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Abstract

In recent years, institutional efforts to tackle discrimination and racist crimes have intensified.
However, such phenomena persist in all aspects of everyday life. As part of the ECOSYSTEM
project, qualitative and quantitative research was carried out to assess the 1st National Action
Plan against Racism and Intolerance and to explore citizens' attitudes and experiences of
discrimination. Qualitative research was conducted through 10 semi-structured interviews with
representatives of institutions involved in the 1st NAP and communities affected by
discrimination. Quantitative research involved 1,928 citizens from different backgrounds. The
results of both qualitative and quantitative research highlighted the importance of the NAP in
the visibility and prioritisation of the response, as well as the gaps in the evaluation and
sustainability of actions. It also appeared that discrimination remains widespread in Greece,
while the majority of people affected choose not to report the incident due to fear, lack of trust
in the authorities and the normalisation of violence. Although institutional efforts to combat
these phenomena are largely effective, they need to be intensified by focusing on education
and information for professionals and citizens and substantial protection of victims. In this
sense, the 2nd NAP needs to be structured with a view to sustainability and long-term impact,

but also to be communicated more effectively to society.
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1. Introduction

Despite the legislative provisions for the protection of victims and the institutional efforts to
prevent and combat discrimination and racist violence in recent years, these phenomena are
still present in Greek society. Everyday reality shows that discrimination and hate incidents are
not just isolated events, but permeate the social fabric deeply affecting the sense of security,
dignity and equality of citizens. The Racist Violence Recording Network recorded 158 reports
for the year 2023, an increase compared to the previous year, when 74 incidents were
recorded. The majority of victims were targeted on the basis of national or ethnic origin, sexual
orientation, gender identity and sex characteristics, and in some cases multiple discrimination
was observed. These incidents are not limited to specific places or groups, but arise in various

aspects of social life, from public spaces and schools to the workplace and shelters.

The project “ECOSYSTEM - Strengthening Public Authorities' Capacity to Respond to Intersectional
Discrimination through Multi-Agency Coalitions” aims to contribute to the development of the
2nd National Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance and to strengthen the capacity of
national authorities in the fight against intolerance, racism and multiple and intersectional
discrimination. Through a participatory, interdisciplinary and inter-agency approach, the project
seeks to strengthen cooperation between public authorities and civil society by focusing on three
interrelated pillars: (a) enhancing victims' access to information and services through a relevant
platform; (b) improving the skills of civil servants and the capacity of the National Council against
Racism and Intolerance; and (c) raising awareness of citizens through a National Awareness

Raising Campaign.

For the development of the 2nd National Action Plan and in the framework of Work Package 2,
KMOP, in cooperation with MSCFA (YKOISO) and NCHR (EEDA), conducted qualitative research
for the analysis of the results of the implementation of the 1st National Action Plan. Given its
limitations, the research explored the structural barriers, gaps and challenges faced by the
implementing agencies and the limitations of its expected impact. At the same time,

guantitative research was conducted to explore citizens' attitudes and experiences towards
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discrimination. The results of the qualitative and quantitative research, as well as relevant

policy recommendations, are presented in this report.
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2. National legal framework

Greece has made significant progress in the development of a modern legal framework to
combat discrimination and racism, both in general and in relation to specific groups or contexts.
Article 822 of the Penal Code, as amended by Article 14 of Law 5090/2024, criminalises offences
with racist characteristics. Although the law mentions the term “racial characteristics”, the
protected characteristics defined include race, colour, national or ethnic origin, genealogical
descent, religion, disability, sexual orientation, identity and sex characteristics (Official
Government Gazette, 2019; Official Government Gazette, 2024a).

Law 4285/2014 criminalises public incitement to violence or hatred against a person or a group
of persons who bear the aforementioned protected characteristics, except for sex
characteristics. The law provides for intentional incitement, provocation, agitation or
inducement “publicly, orally or through the press, via the internet or by any other means or
manner” to acts that may cause discrimination, hatred or violence and threaten public order or
the persons targeted, or cause damage to property of the person or group of persons.
Moreover, the law provides for the public approval or denial of crimes recognised by
international courts or the Parliament, such as war crimes and genocides (Official Government
Gazette, 2014).

Law 4443/2016 is a key piece of legislation for the prohibition of discrimination in the field of
work and employment. It prohibits any discrimination based on race, colour, national or ethnic
origin, genealogical descent, religious or other beliefs, disability or chronic iliness, age, family or
social status, sexual orientation, gender identity and sex characteristics in the private and public
sector. The provisions cover, inter alia, conditions of access to employment, selection criteria
and conditions of recruitment, terms and conditions of work and employment, and professional
development and training. Article 2 defines the terms direct and indirect discrimination, with
the former referring to less favourable treatment of persons because of protected
characteristics, and the latter existing when an apparently neutral provision, criterion or
practice puts persons bearing the protected characteristics at a disadvantage compared to
other persons. Harassment is defined as unwanted conduct associated with the characteristics

in question. The article introduces the concept of discrimination by association, which refers to
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discrimination against a person because of their relationship with a person who bears a
protected characteristic, as well as the concept of discrimination based on perceived
characteristics, when a person who is presumed to possess one of the characteristics
experiences discrimination. Multiple discrimination is defined as discrimination on more than

one ground (Official Government Gazette, 2016).

Hate crimes are prosecuted ex officio, with prosecution being initiated when the authorities
become aware of the incident. This implies that victims do not have to pay a deposit in favour
of the State (Official Government Gazette, 2014). Hate crime cases are recorded separately by
the Public Prosecutor's Office by registering them with a separate indicator “RV”, which
captures the term Racist Violence (OSCE ODIHR, n.d.).

Victims of hate crimes are entitled to legal support, interpretation services and access to
information on the progress of their case during legal proceedings. Furthermore, they have the
right to participate actively in criminal procedures as injured parties and to have their personal
details kept confidential when testifying, and to have trained professionals present to provide
support during the proceedings (OSCE ODIHR, n.d.). In case of serious harm, victims are entitled
to compensation from the Greek Compensation Authority, while provision is made for the
granting of a humanitarian residence permit for non-EU citizen-victims (Official Government
Gazette, 2009).
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3. Current situation in Greece

Despite these important legislative initiatives, stereotypes, discrimination and racist violence

continue to exist in Greek society. The Special Eurobarometer 535 on discrimination in the

European Union captures citizens' beliefs about the prevalence of discrimination in the

country. According to the majority of respondents from Greece, discrimination against Roma is

very or fairly widespread (86%), followed by discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation

(74%) and ethnic origin (67%). Discrimination against intersex (64%) and trans people (62%) is

also quite widespread, as is discrimination based on socio-economic status (63%), skin colour

(62%), age (53%) and disability (52%). A smaller proportion believe that discrimination based on

religion or belief (45%) and discrimination based on gender (40%) are equally widespread.

These percentages are higher than the European Union average, indicating the prevalence of

discrimination in Greece as a serious social problem (European Commission, 2023).

QB1. For each of the following types of discrimination, could you please tell me whether, in your opinion, it is very widespread, fairly widespread,

fairly rare or very rare in (OUR COUNTRY)?
(%)
Being Roma

Skin colour

Ethnic origin

Being transgender

Sexual orientation (for example being lesbian, gay or bisexual)
Disability

Socio-economic situation

Being intersex

Age, being perceived as too old or too young

Religion or beliefs

Being a man or a woman
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Figure 1 Percentage distribution of the sample of the Eurobarometer 535 survey on the prevalence of discrimination

in Greece and the European Union
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In the same survey it appears that the Greek participants would feel less comfortable if a Roma
person (34%), a person of a different ethnic origin (34%), religion (24%) or skin colour (21%)
from the majority of the population, a trans or intersex person (26%) or a gay or bisexual
person (25%) were in the highest elected political position in Greece. By smaller percentages,
they would feel less comfortable if a colleague was Roma (19%), trans or intersex (15%), gay or
bisexual (13%), Muslim (12%), Jewish (11%), Buddhist (10%) or atheist (9%). These percentages
increase markedly with regard to their child's partner, with the majority feeling less
comfortable if they are trans, intersex or the same sex as their child (53%), old (49%) or Roma
(48%), Muslim (35%), Buddhist or Jewish (28%). In this case too, the percentages are higher
than the European Union average, reinforcing the picture of discrimination in Greece (European

Commission, 2023).

QB6. Using a scale from 1 to 10, please tell me how you would feel about having a person from each of the following groups in the highest elected political position in (OUR
COUNTRY)? '1' means that you would feel "not at all comfortable" and '10' that you would feel "totally comfortable".
(%6)

| ] |
ARoma person 26 17 s4l1 W2
I 24 21 . s 0 0

Atransgender person or an intersex person NEREG—_— 22 15 I 5= W 2 W 2
I 06 16 s 3

Alesbian, gay or bisexual person NI 16 13 [ =] 1 W 2
——— 25 14 e 0 0

A person from a different ethnic origin - I 15 1 I ;7| : | :
than the majority of the population [N 34 16 I -0 0 0

A person with 2 different skin colour N 12 1 I | 1 | 1
than the majority of the population NG 21 15 I £ 0 O

A person with a different religion than the majority _é ” 1515_?610II 11I :

A person perceived as old N 9 1.4 [ s ] 1 01
. s 11 B 0 0

A person perceived as young T 13 [ 77 1 )1
2 £ YO s 7 0| 0 0

A person with a disability = 7 . 13_7{;!) 10I é
1 ——

Awoman 1H 4 7 | =70 1 0 1
1 4 sl o o

EU27 | | | | ]
i EL o o [ ]
- Total 'Uncomfortable' Total 'Moderately Total 'Comfortable' Indifferent Don't know
comfortable' (SPONTANEOUS)

Figure 2 Percentage distribution of the sample of the Eurobarometer 535 survey on comfort levels with people with
specific characteristics who are in the highest elected political position in Greece and the European Union

Co-funded by
the European Union



—
ecosystem

for a society without discrimination

D2.1 National Report

QB12. Regardless of whether you're actually working or not, please tell me, using a scale from 1 to 10, how comfortable would you feel, if a colleague at work with whom you are
in daily contact, belonged to each of the following groups? '1' means that you would feel, "not at all comfortable" and '10' that you would feel "totally comfortable”.

(%)
A Roma person
A transgender person or an intersex person
A Muslim person
A lesbian, gay or bisexual person
A black person
An Asian person
A Buddhist person
A Jewish person
An atheist person
A person with a disability
A young person
An old person
Awhite person

A Christian person

EU27 [
= EL n

Total 'Uncomfortable' Total 'Moderately
comfortable’

I 15 13— 7 1 01 W2
I 19 17 I 51 0 [0 [0
I 15 12—69I1I1l2
I 15 17 I G . 2
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I 12 12 [ 0
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I 13 11 [ 7 O ]
I s IU—SDIIIDIJ
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& 9 53 | O 0
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. 4 5 | cC § 1|0 § 1
ey ECJEEEE
K3 7—87I1IOI1
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) | :c 0 1 |0 W1
0 112N 0 (0 (0 O
| | | | u
| |
Total 'Comfortable’ Indifferent It depends Don't know
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Figure 3 Percentage distribution of the Eurobarometer 535 survey sample for comfort levels with colleagues with
specific characteristics in Greece and the European Union
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QB13. Regardless of whether you have children or not, please tell me, using a scale from 1 to 10, how comfortable you would feel if one of your children was in alove
relationship with a person from one of the following groups? '1' means that you would feel, "not at all comfortable™ and '10' that you would feel "totally comfortable".
(%)

A transgender person or an intersex person I 4 15 | - O
I
ARoma person I 7S 16 [ 5 1 g
e K ]
A Muslim person  IENEGEG——_— 17 I -
P I 35 18 I 45
A person of the same sex as your child N : 13 [ c 1
——
I 1 18 — 0 1 0 1 W 2
An old person . o EEREN
I 1 14 I cc 0
A black person 25 .
A Buddhist person —_14 . 14 | 5
An Asian person & . 13 | 7
A Jewish person & 1.3 | - | !

A person with a disability E——10 16— 0§ 11

An atheist person _i 10— 7 ]

A young person

A Christian person §i

A white person pi 3

u27 u u u | ]
u u u

Total "Uncomfortable’ Total 'Moderately Total 'Comfortable’ Indifferent It depends Don't know
comfortable’ (SPONTANEOUS) (SPONTANEOQUS)

(i

Figure 4 Percentage distribution of the Eurobarometer 535 survey sample for comfort levels with their children's
partners in the case of specific characteristics in Greece and the European Union

If they experienced discrimination, people would prefer to report the incident to the police
(32%), a friend or family member (26%), an equality body or ombudsperson (14%), a lawyer
(12%), a court (7%), a dispute resolution system (2%), an NGO (1%), or trade unions (1%)
(European Commission, 2023).

In 2022, the Racist Violence Recording Network recorded 74 incidents, of which 38 involved
LGBTQI+ individuals and human rights defenders due to their association with the LGBTQIl+
community. In 33 incidents, people with a migrant or refugee background or asylum seekers
were targeted because of their national origin, religion or colour. Other incidents targeted
Greek citizens due to ethnic origin, a mosque and a Holocaust memorial (Racist Violence
Recording Network, 2023).
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Reports doubled in 2023, reaching 158 incidents of racist violence. Of these, 89 incidents
targeted people on the basis of ethnic origin, religion or colour, while some recorded multiple
discrimination based on characteristics such as sexual orientation, gender identity and
disability. In 61 incidents, LGBTQI+ individuals were targeted and in some of them multiple
discrimination was observed on the basis of sexual orientation, gender identity and expression,
and disability. In five incidents, the victims were Greek Roma citizens and were targeted
because of their ethnic origin and in one incident, vandalism of a Holocaust memorial was
recorded. In another, the person was targeted on the basis of disability. No formal complaint
was made to the authorities in more than half of the incidents (63%). According to the
Network's annual report, the main reasons for not reporting are lack of trust in the authorities,
fear of re-victimisation, lack of awareness of rights and the normalisation of violence (Racist

Violence Recording Network, 2024).

According to the Network's records, individuals with a migrant or refugee background have
experienced discrimination at the country's borders, in reception and accomodation centres
and in various aspects of everyday life. Victims reported that in several cases they were
attacked by groups of men at the country's borders related to forced returns (without
specifying whether they were members of law enforcement agencies or illegal organisations).
At the same time, cooperation between different perpetrators was observed at different stages
of the attack, such as in the movement and containment of the victims. Incidents of
unprovoked violence and harassment within reception and detention facilities, mainly on
islands, were also observed, with perpetrators being representatives of the facilities and law
enforcement agencies. Racist acts were also recorded in various aspects of everyday life by
unknown individuals or individuals known to them on a professional, educational or other level.
Similarly, incidents targeting Roma occurred in various aspects of everyday life (Racist Violence
Recording Network, 2024).

LGBTQIl+ people experienced unprovoked attacks, mainly in public, but also on social media, in
restaurants and in the workplace. Violence initially manifests itself as homophobic and
transphobic rhetoric and often escalates into physical assaults. The Network's annual report for
2023 makes particular reference to domestic violence experienced by LGBTQI+ people

following the disclosure of their identity (coming out), as well as attacks in educational
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institutions. These environments, broadly understood as protective environments, exacerbate
the vulnerability of individuals and, combined with re-victimisation, intensify the feelings of fear

and insecurity of victims (Racist Violence Recording Network, 2024).

Despite the positive responses in preventing and tackling the phenomenon, the European
Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) made recommendations in the sixth
monitoring cycle report on Greece. The report mentions the lack of investigation of the racist
motive in some of the recorded incidents or delays in interviewing victims. It also highlighted
the disparity between recorded hate crimes and related prosecutions and sentences, possibly
due to a general feeling of reluctance on the part of the authorities to examine hate motives.
Some of the Commission's recommendations include making sure the hotline operated by the
Hellenic Police for combating racist violence is available all over the country, as well as
translating and disseminating the Guide for the rights of hate crime victims, developed by the
Ministry of Justice and the National Council against Racism and Intolerance, in more languages.
Another key recommendation is to launch public awareness campaigns against hate speech
using alternative narratives and aiming to highlight the dangers posed by hate speech
(European Commission against Racism and Intolerance, 2022).
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4. National Council against Racism and Intolerance &
National Action Plan

The National Council against Racism and Intolerance (NCRI) was established by Law 4356/2015
and was officially constituted on March 10%, 2016, by decision of the Minister of Justice
(Official Government Gazette, 2015; Ministry of Justice, 2021). Following the amendments
introduced by Law 5107/2024, it is a collective, advisory and consultative body, acting under
the General Secretariat for Equality and Human Rights of the Ministry of Social Cohesion and
Family Affairs (Official Government Gazette, 2024b).

NCRI is responsible for advising and supporting the state and wider society on issues related to
the fight against racism, intolerance and discrimination. Its main tasks include drafting policies
to prevent and combat such phenomena with the aim of protecting individuals and groups
targeted on the grounds of race, colour, national or ethnic origin, social background, religious

or other beliefs, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity or sex characteristics.

In addition, the Council controls and monitors the implementation of the relevant legislation,
promoting compliance with international and European law, and coordinates and strengthens
the actions of the stakeholders to address discrimination more effectively. At the same time, it
prepares studies and issues guidelines and recommendations for the prevention and combating
of the phenomena and the adaptation of Greek legislation, and collects and uses statistical
data. It also carries out training initiatives for the judiciary, law enforcement agencies and

public officials to address such phenomena.

One of its central tasks is the drafting, implementation and regular updating of the National
Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance, aiming at the substantial and continuous
improvement of the policies and practices implemented. Furthermore, it is responsible for

drafting an annual action report to be submitted to the President of the Hellenic Parliament.

Finally, NCRI strengthens cooperation with civil society, including NGOs, academics, citizens and

other stakeholders, in order to promote equality and combat discrimination in all areas of life.

Co-funded by
the European Union



R\
*‘\Yl'- D2.1 National Report
| —

ecosystem

for a society without discrimination

Through these actions, the Council aims to create an environment that respects diversity and

protects the rights of all citizens (Official Government Gazette, 2015).

The National Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance is Greece's main policy tool for
addressing the phenomena of racism, intolerance and discrimination. This Plan, prepared by
the NCRI for the period 2020-2023, was developed after extensive consultations between the
members of the Council and other stakeholders.

The main objectives of the National Action Plan are to effectively address the phenomena of
racism, intolerance, racist violence and discrimination, as well as to ensure respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms, in accordance with the Constitution and the international
commitments of the State. The Plan aims to enable citizens to live in a society without
discrimination by strengthening the prevention stage and raising awareness of the respect for

the principle of equality, equal treatment and dignity.

The Action Plan is underpinned by an extensive theoretical background on how to deal with the
phenomenon in Greece, the institutional framework in the country, the rights of victims and
the clarification of key concepts such as racist crime, incitement to commit crimes and ex officio
prosecution. At the same time, it focuses on key actions to achieve the objectives. These
actions are structured around five priority axes. The first axis, “Discrimination, stereotypes,
prejudice” includes actions such as the design and implementation of educational cultural
programmes in schools, training activities for Labour Inspectors on the implementation of equal
treatment, and the development of a training programme for disabled persons travelling by
passenger ship. The second thematic axis, “Fight against racist crime”, includes, among others,
the operation of working groups on racist crime and training to study the extent and nature of
racism, training of justice professionals on racist crime and hate speech, and improving access
to compensation for victims of intentional crime. The “Awareness-raising — Information” axis
focuses mainly on informing the public and certain professional groups, such as teachers, about
the different aspects of the phenomenon and the functioning of the NCRI. The
“Integration/Empowerment” axis includes, inter alia, actions to promote the inclusion of

refugee and Roma children in Greek schools, and training in support practices for students in

Co-funded by
the European Union



TN
‘.\Yl'— D2.1 National Report
| —

ecosystem

for a society without discrimination

the context of Differentiated Education. The fifth axis, “Horizontal — Cross-sectoral Actions”

refers to actions co-organised by bodies participating in the NCRI.

The Plan foresaw the systematic evaluation of the implementation of the actions, in the
framework of the regular and out-of-turn meetings of the Council. The evaluation was intended
to be carried out through internal implementation reports from the relevant bodies to the NCRI
to ensure proper implementation of the plan, address challenges and redesign actions. The
gualitative and quantitative evaluation of the plan was set to start at the end of 2023 and
include lessons learnt from the challenges encountered. Relevance, design and delivery, and

performance were the evaluative indicators referred to in the Plan (Ministry of Justice, 2021).
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5. Methodology

In the framework of the ECOSYSTEM project, qualitative and quantitative research was
conducted to explore the lessons learnt, achievements, obstacles, gaps and challenges faced by
the implementing agencies of the 1t National Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance. At
the same time, citizens' perceptions of stereotypes, prejudices and discrimination and the
impact they have on the individuals who experience them were explored. The research was
designed to inform the formulation of the 2" NAP with evidence-based observations from the

field and civil society.

The qualitative research was conducted between January and May 2025 and included 10 semi-
structured interviews with representatives of institutions involved in the drafting,
implementation or evaluation of the 1t NAP, as well as representatives of communities
affected by racism. Purposeful sampling was followed, with the assistance of MSCFA (YKOISO)
to invite members of the National Council. Indicatively, participants included institutions such
as the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of Social Cohesion and Family Affairs, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Education, the Hellenic Police, the Greek Ombudsman, the
Racist Violence Recording Network, the National Confederation of Disabled People (ESAMEA)
and the Greek Forum of Refugees. The interviews were analysed thematically, based on the
axes defined in the interview guide (Appendix B), while written consent was requested before

each interview (Appendix A).

For the quantitative research, a questionnaire (Appendix C) was developed to explore citizens'
perceptions of stereotypes, discrimination, racism, and the effects they have on the people who
experience them. The questionnaire was developed based on the Special Eurobarometer 535 -
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Discrimination in the European Union?, Law 4285/20142 and Law 4443/20163. It was
anonymous and distributed online between January and May 2025 via the LimeSurvey tool*. In
order to complete the questionnaire, the interested individuals had to give their consent for
data collection and analysis. If they answered “no” to the relevant questions, the questionnaire
was completed automatically without displaying any questions.

Convenience sampling was followed for the study, with the cooperation of KMOP, MSCFA
(YKOISO) and the NCHR. Project partners promoted the questionnaire through personal
networks, press releases, websites and social media. Moreover, important contributions to
dissemination were provided by umbrella organisations with access to specific groups,
institutions and the general public. The target sample was 1,000 citizens of different
backgrounds and characteristics (age group, gender, education level, region of residence). After
deducting the incomplete responses (1,254) and those who did not give their consent (73), the
total number of the sample was 1,928 people.

Besides descriptive statistics on beliefs, personal experiences, impact and anti-discrimination
efforts, the survey explored the impact of gender, age group, level of education and region of
residence on citizens' beliefs about the frequency of discrimination, reporting or not reporting
incidents, and the level of effectiveness of anti-discrimination efforts. Furthermore, binomial
logistic regression was performed to investigate the impact of gender, age, level of education
and region of residence on the likelihood of experiencing discrimination by participating
individuals. For this multivariate control, a compute of variables exploring personal experiences
of discrimination or harassment based on any of the protected characteristics in the past 12

months was performed, creating a new dependent variable answering the question “Have you

1 European Commission. (2023). Special Eurobarometer 535 - Discrimination in the European Union. Available at:
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail /2972

2| aw 4285/2014, Official Government Gazette A’ 191/10.9.2014. Available at:
https://www.kodiko.gr/nomologia/download fek?f=fek/2014/a/fek a 191 2014.pdf&t=ef599387bdea6105fd271
€16496a386e

3 | aw 4443/2016, Official Government Gazette A’ 232/9.12.2016. Available at:
https://www.kodiko.gr/nomologia/download fek?f=fek/2016/a/fek a 232 2016.pdf&t=f5447373a24e98e14chd3
deea4c4d9eb

% The LimeSurvey tool ensures confidentiality and anonymity, as the IP address of the respondents is protected and
untraceable. The data collected is anonymous and no tracking token is assigned to each participating individual.
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experienced discrimination or harassment in the past 12 months? -Yes-No”. The Kolmogorov-
Smirnov normality test indicated that the data did not follow a normal distribution and, thus,
non-parametric statistical tests were selected. Kruskal-Wallis tests were performed for the
Likert scale questions®, while for dichotomous survey questions (“yes/no”)®, Fisher tests were
performed to test the research hypotheses. Only statistically significant results are presented in
the relevant chapter analysing the results of the quantitative research. In the questionnaire
there were also open-ended questions, where individuals could provide more detailed answers,
for example, on the persons/organisations where they reported an incident of discrimination or

on the proposed measures to prevent and combat the phenomenon.

5.1 Limitations

Like any research process, this survey has limitations:

e The use of convenience sampling and voluntary participation in the quantitative survey limits
the generalisability of the results. Although the sample covers a variety of characteristics, it is
not representative of the general population and, therefore, the results should be considered
indicative and interpreted with caution.

e The way the questionnaire was distributed influenced the composition of the sample. Certain
population groups, such as non-binary individuals, people living in island or mountainous areas
and individuals over 76 years of age, were under-represented, which limits the ability to draw
safe conclusions for these groups. At the same time, the questionnaire was only available in
Greek, which potentially limited the participation of people with a migrant or refugee
background who did not know Greek and did not have access to translation tools.

e The organisations that disseminated the questionnaire may have had direct access to
populations that are already familiar with equality and discrimination issues, or who share
certain value approaches. This may result in a high likelihood of selection bias of individuals
participating in the quantitative survey.

> Scale 1-5, where 1= Not at all and 5= Very much. For example, “To what extent do you think stereotypes exist in
our society? -Not at all -Slightly -Moderately -A lot -Very much”.

6 For example, “Have you unconsciously discriminated against someone on the basis of a characteristic in the last
12 months? Yes - No - | don’t want to answer”.
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6. Qualitative research results

6.1 Role of participants in the implementation of the 1%t
National Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance

The research participants held critical roles in the design, implementation and/or monitoring of
the 1t National Action Plan (NAP) against Racism and Intolerance. Their involvement is mainly
identified through their status as members of the National Council against Racism and
Intolerance (NCRI) during the preparation and implementation of the 1t NAP or during the
current period of preparation of the 2" Plan. The interviews involved both representatives of

public bodies and civil society actors.

The NAP was drafted based on gathering input from NCRI members and working with experts
to write the text. The initial draft was prepared by an external partner of the Ministry of
Justice, that was responsible for coordinating the NAP, after collecting the suggestions of the
stakeholders. Subsequently, the NCRI member bodies contributed to the further elaboration of
the text by providing their knowledge and experience from their field and areas of expertise.
Once the actions were formulated, the collaborating actors categorised them, setting priorities
and forming a coherent Action Plan. As mentioned by some interviewees, the elaboration of
the document was carried out through regular NCRI meetings, with a specific focus on the
agenda, but also through targeted editing of the document. The implementation of the
planned actions was undertaken by the government agencies that participated in the Council
and the actions often included projects that were being implemented or were to be
implemented under other programmes such as the National Strategic Reference Framework
(NSRF/ESPA). Evaluation of implementation was not performed in a systematic way but
periodic meetings of the Council were reported, where informal evaluation was carried out

discussing the progress of the actions, mainly in terms of qualitative criteria.

Some civil society representatives underlined their multi-level involvement, ranging from the
design to the evaluation of the NAP. This participation was mainly ensured in the form of
consultations and the horizontal provision of expertise, such as definitions and legislation,

following a victim-centred and rights-based approach. For the most part, these inputs were
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related to the theoretical part of the plan. Civil society actors were not involved in the

implementation of the actions, because the relevant actions were carried out by the Ministries.

One of the representatives indicated that their body acts as a constant interlocutor with the
authorities on issues of racist violence, and through their annual reports, they provide in-depth
recommendations based on a systematic recording of incidents, which also form the basis of
their participation in the NCRI. Although this body was not actively involved in the
implementation of the actions, it monitored their progress. At the same time, in cases where
proposals were not adopted, the body proceeded with their implementation independently in
cooperation with competent bodies. A typical example was raising awareness among targeted
communities and public officials involved in supporting survivors of racist violence on the legal
framework through the development of a victim support guide and trainings for professionals.
As the representative indicated, the evaluation of the NAP and the related actions implemented
constituted a recommendation of their institution, highlighting the need to identify the actual
needs that were addressed by the Plan and possible gaps that need to be taken into account for

the design of the 2"¢ National Action Plan.

Staff from discriminated communities provided essential input to the design, conveying
experiences and documented needs, suggesting both thematic blocks and ways of effective
dissemination. Special mention was made of linking victims to recording mechanisms and legal
support, as well as their contribution to awareness-raising activities on the Plan, focusing on

victimised communities.

The contribution of public authorities mainly concerned institutional expertise and technical
documentation. The public bodies involved in the preparation of the NAP focused on the areas
and groups that were relevant to their tasks, harmonising European Directives and applying
good practices. During the development period of the plan, they were involved in proposing
actions and highlighting the needs to be taken into account at this key stage.

One of the representatives of public bodies indicated that they contributed to the
implementation of actions that the body had carried out in the past, setting realistic

objectives. At the same time, the body was able to contribute to the achievement of objectives
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set by other bodies through cooperation. Their contribution was extended to the monitoring of
actions through informal or internal evaluation procedures and the highlighting of evaluation

points at European level.

At ministry level, participation varied. Some bodies included in the NAP actions that were
already being implemented under other programmes (e.g. NSRF), without specific modification
or design, while others acted mainly as intermediaries for the inclusion of actions in the Plan.
Other stakeholders had a limited or advisory role with no decision-making power due to their
institutional independence. However, monitoring the Council's proceedings was an important
function for them, particularly in the context of the interface with the work of international and

European organisations.

Overall, the involvement of the participants reflects a complex system of consultation, which
combines empirical knowledge, institutional representation and field actions. The lack of a
uniform evaluation process, as well as coordination challenges among numerous stakeholders,
emerged as critical factors that affected the effectiveness of the 15t NAP and should be taken

into account in the design of the next phase.

6.2 Achievements and challenges

The adoption of the first NAP was in itself a significant achievement, as noted by the
participants. It was one of the first coordinated and organised efforts of the Greek state to
formulate a national strategy to address phenomena of racism, involving both state bodies
and representatives of civil society. This also underscored the importance of the representation
of Civil Society in the NCRI, including refugee and migrant organisations, which offered
documented and experiential knowledge from the field. Through the establishment and
operation of the Council, a framework of cooperation and consultation was formed, which was
considered to be pioneering for the Greek reality, given the pluralism and the participation of
many relevant stakeholders. This cooperation was cited as a key factor in achieving broad
acceptance and institutional legitimacy for the NAP, as well as leaving an important legacy for

the future.
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“A major achievement was that the Council itself was able to develop the Action
Plan and get it... put it on paper. It was a very, very important undertaking
because within the Council there were Ministries and Civil Society and
organisations, and so many stakeholders that in itself was a very, very difficult

undertaking.” Representative of a public body

A second achievement recognised was that the NAP provided an action plan, set the
framework and serves as a reference point, following on from the existing legal framework. At
the same time, it laid the groundwork for the necessary visibility and prioritisation of the
prevention and combating of these phenomena. The acceptance of the NAP as a reference
point has helped to strengthen the sense of safety for victims and to foster a culture of

recording and reporting incidents of racist violence.

“When a national strategy is implemented, it sends a message of priority.
Because, many times, [people] believed that the issues of racism, prejudice, and
discrimination did not concern the wider society. Meaning that it concerned
certain groups. So, the pace was set and the message was passed on to the
whole of society that these issues have a broader impact on society as a whole,
and not just on the individual who is being targeted or the group to which the
individual belongs. Therefore, the most important achievement, for me, was the
outreach and, indeed, this spreading of the message of acceptance and that we
all have a responsibility to contribute to combat these issues.” Representative of

a public body

In addition, some interviewees mentioned the coordination and regular meetings of the NCRI,
which contributed to the smooth preparation of the NAP. The existence of guiding bodies, such
as the Ministry of Justice, was also considered important for the smooth organisation of the
processes.

One of the most tangible results of the NAP was the creation and distribution of a guide for
victims of racist violence, which was considered particularly important both for its accessibility

—as it had been translated into nine languages and was widely used by police authorities — and
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for its sustainability as an information and empowerment tool. The Guide approaches the
victim of racist crime in a friendly way and provides information on rights and available support
services. The importance of this guide is evident both from its wide dissemination and the
possibility of updating it. Furthermore, one person mentioned the trainings held in law

enforcement agencies, given the importance of training on the rights of vulnerable groups.

Gender mainstreaming in the Plan was recognised as an important contribution to the
development of a horizontal approach against discrimination. The importance of a gender

perspective was also highlighted by the recommendation to include it in the 2"¢ NAP.

However, despite the positive steps, significant challenges have been identified. One of the
main obstacles encountered concerned the lack of readiness of public bodies to design and
implement such a project. These obstacles were compounded by the lack of a separate budget
and the heavy workload. Correspondingly, challenges arose from the need to coordinate the
relevant agencies, which had different priorities, particularly in cases where there were
overlapping responsibilities. For example, a representative of a public service reported that
there was often a lack of understanding of how government agencies operate on the part of

civil society.

Another aspect that emerged was the lack of adequate and systematic evaluation of both the
Plan as a whole and its individual actions. The absence of structured monitoring mechanisms
and qualitative evaluation indicators made it difficult to assess the effectiveness of the
interventions. The actions were not accompanied by provisions for monitoring results or
quality control. Similarly, there are no evaluation reports, which could contribute to the
feedback for the design of the 2"¢ NAP. One participant indicated that evaluations were

probably carried out by the funding body under which the actions were funded.

In similar fashion, in some cases the quantitative indicators included in the Plan were limited
and did not incorporate sustainability projections. For example, in certain cases, the number
of people participating in training programmes was small and the actions were not repeated,

which undermined their long-term positive impact.
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At the same time, a lack of strategic orientation in the planning of the NAP was mentioned.
The actions included were in many cases an inventory of initiatives already being
implemented, mainly through co-funded projects, rather than a product of needs-based
planning, indicating a lack of strategic orientation. As pointed out, the stocktaking nature of the
Plan limited its ability to set a new strategic direction and propose innovative interventions. In
this context, the absence of participatory planning was highlighted as well, in the sense that
many stakeholders were not sufficiently involved in the definition of actions and their
evaluation mechanismes.

“There was, after all, if you read the whole Action Plan, there was no
commitment that the g... the gaps that were identified would be filled in through
the Action Plan. 'The' [entirety of the gaps]... 'some’ [of the gaps], yes, the’

[entirety of the gaps], no.” Representative of Civil Society

Another important gap identified was the lack of action to effectively support and protect
victims of racist violence. Despite the country's commitments to the relevant institutional and
European framework — such as the incorporation of Directive 2012/29/EU with Law 4491/2017,
and the adoption of a framework for the protection of victims without legal status — the Plan
was limited to the publication of an information guide without forming a coherent, sustainable
framework of support services and connection with the competent authorities. Indicatively, it
was mentioned that only the Hellenic Police Services against racist violence in Athens and

Thessaloniki was a specialised public service in this field.

At the level of coordination, some individuals noticed limited functioning of the NCRI, with
few meetings and no systematic recording of the progress of actions, although other
participants mentioned regular meetings and good coordination of the Council as
achievements. Some interviewees stated that there was no regulation of the Council's
functioning and although the NCRI's competences are clear in the relevant legal framework, a
regulation could help to clarify them and extend its activities outside the NAP as described in
the legal provisions. Examples of other competences mentioned were reporting incidents of

discrimination expressed in public, conducting studies and making recommendations to prevent
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and combat racism and intolerance. One person also reported the discontinuation of the NCRI

for some time.

Finally, emphasis was placed on the need for institutional commitment for the sustainability
of actions through the adoption of binding instruments such as protocols, circulars and
ministerial decisions. Although some organisations tried to respond to existing gaps through
partnerships and field actions, the general assumption was that a long-term response to racism
cannot be achieved without institutionalising relevant interventions. Sustainability, as pointed

out, necessarily requires the commitment of the state itself.

The challenges mentioned above were mainly addressed through dialogue and cooperation,
while required political will, coordination and organisation. One of the participants explained
that when challenges arose, they highlighted the issue that had emerged, trying to fill possible
gaps in cross-sectoral cooperation when possible. More broadly, there was an individualised
approach to each challenge. At a holistic level, the NCRI and the NAP provide the opportunity to
overcome any obstacles by giving visibility to specific axes.

6.3 Stakeholder cooperation

Stakeholder cooperation was a crucial factor for the implementation of the National Action
Plan, both at the level of public bodies and among Civil Society Organisations. In the case of the
latter, this cooperation was the result of their continuous presence in recent years. It was
underlined that the implementation of the NAP was a coordinated effort of horizontal
cooperation, with continuous inter-ministerial cooperation and measurable results when this

cooperation was steady and persistent.

“This network was necessary, as we realised at an early stage that no one, no
matter how well-intentioned, could contribute to combating this phenomenon on

their own.” Representative of a public body

This encouraging framework contributed to the development, and eventually the finalisation, of
a realistic and coherent NAP. It fostered the exchange of experiences, knowledge, good

practices and guidelines, while civil society actors contributed their knowledge from the field
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helping to understand existing gaps and needs. Problems were jointly identified with a
multidisciplinary approach, including practical issues, comparable to the daily work of the

involved stakeholders.

Direct and continuous communication emerged as the foundation of effective cooperation, as
it allowed the people involved to understand common problems and identify gaps, providing a
multidisciplinary approach oriented to the needs of everyday practice. At the same time, one

participant mentioned the regular NCRI meetings as a key basis for maintaining communication

and collaboration.

Good cooperation extended beyond the NCRI including local authorities, regions and
municipalities and contributed to the implementation and dissemination of the planned
actions. As mentioned, the synergy framework remained and expanded after the completion of
the NAP, while at the same time, worked outside the NCRI, with the involvement of civil society

organisations in state actions implemented outside the Plan.

Nevertheless, it was noted that the quality of cooperation was often linked to the individuals
who staffed the participating bodies, which can have negative consequences when there are
personnel changes. Furthermore, it was pointed out that many agency representatives did not
have the full support of their organisations, which meant that they saw their work in the NCRI
as a secondary activity. In order to ensure stability, emphasis was placed on the need for
institutional and structural cooperation among the actors themselves, and all their parties,
rather than among individuals or groups. The need for equal recognition of the bodies that
make up the NCRI was stressed as well, with particular emphasis on the role of Civil Society

Organisations.

Some participants described difficulties in the initial phase of cooperation, which were also
inherent within the services, and related to time allocation and knowledge about the design of
the NAP. These challenges were addressed by collecting expertise, using drafts,
methodologies and bilateral collaborations between the coordinator and the participating

agencies to design the actions included in the Plan.
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6.4 Lessons learnt and suggestions for improvement

Some participants reported that the objectives of the Plan were achieved, while others said
that they were partially achieved, recognising that this was the first time something relevant
had been developed and was a pilot period. One person highlighted visibility as an indication
that the objectives had been achieved.

One of the interviewees stressed that the comparative study of the existing National Action
Plans of the Member States demonstrates many positive elements of the Greek one, even at
the level of terminology, as it mentions terms such as pluralism, ableism and transphobia,
which are not found in other countries’ plans. Reference was also made to the research part of
the Plan, which includes recommendations from international organisations, previous

evaluations, other action plans, and horizontal priorities.

“We accomplished a lot more than we thought we did. Although the narrative
from Council members may be 'okay, it was nothing and it's just a symbolic
action plan that doesn't meet the needs' and all that. | understand that it had

condensed many innovative elements." Representative of a public body

Some representatives underlined that the absence of evaluation makes it difficult to identify
the degree of achievement, and it was mentioned that the fragmented actions included in the
Plan could not contribute to the achievement of the objectives. One such example is the
training of professionals, with limited participation indicators or a limited number of

professional sectors.

6.4.1 Lessons learnt

e Fragmentation and lack of continuity: The plan lacked coherence and did not fully cover the
dimensions of racism, hate speech and hate crimes. The actions included were not
comprehensive and did not respond to identified needs.

e Lack of prevention and integrated policies: The NAP did not include adequate prevention and
incident response tools.

e Lack of evaluation: There was no systematic data and evaluation/monitoring of
implementation.
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6.4.2

Poor representation and cooperation: Despite successful cross-sectoral cooperation, there was
no stable mechanism for cooperation between actors and organisations representing all the
affected groups.

Lack of clear targets and indicators: Lack or existence of limited quantitative and qualitative
objectives and measurable results.

Cooperation: The cooperation of many different actors was a challenge, but also an exercise,
setting the basis for the future.

Different views on the success of the plan: Due to incomplete evaluation, there was no
consensus on the success of the Plan and its actions, with some people considering it successful
in terms of perception, symbolism and visibility, and others reporting a lack of practical
implementation.

Suggestions for improvement

Strategic planning and structure

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.
1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

Limitation to specific axes, without unrealistic and overly ambitious objectives, so that the
Plan is meaningful to the citizens and understood as something new.

Fewer but more targeted actions, especially for frontline professionals (e.g. police, civil
servants).

Avoidance of fragmented actions and anticipation of sustainability and next steps.
Inclusion of international and European recommendations to the country at the planning
stage.

Specific methodology, timetable and evaluation indicators, and inclusion of a separate
chapter on evaluation methodology.

Inclusion of holistic actions responding to diagnosed needs, such as under-reporting of
incidents and the integration of pillars to prevent discrimination, hate speech and hate

crimes.

“Actions should respond to the diagnosed needs. Indicators and a holistic
approach respond to the way the action is implemented. However, the design of
the action should be inextricably linked to the diagnosed need. And | think that
this precedes a holistic approach and indicators. [...] In other words, first there
must be a political initiative to fill the identified gap, the diagnosed need, and
then when you are called upon to implement the resulting actions, you should

have indicators and a holistic approach.” Civil Society Representative

Review and update of the plan on a regular basis through evaluation.
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1.8. Actions to raise awareness of the content of the NAP, which will not be limited to emails.
2.  Themes and actions

2.1. Preventing discrimination, hate speech and hate crimes.

2.2.  Strengthening the capacity and preparedness of competent authorities to identify and
respond to incidents of racist violence, including law enforcement agencies.

2.3. Empowering, informing and building the capacity of victimised communities on their rights
and the reporting process.

2.4, Engaging more people in the public administration through further training on racism,
discrimination, hate crimes and hate speech, as a horizontal action of the plan.

2.5.  Accessibility of information and tools to inform vulnerable groups.

2.6.  Codification of legislation and recommendations for amending legislation.

2.7. Establishment of incident management protocols.

2.8.  Joint Action Days, involving all stakeholders, in the context of global and European
awareness days, such as the International Day for the Elimination of Racial Discrimination.

2.9. Inventory of specialised bodies dealing with racist crime, including its various
manifestations.

2.10. Conducting a survey after some years as a follow-up to the present survey carried out in the
framework of the ECOSYSTEM project, to investigate changes in citizens' perceptions and
experiences.

3. Governance and cooperation

3.1. Establishing and expanding partnerships between administrative bodies and civil society, so
that each can contribute its own expertise.

3.2.  Cross-sectoral cooperation between Ministries, such as in joint actions with a European
impact.

3.3. Focus on cooperation between institutions, not individuals, with stable structures.

3.4, Establishing sub-groups based on their relevance to each other, to monitor parts of the
implementation and feedback of the NCRI.

3.5. Intensifying meetings.
3.6. Increasing human resources for the implementation and monitoring of the progress of
actions.

4. Evaluation and monitoring
4.1.  Annual evaluation reports and specific quantitative and qualitative monitoring indicators.
4.2. Inclusion of an external evaluation to ensure objectivity.
4.3. Self-evaluation system and regular reports, available to the general public, aiming at
information, awareness and transparency.
4.4, Inventory and comparison with other national plans for optimisation.
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Political will and practical impact

5.1.  The new plan needs political support and pressure for its implementation.

5.2.  Actions need to have a substantial impact on victims, not limited to visibility and
awareness-raising, but to providing practical support and prevention of the phenomenon.

5.3.  The plan must be “brought down to society” — it must be practical and useful.

Regarding the role of the NCRI, some people stressed the need for its direct involvement in the
implementation of actions, while others referred to its consultative character.

“The role of the National Council against Racism and Intolerance is not
operational, it is consultative, it is advisory. | would say that the new Action Plan
should be limited to specific axes, to visibility...policy axes in visibility, to visibility

actions [...] and operationally each ministry representative in cooperation with
NGOs should choose specific actions that can be implemented.” Representative

of a public body

6.5 Training needs

The need for training was identified as a critical requirement for the successful
implementation of the 2"¢ National Action Plan. As pointed out by a representative of civil
society, training should cover two levels: the executive and the operational. At the executive
level, it concerns the executives and bodies involved in the design and management of the Plan,
but also the people who are to benefit from its results. For example, the formulation of binding
texts for civil servants, as well as an individual needs assessment manual — as provided for in
Law 4498/2017 — requires an understanding of the basic principles, importance and correct use
of these tools. At the same time, training is required both for the proper formulation of such
tools and for the individuals who are called upon to put them into practice at the operational

level.

Training was deemed necessary for front-line staff, such as police officers, teachers, social
workers and administrators, for early diagnosis and prevention. Although important steps have
been taken under the 1%t NAP (e.g. training of police officers in some regions), it is necessary to

intensify these efforts in a more targeted way. The importance of continuous training was
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highlighted, as there is frequent mobility of staff in public bodies. In addition, stress was placed
on the need to educate victims or potential victims of violence through open and repeated
awareness-raising and empowerment activities aimed at communities or groups that are often
targeted on the basis of specific characteristics. It was suggested that such trainings be
integrated into the NAP actions as horizontal and targeted measures contributing to a

multiplier effect.

Although some participants acknowledged that NCRI members are experts or are not tasked
with conducting relevant activities and do not need training, most individuals stated that such
an initiative would be useful. In this case, training should focus on thematic knowledge, such as
the institutional framework, stereotypes, European and international recommendations, but
also on practical issues, such as designing realistic actions, preparing evaluations and
understanding the steps of implementation. Lack of expertise is a major barrier and training can
act as a response to this. Training at this stage provides the foundation for meaningful planning

that responds to the real needs and capacities of the actors and society.

“I think training is much more critical in the stages of the Plan's development. In
other words, if there is the plan, once it is drawn up, it creates a path, a compass,
and can be implemented. The question is what to plan. Eventually, that is more
difficult than actually doing it. Because in order to see what we are going to plan,
we have to be realistic, we have to be able to do what we want to do, we have to
know exactly what we want to do. That's where | think training is needed.” Public

body representative.
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7. Quantitative research results

7.1 Demographic data

A total of 1,928 people participated in the survey, the majority of whom were female (71.4%).
Around one in four people were male (26.8%), 0.2% selected 'other' in the relevant question,
0.8% were non-binary, and the same proportion did not wish to answer. As shown in Figure 1,
the largest age group was 46-55 years old. Most individuals had completed higher education
(39.7%) or held a master’s degree (35.7%). 10.3% held a PhD, 8.9% had completed secondary
education, 3.7% had vocational training, 0.8% selected 'other' to the relevant question, and the
same proportion did not wish to answer. The majority (78.6%) stated that they lived in a large
city with 50,000 or more inhabitants. 10% lived in a small town, with more than 10,000
inhabitants, 4.6% in an island area, 2.6% in a smaller town with more than 3,000 inhabitants,
3.3% in a village, with less than 3,000 inhabitants, and 0.5% in a mountain area; the same

percentage did not answer the question.

Age
35%
29.20%
30%
25% 22.10%

20% o 16.30%
16% Lo 6.30%
15%
10%
5% 1.80% 0.20% 0.40%
0% —

18-25 years 26-35 years 36-45 years 46-55years 56-65 years 66-75years 76 yearsold Don't want to
old old old old old old or more answer

Figure 1 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample by age (N=1928)

7.2 Perceptions about discrimination and stereotypes

The majority of the sample reported that stereotypes are very (39.2%) or extremely (51.9%)

prevalent in modern society. Fewer people reported that they exist to a moderate (7.3%) or
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low degree (1.2%), and even fewer reported that they do not exist (0.4%). Similar views were
expressed regarding the impact of stereotypes on people's behaviour towards particular
social groups. 36.2% said that stereotypes influence behaviour 'a lot' and 57.3% 'very much’,
while lower percentages rated this influence as moderate (5.2%), small (1%) or non-existent
(0.3%).

Non-parametric tests were conducted to investigate differences in respondents' perceptions of
stereotypes in contemporary society according to gender, age, education level and region of
residence. The statistically significant results are summarised below:

e Women (M= 4.48) were significantly more likely to believe that there are stereotypes in our
society compared to men (M=4.22, p< .0001).

Women (M= 4.56) were, also, significantly more likely to believe that stereotypes influence
people's attitudes towards certain groups in the population, compared to men (M= 4.28, p<
.0001).

e People aged 26-35 years (M= 4.58) were significantly more likely to believe that stereotypes
exist in our society compared to the 18-25 (M= 4.35, p< .007), 46-55 (M= 4.38, p< .008) and 56-
65 age groups (M= 4.30, p< .0001). Similarly, the 36-45 age group (M= 4.44) was significantly
more likely to believe stereotypes exist compared to the 56-65 age group (M=4.30, p< .034).
The 26-35 age group (M= 4.61) was significantly more likely to believe that stereotypes
influence people's behaviour towards certain population groups compared to the 56-65 age
group (M=4.37, p< .0001).

e Individuals who had a Master’s degree (M= 4.51) were significantly more likely to believe that
stereotypes exist compared to those who had completed secondary (M= 4.24, p< .0001) and
tertiary education (M= 4.37, p< .0001), and those who had vocational training (M= 4.19, p<
.016).

Individuals who held a PhD title (M= 4.49) were significantly more likely to believe that
stereotypes exist compared to those who had completed secondary education (M= 4.24, p<
.004).

Regarding the impact of stereotypes on behaviour, people who had completed secondary
education (M= 4.27) had significantly lower perceptions compared to those who had
completed tertiary education (M= 4.48, p< .008), and those with a Master’s (M= 4.56, p< .0001)
and a PhD title (M= 4.57, p< .0001).

As shown in Figure 2, respondents consider that discrimination based on certain characteristics
is very or relatively widespread. They appear to consider discrimination on the basis of
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gender, sexual orientation, gender identity and expression, social status, race and national or

ethnic origin to be most prevalent.
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Figure 2 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample according to perceptions of the frequency of
discrimination based on specific characteristics (N=1928)
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Non-parametric tests were conducted to explore differences in respondents' perceptions of the

prevalence of discrimination based on specific characteristics according to gender. The

statistically significant results are presented hereunder:

e Women were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination based on specific

characteristics is more prevalent. Differences included discrimination based on gender (F: M=
4.37, M: M= 3.95, p< .0001), sexual orientation (F: M= 4.59, M: M= 4.24, p< .0001), gender
identity (F: M= 4.39, M: M= 3.96, p< .0001), sex characteristics (F: M= 4.03, M: M= 3.67, p<
.0001), gender expression (F: M=4.51, M: M= 4.13, p< .0001), age (F: M= 3.72, M: M= 3.31, p<
.0001), family status (F: M= 3.47, M: M= 3.09, p< .0001), social status (F: M= 4.45, M: M=4.12,
p< .0001), race (F: M=4.36, M: M= 4.03, p< .0001), religion (F: M= 3.82, M: M= 3.57, p< .015),
national or ethnic origin (F: M= 4.20, M: M= 3.98, p< .009), and disability or chronic condition
(F: M= 3.93, M: M= 3.53, p< .0001).

Likewise, differences also emerged according to age:

e |Individuals aged 46-55 years (M= 4.05) were significantly more likely to perceive discrimination
based on sex characteristics as more prevalent compared to the 18-25 age group (M= 3.72, p<
.009).

e The 26-35 age group (M= 4.54) was significantly more likely to perceive discrimination based
on gender expression as more prevalent than the 56-65 age group (M= 4.31, p<.013).

e Participants aged 18-25 (M= 3.15) were significantly more likely to perceive age-based
discrimination as less prevalent compared to the 26-35 (M= 3.63, p<.0001), 36-45 (M= 3.63, p<
.0001), 46-55 (M= 3.72, p<.0001), 56-65 (M= 3.75, p<.0001), and 66-75 age groups (M= 4.09, p<
.001).

e Similarly, the 18-25 group (M= 3.07) was significantly more likely to believe that discrimination
based on family status is less prevalent compared to the 36-45 (M= 3.43, p<.002) and 46-55
groups (M= 3.48, p< .0001).

e People 18-25 (M= 4.18) were, also, significantly more likely to believe that discrimination
based on social status is less prevalent compared to the 36-45 (M= 4.38, p<.042) and 46-55 age
groups (M= 4.44, p< .008).

The differences according to educational level are shown below:

e People with a Master’s degree (M= 4.36) were significantly more likely to believe that gender
discrimination is more prevalent compared to those who had completed secondary (M= 4.01,
p< .002) and tertiary education (M= 4.22, p< .014). PhD holders (M= 4.39) were, also,
significantly more likely to believe that gender discrimination is more prevalent compared to
individuals who had completed secondary education (M= 4.01, p<.019).
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e Master’s degree holders (M= 4.58) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination
based on sexual orientation is more prevalent than those who had completed secondary
education (M= 4.33, p<.001).

e Individuals who had vocational training (M= 3.76) were significantly more likely to believe that
discrimination based on gender identity is less prevalent compared to those who had
completed tertiary education (M= 4.32, p<.020), had a Master's degree (M= 4.36, p<.001) or a
PhD (M= 4.35, p<.019). Similarly, those who had completed secondary education (M= 3.92)
were significantly more likely to believe they were less prevalent than those who had
completed tertiary education (M= 4.32, p<.029), had a Master (M= 4.36, p<.001) or a PhD (M=
4.35, p< .046).

e Individuals who had completed secondary education (M= 3.71) were significantly more likely to
believe that discrimination based on sex characteristics is less prevalent compared to those
who had a Master's (M= 4.02, p<.032) or a PhD (M=4.12, p< .010).

e Individuals who had completed secondary education (M= 4.07) were significantly more likely to
believe that discrimination based on gender expression is less prevalent compared to those
who had a Master's (M= 4.51, p< .001) or a PhD (M= 4.49, p< .008).

e PhD holders (M= 3.84) were significantly more likely to believe that age-based discrimination
is more prevalent than those who had vocational training (M= 3.28, p<.016), had completed
secondary (M= 3.23, p<.0001) and tertiary education (M= 3.55, p<.001). Similarly, Master’s
degree holders (M= 3.76) were significantly more likely to believe it is more prevalent
compared to those who had completed secondary (M= 3.23, p< .0001) and tertiary education
(M= 3.55, p< .004).

e Master’s degree holders (M= 3.51) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination
based on family status is more prevalent compared to those who had completed tertiary
education (M= 3.30, p<.021).

e People who had completed secondary education (M= 4.12) were significantly more likely to
believe that discrimination based on social status is less prevalent compared to those who had
a Master's (M= 4.45, p< .004) or a PhD (M= 4.48, p< .021).

e PhD holders (M= 3.97) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination based on
religion is more prevalent than those who had completed vocational training (M= 3.39, p<.042)
or tertiary education (M= 3.69, p< .041).

e PhD holders (M= 4.37) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination based on
national or ethnic origin is more prevalent compared to people who had received vocational
training (M= 3.89, p< .006) and those who had completed secondary education (M= 3.87, p<
.002). Similarly, those with a Master’s degree (M= 4.19) were significantly more likely to
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believe it is more prevalent compared to people who had completed secondary education (M=
3.87, p<.030).

Regarding the differences according to the region of residence:
e Individuals who resided in a large city (M= 3.64) were significantly more likely to believe that
age discrimination is more prevalent compared to those who resided in a small town (M= 3.04,
p< .030).

Regarding the environments where discrimination occurs most often (Figure 3), respondents
reported that it is most pronounced in work environments or during job search, on the
internet, during the search for housing and in police stations. Discrimination in shops or banks,
restaurants, cafes and bars, educational institutions, Reception and Identification Centres, and
at the level of social benefits is believed to be less frequent. However, around one in five
people said they did not know how widespread discrimination is at the level of social
benefits, and around one in three how widespread it is in Reception and Identification
Centres and places of refugee or migrant communities, possibly linked to limited visibility or
access to information about conditions in these settings.
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Prevalence of discrimination in different environments
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Figure 3 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample according to perceptions of the frequency of
discrimination by environment (N=1928)

Non-parametric tests were conducted to investigate differences in respondents' perceptions of

the prevalence of discrimination in specific settings according to gender. Statistically

significant results are summarised below:

e Women were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination is more prevalent in

certain environments. Differences were related to discrimination when looking for a job (F: M=
4.15, M: M= 3.81, p< .0001), at work (F: M= 4.06, M: M= 3.75, p< .0001), when looking for a
house to buy or rent (F: M= 3.70, M: M= 3.44, p< .001), when using health care (F: M= 3.10, M:
M= 2.72, p< .0001) and social services (F: M= 3.09, M: M= 2.90, p< .018), when attending or
applying to school or university (F: M=2.92, M: M= 2.72, p< .005), in cafes, restaurants, bars
and nightclubs (F: M= 3.10, M: M= 2.90, p< .013), in shops or banks (F: M= 2.87, M: M= 2.53, p<
.0001), in public places (F: M=3.61, M: M= 3.30, p< .0001), in the media (F: M= 3.74, M: M=
3.46, p< .002), at the level of social benefits or tax reliefs (F: M= 2.66, M: M= 2.43, p<.030), in
the means of transport (F: M= 3.57, M: M= 3.19, p< .0001), and in education (F: M= 3.57, M: M=
3.19, p< .0001).
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Regarding differences in perceptions about the prevalence of discrimination in the surveyed
environments according to age:

e People aged 18-25 (M= 3.16) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination when
looking for a home to buy or rent is less prevalent compared to the age groups 26-35 (M= 3.76,
p< .0001), 36-45 (M= 3.73, p< .0001), 46-55 (M= 3.68, p< .001) and 56-65 (M= 3.73, p< .003),

e People aged 26-35 (M= 3.26) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination in the
use of healthcare services is more prevalent compared to the age groups 18-25 (M= 2.67, p<
.0001), 46-55 (M= 2.96, p<.015) and 56-65 (M= 2.98, p< .038). The 36-45 age group (M= 3.10)
was significantly more likely to believe they are more prevalent than the 18-25 age group (M=
2.67, p<.012).

® The 26-35 group (M= 3.26) was significantly more likely to believe that discrimination in the
use of social services is more prevalent compared to the 46-55 (M= 2.95, p<.014) and 56-65
(M= 2.92, p<.003) groups.

e The 18-25 group (M= 3.21) was significantly more likely to believe that discrimination in cafes,
bars, restaurants or nightclubs is more prevalent compared to the 56-65 group (M= 2.88, p<
.005).

® People aged 26-35 (M= 2.96) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination in
shops or banks is more prevalent compared to people aged 18-25 (M= 2.55, p< .015) and 56-65
(M= 2.62, p<.003); people aged 46-55 (M= 2.86) were significantly more likely to believe it is
more prevalent compared to people aged 56-65 (M= 2.62, p< .044).

e People aged 56-65 (M= 3.21) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination in
public places is less prevalent compared to people aged 18-25 (M= 3.81, p<.0001), 26-35 (M=
3.71, p< .0001), 36-45 (M= 3.60, p< .0001), and 45-55 (M= 3.44, p< .003). The 46-55 age group
(M= 3.44) was significantly more likely to believe it is less prevalent compared to those in the
18-25 (M= 3.81, p< .0001) and 26-35 age groups (M=3.71, p<.013).

e People aged 56-65 (M= 3.30) were significantly more likely to believe that discrimination in the
media is less prevalent compared to people aged 18-25 (M= 4.08, p< .0001), 26-35 (M= 4.04, p<
.0001) and 36-45 (M= 3.62, p< .003). Similarly, individuals aged 46-55 years (M= 3.52) were
more likely to believe it is less prevalent than individuals aged 18-25 (M= 4.08, p< .0001) and
26-35 years (M= 4.04, p< .0001). The 36-45 age group (M= 3.62) was also more likely to believe
it is less prevalent than those aged 18-25 (M= 4.08, p< .0001) and 26-35 (M= 4.04, p< .0001).

e Younger people, 18-25 years old, (M= 4.38) were significantly more likely to believe that online
discrimination is more prevalent compared to people 36-45 (M= 3.98, p< .0001), 46-55 (M=
3.68, p<.0001), 56-65 (M= 3.50, p< .0001) and 65-75 years old (M= 3.66, p< .012). Respectively,
people aged 26-35 years (M= 4.25) were more likely to believe it is more prevalent compared
to the 46-55 (M= 3.68, p< .0001) and 56-65 (M= 3.50, p< .0001) age groups. Finally, the 36-45
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group (M= 3.98) was significantly more likely to believe it is more prevalent than the 46-55
(M= 3.68, p<.008) and 56-65 (M= 3.50, p< .0001) groups.

e Regarding discrimination in social benefits and tax relief, the 18-25 group (M= 2.25) was
significantly more likely to consider it less prevalent compared to the 36-45 group (M= 2.72, p<
.020).

® Younger people aged 18-25 years (M= 3.64) were significantly more likely to believe that
discrimination in the means of transport is more prevalent compared to people aged 46-55
(M= 3.36, p<.036) and 56-65 years (M= 3.19, p< .0001). Slightly older individuals, 26-35 years
old, (M= 3.82) were also significantly more likely to believe that it is more prevalent compared
to individuals 36-45 (M= 3.45, p< .009), 46-55 (M= 3.36, p< .0001) and 56-65 years old (M= 3.19,
p< .0001). Individuals aged 36-45 (M= 3.45) were more likely to believe it is more prevalent
than individuals aged 56-65 years old (M= 3.19, p<.005).

e Younger age groups also find discrimination in education more prevalent. The 18-25 age group
(M= 3.40) was significantly more likely to consider it more prevalent than the 46-55 (M= 3.10,
p< .009) and 56-65 age groups (M= 2.99, p< .0001). Respectively, the 26-35 group (M= 3.41)
considers it more prevalent compared to the 46-55 (M= 3.10, p<.019) and 56-65 age groups
(M=2.99, p< .0001). Finally, the 36-45 age group (M= 3.26) considers it more prevalent
compared to the 56-65 age group (M= 2.99, p<.004).

e Younger people, 18-25 years old, (M= 2.07) were significantly more likely to believe that
discrimination in Reception and Identification Centres is less prevalent compared to people
aged 26-35 (M= 2.72, p<.003) and 66-75 years old (M= 3.26, p< .023).

e Regarding discrimination in police stations, younger people, 18-25 years old, (M= 3.52) were
significantly more likely to believe that it is more prevalent compared to the 46-55 (M= 3.19,
p< .004) and 56-65 age groups (M= 3.20, p< .005). Similarly, the 26-35 group (M= 3.93) was
significantly more likely to believe it is more prevalent compared to the 36-45 (M= 3.38, p<
.0001), 46-55 (M= 3.19, p<.0001) and 56-65 age groups (M= 3.20, p< .0001).

Regarding the differences that were found according to the level of education:

e People with a Master’s degree (M= 4.18) were significantly more likely to perceive
discrimination during job search as more prevalent than people who had completed tertiary
education (M= 4.00, p< .005).

e Those with a Master’s degree (M= 3.78) were significantly more likely to consider
discrimination when looking for a home to buy or rent more prevalent, compared to those
who had completed secondary (M= 3.32, p<.001) and tertiary education (M= 3.46, p< .003). The
same applied for PhD holders (M= 3.78) compared to those who had completed secondary
education (M= 3.32, p<.031).
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e Master’s degree holders (M= 3.18) were also significantly more likely to perceive
discrimination during the use of healthcare services as more prevalent compared to individuals
who had completed tertiary education (M= 2.88, p< .001).

In terms of differences according to residence area:
e People living in a large city (M= 3.55) were significantly more likely to perceive discrimination
in public places as more prevalent, compared to people living in a small town (M= 3.06, p<
.023).

Around half of the sample said they had taken some action to combat discrimination (either
online or face-to-face) in the last 12 months (49.9%), while a similar proportion (48.2%) said
they had unconsciously discriminated people or groups on the basis of one of the
aforementioned characteristics. However, the vast majority (90.6%), reported not to have
discriminated people or groups on purpose.

Non parametric tests showed that there is a correlation between gender and taking action to
combat discrimination (p< .0001). Of all women, 51.4% had taken action in the past 12 months,
45.1% of all men and 60% of all non-binary people. Similarly, a correlation emerged between
gender and unconscious discrimination (p< .039), with 50.1% of all women reporting that they
had unconsciously discriminated people or groups in the past 12 months. The corresponding
proportion of all men was 43.1%, and that of non-binary people was 60%. These results are
potentially more related to the ability to recognise personal stereotypes rather than to their
existence. At the same time, 6.4% of all women reported having discriminated towards other
people on purpose in the 12 months preceding the survey. The corresponding figure for men
was 10.4% and for non-binary people 13.3%. This correlation highlights significant differences
between gender and conscious discrimination (p< .004). However, the results may be more
related to awareness of personal attitudes and behaviours than to the frequency or severity of
the acts themselves, in this case as well.

The main actions to combat discrimination mentioned by the respondents in the open-ended
questions of the online survey were participation and conducting educational/information

activities, as well as participation in relevant groups or events that may relate to equality,
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tackling violence, stereotypes, racism and the rights of specific groups, such as Pride. Some of
the mentioned actions were carried out in the context of the professional role of the
participating individuals, such as through educational interventions with pupils and university
students, the creation of relevant material (e.g. podcasts, videos), or active participation in

Equality Committees.

Online forms of action included posts and interventions on social media, reporting comments
or posts with racist content, writing articles or participating in related podcasts, and signing
digital protests.

In the open-ended questions of the online questionnaire, people mentioned advocating of
people who are discriminated against in public places, the means of transport or in the
workplace - especially in the case of people receiving services — as other forms of intervention.
In addition, actions for the provision of practical support were recorded, such as assistance in
finding housing, provision of material assistance to vulnerable groups or translation support to
people with a refugee or migrant background. They also mentioned reporting incidents to
relevant authorities, such as a supervisor at work, the Labour Inspectorate, the police or
support organisations. Some people also cited everyday practices such as using inclusive
language, talking to people they know who may have stereotypical views, but also their

general attitude and efforts to self-reflect and deconstruct their personal stereotypes.

The majority of the sample said they would feel comfortable if a colleague had any of the
characteristics surveyed (Figure 4). However, around one in six people would feel very or
relatively uncomfortable with a trans person, one in five with an intersex person and one in 12

with a person with different philosophical, ideological or cultural beliefs.
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How comfortable would you feel if a colleague had the following
characteristics/identities?

Person with different philosophical, ideological..
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Person with a different skin colour
Old person

Young person
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gay, bi = person

B Very uncomfortable 1.50% 4.10%
M Fairly uncomfortable 4% 10.80%
Neutral 18.50% | 19.90%
W Fairly comfortable 12.70% | 20.70%
W Very comfortable 62.80% | 43.60%
B Don't want to answer  0.40% 0.80%
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Figure 4 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample according to feelings of comfort with a colleague

with certain characteristics (N=1928)
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In the case where these characteristics were related to a person in the highest elected political
position in Greece (Figure 5), discomfort seemed to increase. In particular, one in four people
reported that they would feel very or relatively uncomfortable if the said person had different
philosophical, ideological or cultural beliefs, which may reflect personal political positions or
fears about the elected representative's political goals. Around one in five people would be
very or relatively uncomfortable with a trans person and one in seven with an intersex person
in the highest elected political position. Similarly, about one in seven would be very or
relatively uncomfortable with a person of a different ethnic background and one in nine with a
person of a different religion than the majority of the population.
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How comfortable would you feel if one person from each of the following groups
were in the highest elected political position in Greece?

Person with different philosophical, ideological...

Person with a disability

Person with a different religion
Person with a different skin colour
Old person

Young person
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Figure 5 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample according to feelings of comfort with a person with

certain characteristics holding the highest elected political position (N=1928)
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Levels of comfort are reduced further when the relationship involves the immediate family
environment, in particular, their child's romantic partner (Figure 6). Around one in two people
would feel very or relatively uncomfortable if their child had a relationship with an older or
trans person. At the same time, around one in three people reported discomfort with intersex,
gay or bisexual people, characteristics potentially related to the child's own identity. One in
five people reported similar feelings if their child's romantic partner had different
philosophical, ideological, cultural beliefs or was a person with a disability. Around one in six,
in the case they had a different religion, and one in nine if they had a different ethnic origin

from the majority of the population.

Co-funded by
the European Union




—
ecosystem

for a society without discrimination

D2.1 National Report

Regardless of whether you have children, how comfortable would you feel if your
child had a romantic relationship with a person with the following

characteristics/identities?

Person with different philosophical,.. . IR .
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Neutral 14.50% | 15.20% @ 16.90% = 18.00% @ 22.00% = 16.00% | 17.10% @ 18.60% = 18.90% @ 24.10%
W Fairly comfortable 18.80% | 15.90% | 15.40% @ 18.60% @ 21.90% @ 21.70% @ 16.80% @ 19.10% @ 24.40% @ 23.20%
W Very comfortable 32.40% @ 21.40% @ 24.10% @ 50.20% @ 44.50% @ 16.20% @ 55.40% 45.50% @ 36.30% = 29.90%
B Don't want to answer | 3.30% = 3.60% = 4.30% = 190% = 250% @ 250% @ 1.60% @ 210% & 230% @ 2.70%
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Figure 6 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample according to feelings of comfort with their child's
romantic partner who bears certain characteristics (N=1928)
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The majority of the sample stated that they agree or strongly agree that school lessons and
teaching materials should include information about different cultures (96.5%), the experience
of a disability or chronic condition (96.4%), different ethnic and national origins (94.9%), racism
(93.4%), sexual orientation (83.9%), religions or beliefs (77.9%), anti-Semitism (77.3%), and
gender identity (75.6%).

7.3 Personal experiences of discrimination

Only 15.4% of respondents said they had never experienced discrimination. In contrast, a
significant proportion reported experiences of discrimination within the last 12 months
(Figure 7). The most common experiences of discrimination were related to gender, age, family

or social status, and ideological, philosophical or cultural beliefs.

Multivariate analysis (binomial logistic regression) was performed to investigate the effect of
gender, age, education level and region of residence on the likelihood of experiencing
discrimination. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test assessed the goodness of fit of the logistic
regression model (p>.05). Males are 42.7% statistically significantly less likely to experience
discrimination than females (p< .001, OR=.573, 95% Cl: .463-.710). Individuals residing in a
small town are 52.1% statistically significantly less likely to experience discrimination than
individuals residing in large cities (p< .016, OR=.479, 95% Cl: .263-.872).
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Figure 7 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample according to experiences of discrimination in the
last 12 months (N=1928)

The most common places where incidents of discrimination occurred were the workplace
(34.2%) and public places (23.7%). Significant rates of discrimination were also recorded on the
internet (14.7%), in restaurants, cafes, bars and nightclubs (14.4%), when looking for a job
(13.1%) and in the means of transport (11.8%). A smaller but notable frequency was reported
for attending or applying to schools and universities (8.7%), the media (8.5%), education (7%),
social services (7.2%) and when using health care services (6.6%). This was followed by
discrimination when looking for housing (6.4%), accessing social benefits or tax reliefs (5.4%),
police stations (4.9%) and shops or banks (4.5%). Much lower percentages were reported for
places of migration or refugee accommodation facilities (0.5%) and Reception and Identification
Centres (0.4%), which is directly related to the sample composition, sampling process, language
and questionnaire dissemination. Other places or contexts mentioned were family and friends,
wider social life, public places, with the most characteristic example of driving, courts and

sports venues such as gyms.
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Of the 82.8% of the sample who reported experiences of discrimination, only 19.98% reported
the incident (16.54% of the total). In the respective open-ended question of the online survey,
the majority of individuals clarified that they reported the incident to an informal source, such
as family and friends (30.09% of those who reported the incident and 4.97% of the total),
colleagues (3.44% of those who reported the incident and 0. 57% of the total), a psychologist
(1.25% of those who said they reported the incident and 0.21% of the total), to the internet
and social media (1.56% of those who reported the incident and 0.25% of the total), and to the
perpetrator (0.94% of those who reported the incident and 0.15% of the total).

Of those who followed formal channels, the majority chose to report the incident to the
workplace (20.37% of those who reported the incident and 3.37% of the total), the police
(10.65% of those who reported the incident and 1.76% of the total), a lawyer (5.64% of those
who reported the incident and 0.93% of the total), justice professionals (4.38% of those who
reported the incident and 0.72% of the total), to a trade union (4.07% of those who reported
the incident and 0.67% of the total), the Ombudsman (2.82% of those who reported the
incident and 0.46% of the total), and the Labour Inspectorate (1.56% of those who reported the
incident and 0.25% of the total).

Some people reported the incident to civil society associations or bodies, such as the
Transgender Support Association, helplines and the Research Centre for Gender Equality
(KETHI) (3.44% of those who reported the incident and 0.57% of the total). Some people said
they reported the incident to the service provider (2.19% of people who reported the incident
and 0.36% of the total), the hospital manager (2.19% of people who reported the incident and
0.36% of the total), the school administration (0.94% of those who reported the incident and
0.15% of the total) or teachers (1.25% of those who reported the incident and 0.21% of the
total).

Individual participants mentioned bodies such as the National Commission for Human Rights
(GNCHR), the Independent Authority for Public Revenue (AADE), the National Transparency
Authority, the National Social Security Entity, the Ministry of Social Cohesion and Family Affairs,
the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Justice, the General Secretariat for Sports, the
Municipality, Social Welfare and their personal physician. Some people reported the incident to
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the relevant department/place in which the discrimination took place, such as the bank and the

bus company.

Non parametric tests indicated a statistically significant association between reporting the
incident and education level (p< .039). 22.4% of all individuals who held a master's degree
reported the incident. The corresponding proportion of those who had completed tertiary
education was 20.7% and of those who had a PhD was 14.8%. Of the total number of people
who had vocational training, 16.7% reported the incident and the corresponding proportion of

people who had completed secondary education was 12.3%.

The main reasons for not reporting highlighted by the open-ended question were fear, lack of
trust and protection of the victim, the perpetrator's social or professional status, unpleasant
social climate, lack of support and effectiveness. Some individuals reported feelings of shame
of their identity, fear of stigmatisation and further negative consequences, such as dismissal,
but also the perpetuation of such attitudes by journalists and political leaders, as well as
previous victimisation by the relevant authorities, which exacerbated their lack of trust. Other
deterrents included lack of knowledge of the reporting procedure, bureaucracy, lack of time,
cost and difficulty in proving the incident, for example in the case of age discrimination in the
workplace. Discouraging or indifferent attitude of the competent authorities and fear of
escalation of the incident on the part of the perpetrator were also mentioned. A factor in not
reporting is also the normalisation of violence and discrimination, and the ‘acceptance of the
status quo’, with many people stating that “the incident was not important to report".

“It was just verbal harassment, so | didn't report it anywhere. " Female, 56-65

years old, online survey

“Stereotypes are taken for granted and unfortunately there is nothing indicating
that you can get a response, in some cases it happens to turn everything against

you. “Female, 56-65 years old, online survey
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“I'm used to this kind of harassment so | don't consider it something worth
reporting. It's more like “just another day in the life” "Female, 36-45 years old,

online survey

If they experienced discrimination or harassment, most people would prefer to report the
incident to a friend or relative (55.3%), the Ombudsperson (35.9%), an anonymous platform
(33.7%), civil society organisations (31.7%) or to the Labour Inspectorate and competent
authorities (31.4%). A smaller proportion would prefer to report to a lawyer (27.1%) the
judiciary (24.6%), the police (24%), a trade union (23%) and the employer (18.1%). Some
people also mentioned organised collectives and Gender Equality Committees as preferred

options.

7.4 Impact of discrimination

According to the respondents, the effects of discrimination are complex, multidimensional and
often long-lasting, while remaining individual and inextricably linked to the context of
discriminatory expression and interpersonal interactions. According to the survey participants,
the experience of discrimination significantly affects mental health (96.5%), freedom of
personal expression (83%), interpersonal and family relationships (78.8%), professional life
(76.6%) and physical health (71%). In addition, it brings economic consequences (69.9%) and
negatively affects education (63.5%).

Examples of psychological consequences reported by respondents in the open-ended
questions of the questionnaire include reduced self-esteem, alienation or withdrawal, feelings
of guilt, anger, behavioural change, introversion, anxiety, fear, suicidal ideation and heightened
vulnerability. The various forms of discrimination were reported to lead to a generalised
feeling of insecurity, frustration and lack of trust. They also reported that they may lead to
internalised frustration and self-oppression, and affect individuals' self-image and self-
actualisation. The sense of threat — physical, psychological or social — was identified as
persistent and was reported to be exacerbated by a lack of trust in social institutions.

Participating individuals reported that people who experience discrimination are forced to
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pretend an ‘acceptable’ identity, conforming to dominant social norms, at the cost of self-

censorship and inhibition of personal development.

Respondents reported that discrimination can also affect a person's socialisation and
interactions with other people. It can affect their choices, even in basic daily activities, such as
choosing where to live or entertain, or even lead to difficulties in finding accommodation.
Respondents recognised that participation in public life is undermined and free expression and
social action are discouraged. Other challenges they reported were difficulties in
communication, alienation from their social environment, feelings of loneliness and isolation,
and barriers to establishing friendships or romantic relationships, or even in their coexistence

with family.

On the health level, the participants reported psychosomatic problems, autoimmune diseases,
deterioration of sexual and physical well-being and substance abuse, in an attempt to manage
pain or to “escape” from a reality that overwhelms them. Some individuals highlighted the
potential threats to people's physical integrity and lives. In addition, they acknowledged that
there is often a weakness or fear of approaching health services.

According to survey participants, people's professional and economic development is often
hampered, and discrimination denies them opportunities for employment, promotion, fair pay
or even entry into the labour market. Some people also reported a lack of efficiency in their job
duties. Similar consequences were identified at the level of education, with reduced

opportunities and school drop-out.

Some respondents stressed that discrimination affects not only the individual but also social
cohesion. They mentioned that it creates social barriers, reinforces injustice, leads to the
breakdown of the social fabric and prevents smooth coexistence. Others described that the
consequences can include a lack of trust in the collective and an increase in the individual's
aggression, leading to a cycle of violence: "They shake the individual's trust in the community
and institutions and affect social cohesion. Sometimes, they lead to the vicious circle of violence
(I become violent because | am discriminated against for what | am, others “confirm” that | am

violent precisely because | am what | am, and so on)". Some individuals also referred to the
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increase in radicalisation, extremism and hatred, both as a reaction and as a form of self-

protection against a society that rejects diversity.

7.5 Efforts to combat discrimination

Although many respondents stated that efforts to combat the researched forms of
discrimination in Greece (Figure 8) are very or relatively effective, a large proportion of the
sample stated the opposite. About half of individuals found institutional efforts to address
discrimination based on gender expression (52.8%) and identity (52.7%), disability or chronic
condition (50.1%), national or ethnic origin and sex characteristics (49.9%), race (49. 8%),
religion (47.1%), and sexual orientation (46.9%) very or fairly ineffective. Slightly fewer people
reported the same for efforts to combat discrimination on the basis of gender (38.5%),
philosophical, ideological or cultural beliefs (36.9%), family or social status (35.2%), and age
(32.2%).
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How effective do you consider the efforts to combat the following forms of
discrimination in Greece?

Other philosophical, ideological or. .. N |
Disability or chronic condition IEEEEEEEENE— I
National or ethnic origin I I
Religion I I
Race I —— I
Family or social status I I
Age I I
Gender expression I — I
Sex characteristics I B
Gender identity I — I
Sexual orientation I | B
Gender I — |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
Other
Gende Gende Family Nation I?isa il I;)}}TJCO;I?
Gende ngual r Sex r or Religio al or ity or ideolo
orienta . ., charact Age . Race . ronic
; identit eristics &XPTeS social n et}.m.lc conditi gical or
sion status origin on cultlura
beliefs
B Very ineffective 14.50% 18.90% 24.20% 21.70% 23.20% 11.30% 11.90% 20.20% 21.10% 21.10% 22.50% 14.10%
M Fairly ineffective 24.00% 28% 28.50% 28.20% 29.60% 20.90% 23.30% 29.60% 26.00% 28.80% 27.60% 22.80%
Neither effective, nor ineffective 24.90% 28.70% 28.20% 29.80% 26.90% 36.10% 31.60% 28.60% 30.80% 28.60% 19.70% 39.00%
W Fairly effective 30.30% 18.50% 12.80% 13.70% 13.40% 24.70% 26.20% 16.70% 16.20% 15.50% 22.90% 16.50%
B Very effective 4.00% 3.00% 2.70% 2.90% 2.90% 4.50% 4.60% 2.40% 3.30% 3.30%  5.50% 3.60%
B Don't want to answer 2.20% 2.80% 3.60% 3.70% 4.00% 2.50% 2.30% 2.50% 2.60% 2.70%  1.80% 4.00%
W Very ineffective M Fairly ineffective Neither effective, nor ineffective
W Fairly effective W Very effective B Don't want to answer

Figure 8 Percentage distribution of the quantitative survey sample according to perceptions of the effectiveness of
actions to combat discrimination based on specific characteristics (N=1928)
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Non-parametric tests were conducted to explore differences in respondents' perceptions of the
effectiveness of anti-discrimination efforts according to age. Statistically significant results are
summarised below:

® People aged 18-25 years (M= 1.99) were significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on gender identity less effective compared to those in the 46-55 (M=
2.39, p< .0001) and 56-65 age groups (M= 2.55, p< .0001). Similarly, the 26-35 age group (M=
2.18) was significantly more likely to consider these efforts less effective compared to the 46-
55 (M= 2.39, p<.047) and 56-65 (M= 2.55, p< .0001) age groups. The 36-45 group (M= 2.18) also
considers them less effective compared to the 46-55 (M= 2.39, p<.043) and 56-65 (M= 2.55, p<
.0001) age groups.

® People aged 18-25 years (M= 2.09) were significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on sex characteristics less effective compared to those in the 46-55 (M=
2.42, p< .001) and 56-65 (M= 2.57, p< .0001) age groups. The 26-35 (M= 2.28, p< .003) and 36-
45 age groups (M= 2.26, p< .001) also consider them less effective compared to people aged
56-65 years (M= 2.57).

® The 56-65 age group (M= 2.50) was significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on gender expression more effective compared to the age groups 18-25
(M=1.97, p<.0001), 26-35 (M= 2.26, p<.021) and 36-45 (M= 2.23, p< .006). Similarly, those
aged 46-55 (M= 2.37) were significantly more likely to find them more effective compared to
younger individuals, aged 18-25 (M= 1.97, p< .0001).

® People aged 18-25 years (M= 2.66) were significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on family or social status less effective compared to people aged 56-65
years (M= 2.95, p< .049).

® Younger people, 18-25, (M= 2.21) were significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on race less effective compared to the age groups 46-55 (M= 2.47, p<
.044) and 56-65 (M= 2.61, p< .0001).

e People aged 18-25 years (M= 2.17) were significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on religion less effective compared to people aged 46-55 (M= 2.51, p<
.002) and 56-65 years (M= 2.63, p< .0001).

e 18-25-year-olds (M= 2.18) were significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on national or ethnic origin less effective compared to the 46-55 (M=
2.48, p< .003) and 56-65 (M= 2.57, p< .0001) age groups. Similarly, 26-35-year-olds (M= 2.29, p<
.012) were significantly more likely to consider them less effective compared to the 56—-65-
year-old group (M= 2.57).

e The 56-65 age group (M= 2.89) was significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on disability or chronic condition more effective compared to the 18-25
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(M= 2.30, p<.0001), 26-35 (M= 2.30, p<.001) and 36-45 (M= 2.49, p< .0001) age groups.
Similarly, individuals aged 46-55 (M= 2.66) were significantly more likely to find them more
effective than younger individuals, aged 18-25 (M= 2.30, p< .001) and 26-35 (M= 2.30, p< .001).

e Younger people, 18-25, (M= 2.32) were significantly more likely to consider efforts to combat
discrimination based on philosophical, cultural and ideological beliefs less effective compared
to the age groups 46-55 (M= 2.64, p< .018) and 56-65 (M= 2.74, p< .001).

Similar tests revealed differences in perceptions of the effectiveness of anti-discrimination

efforts according to educational level:

e Individuals who had completed secondary education (M= 3.06) were significantly more likely to
perceive age-based anti-discrimination efforts as more effective, compared to those with a
Master's degree (M= 2.74, p< .011) and a PhD (M= 2.65, p< .009).

® |Individuals who had completed secondary education (M= 2.60) were significantly more likely to
perceive race-based anti-discrimination efforts as more effective, compared to those with a
PhD (M= 2.23, p<.021).

The respondents made the following suggestions for a more effective fight against
discrimination in Greece, in the relevant open-ended question of the questionnaire:

1. Education and awareness raising

1.1. Integration of equality and human rights programmes into the curriculum, starting from an
early age and focusing on understanding diversity and fostering empathy; integration of
social science and sex-ed education in schools.

1.2. Modernisation of school textbooks, for example, for the lessons of biology, social and civic
education, religion and home economics.

1.3. Implementation of student exchange programmes, study visits and trips, as well as
experiential workshops.

1.4.  Training of parents, so that they can have discussions with their children and contribute to
meaningful education, following on from the efforts of the school.

1.5. Investment in running programmes targeted at businesses and citizens, aimed at, among
other things, strengthening active bystandership and raising awareness of the impact of
discrimination. Corresponding themes should include relevant protocols, helplines and

support organisations.
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1.6.

1.7.
1.8.

1.9.

Training for health, justice, education, law enforcement, public services and media
professionals.

Awareness-raising and empowerment activities for groups that are often targeted.
Organisation of campaigns and promotion of media information programmes on combating
stereotypes and prejudice, and understanding of discrimination and diversity.

Promotion of art as a means of preventing discrimination and learning about other
cultures; organisation of cultural events and activities that promote interaction between
different communities, fostering understanding and respect.

Support of vulnerable groups and citizens

2.1.
2.2.
2.3.

2.4.
2.5.
2.6.
2.7.
2.8.

Provision of legal, psychological and financial support to people affected by discrimination.
Establishment and enhancement of existing support lines.

Facilitation of vulnerable people’s accessibility, for example people with disabilities, to
public areas, services and other contexts of everyday life.

Social inclusion of excluded groups.

Facilitation of incidents reporting, for example by creating an anonymous platform.
Support of families whose members experience discrimination.

Provision of free and easily accessible psychosocial support services to all citizens.
Establishment of support centres for victims of discrimination, with specialised staff to
provide direct support.

Strengthening the legal framework and control

3.1
3.2.
3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

Update and horizontal implementation of the legal framework and improvement of anti-
discrimination laws.

Imposition of sanctions and tougher penalties.

Actions to properly address hate speech expressed by citizens, politicians and public figures.
Control of the media and enhancement of the role of the National Council for Radio and
Television for their direct intervention in racist speech and the broadcasting of stereotypes.
Strengthening of the Code of Conduct of public services and monitoring of violations.

Inclusion in the workplace

4.1.
4.2.

4.3.
4.4,

4.5.

Co-funded by

Creation of incentives for inclusive policies in businesses.

Creation of incentives for the recruitment and development of diverse workplaces, and
pluralistic work teams.

Strengthening of job placement programmes for excluded groups.

Enhancement of transparency in recruitment and assessment procedures, and evaluation
of human resources managers.

Training of professionals on discrimination, in all work contexts.
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4.6. Strict control of companies by the Labour Inspectorate and sanctions in case of
discrimination.
5. Representation
5.1. Representation of minority groups in higher administrative and academic positions, in the
media and other aspects of everyday life: "In the Faculty of Law of the NKUA, where,
according to official data, the number of female graduates is almost three times higher than
that of men, male professors are the norm. When women don't see women succeed, their
wings are cut off."
5.2. Enhancement of quota mechanisms in different contexts and environments, such as work
and politics, to ensure representation.
5.3. Representation of groups in the media, not as victims or marginalised individuals, but as
active members of society.
6.  Structural reforms
6.1.  Separation of church and the state.
6.2. Participatory design of actions with people from the relevant social environment.
6.3. Cooperation among agencies and relevant stakeholders in a coordinated effort.
6.4. Evaluation of police, teachers and public officials for proper service delivery.
6.5. Monitoring and interventions on the internet and social media.
6.6. Ensuring continuity and sustainability of programmes, regardless of potential changes in
governments.
6.7. Incorporation of protocols for inclusion and responding to discrimination in educational
institutions and public services.
6.8. Strengthening of mechanisms for monitoring discrimination and promotion of existing
Committees, such as Gender Equality Committees.
6.9. Expansion of efforts to remote areas.
6.10. Equal access to education, employment and health care.
6.11.  Conduct surveys and collect data to understand citizens' perceptions and validate policy
development.
6.12.  Strengthening the role of oversight and support mechanisms, such as the Ombudsperson
and the National Council against Racism and Intolerance, with adequate resources and
responsibilities.
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Some people made more specific proposals, such as the legal recognition of femicide and the
full implementation of the Istanbul Convention’. Another proposal was to establish lending
libraries in all municipalities, focusing on books on relevant topics that promote equality and
social empathy.

A number of participants expressed the view that excessive promotion of the rights of certain
minority groups can lead to reverse discrimination. Examples cited included allowances and
guotas in the labour market, where, in their view, people are prioritised on the basis of identity
characteristics rather than skills. They argued that such practices may exclude competent
candidates and stressed the need for balanced policies, avoiding, as they said, ‘entitlementism’
and ‘woke culture’, and emphasising the concept of compulsoryism.

Individuals reported discrimination experienced by men in terms of child custody in divorce
cases. They pointed out that the law on joint custody is not implemented as it should be, and
that women have more rights in these cases, leading to inequalities.

"Why is a mother considered to be more suitable than a father in raising children? Why are
mothers considered “biosocially superior” and have sole custody of children in 99% of child
custody decisions? Please record that there is social inequality between the sexes, with women
being treated as superior to men, which is unconstitutional." Male, 56-65 years old, online

survey

Some people also expressed opposition to the promotion of gender and sexual diversity, with
a typical example being criticism of the use of neutral pronouns.

Finally, individuals reported that despite all the actions, efforts are not paying off in the fight
against discrimination, maintaining an attitude of mistrust. Some people stressed the need to
remove political figures who promote discrimination and racist discourse.

’ The Council of Europe Convention on preventing and combating violence against women and domestic violence,
Istanbul, 2011: https://rm.coe.int/168008482¢e
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8. Main Results - Conclusions

Summary of main results of qualitative research

e The National Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance was the first organised effort
of cooperation between public bodies and civil society organisations to combat racist
crimes.

e The adoption of the Plan and the creation of the National Council against Racism and
Intolerance are important achievements, because they introduced horizontal
coordination, strengthened the multidisciplinary approach to tackling the phenomenon
and increased visibility and prioritisation.

e Important achievements of the Plan were the Guide for racist crime victims and the
training of law enforcement agencies.

e |Individuals who participated in the qualitative research highlighted challenges they
faced, such as lack of preparedness of public institutions, resources, indicators,
evaluation, as well as difficulties in coordinating relevant stakeholders. They also
mentioned the lack of stocktaking of actions and the lack of a long-term targeting
strategy.

e Among the recommendations, it was proposed to provide for coordinated actions that
will contribute substantially to supporting victims and respond to identified, real needs
as seen from the field. At the same time, emphasis was placed on the need to evaluate
and communicate the results to the public. Training for the implementing agencies, the

parties directly involved and the general public was deemed necessary.

Summary of main results of quantitative research

e Stereotypes remain widespread in Greek society, with women, people aged 26-35 and
people with a higher level of education identifying them more strongly.

e Discrimination based on gender, sexual orientation, gender identity and expression,
race, ethnic origin and social status are considered more frequent.

e Younger age groups, 18-25 years old, tend to find discrimination based on specific
characteristics less widespread.

Co-funded by
the European Union



R\
*‘\Yl'- D2.1 National Report
| —

ecosystem

for a society without discrimination

® Overall, education level is associated with beliefs about the prevalence of discrimination
based on specific characteristics, with people with higher levels of education tending to
believe that discrimination is more prevalent.

e The most common environments where discrimination is believed to occur are work,
job search, the internet, search for housing and police stations.

e There is a correlation between age and people's beliefs about the prevalence of
discrimination in certain environments. Younger individuals perceive discrimination in
certain settings to be more prevalent than older individuals, and vice versa.

e Level of education is associated with perceptions of the prevalence of discrimination in
certain settings, with people who have completed a higher level of education perceiving
it to be more prevalent.

e Although the vast majority of respondents said they had not consciously discriminated
against people or groups in the last year, a significant number acknowledged
unconscious discrimination. Women appeared to demonstrate greater awareness of
these conditions.

e The actions taken by participants to combat discrimination included participating in or
conducting educational actions, individually or as part of their professional role, via the
internet by relevant posts, reporting racist speech and signing digital protests, as well as
by intervening in incidents and providing practical assistance to victims.

e Several respondents would feel comfortable with colleagues who bear protected
characteristics. However, the level of comfort decreases when dealing with a trans or an
intersex person or a person with different ideological, cultural or religious views from
the majority of the population. This discomfort is intensified when it comes to elected
political positions or their children's romantic partners. In the case of their children's
partners, they would feel uncomfortable with an older person, a trans, an intersex, a
gay or a bisexual person, characteristics that are potentially related to the child's own
identity.

e Only a small percentage said they had not experienced discrimination. The main
experiences of discrimination were related to gender, age, social status and ideological
beliefs, and occurred in the workplace and public spaces.

e Men are less likely to be discriminated against than women, and the same is true for
people living in small towns compared to those living in big cities.
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e The majority did not report the incident due to fear, lack of trust in the authorities,
bureaucracy and normalisation of violence. In case they experienced an incident,
individuals would prefer to turn to familiar persons, mechanisms such as the Greek
Ombudsperson , anonymous platforms, civil society organisations, the Labour
Inspectorate and judicial and police authorities.

e Participants recognised that discrimination affects both the individual, in terms of
mental and physical health, education and work, social and family relationships and
everyday life, and society, by undermining social cohesion and reinforcing inequality.

e Despite positive attempts, a significant proportion of people consider that efforts to
combat discrimination in Greece are not sufficiently effective, especially when it comes
to discrimination on the basis of gender identity, disability, race, ethnic origin, religion
or sexual orientation. Younger age groups seem to consider efforts to combat different
forms of discrimination less effective than older people.

Main conclusions

e The 15t NAP has been the basis for cooperation and prioritisation of preventing and
combating racist crime at national level, but there is a need to strengthen cooperation
between agencies and to bridge any differences in their operation and goal setting.
The further development of cooperation between institutional bodies and civil society
organisations in preparing and implementing actions can make a significant contribution
to achieving these goals.

e The new NAP needs to have a clear focus and evaluation system, but also actions to
ensure that the public understands it and recognises its progress. Having already
contributed to visibility, additional relevant actions can strengthen the collective,
horizontal effort in this direction.

e Perceptions of the prevalence of discrimination based on specific characteristics seem
to be influenced by age, with young people, 18-25 years old, perceiving it to be less
prevalent, which may be linked to personal experiences and everyday perceptions.

e Age also plays an important role in perceptions of the prevalence of discrimination in
certain environments, as younger people perceive it to be more prevalent in certain
settings, while older people perceive it to be more prevalent in other spaces. This may
be linked to the degree of awareness and understanding of the environments, or the
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frequency of visits. For example, younger people identify higher incidences of
discrimination in food outlets and online — environments in which they are likely to
spend more time — than older people.

e Respondents' comfort levels with people who bear certain characteristics seem to
decrease as the closeness or interaction increases. These findings highlight the biases
and value matrix that influence social attitudes in more intimate relationships or in
relationships that may directly or indirectly affect the individual.

e Gender discrimination persists, with men being less likely to experience discrimination
than women. The results confirm the increased prevalence of different forms of
gender-based violence in everyday life, which remains higher than in the European
Union (EUROSTAT, 2024)

e The reduced likelihood of experiencing discrimination by people living in smaller towns
may be linked to both the conceptualisation of discrimination and a possible increased
sense of the collective. Respondents to the online survey mentioned the “vicious cycle”
of discrimination and its effect on reducing social cohesion, which is most strongly
identified in larger cities. This finding is reinforced by the suggestion mentioned in the

online survey of a return to smaller communities where mutual respect prevails.
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9.Policy recommendations

Taking into account the results of this research, the following policy recommendations are
proposed to the National Council against Racism and Intolerance for the development of the 2"

National Action Plan.

9.1.1 Short-term recommendations

e Development with clear axes and targeting: the new NAP is recommended to be
grounded in documented social needs and include clear thematic axes, actions with a
clear timetable and quantitative and qualitative indicators of achievement. The
development of the NAP can be based on surveys such as the present one, targeting
specific groups and taking into account the recommendations of citizens and National
Committee members, but also on NAP models from other EU Member States.

e Participatory design: the drafting and revision of the NAP needs to be based on
systematic consultation with NGOs, minority-led organisations, and representatives of
groups affected by discrimination, following and strengthening the example of the 1%
Action Plan. This could be achieved with the contribution of members of the National
Council against Racism and Intolerance, who are more closely associated with such
actors, but also through small surveys targeting the said groups, to collect
recommendations in a short time period.

e Indicator-based system: identification of quantitative (e.g. number of incidents, reports,
people trained) and qualitative indicators (e.g. degree of satisfaction of participating
individuals, likelihood of using the newly-acquired knowledge in their daily work). It is
recommended that these indicators be formulated during the development of the NAP
and respond to its targeted objectives.

9.1.2 Medium and long-term recommendations

e Strengthening transparency and information provision: actions need to be
implemented to regularly inform stakeholders and civil society about the content,
development and results of the NAP, enhancing visibility and “reaching out to society”.
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Such actions could include press releases, informative events and a stronger presence
on social media, reaching younger age groups.

e Targeted campaigns: development of awareness-raising actions for population groups
with higher exposure or lower knowledge of discrimination, such as men, older people,
people with a low educational level, young adults. At the same time, awareness-raising
actions on discrimination in settings that are not visible to the general public, such as
refugee and migrant shelters or online platforms, are recommended. The said actions
need to target multiple settings, such as public spaces (using posters), professional
contexts (conducting training), social media (working with people who have access to
the general public), and the mass media (by frequently highlighting the issues through
advertisements and related broadcasts).

o Dual evaluation system & public reports: a combination of an internal mechanism, with
periodic reports from the implementing agencies, and an independent external audit,
for objectivity and transparency. The relevant evaluation reports can contribute to the
mid-term review of the NAP, to achieve the objectives, but also to inform citizens about
the progress of the Plan. They can be communicated in the context of awareness-raising
campaigns and related events.

e A unified victim support system: actions to strengthen referrals and link existing
structures into a coherent and personalised system of care, providing legal support,
psychological assistance and counselling. Relevant actions may include mapping and
linking existing services, establishing cooperation protocols outlining the steps of service
provision and creating an online platform containing relevant information.

e Training of frontline professionals for the proper identification and handling of
incidents and the prevention of secondary victimisation. Professionals need to be
trained in relevant victim-centred and human rights approaches, and the provision of
Psychological First Aid, in line with international and European standards. These
trainings need to be addressed to all professional sectors that may come into contact
with victims, such as judges, teachers, police officers, social workers and health
professionals.

e Use of technological tools: applications and platforms for reporting incidents and digital
platforms for linking victims with support organisations, which will provide the
possibility of anonymous reporting for the recording of incidents. Technological tools
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also need to be used for the training of professionals, with the development of
asynchronous learning platforms to facilitate their access and reach remote areas.

e Sustainability mechanisms: actions should be designed with a focus on sustainability
and continuity beyond the Plan’s timespan, and their integration into permanent
policies or long-term impact. To achieve continuity over time, measures need to be
anticipated in the design of the Plan, including the budget, human resources and
practices that will need to be implemented.

e Addressing unconscious discrimination: it is important to highlight the existence and
consequences of informal, unconscious exclusions through appropriate examples (e.g. in
housing, at work, in everyday contact with services) and personal narratives of people
who have experienced discrimination. To achieve this, partnerships can be established
with people who are close to the public and use social media, but also with relevant civil
society organisations that have access to different population groups.

e Substantial social impact: the central evaluation criterion that emerges is the reduction
of discriminatory incidents, the increase in the number of recordings and reports, and
the restoration of the victims' trust in the institutions. In order to achieve this objective,
there is a need to strengthen actions aimed at the public and vulnerable communities,
focusing on reporting procedures, victims' rights and next steps. At the same time, there
is a need to train frontline professionals to implement a victim-centred approach.

e Educational programmes for the public: establishment of awareness-raising
programmes for all citizens, with a focus on human rights, unconscious bias, forms of
hate speech and hate crimes. To achieve this, partnerships with civil society
organisations can be leveraged to develop asynchronous learning programmes that will
be widely available and free of charge.

9.1.3 Recommendations to the political leadership

® Practical political commitment: The success of the Plan depends on the continued
support of political leaders, by integrating actions into the budget and into each
Ministry’s strategies. At the same time, support is needed by the institutions that are
part of the NCRI, for its members to carry out their tasks. Such support could be in the
form of time or human resources allocation for the implementation of the Plan.
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e School education: gradual integration of equality, diversity and discrimination issues
into curricula from pre-school age.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Consent form for interviews

KaAeloTe vat GUUUETAOKETE OE LLOL EPEUVA OXETIKA LE TOL SOULKA 1) AN EUTIOSLA, TO KEVA, TLG TIPOKANCELG
KOL T EMITEVYHOTA TNG UAOToinong tou 1° EBvikou Xxedlou Apdong katd tou Patolopol kat tng
MioaAlobotiag. To mapov évtumo eival pépog tng Stadilkaciog evnuepwuévng ouvaiveong, n omola

OUUPBAAAEL VO KATAVONOETE TNV £pEuva PLV armodacioeTe va AdPBete HEPOC.

H épeuva amookomel otn cuppetox 10 ekmpoownwy evéladpePoUEVWY TOU:
- JUMMETElXQV oTnV avamntuén, ulomoinon 1 tv afloAoynon tou 1°¥ EBvikol Ixediou Apdong Katd
Tou PatolopoU kat tng Mioalhodotiag
- Emnpealovtal QUEcCO QMO TIC TOALTIKEG YLOL TNV OVTILETWILON Tou Patolopol kal Tng
MioaAhoboéiag

H mapoloa épguva PayUATOTOLELTAL OTO TAALOLO TOU gupwrtaikol €pyou ECOSYSTEM - Strengthening
Public Authorities’ Capacity to Respond to Intersectional Discrimination through Multi-Agency Coalitions,
Tou UAomoleital and to Ymoupyeio Kowwvikng Zuvoxng kat Owkoyévelag, tTnv EBvikn Emttpomn yla ta
Awawwpata Tou AvBpwrou kat to KMOM — Kévtpo Kowwvikng Apdong kot Kawvotopiog. H épsuva

TipaypatonoLeital amod [OVOUOTEMWVU O EpELVATPLAC/H] Tou epydletal wg epeuvitpLa/ng oto KMOT.
Zkomog tng Epeuvag:

IKOTIOC TNG €peuvag gival n Slepelivnon mMBAVWY TIPOKANCEWVY KAl KEVWV TIOU QVTLULETWTILOAV oL HOPE(g
vlomoinong tou lou EBvikoU Zxediou Apdong katd tou Patolopol kot thg Mioarodoliag kat ot
OPYQVWOEL{ TNG KOWwviag Twv TOAITWY, KaBWG Kol KOAEC TPOKTIKEG KOl ETMITEVYHATA TIou Ba

Tpododotroouv kal Ba cupBdlouv otnv avantuén tou 2° EBvikov Ixediou Apdong.
Awadikaoieg:
H eum\okn oag otnv €épeuva Ba yivel LEOW CUUUETOXNG O GUVEVTEUEN TIOU AVOUEVETAL VO SLapKEDEL 45-

60 Aemtd. Metd Tn oUPbWVN YVWUN 0aG, N oUVEVTELEN Ba payvnTtodwvnBel yla tnv MAnpEotepn availuon

Twv SeSopEVWY 00¢ amd TIG/TOUG EPEUVATPLEC/EC.
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Mepika rapadeiypoto epwTAoEWV Elval:

— [ola Bewpelte Ta O CNUOVTIKA €MITEVyUATa Tou Xxediou ApAaong KOTA Tou Patolopol Kal tng
MuoaAhodoiag;

— TuBa unopovoe va BeATLwOEL yia Tov KAAUTEPO CUVTOVIOUO Kol UAoTtoinon tou 2% EBvikol Zxediou

Apaong;
EOsAovtik cuppetoxn otnv Epsuva:

H épeuva Ba mpaypoatonolnBel Lovo e 6oa ATopa EMBUUOUY VA CUUETEXOUV EBEAOVTIKA Kol eAeVBEepa.
Juvenwg OAa Ta gUMAEKOMEvVA dtopa Ba ogfactouv tnv amodacr Co¢ VO CUUUETEXETE 1 OXL. Av
anopaoloeTeE VO CUUUETEXETE OTNV £PEUVA TWPA, UTOPEiTE va aAAAEETE YyVWwN apyotepa. Mrmopeite va

anooupBeite amo tnv €peuva Onote OEAeTE.
Kivéuvol ko op£An amnd tn cuppetoyxr othv Epsuva:

H ouppetoxn og autr TtV €pguva Ba PMopPoUoE va EVEXEL KATIOLO KivOUVO AdYyw TWV ULKPWV EVOXARCEWY
Tou pmopel va mpokUPouv atnv Kabnpepivr Lwh, 6Twg n avtaAlayn evaiocdntwy mAnpodoplwv. Exovtog
AaBel ta evdedelypéva HETpA pooTaaiag, autn n épeuva Ba evéxel eAdxLOTO Kivouvo yla ThV gunpepia
oag. Eav avtipetwrnioete onotadnmote cuvaloBnuatik duodopla, KOAEoTe eumioteuTika To 10306 —

TnAedpwvikn Mpappun Wuxokowwvikng YoothpLeng.

Aev undpyouv aueca odEéAn o cag amd Tnv mopovoa £peuva. O oKomog TNG elval va wdeAnbel n
Kowwvia péow NG avamtuéng tou 2°° EBvikoU Ixeblou Apdong kotd tou Patolopol Kal Tng
MioaAhodotiag, AapBavovtag unton ta Sibayuata and tnv vAomnoinon tou 1% Ixediou. Otav n avaiuon
Twv dedopévwy ohokAnpwBel, Ta amoteAéopata Ba eival dtabéopa otnv €0vikn avadopd mou Ba

dnuooteuBei otnv LlotooeAida Tou £pyou, KABWE KoL TWV CUMUETEXOVTWY OTO £pY0 0pPYAVIOUWV/PopEwV.
AnOppNTO TWV SESOUEVWIV:
H/O gpeuvntpLa/ng uTtoxPeoUTAL VA TIPOCTATEVEL TO AoOppnTo Twv dedouévwy oag. H tautdtntd cag Ba

elvat yvwotn otov/nv/ouc epsuvntn/tpla(ég), evidc twv opiwv tou vopou. H/O epeuvhtpla/ng

ETUTPETIETAL VO KOLVOTIOLGEL TNV TAUTOTNTO N TOL OTOLXEL ETIKOWVWVIAC 00C LOVO €AV KOl OTIWG ATTALTELTOL
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LE TO TpOoCowWTTKO Tou KMOI (To omoio amalteital Emiong va TPOOoTATEVEL TO AnOpPNTO TwV SedouEvwy

oag).

H/O epeuvitpla/ng Sev Ba XpnoLUOTOLAOEL TA TIPOCWTTILKA 0OG OTOLKELD YLt OTIOLOUCSATIOTE OKOTIOUG
EKTOC QUTAG TNG £peuvag. Emiong, Sev Ba cupmepAdBel To Ovoud oag r otdrmote aA\o otolxeio mou Ba
UtopoUoE VA 0OG TOUTOTIOWOEL OTLG TEAKEG eKOEaELS ToUu €pyou. EAav n/o gpsuvitpla/ng polpaotei ta
Sebopéva Tou €pyou e AAAov gpeuvnTr oto HEANOV, To oUVoAo Sedopévwy Sev Ba mepleéxel oTolyela
TOUTOTIONONG, EMOUEVWG aUTO dev Ba cuvemayetal TNV Eviumn cuykatdabeon cag. Ta dedouéva Ba
StatnpnBolv acdaln péow NG amoBAKEVCNC TOUC GE UTIOAOYLOTH TIPOCPRACLIUO UOVO PE KwdLko. Ta
Sebopéva Ba SlatnpnBoulv yla epiodo TOUAGXLOTOV 5 €TWV UETA TNV OAOKANPWON TOU €pyou, OTWG
amalLTeitol amno Toug 6poug Aomoinong tou €pyou (Mpoypappa «MoAlteg, looTNTA, SIKALW T KoL agleg»

- CERV, tn¢ Evpwmnaikng Evwong).

Ztol ela EMIKOWVWVIOG KOL EpWTHOELG:

MTopEite val EMLKOWVWVAOETE Ue TNV/ToV epeuvhTpLla/ng uéow email: [email]

lowg B€AeTe va SLATNPHAOCETE AUTO TO EVIUTIO CUYKATABE0NG yLo T apxeia oag. Mmopeite va {nTrHoeTe ano
tv/tov gpeuvntpla/ng éva avtiypado avd maoa oOTyUR XPNOLUOTMOLWVTOC Ta TIOPOIMAvw oTolXsia
ETLKOLVWVLOC.

AAQYPN TNG ouykatdBeong oog:

Av TULOTEVETE MWCE KOTAVONOOTE TNV £PEUVO Kol OEAETE VA CUUUETEXETE €OEAOVTIKA, TAPAKOAOULE

SnAwote Tn ouykatdBeon cag:
Huepounvia:
Yroypadn oUUUETEXOVTOG OTOLOU:

Yroypadn epeuvntplag/n:
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Appendix B: Interview questionnaire

Elcaywyiwkn epwtnon | 1. Zekwwvtag, Oa BéAate va pag neite Alya Adyla yla tov poAo cag otov
dopéa mou epyaleote KoL TNV EUTAOKN 0 OTOV OXESLAOUO, TV
vAomoinon n tnv afloAdynon tou 1°Y EBvikoL Ixebiou Apdong Katd Tou

Patolopou kat thg MwoaAhodotiag;

Emtevypota 2. Nola Bewpeite Ta MO ONPAVTLKA ETUTEVYHATA TOU 2Xedilou Apdong;

MpokANOCELg 3. H uninpeoia oag n o popéag oag £6elée evbladEpov oto oxedlaouod

Spacewv yla o EZA; Av OxL, yloTi;

4. JuvavtnooTe MPOKANOELC (TTPOCWTILKA 1 WG GOPENAC) KATA TNV

vAomoinon tou 2xeblou Apaonc;

Edv val, mwc TIC avIlUeTWioaTs;

Juvepyaoia 5. Mwg Ntav n ocuvepyaoia cac pe aAAouc hopeig;

6. Mwc ouvéBale n cuvepyaoia aUTH oTNV LAomoinon Tou Xxediou

Apdong;
Addypota & 7. Mowa givat, katd tn yvwun oag, ta Stbdypata and tnv UAomoinon tou
BeAtlwoelg Zxeblou Apaong;

8. Oewpeite OTL emMeTeLXONOAV TA TPOOSOKWEVA ATIOTEAECATA;

O¢AeTe va pag meite Alya mepLocOTEPA TPAYLATA YL TOV TPOTIO
LE TOUG OTtoloV EMITELXONKAV TA TIPOCOOKWLEVA ATIOTEAECUATA

1 Toug Adyouc mou Sev GUVERN aUTO;
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9. Tt Ba pnopouvoe va BeATwOel yLo Tov KAAUTEPO GUVTOVLIOMO Kall

vAomoinaon Tou 2% EBvikoL Xxeblou Apaong;

Avaykeg ekmaibevong | 10. Evtomilete KAMOLEG AVAYKEC EKTASEUONG yLa TV UAomoinon tou 2°Y

EBvikoU Zxedilou Apaong katd tou Patolopol kot tng MioaAlodotiag;

KAelowo tng Oa BéAate va mpoobéoete kAT,
OUVEVTEUENG
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Appendix C: Quantitative research questionnaire

Oa BéAape va oag TTPOCKAAECOUE OTNV €PEUVA ‘ITACELG KOL EUTELPIEG TWV TIOATWY OXETIKA UE TIG
Slokploelg kal Ta otepedTUTIA’. ITOXOC TNG Mapouoag Epeuvag eival n Slepebivnon Twv avtANPewv Kat
TWV EUTELPLWYV TWV TIOALTWY OXETLKA LE TOL OTEPEOTUTIA, TLG SLOKPLOELG, TIG TIPOKATAANPELS, TOV PATCLOUO,
KOLL TLG OUVETTELEC TIOU £XOUV OTOUC avBpwTou¢ ou Ta Blwvouv. AleuBUvVeTaL o€ OAQ TA ATOUA TTOU £XOUV

ouUMAnpwoeL To 18° €tog Kal TNG NALKioG Touc.

Autn n €peuva sival avwvupn kat n SlevBbuveon IP Ba eival TPooTATEUIEVN KAL N OVIXVEUGLUN. Agv
XPELAETOL VO ELOAYETE TO OVOUA 0OC N TA oToLXEla eMIKowwviag oag. Ot amavtnoelg Ba kataywpndoluv
LE Evav TUXALO KWALKO yLa ToV SLaXWPLOUO TOUC Ao TG OMAVTNOELS AAAWY OUUUETEXOVTWY ATOUWV. H
€peuva £xel avantuyBel pe ta Loxvovta mpwtokoAa deoviohoyiag. EAmiloupe 6tL Ba alcBavbeite

AVETO OTTAVTWVTAG E ELNKPIVELD OTLG EPWTHOELG.
H cupmAnpwon autou Tou epwtnuatoloyiov Ba Siapkéoel 10-15 Aemtd.

H épeuva Sle€dyetal oto mAaiolo Tou eupwraikol épyou ‘ECOSYSTEM - Strengthening Public Authorities’
Capacity to Respond to Intersectional Discrimination through Multi-Agency Coalitions’, to omoio
vloroteital and 1o Ymoupyeio Kowwvikng Zuvoxng kat Owkoyévelag, tnv EBvikn Emtponn yla ta
Awawwpata tou AvBpwrou, kat To KMOM — Kévtpo Kowwvikng Apaong kat Katwvotopiag. Itdéxog tou
£€pyou eival va cUPBAAEL oTnv avamtuén tou 2°° EBvikou Zxediou ApAdong Katd Tou Patolopou Kat tng
MioaAlobofiog kal va evioYUOEL TNV LKAVOTNTA TwWV £BVIKWV apxwv otnv EAAaSa 6cov adopd tnv
KOTamoAéunon g ploaAlodofilag, Tou patolopol Kol Twv ToAAamAwy Kot dtatopeakwy Slakploewv.
MEOWw HLOG CUMUETOXLKNG, SLETILOTNHOVIKNG KOl SLUTINPECLOKAG TIPOCEYYLONG, TO £PY0 ETULOLWKEL val
gvloYUOoEeL TN ouvepyaoia HeTOEY TwV SNUOCLWV apXwV Kol TNG Kowwviag Twv MOATwY eoTldlovtag ot
TPELg aAANA€vdeTOUG TTUAWVEG: a) oTnVv evioxuon g mpooBaong tTwv Bupdtwv o mAnpodopieg Kal
UTINPECLEC MEOW HLOG OXETIKAG AT OpUag, B) otn BeAtiwon Twv €loTATwy Twv SNUOCLWV UTTOAARAWY
KOl TWV LKAVOTATWY Tou EBvVikoU ZupBouliou katd tou Patolopol kal thg MioaAlodotiag, kal y) otnv

gvioyuon tn¢ evalodntomnoinong Twv MoALTwV péow pLag EBvikAg Ekotpateiag Evatobntomnoinong.

I YEVIKEG EPWTAOELG KOL OXOALL UTTOPELTE VL ETIKOWVWVAOETE pali pag: [Ovoua Kol EMWVUIO Tou

umeUBuvou TG €peuvag, TNAEPwWVO, NAEKTPOVIKO Taxudpopeio]

20 EUXOPLOTOULE YLaL TN CUMETOXNA oag!
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Yuvaiveon

Katavow tnv mpoBeon, toug KvdUvoug Kat Ta odEAN AUTAG TNG EPEUVAG KAL CUVOLVW OTNV TTapoXN Twv
TIANPodopLWV Pou yla TV avadepOuevn xpnon.
Na

Oxt

JUHPWVW va XpnoLomolnBolyv oL amavtioELg LoU 0TO TAALOLO AUTAG TNG EPELVOC.
Na

Oxt

Anpoypadikd otoLyeia

1. ®UAo:
Muvaika
Avépag
Mn-6uadiko dtopo
AMAo:

Agv eMBUPW VA ATTAVTHOW

2. HAwda:
18-25 gTwv
26-35 eTwv
36-45 etwv
46-55 eTtwv
56-65 eTwv
66-75 eTwv
76 €TWV I MEPLOCOTEPO

Agv eTBupw va amavtnow

3. Eninebo eknaidevong:

AgutepofBabuia ekmaibsuon
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EmayyeApatikn Kataption
TptoBabuLa eknaideuon
Katoxog Metamtuylakou TitAou
Katoyxog Atdaktoptkol TitAou

AM\o (Sleukplviote)

Agv eMBUPW VA ATTAVTHOW

4. Neploxn Katolkiag:
Meyahn moAn > 50.000
Mikpn TtoAn > 10.000 katoikoug
KwpomoAn > 3.000
XwpLo < 3.000
Opewvn meploxn
NnowwTLKn TepLoxn

Agv eMBUPW VA ATTAVTHOW

MemolBroeLg OXETIKA UE TIC SLOKPLOELG KAl TAL OTEPEOTUTIAL

5. e Ttolo BaBuo mLoTeEVETE OTL UTIAPXOUV OTEPEOTUTIO OTNV KOLVWVIA LOG;
KaBoAou
Alyo
Métpla
MoAu

Mdapa ToAL

6. MLoTEVETE OTL T OTEPEOTUTIA EMNPEALOUV TN CUUTEPLDOPA TWV OVOPWTIWV ATEVAVTL OE GUYKEKPLUEVEG
opadeg tou mMAnBuopou;

KaBoAou

Alyo

Y& kamolo Babud

MoAu

Mapa ToAL
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7. Noéoo ouyva spdavilovral Slakploelg otn xwpa Pag ya Kabe éva and ta akoAouBa XapoKTNPLOTIKA;

Me Tov Opo OlaKkplon voeltal n AlYyOTEPO €UVOIKN QVTLUETWIILON €VOC ATOUOU TIou (EPEL KATIOLO

XOPOAKTNPLOTLKO.
Agv IXETKA MoAu IXETKA MoAu Agv
uvbiotavtal | omdvieg OTLAVLEG Sladedopeve | Sladedopéve | yvwpilw
S S
®ulo
Ye€0UALKOC
TIPOCAVATOALOUOC

Tavtoétnta ¢pviou [H
£VTOVN ECWTEPLKN KOl
TIPOCWTILKNA eUTeLpia KAOe
avOpwWIoU w¢ PoCg TO
®UAo, n omola unopel va
QVTLOTOLXEL 1) OXL oTo PUAO
TIOU KOTOXWPLOTNKE KOTA

Tn yévvnon tou.]

XOopaKTNPLOTIKA dUAou

[Adopolv Ta Bloloyikd

XQPOKTNPLOTIKA TOU
dUAov, OTWG ™™
XPWUOOWUATA, n

ovatopia, n  OPUOVIKN
doun Kol ™
QVaTopoywyLlka  opyava

EVOC ATOUOU. ]

‘Exdpaon dUAou
[E€wtepkég  ekbNAWOELG
TOou dUAou, TIou
ekdppalovtal péoa amd to
OVOUO, TIG OVTWVUUIEG, Ta

poUX0O, TO KOUpPEUQ, TN

Co-funded by
the European Union




E\Y A
‘.\Yf" D2.1 National Report
D

ecosystem

for a society without discrimination

ouuneplpopd, T dwvA n
TQ  XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TOU

OWUOTOG.]

HAwlo

OLWKOYEVELOKY  KOTAOTOON
[r.x. obudpwvo cupBiwong,

povoyovéac]

Kowwvik katdotacn [To
QTOTEAEC A TUXOV
KOWWVIKOU OTLYHOTLOUOU,
TLY. TIPWNV XPNOTEG OUCLWV

1 MpwnV GbUAaKLoUEVOL.]

QOuAn

Opnokeia

EOvikN n eBvotikn
Kotaywyn  [my. xwpa
TMPOEAEUONG, OpAda  ME
Kowa TIOALTIOMLKA
XQPOKTNPLOTIKA OTtWG

vAwaooa, Bpnokeia, nBn kot

£€0ua]

Avamnnpia n xpovia
naénon

ANEC t6eoloyikeg/

TIOALTIOULKEG TIETIOLONOELG

8. Mdéoo cuyva epdavilovrat ol Slakpioelg otn xwpa pog o KA €va amd ta akoAouBa eplBaiiovra;

Aev Inavia Eviote Juyva Alapkwg | Aev

voiotavrat yvwpilw

Katd tnv avalritnon epyaciog

JTnv epyoaoia
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Kata tnv avalntnon
KaTolkiag yla evolkiaon n

ayopa

Kata tn xpnon umnpeclwv

UYELOVOULKAG TtepiBaAding

Katd tn XprAon KoWwVvIKwV

UTINPECLWV

Kata tn poitnon r tnv aitnon

0€ OXOAELO N TTIAVETILOTALLO

e KOETEPLA, EOTLATOPLO,

UTTOP 1) VUXTEPLVO KEVTPO

Ye kataotnua n tpanela

Y& SnuocLo Xwpo

2ta MME

>to Sladiktuo

Se eninedo KOLWVWVIKWV

mapoxwv f popoeladpuvoeLg

e Méoa Malikng Metadopdg

Jtnv eknaideuvon

Ye Kévtpa Ymoboxng Kal

Tautomnoinong

Y€ QOTUVOULKO TURUQ

Y Xwpo npooduykng/
METAVOOTEUTIKAG KOLWVOTNTAG

AM\O:

9. Exete KAVEL KATL ot Ta akOAouBa Toug TEAeUTAlOUG 12 LAVEG;

Co-funded by
the European Union




—
ecosystem

for a society without discrimination

D2.1 National Report

Nat Oxt

Aev  emBupw

va amaviiow

‘EXeTE KAVEL KATL yla TNV KATAMOAEUNON Twv Slokpioewv Stadlktuakd 1 dia

{wong

‘Exete acuveldnta Kavel SLaKPLoELg AOYwW KATIOLOU XOPOKTNPLOTLKOU

‘Exete okomipwg KAvel Slakpioelg AOyw KATOLOU XapaKTNPLOTIKOU

92, MapaKOAW, CNUELWOTE Ti EVEPYELEG KAVATE YLOL TNV KATATTOAEUNON TwV SLOKPIOEWV. (TPOALPETIKN)

10. Noéoo dveta Ba alcbavdoaotav av KAmolog/a cuvadeAdog oag Ebepe Ta akOAouBa XapoKTNPLOTIKE/

elxe TI¢ akoAouBeg TAUTOTNTEG;

MoAU aPoAa

IXETIKA

aBoia

Oubétepa

Ixetika aveta | NoAv aveta

Agv
emBUHW
va

amavIinow

NeoBia, VKEL,

apdLpulddlo dtouo

Tpavg dtouo

Ivtepoe€ atopo

Atopo pe SlLadopeTIKA
€Bvotikr Kataywyn amno
TNV TAELOVOTNTA  TOU

mAnBuaopuou

Neapo atouo

ATouO HeYAANG nAkiag

Atopo pe SladopeTikod
XpWHO S€PUATOC Ao TV
TIAELOVOTNTA ToU

mAnBuaopuou
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Atopo pe SLadopeTIKA
Bpnokeia ano ™v
TAELOVOTNTA ToU

mAnBuopoU

Atopo Me avamnpio n

Xpovia madnon

Atopo e OLODOPETIKEG
GN0CODIKES /16E0NOYIKEC
/TIOALTIOMLKEC

TLEMOLONOELG

12. Ave€aptnta amnod to av £xete maldla, moco aveta Ba alcbavocaotav av to maldl ocag eixe EpWTIKN

OX€0N UE ATOWO UE Ta akoAouBa xapaktnpLlotkd,/ mou Ba sixe Tig akOAouBeg TOUTOTNTEG;

MoAU aBoAa | ZXeTIKA

aBoia

Oubdétepa

IXETKA dveta | MoAU aveta

Aev
emBUHW
va

amavIinow

NeoBia, VKEL,

apdLpulddlo dtopo

Tpavg atouo

lvtepoe€ atopo

Atopo pe SladopeTikn
gbvotikn Kataywyn amno
TNV mAelovotnTO  TOU

mAnBuopoU

Neapo dtopo

ATouO HeYAANG nAkiag

Atopo pe OlLadopeTKO

XpWHO S€pUATOC Ao TV
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TIAELOVOTNTA ToU

mAnBuaopuou

Atopo pe SladopeTikn
Bpnokeia anod ™mv
TIAELOVOTNTA ToUu

mAnBuopuou

Atopo pe avamnpla n

Xpovia adnon

Atopo pe SladOpETIKEC
dAocoPKES /16E0NOYIKEC
/TIOATIOULKEG

TEMOLONOELG

13. MNooo aveta Ba alcbBavocactav av Eva ATOUo oo KABe pia amnod tig akohoubeg opadeg Bplokotav o

avwtatn ekKAeypévn ToALTIKA Béon otnv EANGSa;

MoAU GPoAa | IXETIKA Oudbétepa | Ixetika aveta | MoAL dveta Aev
aBoia emBUHW
va
amavIinow
Muvaika
NeoBia, VKEL,
apdLpulddlo dtopo

Tpavg dtouo

Ivtepoe€ atouo

Atopo pe SLadopeTIKA
€6vikn n g0votikn
KoTaywyn andé TV
TIAELOVOTNTA ToUu

mAnBuaopuou

Neapo dtopo
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ATouO HeYAANG nAkiag

Atopo pe SladopeTikod
XpwHa S€pUaTog amo tnv
TIAELOVOTNTA Tou

mAnBuopoU

Atopo pe Sladopetikn
Bpnokeia ano ™v
TAELOVOTNTA Tou

mAnBuopoU

Atopo pe avamnpla A

Xpovia madnon

Atopo pe SladOpETIKEC
dAocOoPKES /16£0NOYIKEC

/TIOATIOULKEG

TEMOLONOELG

14. NopakoAw, cupmAnpwote To Babuod cupdwviog oag pe tnv akoAouBn SnAwaon: Ta oXOAKA

pobnuata Kot To UALKG Ba mpémel va meplAapBdvouy mANpodopileg OXETIKA LE...

Aapwvw

arnoAuTa

Oute
oupdwvw
, oute

Sladwvw

Jupdwvw Aev

anoAuta emBUHW
va
amavIinow

Opnokeieg 1 memolBnoeLg

Ye€ouaALko

T(POCOVATOALOO

Tautotnta ¢puAou

Tnv eunepia avannpiag i

Xpoviag mabnong

ALadOPETIKEG KOUATOUPEG
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ALopOpETIKEG €OVIKECG Kall

€OVOTIKEG KATAYWYEC

Patolopo

AVTLONULTIONO

MpoowTKEG eumeLpieg Slakploswy

15. Buwoate mpoowrtikd SLakploelg | mapevoxAnaon yla KAToLlov amod Toug akoAouBoug Adyoug, katd

Toug teAeutaioug 12 puAveg; (MOAAMAWY QITAVTHCEWV)

®uho

2e€0UAALKOG TTPOCAVOTOALOUOG

Tautotnta ¢puAou

XapaKtnpLotika ¢pUAou

‘Exdpaon dUAou

HAwlo

OLKOYEVELOKN ] KOLWVWVLIKI KATAOTAON

QuAn

Opnokeia

EBvikn r eBvotikn Kataywyn

Avarnnpla n xpovia tadnon

AN\EG PINOCOPIKES / LEEONOYLIKES/ TTOATIOUIKEC TIEMOLOACELG

Aev €xw Buwoel Slakpioelg to tedeutaio £€tog

Aev €xw Blwoel mOTE Slakploelg

Aev eTBUPW Vo amaVTHoW

16. Ikemtopevol/ec/a tig Tedeutaieg popeg mou Blwoate SLaKPLoELS f TTOpEVOXANON, O€ TToLo TAaioLo

g\aBav xwpa; (MoAAMAWY AIAVTACEWY, OTNV EPUITTWON TToU MAEXDNKE KATOLO OTOLXELD oTNV

TapaATavw EpWTNnon)
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Kata tnv avalntnon epyaoiag

JTnv gpyaocia

Katd tnv avalitnon Katolkiag yla evolkiaon f ayopad

Kata tn xprion UmnNpPECLWY UYELOVOULKNG TteEpiBaANng

Kata tn xpron KOWWwVIKWY UTINPECLWV

Kata tn doltnon n tnv altnon og oxoAelo f MOVEMLOTHULO

Y& KAPETEPLA, EOTLATOPLO, UITAP I} VUXTEPLVO KEVTPO

Y& Kataotnua f tpanela

Y& SnuooLo Ywpo

2t MME

>to Sladiktuo

Y€ eMinedo KOWWVIKWY Tapoxwv N popoehadpuvoelg

e Méoa Mallkng Metadopdg

Jtnv exmaibevon

Ye Kévtpa Ymodoxn¢ kal Tautomnoinong

Y€ LOTUVOLLLKO TUAMQ

Y€ XWPO TPOCPUYIKAC/ LETAVOOTEUTIKAC KOWVOTNTAG

AM\O:

Agv eMBUPW VA ATTAVTHOW

(moAAamA WY amavtioswy)

17. Eav Buwvarte dlakpioelg n mapevoxAnon mol Ba mpoTiHoloaTe Vo avadEPETE TO TEPLOTATIKO;

Actuvouia

Awatoolvn

Opyavwoelg Kowwviag twv MoAttwv

Aknyopo

Ytov Zuvnyopo tou MoAitn  EmBewpnon Epyaciag kot GANEG apUOSLEC ApXEG

Epyoddtng/pla
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OWLKO 1) CUYYEVIKO TIPOCWTTO

Avwvupn katayyelio og mAatdoppo/ypauun Bondetag

JUVSLKOALOTIKA 0pydvwon

AM\O:

Agv eMBUPW VA ATTAVTHOW

AVTIKTUTIOG TwV SLoKploswy

18. MNoleg mLOTEVETE OTL ElvaL OL CUVETIELEG TwV SlakploEwy oTa ATopa Ttou TI§ Blwvouv; EmAégte doa

LoxVouv. (moAamAEC amavtioeLg)

WUXOAOYIKEG CUVETIELEG

JUVETIELEC OTLG TIPOCWTTILKEG OXECELG KOL OTNV OLKOYEVELQ

JUVETELEC OTNV ekTtaibeuon

JUVETIELEC OTNV Oyopa pyaciog

JUVETELEC OTNV LYElQ

OLKOVOULKEG OUVETTELEC

JUVETELEC OTNV €KDPACT TOU ATOUOU

AM\O:

Agv eMBUPW VA ATTAVTHOW

19. Tt GAAEG ETUMTWOELG UTTOPEL va £XouV oL SLaKPIOELG OTA ATORO TIOU TLG BLwVouv;

MpoomnaBeleg avtipeTwriong Twv Stakpioswv otnv EAAGSa

20. MN600 anmoteAeoUATIKEG OewpELTE TIG TPOOTIABELEC KATATIOAEUNONG TWV TTAPAKATW HopdwV

Slakploewv otnv EANGSQ;
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MoAu IXETIKA Oute IXETIKA MoAu Aev emBupw
OVOTIOTEAECUO | OVOTIOTEAECH | OTOTEAECUATL | OTOTEAECH | QTOTEAECH | VO OTAVINOW
TIKEG OITLKEG KEC, oUTE | OTIKEG OUTLKEG
ovamnoteAeoua
TIKEG
®uMNo
2e€0UAALKOG
T(POCAVATOALOUOG

Tavutotnta puAou

X0pOKTNPLOTIKA
dUAou

‘Exdpacn ¢pUAou

HAwio

OLKOyEeVELOKN n
KOLWVWVIKN

Katdotaon

OuAn

Opnokela

EBvikn n eBvotikn

Kataywyn

Avamnpla i xpovia

nabnon

AMEC DIAOCODIKEC
/L6E0NOYIKEG
/TIOALTIOULKEG

TETOLONOELG

21.’ExeTe QAAEC TTPOTACELG YLOL TNV OIMOTEAECUATIKOTEPN KOTATIOAEUNON TwV Slakpioewyv otnv EANGSQ;
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EYXAPIZTOYME T'A TO XPONO ZAzx!
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