on 27
March 2009. At the time of writing, reports indiedtthat civil society actors would seek

all possible remedies against the acquittal.
[ECRI, Fourth report on Greece, adopted on 2 AgfD9, CRI(2009)31, § 16]

Un certain nombre de personnes ont été condamrEeglernieres années pour la
publication d’articles antisémites ou hostiles &oms, en application notamment de la
loi 927/1979 qui interdit I'incitation a la hainaaiale (et aussi, notamment, la violence a
motivation raciste). Le 19 septembre 2008, la Cowappel d’Athénes a condamné
I'éditeur du journal €leftherosKkosmos» et I'un de ses anciens éditorialistes a uneepein
de cing mois de prison avec sursis pour des praptisémites contenus dans un article
paru le 12 mars 2006. Les mémes personnes onnégati€té condamnées, ainsi qu’une
tierce partie pour un article paru le 18 juin 2@@6t le libellé incitait a la haine envers
les Roms. Le 13 décembre 2007, M. K. Plevris aekgaht été condamné par la Cour
d’appel d’Athénes a une peine principale de 14 raesortie d’un sursis probatoire de 3
ans en application de la loi 927/1979 pour avobliguun livre manifestement antisémite.
Le défendeur a été acquitté le 27 mars 2009. Leds dédaction du présent rapport, des
informations indiquaient que des acteurs de laé&eéativile intenteraient tout recours

possible contre cet acquittement.
[ECRI, Quatrieme rapport sur la Gréce adopté lev2ill2009, CRI(2009)31, § 16]
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Greece / Plevris' trial

Inventory No. CASE 163 1
Deciding body Athens Court of Appeal

Date Decision date: 13.12.07

Deciding Body National court / tribunal

G_rou.nd_s Of. Discrimination on ground of racial or ethnic origin
discrimination

F(_)rm_ Of_ . Instruction to discriminate / incitement to discim@tion
Discrimination

Greece, Racial hatred, legal finding, court decisinti-Semitism, Promotion of racial
discrimination and hatred

Key facts of the case: Lawyer C. P. was handedmddth suspended sentence for
inciting racial hatred through his book 'Jews: Ttiole Truth," which denies that
Holocaust took place. Main reasoning/argumentafidw court found that the accused
'incited deeds and actions that could provoke iisoation, hatred and violence against
persons and groups of persons, solely becauseiof#tial and ethnic origins, and
expressed offensive ideas against a group of petsecause of their racial and ethnic
origin. 'Key issues (concepts, interpretationsjifiéal by the case: The court found that
the accused 'incited deeds and actions that coaltbge discrimination, hatred and
violence against persons and groups of persorelydmcause of their racial and ethnic
origins, and expressed offensive ideas againstapgof persons because of their racial
and ethnic origin. 'Results (sanctions) and keysequences or implications of the case:
The Athens Court of Appeal condemned the accusadl#month suspended sentence.

Keywords

Abstract

[FRA Database]
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Article: CCPR-OP-2 / CCPR-20-2 / CCPR-26

Subject : prohibition of advocacy of national, racial or gitius hatred that constitutes incitement to
discrimination, hostility or violence / equal prot®n of the law / equal before the law

Keywords: incitement to discrimination / discrimination / eatequal before the law

Communication :  1570/2007

Parties: Maria Vassilari et al. v. Greece

Reference: views of 19 March 2009

Facts:

1.1 The authors of the communication are Ms. Mdgasilari, born in 1961, Ms. Eleftheria Georgopavlborn
in 1964, Mr. Panayote Dimitras, born in 1953, ansl Mafiska Papanikolatos, born in 1955, all Greékems.
They claim to be victims of violations of articl®,2paragraph 2, taken together with article 2, gragahs 1 and
3(a); article 26; article 14, paragraph 1; ancchti 8, paragraph 1, read alone and in conjunetitmarticle 2,
paragraphs 1 and 3(a), by Greece. The authorgpresented by counsel, Mr. Panayote Dimitras fiwen t
Greek Helsinki Monitor.

1.2 On 24 September 2007, the Committee, actirgugir its Special Rapporteur on New Communications a
Interim Measures, decided to examine the admigsilof the communication together with the merits.

AUTHOR'S SUBMISSIONS:

2.1 On 17 November 2001, a letter to the RectorthedRector's Council of the University of Patrasitked,
"Objection against the Gypsies: Residents gathgiggthture for their removal”, was published in tiesvspaper
"Peloponnisos”. The letter was sent by the reptaesigas of local associations of four districtdRaftras, and
contained 1200 signatures of non-Roma residentsliwéad in the vicinity of a Roma settlement situhte the
area of Riganokampos. The settlement was builand bwned by the Rector and the Rector's Countiieof
University of Patras. The signatories of the lettelfectively accused the Roma of specific criniesluding
physical assault, battery, and an arson attackaam,aand demanded that they be "evicted" froms#dtgement
and failing eviction threatened with "militant ami'.

2.2 On 29 March 2002, the first and second authvang, reside in the settlement, filed a criminal @damt
against the local associations under the Anti-Radiaw, and joined the criminal proceedings to hgated by
the Public Prosecutor as civil claimants. Theyrokd violation of article 2 of the Anti-Racism La@&d1979,
because of the public expression of offensive idegsnst the residents of the settlement on acaufutheir
racial origin. They also claimed a violation ofiele 1 of the same law, by the incitement, by meafrsublic
written expression, of discrimination, hatred avlghce against the residents of the settlementoouet of
their racial origin.

2.3 A preliminary judicial investigation was openadd those who had written the letter were char@ed17
March 2003, the signatories of the letter and thiees and editor of the newspaper were indictedHerpublic
expression of offensive ideas, in violation of @gi2 of the Anti-Racism Law but the charge undécle 1 of
that law was dropped. On 25 June 2003, the tr@ fdace at the Misdemeanors Court of Patras (e
Court). The criminal offences of which the Roma counity had been accused of by the signatorieseofettter
were found to be unsubstantiated by the competdittepauthority. According to the authors, thistfaas
ignored by the Patras Court.

2.4 During the proceedings, the presiding judgegaitily made comments which compromised her imfigytia
and indicated a prejudicial attitude against thenRoln reply to a comment made by defence couha¢éRoma
commit many crimes, the authors allege that shedtit is true" and that there were, "many cassslng
against Roma in the court of Patras”. When thé diushor indicated that the letter had offended tier judge
responded "you have to admit, you Roma do stealgino

2.5 During the trial, the third and fourth authamsre examined as witnesses. In the context of ¢getkia oath,
they had to declare that they were not OrthodoxdBans but atheists, and that they could not thkeChristian
oath under article 218 of the Code of Criminal lechae (CCP), which reads "l swear to God that I &l in
full conscience the whole truth and only the trutithout adding or hiding anything". Instead, thagide use of
article 220 (2) of the CCP, which provides thai)'if.the investigating judge or the court are dooed after a
related statement that the witness does not belieary religion, the oath taken would be the failog: |
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declare on my honour and conscience that | willtked whole truth and only the truth, without adglior hiding
anything". According to the authors, to make tlifsraation under article 220 (2) of the CCP, thdngiss must
declare his/her religion or non-belief in any radig However in the present case, it was mistakesdprded in
the minutes of the trial that the witnesses hadneke Christian oath rather than the civil oath.

2.6 On 25 June 2003, the defendants were acquaittédhe court concluded that there was no violatfcarticle
2 of the Anti-Racism Law, on the basis that "doubtmained regarding the intention [emphasis added] to
offend the complainants by using expressions refeto in the indictment." The Court found that ilmugned
letter merely intended to draw the authoritie€rtion to the plight of the Roma in general. Thei€did not
examine whether such remarks were indeed offemsidedid not provide any reasoning as to why the
defendants could not be said to have intendedfémdfthe complainants.

2.7 To support their complaint, the authors prowddpies of reports from various NGOs and INGOs chitthey
claim attest to the forced eviction of Roma by $tate party.

THE COMPLAINT:

3.1 The first and second authors claim to be théms of a violation of article 20, paragraph Zden
conjunction with article 2, paragraphs 1 and 3 ¢djhe Covenant, because the Patras Court falegpreciate
the racist nature of the impugned letter and teatifely implement the Anti-Racism Law 927/1979 aihat
prohibiting dissemination of racist speech. Thespre case allegedly discloses a violation of tlaeSparty's
obligation to ensure prohibition of the advocacyadfial hatred that constitutes incitement to disiration,
hatred or violence. In the authors' view, the regaient of the law in question to prove intent iSrapossible
burden on the civil claimants, as the burden obpno such criminal cases to prove such intentytioel
reasonable doubt", is almost impossible to proves Point they argue is reflected in the fact thatre has been
no convictions to date under this Act. In this melgahe authors state that it is for this reas@n tfational courts
of other States, as well as other internationaldmunights bodies, hold that racist remarks can ddeneven by
negligence, in other words, where there is an aesehintent.

3.2 The four authors claim a violation of artickg, 2ead alone and in conjunction with article 2aggaphs 1
and 3, because the writers of the letter accuseshtire group on the basis of their racial originthe alleged
actions of a few individuals of the same racialugroThe claim that the law itself is inadequatea@gied
above, is also said to violate article 26, as Hileife to punish perpetrators deprives potentietivis from
protection from such attacks. In addition, theufial of the State party's authorities, in partictter Patras court,
to prosecute the signatories of the letter in qoesthereby implementing the Anti-Racism Law, &sdsto
constitute a violation of article 26.

()

STATE PARTY'S OBSERVATIONS:
()

4.3 On 4 December 2007, the State party providecboimments on the merits of the case. It submétstkie
authors exaggerate and provide inaccurate statemraluding the inaccurate translation of wordsrirthe
letter under consideration, and produce evidenaetths nothing to do with their case. For the Statey the
claims are manifestly ill-founded. The words "eigat’ and "militant action" do not appear in thegimial letter.
According to the State party, the correct trangtatf the former would be "removal" and of thedattdynamic
mobilizations" which implies protests or demonstras.

4.4 As to the letter itself half of it, as descddgy the third author in his Court testimony, refey the poor
living conditions of the Roma in the settlement émclises on the lack of proper hygiene and precalenh
diseases. The authors of the letter then referdidénts they claim had occurred, including théttbgfruit,
swearing, beating etc and conclude that the Rettould "remove” the Roma from the settlement (a@Mict
them), otherwise any delay would lead to "dynancibo@”. In its evaluation, the court did not coreidhat the
letter "was not insulting" to the authors, but niyfeund that the legal condition, namely the offerof a
"public, via the press, expression of offensiveaglagainst a group of people, by virtue of thegiot, is
intentionally committed, was not met beyond reabtsdoubt. It so concluded, after hearing all wéses and
evaluating all of the available evidence. While omey agree or disagree with the Court's evaluaifahe
evidence, there is no reason to regard its findmgrbitrary. In this regard, the State party seferthe
Committee's jurisprudence that it is not for ther@attee to evaluate the facts and evidence andpirgtion
of law in a case, unless it can be shown that geéstbn was manifestly arbitrary or amounted teaia of
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justice.

()

4.6 The State party affirms that the claim undéclar26 is manifestly ill-founded. The authors Bawot
substantiated their claim and have not demonstthggdoersons in a similar situation have beendrka
differently. As to the claim of a violation of até 2, the State party invokes to the Committeglsprudence
that this right does not constitute a substaniiylet guaranteed under the Covenant.

()

4.8 As to the NGO and INGO reports produced byatltbors, the State party submits that these redortsot
directly refer to the current case and, in its viave only provided as a substitute to the lackvadence
provided by the authors.

AUTHOR'S SUBMISSIONS:
()

5.3 On the merits, the authors defend their dédimiof the two terms questioned by the State padynely
"eviction" and "militant". The former, they clairs, not so different from the term "evacuation", ahis the
translation in the Oxford Greek-English dictionafje latter refers to the militant action threatébg the
signatories of the letter, which could include tise of force. The authors take issue with the Staits/'s
assessment of the importance of the NGO and IN@Ort® provided by them, and with its contentiort thase
reports were only submitted to effectively slan@eeece. The authors dispute that the purpose aifrhegned
letter was to draw the attention of the authorit@ethe poor living conditions of the Roma, buteatto force the
authorities to take action and relocate the Romanbther place. According to the authors, extensiference
was made to the alleged increase in the crimes dethiby Roma, without producing any evidence but b
merely holding them collectively responsible fortee offences, that some of them undoubtedly camechi as
well as serious offences. They should not havectillely accused the Roma of committing crimes ouith at
the very least, producing evidence of a relativegher crime rate among Roma as compared with rmmeRto
make their claims look bona fide rather than radisthe authors' view, the signatories of theelettsed this
issue of criminality in an attempt to have the Rawited. The Court should have paid more atterttdhe
nuanced anti-Roma speech and should have ref@mraking, let alone silently endorsing, anti-Roma
statements.

5.4 The authors argue that although "intentiomegguired in violation of article 1 of the Anti-Raan Law
927/79, it is not for violations of article 2 arttat an incorrect notion of intent was applied by ¢lourt. As the
authors had already made this argument in theiaigubmission which, they submit, remains ansadrethe
State, they claim that the State party implicittrats that the arguments are correct.

5.5 As to the possibility of filing a complaint amerning the impartiality of the judge, the authacknowledge
that an application for the disqualification ofua@e may be made under article 17.2 of the Codziafinal
Procedure. However, such an application must beeready on in the proceedings and as the groundsufth
disqualification only arose during the proceedirsygsh a request would have been rejected as insithieisThe
authors wrote to the Minister who could have agkedAppeals Prosecutor to file an appeal leadiraggecond
trial where an impartial panel of judges would havaluated the case anew. This was the only qudkgiil
means open to them to seek redress for the vialafitheir rights. On article 26, the authors stitiimt they
have provided sufficient evidence to demonstraggupiice specifically in this case and submit thetburden of
proof is now reversed and rests on the State plinigy maintain that it is mandatory in criminal peedings to
declare that one does not adhere to the Christigimtb be allowed to take the civil oath, despliie State
party's argument that one has a free choice of d&k assumption that one will take the Christiathainless
otherwise expressly stated is reflected in theinaetl use of pre-printed forms, with the oath sgttberein.

Decision on admissibility :

6.1 Before considering any claim contained in aamication, the Human Rights Committee must, in
accordance with rule 93 of its Rules of Proceddegjde whether or not it is admissible under thédpl
Protocol.

6.2. The Committee has ascertained, as requireeramticle 5, paragraph 2 (a), of the Optional &cot, that
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the same matter is not being examined under anptbeedure of international investigation or setet.

()

6.5 Without determining whether article 20 may tweoked under the Optional Protocol, the Committee
considers that the authors have insufficiently tarigated the facts for the purposes of admisgjbilihus, this
part of the communication is inadmissible undeickr? of the Optional Protocol.

6.6 As to the claim of a violation of article 26daonjunction with article 2, the Committee consgirat the
authors have provided sufficient substantiatioodosider these claims on the merits.

Views:

7.1 The Committee notes that the authors claimatimhs of article 26 in conjunction with articleoRthe
Covenant, insofar as the Anti-Racism Law 927/78risl to be inadequate for the purpose of protecting
individuals against discrimination and becauseis tase the courts application of the law faie@rotect the
first and second authors from discrimination basedacial origin. The Committee notes that artRerequires
that all persons are entitled, without discrimioatito equality before the law and to receive eguadection of
the law.

7.2 The Committee notes that the Anti-Racism Laawjgtes for sanctions in the event of a violatidroldserves
that the signatories of the impugned letter weassgltunder article 2 of this Law but were subsedyeatquitted.
An acquittal in itself does not amount to a viatatiof article 26 and in this regard the Commiteeafls that
there is no right under the Covenant to see angireson prosecuted. [Footnote 2: Communicationd¥8/94,
De Groot v. the Netherlands, Decision adopted on 14 July 1995, Communication396/90,M. Sv. the
Netherlands, Decision adopted on 22 July 1992. ] The authbadlenge the failure of the Court to convict the
defendants on the basis of the Court's interpretadf the domestic law, in particular, whether tbguirement
of "intent" is a necessary prerequisite for thelifiig of a violation of article 2 of the Anti-Racidmaw. Both the
authors and State party provide conflicting viewshis regard. They also present conflicting opision the
English translation of certain parts of the imputjietter. The Committee is not in a position toomaile these
disputed issues of fact and law. Upon a thorougteve of the information before it, and bearing imdhthe
conflicting views of the authors and State paittg, Committee finds that the authors have failedetmonstrate
that either the terms of the Anti-Racism Law 92767 $he application of the law by the courts distnated
against them within the terms of article 26.

8. The Human Rights Committee, acting under arbglparagraph 4, of the Optional Protocol to the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Righis of the view that the facts before it do ristlbse a
violation of any of the articles of the Internatédi©ovenant on Civil and Political Rights.

Remedy proposed :

Individual Opinion :

Individual opinion of Committee member Mr. Abdelfattah Amor (dissenting)

"Without determining whether article 20 may be iked under the Optional Protocol, the Committee ictans
that the authors have insufficiently substantidtedfacts for the purposes of admissibility. Ththss part of the
communication is inadmissible under article 2 & @ptional Protocol." This is the conclusion reatbg the
Committee in paragraph 6.5 of its Views in the \asiscase.

| cannot agree with this conclusion, which prompesto make the following remarks:

(1) The Committee has not ventured an opinion eragplicability of article 20, paragraph 2, to widual
cases. While it may, of course, decide to do gbérfuture, the reasons for evading the questierparzling.
There is no logical or objective reason to do thisstating that "any advocacy of national, raciateligious
hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimiratioostility or violence shall be prohibited by lawrticle 20,
paragraph 2, provides protection for individuald gnoups against this type of discrimination. Agi20 is not
an invitation to add another law to the legal aas@merely for form's sake. Even if this was thepmse, which
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is not the case in Greece, such a law would béeaife without procedures for complaints and pgesu In
fact, the invocation of article 20, paragraph 2jrmividuals who feel they have been wronged fodive logic
of protection that underlies the entire Covenait @nsequently affords protection to individuals @noups. It
would be neither logical nor legally sound to cadesiexcluding its applicability under the OptioRabtocol. By
declining to give an opinion on this aspect of tbenmunication, the Committee allows uncertaintpéosist on
the scope of article 20, paragraph 2, particulaslygiven the points raised, discussion was neata@ very
least with regard to the question of admissibilitymy opinion, this approach is, frankly, questbte,
especially given that:

(2) The State party did not object to the admitigjmf the communication either on the groundstef
applicability of article 20, paragraph 2, or anhietgrounds. The Committee's settled jurisprudétes that,
when the State party raises no objection to adhiiggj the Committee declares the communicatiomadible
unless the allegations are manifestly groundlessobserious or do not meet the other requirenmsgtteut in
the Protocol.

(3) The Greek courts concerned ruled directly @nrtierits, without raising questions of admissipitt the
individual nature of the complaint of racism.

(4) To say that, in the case in point, the autthange insufficiently substantiated the facts for pleposes of
admissibility relies on an assessment that caneaobfirmed or justified by the contents of the fiWhile the
facts may be discussed on the merits, they aremuffly serious not to present an obstacle to adiility
under article 2 of the Optional Protocol. The dasgoint concerns a letter signed by 1,200 non-Roma
individuals, entitled "Objection against the GypssiResidents gathered signatures for their removak letter
accuses the Roma, as a group, of physical asbatikyy and arson. The signatories demand tha&konea be
"evicted" - "removed" according to the State partyom their settlement and threatened to takeitamit
action”. Individual Roma, as individual victimsijtiated judicial proceedings for the public expieasof
offensive ideas expressing discrimination, hatmedl @olence on account of their racial origin, unttee Greek
Anti-Racism Law. The court hearing the case fouodiolation of that law, as "doubts remained regagdhe
... intention to offend the complainants by usirgressions referred to in the indictment". The atghook their
case to the Committee, claiming to be the victifnag wiolation by the State party of article 20, ggnaph 2, read
in conjunction with article 2, paragraph 1, of tbevenant, because the court "failed to apprediedcist
nature of the impugned letter and to effectivelpliement the Anti-Racism Law 927/1979 aimed at fibimg
dissemination of racist speech". This allegedlgtitises a violation of the State party's obligatmensure
prohibition of the advocacy of racial hatred thatstitutes incitement to discrimination, hatredrimlence".
Was it advocacy of racial hatred or just words? \Waacist offence committed or not? Was therentention
to offend, and who must prove this? These are pumessthat should be discussed, analysed and adsasske
merits. To say, subsequently, tkiae facts have been insufficiently substantiated for the purposes of
admissibility isindefensible both legally and factually. Sometimes there are reasons which the legal kriod/s
nothing of!

(Sgned): Mr. Abdelfattah Amor

Individual opinion of Committee members Mr. Ahmad Amin Fathallaand Mr. Bouzid Lazhari
We associate ourselves with the opinion of Mr. Afadah Amor's in this case.
(Sgned): Mr. Ahmad Amin Fathalla

(Sgned): Mr. Bouzid Lazhari

C{)Documentation Home é'e' Search this Database

Last Modified: 07-09-2010 16:43:24 (Documentation SIM)

[T 10OneStat.com|

_5.



Public Policies

2011 Expert workshop on the prohibition of incitement to national, racial or religious hatred
- Annex — European Legislations — L-L. Christians —



TI EINAI O SYNHIFOPOZ TOY
MOAITH;

NQz ENIKOINQNQ ME TON
ZYNHIOPO TOY MOAITH;

NEA -
EMNIKAIPOTHTA

HAEKTPONIKA ENHMEPQTIKA
AEATIA

EKOEZEIZ -
NMOPIZMATA

ETHZIA EKOEZH

EMNIZKE®OEITE TIZ EIAIKEZ
IZTOZEAIAEZ TOY ZYNHIOPOY:

O ZYNHFOPOZ IA THN IZH
METAXEIPIZH

O ZYNHIFOPOZ I'lA TON AHMOT
H

O ZYNHIOPOZ I'TA TON
METANAZTH, TON MPOZ®YTA
KAI TON OMOTENH

O ZYNHFOPOZ I A TO NAIAI

O ZYNHIOPOZ I'IA TO
MEPIBAAAON

O ZYNHFOPOZ IIA THN YTEIA
KAI THN KOINQNIKH
AAANHAEITYH

AIEONEIZ APAZTHPIOTHTEZ -
NPOrPAMMA EYNOMIA

NMEPIOAIKO "ANEZAPTHTH
APXH"

XPHZIMEZ ZYNAEZEIZ

XAPTHZ TOY IZTOXQPOY
NMAHPO®OPIEX ZE AAAEZ TAQZZEX

N e el O
T

Home

AeképBp1og 2010 - AleupUvovTal 01 apHOSIOTNTEG TOU ZUVNYOPOU TOU

MoAiTn yia 8¢pata diakpicewv Ady® gpuUAou -AEATIO TYNOY
AeképpBpiog 2010 - O SYNHIOPOZ XYZHTA ME MAOHTEZ -AEATIO TYNOY

Aeképppilog 2010 - POPOAOTIKEZ EAA®PYNZEIZ ZE OIKOTENEIEZ ME

TEKNA NOY NMPOEPXONTAI AMNO MPOHFOYMENO FAMO THZ ZYZYIOY -ZYNOWH
AIAMEZOAABHZHZ

Agképppiog 2010 - ATOMIKEZ ENMATTEAMATIKEZ AAEIEZ AAIEIAZ -
NMOPIZMA -NMEPIAHWH NMOPIZMATOZ

No£pBp1oG 2010 - MPOZKAHZH EKAHAQZHZ ENAIA®EPONTOZ A TH
ZTEAEXQZH TOY TPA®EIOY AIOIKHTIKHZ MEPIMNAZ THZ AIEYOYNZHZ
FPAMMATEIAZ THZ ANEEAPTHTHZ APXHZ «ZYNHIFOPOZ TOY NMOAITH»
-MPOZKAHZH EKAHAQZHZ ENATIA®EPONTOZ

NoéuBpiog 2010 - AIAKOMIAH AZOENQN ANO TO 'NA «KOPFIAAENEIO-
MMENAKEIO» EEZ 2TO NI «NOZOKOMEIO EPPIKOZ NTYNAN» KAI
KOZTOAOrHZH THZ NOZHAEIAZ TOYZ

-MEPIAHWH NMNOPIZMATOZ

No£uBpioG 2010 - ENEKTAZH THZ AAEIAZ ANATPO®HZ TEKNOY KAI XTOYZ
ANAPEZ NOY YMHPETOYN ZTO AIMENIKO ZQMA
-ZYNOWH AIAMEZOAABHZHZ

No£uBpiog 2010 - AYO XPONIA ME THN OMAAA E®HBQN ZYMBOYAQN
-AEATIO TYNOY

No£uBpiog 2010 - AMATOPEYETAI HATKYPOBOAIA NAOIQN ZTHN NAXH
METFAPQN META ANO MNAPEMBAZH TOY ZYNHIFOPOY TOY NMOAITH
-ZYNOWH ATIAMEZOAABHZHZ

No€uBpiog 2010 - ENZQMATQZEH MPOTAZEQN TOY ZYNHFOPOY TOY NMOAITH
ZTHN NPOZ®ATH ®OPOAOTIKH METAPPYOMIZH

-ZYNOWH TPOMOMOIHZEQN

-AEATIO TYNOY

OkT®OBPI0G 2010 - AIEPEYNHZH YNOOEZHZ EEAZOENOYZ XPQMIOY ZE
MOZIMO NEPO: TO AHEIAPXEIO MEZZAMIQN AINEI ZTOIXEIA NA APIOMO
KAI AITIEZ OANATOY TQN KATOIKQN TOY AHMOY META ANO NAPEMBAZH
TOY ZYNHIOPOY TOY NOAITH

-ZYNOWH ATAMEZOAABHZHZ

OKT®OPBPI0G 2010 - MAPATAZH THZ ZYNTASIOAOTHZHZ MAGHTQN Noy
ENHAIKIQNONTAI MPIN THN ANO®OITHZH TOYZ

-ZYNOWH ATIAMEZOAABHZHZ
~'‘EFTPA®O NPOZ IKA-ETAM

OKT®OBPIoG 2010 - MPOZTAZIA YITPOTOMOY BOYPKAPIOY MEFAPQN META ANO
NMAPEMBAZH TOY ZYNHIOPOY TOY MOAITH
-ZYNOWH ATAMEZOAABHZHZ

OkT®OBPI0G 2010 - TO YMNOYPIEIO NAIAEIAZ EEEAQZE EFTKYKAIO IIA TA
AIKAIQMATA TQN NAIAIQN-MAOHTQN TQN OMNOIQN OI FTONEIZ BPIZKONTAI
ZE AIAZTAZH, YIOOETQNTAZ TIZ OEZEIZ TOY ZYNHIOPOY TOY NOAITH

-NEPIAHWH

-ENIZTOAH ZYNHIOPOY NPOZ TO YNOYPTEIO NAIAEIAZ
-EFKYKAIOZ YNOYPFEIOY NAIAEIAZ

OKT®OBPI0G 2010 - OAOKAHPQZH THZ ATAAIKAZIAZ ENIAOTNHZ A THN
NMAHPQZH TEZZAPQN (4) OEZEQN EIAIKQN ENIZTHMONQN ME EEEIAIKEYZH
ZE OEMATA AHMOZIOY AIKAIOY XTHN ANEEAPTHTH APXH «ZYNHIFOPOZ TOY
NOAITH»

-ANAKOINQZH

OkT®PpPIOG 2010 - EPFAZOMENH ENANATPOZAH®OHKE ME EYNOIKOTEPOYZ
OPOYZ
-ZYNOWH ATIAMEZOAABHZHZ

OKT®ABPI0G 2010 - OI ZYNHIOPOI TOY MNAIAIOY AIEKAIKOYN IZXYPOTEPH
KATOXYPQZH KAI MPOAZMNIZH TQN AIKAIQMATQN TOY MNAIAIOY ZTHN
EYPQIMH

-AEATIO TYNOY

APKEID KATAXOPHIEON

converted by Web2PDFConvert.com

Web2


javascript:;
http://www.synigoros.gr/what_who_is.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/what_mission.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/what_cases.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/what_diames.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/organism.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/what_law.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/contact_submit.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/contact_case.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/location.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/news.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/newsletter.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/porismata.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_1998_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_1999_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2000_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2001_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2002_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2003_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2004_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2005_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2006_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2007_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2008_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_2009_gr.html
http://www.synigoros.gr/stats.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/diakriseis/index.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/dimotis/
http://www.synigoros.gr/allodapoi/
http://www.0-18.gr
http://www.synigoros.gr/perivallon/
http://www.synigoros.gr/ygeia/index.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/eunomia/index.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/periodiko_an_arxi.html
http://www.synigoros.gr/links.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/abroad_webs.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/sitemap.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/foreign/ROM.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/foreign/RUS.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/foreign/POL.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/foreign/TUR.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/foreign/ALB.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/foreign/BUL.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/en_index.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/index.html
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8880_1_DELTIO_TYPOU._NEA_ARMODIOTHTA.3896.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8875_1_DELTIO_TYPOY_11_12_2010.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8869_1_triteknes_oikogeneies.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8864_1_PORISMA_ALIEIA_1-12-2010.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8864_1_PERILHCH_PORISMATOS__ALIEIA_1-12-2010.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8863_1_prosklisi_ekdilwsis_endiaferontos_te_mixanikou-11-2010.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8862_1_Ntylan_-_teliko_29-11-2010.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8858_2_SYNOPSH.adeies_limenikou.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8855_1_OMADA_EFIVON_SYMVOULON.30.11.10_(3).pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8844_1_PAXH.MEGARON.SYNOPSH.DIAMES.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8842_1_synopsitropop._1.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8842_2_Press_Release_forologika_(2).pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8836_2_SYN.DIAMESOL.MESSAPIA.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8830_2_synopsi.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8830_1_EggrafoprosIKA-ETAM.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8824_1_Sinopsi-Bourkari.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8822_3_Apodoxi_protaseon_StP_dikaiomata_mathiton_goneis_diastasi.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8822_1_epistolhsynigorou.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8822_2_egkykliosypourgeiou_paideias.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/pdf_01/8820_1_ANAKOINOSH_DIADIKASIAS_EPILOGHS_(4).pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/diakriseis/pdfs_01/8805_1_Synopsi_diamesolavisis_epanaproslipsi_ergazomenis.pdf
http://www.synigoros.gr/docs/8813_1_DTsynpaid.doc
http://www.synigoros.gr/news_archive.htm
http://www.web2pdfconvert.com?ref=PDF
http://www.web2pdfconvert.com?ref=PDF

EYNHI'OPOX TOY IIOAITH

ANEEAPTHTH APXH

Ti eival o ZTM; | N®G enikoIvwv® pe Tov ZTM;
Néa-EnikaipoTtnTta | HAekTpovika EvnuepwTika AegATia | EkO£oeig - Mopiopata
Etnoia ékBeon | Xproipeg ouvdeoelg | XapTng Tou 1I0TOXWPOU

© ZYNHITOPOZ TOY MOAITH 2006 - MAnpo@opieg yia Tov IoToX®wpo - AvanTugn : EWORX

Web2P!

converted by Web2PDFConvert.com



http://www.synigoros.gr/what_who_is.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/contact_submit.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/news.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/newsletter.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/porismata.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/annual_1999_gr.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/links.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/sitemap.htm
http://www.synigoros.gr/about.htm
http://www.eworx.gr
http://www.web2pdfconvert.com?ref=PDF
http://www.web2pdfconvert.com?ref=PDF

@ URGENT

PERMANENT MISSION OF GREECE
TO THE UNITED NATIONS’ OFFICE
IN GENEVA

Ref. No AS 1861

NOTE VERBALE

The Permanent Mission of Greece to the United Nations Office and other
International Organizations in Geneva presents its compliments to the Office of the
High Commissioner for Human Rights and, with reference to the latter’s Verbal Note
GVA 0471, dated April 4™ 2007, has the honour to provide attached herewith the
information of the Greek Government regarding the implementation of the United
Nations’ General Assembly resolution 61/164 (A/RES/61/164), dated December 19,
2006, entitled «Combating Defamation of Religions »,

The Permanent Mission of Greece to the United Nations Office and other
International Organizations in Geneva avails itself of the opportunity to renew to the

Office of High Commissioner for Human Rights the assurances of its highest
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Information of the Greek Government regarding the Implementation of
the General Assembly Resolution 61/164, dated December 19" 2006, on

Combating defamation of religions”

1. In Greece, freedom of religious conscience and worship of
any known religion, which does not offend the public order or principles is
protected by the Constitution (article 13). A “known religion” is defined as
one which, on the one hand, has open beliefs thét are taught in public, and on
the other hand, whose worship is also open. Moreover, it is immaterial if such
a religion is a sect, in relation to the religion prevailing in Greece, as well as if
believers of this religion do not have cleric authorities, or if its religious officials
have not been ordained in the sense of the term used by the Orthodox Church
(plenary session of the State Council 2105/75, 2106/75 Plen., 2484/80,
4260/85).

2. The International Treaty of Rome of 4" November 1950 “On the
protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms” was initially ratified by
law 2329/1953 and again by decree 53/1974 and has, therefore, in

compliance with article 28 paragraph 1 of the Constitution, an enhanced

procedural force. Article 9 of this treaty establishes the individual right to

religious freedom.

3. The Criminal Code includes some provisions which aim to
safeguard religious peace of citizens. Moreover, in compliance with case-
law, any offence against religious peace is considered an offence against the
public interest (see First Instance Judgment No. 1/2000). In principle, article



198 prohibits public and intentional profanity against God and public
blasphemy or absence of respect of religion, whereas article 199 of the
Criminal Code prohibits public and intentional profanity against the Eastern
Orthodox Church of Christ and of any other religion acceptable in Greece. In
addition, article 200 of the Criminal Code prohibits the obstruction and
disruption of religious meetings or ceremonies which are accepted by the law
of the state, as well as insulting or indecent actions in places that are used for

such religious meetings.

4. The specific law 927/1979 “On_punishment of actions or

activities aimed at racial discrimination”, as amended by article 24 of law

1419/1984, expressly prohibits the encouragement of actions or activities that
may lead to discrimination, hatred or violence against people or groups of
people because of their racial or national origin or their religion. Such
encouragement is illegal and is prosecuted, whether it is verbal or written and
includes illustrations or any other means whatsoever. In addition, any
ideological offence against persons or groups of persons due to racial or
national origin or religion expressed through the press, written texts or

ilustrations or any other means whatsoever is prohibited and punished.

Violation of such provisions entails imprisonment and/or fines. In the
same way establishment of and participation in organizations aiming at
organized propaganda or actions of any kind leading to racial or religious
discrimination is also prohibited. Moreover, by virtue of article 39 of law
2910/2001, all above-mentioned actions and activities are prosecuted ex
officio.

In addition, article 3 of law 927/1979, which formerly established the

offence of denial to supply goods or provide services due to racial or national



origin or due to religion was abrogated by article 16 paragraph 2 of law
3304/2005. Now paragraph 1 of article 16 of the latter law provides that:
“Anyone violating the prohibition of discrimination due to reasons of national
or racial origin or religion or other beliefs, disability, age or sexual orientation,
in the field of commercial distribution of goods or provision of services to the
public shall be punished with imprisonment of six (6) months and a fine of one
thousand (1000) to five thousand (5000) euros”. The new criminal regime
provides a more effective protection in comparison to the former one in
article 3 law 927/1979 in cases of violation of the principle of equal treatment
regarding distribution of goods and provision of services, because it is of a
wider content, since it also includes cases of “other beliefs, disability, age or

sexual orientation” and the penaities foreseen are stricter.

5. Law 3304/2005 establishes the general regulatory context for the
combat and elimination of discrimination due to racial or national origin
as well as religious or other beliefs, disability, age or sexual orientation in
the field of employment and labour, according to Council Directives
2000/43/EC of 29" June 2000 and 2000/78/EC of 27" November 2000, which
are based on articles 6 paragraphs 1 and 13 of the Treaty of the European
Union, so as to ensure implementation of equal treatment. The provisions of
such law cover particular and specific aspects of the issue, introduce legal
means of protection and provide for effective sanctions so as to discourage
any discrimination. At the same time, a compléte institutional framework for

the promotion of the principle of equal treatment is in place.

According to article 19 of law 3304/2005, the Greek Ombudsman, the
Equal Treatment Commission and the Labor Inspectorate are the entities
which promote the principle of equal treatment. These three bodies are




independent of each other and each one acts within the framework of its

competences provided for by the law.

In particular:

A. The competent body for the promotion of the principle of equal

treatment, in case of violation by public services, is the Greek Ombudsrman.

Public services mean the services referred to in the first subparagraph of
article 3, law 3094/2003. In particular these services might be (a): the state,
(b) first- and second-level local government organizations, (c) other public law
legal entities, (d) governmental private law legal entities, public enterprises
and enterprises of local government organizations as well as enterprises
whose administration is directly or indirectly appointed by the state by means

of an administrative act or in its capacity as a shareholder thereof.

B. With the exclusion of the sector of employment and labor, the
competent body for the promotion of the principle of equal treatment, in the
case of violation by natural or legal entities apart from those mentioned

above, shall be the Equal Treatment Commission.

C. In the sector of employment and labor, the competent body for
the promotion of the principle of equal treatment, in the case of violation by
natural persons or legal entities apart from those mentioned above (case A),
is the Labor Inspectorate.

The Equal Treatment Commission was established by the Ministry of
Justice through article 21 of law no. 98623/10-10-2005, was formed by the
Minister of Justice (OGG B'1489/27-10-2005), and has been operating under

the chairmanship of the Secretary General of the same Ministry. Furthermore,



with article 23 of the same law, the Equal Treatment Service was established
within the Central Service of the Ministry of Justice, and operates at division
level, being competent, inter alia, for the examination of complaints
concerning violation of the principle of equal treatment, the conduct of
reconciliation efforts, the drafting and filing of a concluding report to the Equal
Treatment Commission in case of failure of such reconciliation action, and the
secretarial and scientific support of the Commission. Citizens can use the

four-digit contact number of this service which is 1529.

The Ministry of Justice follows international developments against
racism, xenophobia and racial discrimination and actively participates in the
related international activities. Indicatively, it should be mentioned that within
the framework of the European Union the adoption of a Framework-
Decision for the combat of racism and xenophobia is in its final stage.

Finally, within the framework of the Council of Europe, Greece has
signed, but has not yet ratified, the European Convention on cyber crime and
its supplementary protocol, concerning penalization of actions of a racist or
xenophobic nature conducted through computer systems. The processing of a
draft bill for the ratification and incorporation of the said Convention and its
Protocol in Greek law has been already assigned to a special legislative
committee by the Ministry of Justice, so that the bill may be presented to

Parliament for adoption and be promulgated.

Specifically concerning the Hebrew religion, the Greek Parliament in
2004 unanimously designated 27" January as “Greek Jews Holocaust

Martyrs and Heroes Remembrance Day’. The designation of this day
dedicated to Greek Jews who perished in the Holocaust is the fulfillment of a

moral obligation of the Greek state to the innocent victims of Nazi racism and



intolerance. It is also an admonition to all citizens always to be vigilant in

protecting and defending human rights and ideals.

Since October 2005 Greece has been officially included in the list
of countries which designate 27" January as Jews Holocaust Martyrs
and Heroes Remembrance Day. In November 2005 Greece was
unanimously accepted as a full member of the International Organization for
Holocaust Cooperation, Education, Remembrance and Research, established
in 1998 on the initiative of Sweden.

In this framework measures have been taken to teach the history of the
Holocaust in schools, aiming to make students conscious of the need to

defend democracy, freedom and respect for diversity.

In addition to the above and in line wifh implementing resolution
61/164 of the United Nations’ General Assembly, the Greek government pays
particular attention to ensuring that young people and especially those in
school learn from an early age to accept and respect religions followed

by other people or groups.

Specifically by circular no. 61723/G2/13 of June 2002 which is based
on article 13 of the constitution, students of creeds and religions other
than the Orthodox religion are lawfully exempt, at primary and secondary
educational levels, at the request of their parents or guardians, from
attending classes in which religion is taught. This exemption is extended
to all other obligations of the students directly or indirectly relating to religion

(morning prayer, attending mass, etc.).



In order to avoid potential discrimination against different religions, only
printed material that has been authorized by the Ministry of Education can be

circulated in schools, so as to avoid negative presentation of religions.

Concerning religious minorities, the Greek state, in accordance with
its obligations stemming from international law, has for decades provided by
law for the operation of minority schools for the Muslims in Thrace (which is
also in line with reciprocal provisions for persons of the Orthodox religion in
Istanbul). In the islands of the Cyclades the teaching of religion to Roman
Catholic students is undertaken by Roman Catholic theologians, in agreement
with the local religious communities. In both cases, this policy is justified by
the presence of groups of persons who follow their religious faiths in these

areas.

The legislation permits also any other religious or linguistic

communities to operate their own schools if they so wish.

It is also to be noted that in Greek schools students do not face any
restrictions on the clothing they may wear, provided that their dress meets
common standards of decency and social acceptance. Any problems that may
arise in this area are handled by the board of teachers in collaboration with

student communities and parents and guardians associations.



