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Country Year

Code

Greece

2021

Reference Hate Bias
getalis motivation
URL

Reference
details title

Greek
Council of
State
Decision No.
1679/2021
JuuBovAL0
mg
Enkpateiog
Andgaon
1679/2021)
Nomos
Subscriber's
Database.

Racial or
ethnic
origin

Court /
Body

Greek
Council
of State
National
Higher
Court

Key facts of
the case

The plaintiffs,
broadcasting
company and
its owner, filed
an application
before the
Greek Council of
State, seeking
to abolish
sanctions
imposed by the
National Radio-
television
Council (ESR).
The Council
imposed
sanctions
(pecuniary and
a broadcasting
ban) for
allowing and
broadcasting
hate speech on
one of it's talk
shows. The hate
speech
concerned
derogatory
remarks against
an athlete of
African origin
during a talk
show,
perpetrated by
one of the
guests. The
Council of State
rejected the
application and
upheld the
sanctions,
considering
them
proportionate
for the hate
speech
broadcasted by
the plaintiffs.

Results
(sanctions,
outcome) and
key
consequences
or
implications
of the case

The Council of
State upheld
the ESR
decision. The
broadcasting
company had
to pay a fine of
15.000 euros
for insulting the
specific athlete
and 15.000
euros for
broadcasting
derogatory
remarks and
expressions
capable of
causing
discrimination
on grounds of
race.

Main
reasoning /
argumentation

The Council of
State uphled the
sanctions
imposed by the
National Radio-
television
Council,
agreeing that
the use of terms
such as "ape",
which is linked
to ethnic
characteristics
and colour, was
capable of
leading to
degrading
treatment and
discrimination
based on these
grounds.

Key issues
(concepts,
interpretations)
clarified by the
case

The case clarified
the liability of
broadcasting
companies for
hate speech
perpetrated by
other invdividuals
such as guests on
television talk-
shows. The
decision also
balanced the right
of freedom of
expression with
the need to
combat
discrimination
and incitement to
hatred. It applied
the principle of
proportionaility
and taking into
consideration the
overall offensive
and derogatory
character of the
specific sports
show, the
sanctions were
proportionate and
necessary for
combatting hate
speech.

Key quotation in
original
language and
translated into
English with
reference details

"Kat® akoAoubiav
TWY AVWTEPW, OL
AGYOL OKUPWOEWS
nov MPOBAAAOLY
TANpEA]
atTioAoyia Kat
nopapioon Twy
SIKALWHATWY TNG
attobong oTnv
ehevBepla
EKPPAOEWS KaL
TAnpogoproEwg,
SLoTL bev
eAjeBnoav vmdyn
T0 OA0 MEPLEXOUEVD
TNG EKTIOUTIAG,
Xwpig anopdvwon
OUYKEKPLHEVWY,
MIKPHG EKTATEWS
QMOOMACHATWY
QUTHAG, Ot
€LBIKOTEPEG
OUVBHKEG Kat n
@0OoN TNG, TO KOWH
0To onoilo
amevBOveTaL, N
Hopor Kot To
nePLEXOUEVO
avt{oTolywv
EKMOUMWVY, KABWG
Kat n EAEWYN
PATOLOTIKAG
npoBécewg o€
Bdpog Tou
OUYKEKPLUEVOU
KaAaBoogaiploth,
nepaltépw ¢ 6ev
eAjeBn vndyn o
OguLtog
XQPAKTAPAG KON
Kol Kdmotag
unepBoAri A
MPOKANTIKOTNTAG
TOU OXOALOHO0
oUTE €yLve
OTABUION TWY
OUYKPOVOUEVWY
OLUPEPOVTWY,
e(val anoppuntéot
wG adotpol." As a
consequence of the
above, the claims
concerning lack of
reasoning nd a
violation of the
applicant's rights
to freedom of
expression and
information, based
on the fact that the
entire content of
the broadcast was
not taken into
account, without
isolating specific,
small excerpts of
it, the more
specific
circumstances and
the nature of it, the
target audience,
the form and
content of
respective
broadcasts, as well
as the lack of racist
intent against the
particular
basketball player,
and furthermore,
that the legitimate
character of even
some exaggeration
or provocation in
the commentary
was not taken into
account, nor was
the conflicting
interests weighed,
are rejected as
unfounded.
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