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electoral campaigns, the PCS (CSV), DP, LSAP and

the Greens promised you a referendum on the new
Constitution. It's all there in black and white (our trans-
lation):

@ PCS (CSV): "Before the first constitutional

P rior to the last parliamentary elections, in their 2018

vote, the text of the new Constitution will be

discussed with the citizens of Luxembourg
and explained to them at regional round tables [...]
This text will then be put to the citizens in a refe-
rendum that will replace the second constitutional
vote in the Parliament. If the result is positive, the
country will receive a new Constitution under the
next legislature".

DP: "The four largest parties in Luxembourg
Parliament support this text and have de-
8 |ared themselves in favour of a referendum
under the next legislature. Given that the Constitu-
tion forms the true legal foundations of our country,
the referendum must be accompanied by the fullest
and most objective information possible, with the
greatest possible public participation beforehand".

LSAP: "Instead of a second reading, the
M new constitutional text should then be put
forward to all citizens entitled to vote after
a broad public discussion, with a view as to hold a

referendum vote, so that it might come into effect
by the end of 2020 at the latest".

g Déi Gréng (the Greens): "This is why it is
grénd ie

important to complete the reform of our
Constitution quickly and put it to the people for a
vote in a referendum”.

Promise made, promise broken

Telling the public, as these four parties are now doing,
that this would only be a "one-off" reform rather than a
"comprehensive" one as was envisaged at the time is just
delusional! The authors of the new Constitution them-
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selves say that it is a "substantial" reform. So, to want
to differentiate now between "comprehensive" and "subs-
tantial" reform in order to avoid holding a referendum is a
great sham! Luxembourg will have an almost entirely new
Constitution. Many articles will be added and fundamen-
tal aspects of our society will be amended. This includes,
for example, our relationship with the European Union, the
role of the Grand Duke and family rights, amongst other
things. Opposing a referendum will allow the four parties
to make decisions alone, among themselves, on the most
important text of our State. Their attitude is undemocratic,
obscure and dishonest. Since the result of the 2015 refe-
rendum, these four parties have feared the popular vote.
They prefer to govern by excluding the people.

The ADR does not agree with these practices. On the
19th of February, 2021, the ADR presented a bill to the
Chamber of Deputies calling for a referendum. On the
20th of May, 2021, it submitted a new bill to the Chamber
of Deputies, demanding that citizens be objectively infor-
med about the new Constitution. Both bills were rejected
by the three parties in the government coalition and by the
PCS (CSV).

Now, these four parties and the chairman of the Consti-
tutional Commission of the Chamber of Deputies are ar-
guing that the people could call for a referendum themsel-
ves. In order for this to happen, 25,000 signatures would
have to be collected. However, this is not what the four
parties promised! They clearly want to make this proce-
dure as difficult as possible, starting by splitting the new
text into four separate parts. In doing so, they intend to
force citizens - if they want a referendum - to go through
the 25,000-signature procedure four times. What imper-
tinence! It would be so easy for the government coalition
and the PCS (CSV) to organise a single referendum on all
four parts of the new Constitution!

The ADR had also promised a referendum in its election
manifesto for the 2018 parliamentary elections. It clear-
ly wants to keep its word. For the ADR, the referendum
must take place!

The Luxembourg version is authoritative g a
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How four parties are blocking
areferendum

vernment coalition claimed that the constitutional

reform would be only minor. In truth, this is a very
large-scale revision! Co-reporter Simone Beissel of the
Democratic Party (DP) herself admits that this is a
"substantial and fundamental revision".

P rior to the 2018 elections, the PCS (CSV) and the go-

The government coalition and the PCS (CSV) are
determined to block the referendum. As such:

* they refuse to initiate the promised referendum
themselves.

In order to prevent the people from voting on the new
constitutional text:

* they ask citizens to petition for a referendum, with
25,000 signatures required per chapter;

* they refuse to allow these signatures to be provided
online or via a form;

* they demand that 25,000 citizens sign their local
petition four times, on four different occasions.

The same parties had promised that the new Constitu-
tion would be adopted by referendum. Now, they do not even
want to hear about it. They even dare to suggest that people
could call for a referendum themselves, which is a very cum-
bersome process that requires the collection of many signa-
tures. In order to make this as difficult as possible, they
refuse to change pertinent legislation and will not allow

any signatures to be collected via electronic means or in
forms. Such procedures already exist in the Chamber of
Deputies, where petitions can be signed electronically. A
petition is publicly debated if it can gather 4,500 signatures.
However, to request a referendum, 25,000 signatures are
required and to sign, people must physically go to the town
hall.

Another trick decided upon after the elections is the
subdivision of the new constitutional text into four chapters.
Normally, such a constitutional revision would be presented
as a single text, which would then be put to vote. This trick
of the PCS (CSV) and the parties of the government coa-
lition amounts to forcing people to initiate the referendum
procedure no less than four times. Rather than collecting the
required 25,000 signatures just once, it will be necessary to
do this four times - a real hassle!

The chairman of the parliamentary committee for the
constitutional revision is himself among those who noncha-
lantly suggest that the people themselves should ask for the
referendum that his party promised them, knowing full well
that the quibbles introduced by the PCS (CSV) and the
coalition parties will make this almost impossible.

It was particularly ironic when the DP co-reporter wi-
shed "good luck" on the radio to anyone who might try to
initiate the referendum process. She, too, is perfectly aware
that this is practically an impossible mission.

This is the haughty and dismissive way in which the
Christian Social Party and the parties in the governing
coalition treat voters. They do not deserve to be called a
democracy! Will voters accept being treated this way?
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Do not let this
happen to you!

ur country is facing a historic decision. Four parties
O - the PCS (CSV), the DP, the LSAP and the Greens -

have negotiated an almost complete reform of our
Constitution amongst themselves. This took place almost
exclusively behind closed doors and many organisations -
even those directly concerned - were not even consulted.
Today, almost no one in the country knows what the new
Constitution will look like.

Their intention is to get the new four-part Constitution
through the Chamber as quickly as possible, by a two-
thirds majority, rather than through a popular referendum,
as originally promised. Indeed, rather than keeping this
promise, they became arrogant and began telling citizens

that if they wanted a referendum, they would have to ini-
tiate the process themselves by collecting 25,000 signa-
tures - for each of the four parties. Of course, the ADR
insists that the promised referendum take place! Our par-
ty is convinced that the legitimacy of a Constitution de-
pends on the broad consent of the nation, documented
in a referendum, rather than merely hinging on a consen-
sus between a few political parties. For the ADR, the real
"constituent” is the nation, not the parliament.

The current constitutional revision goes far beyond a
simple "adaptation to social changes" or "modernisation”
of the current Constitution. It contains plans to completely
reorganise the Luxembourgish society, with concepts and
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ideas that barely appear in any other foreign constitutional
text. Foreigners” right to vote also reappears. For the new
Constitution, "progressive" ideas from many disparate
sources were brought together, often lacking the necessa-
ry internal coherence.

The ADR is not opposed to ad hoc constitutional
changes. The party has even made a few proposals of
its own, for example, to enhance the value of the Luxem-
bourgish language, to reform the status of animals or to
enable the Constitutional Court to take control of govern-
ment decisions in times of crisis. The ADR has also called
for changes in the procedure for forming a committee of
enquiry in the Chamber of Deputies. The party therefore
welcomes reforms that meet its demands. In addition, the
ADR actively welcomes other innovations, such as stren-
gthening the rights of Parliament, for example.

However, in addition to some ad hoc improvements,
the constitutional amendments proposed contain a si-
gnificant number of problems and weaknesses. Alas, the
new Constitution is also a reform of missed opportunities.
The ADR regrets that a number of real institutional impro-
vements have been neglected. For example, we could have
put forward a reform of the electoral system or proposed
a system through which citizens could be referred directly
to the Constitutional Court. Likewise, reforms might have
included the administrative and functional separation of
the Public Prosecutor's Office from all functions of the ju-
diciary, or a wider direct democracy through referendumes.

The ADR therefore calls for a wide-ranging debate
on the planned reforms and a referendum on the new
Constitution. Four political parties should not be allowed
to change the fundamental law of our nation on the sly,
without a referendum. Indeed, this goes against their own
electoral promises!
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S Politicisation of the Constitution

rights of citizens and the country's institutions, but

also, by means of "objec-
tives of constitutional value",
to impose guidelines on po-
licy in the long term. For the
ADR, this is not the purpose
of a Constitution, which is
rather to provide a legal basis
for a State, setting the rules on how it
should function, guaranteeing democracy,
the rule of law and the separation of powers and
defining and ensuring the fundamental rights of
citizens. A Constitution is therefore there to give
a country long-term order and stability, not to fa-
cilitate short-term political considerations or the
interests of certain parties.

_|_he new Constitution aims not only to amend the

The introduction of political objectives into
the new Constitution breaches the process of
free democratic opinion-forming, as it aims to
restrict parties' freedom of action in the long
term. What would happen if a party that did not
agree with the political objectives of the State as
laid down in the Constitution won a democratic
election? Should the newly elected government then
pursue a policy against the will of the voters, given
that the Constitution dictates certain objectives? The
current government coalition and the PCS (CSV) are
trying to establish their policy in the long term, thus
limiting the possibility of democratic change.

www.adr.lu

Adding political objectives to the Constitution
likewise means that all civil servants, when taking
their oath of office, will also have to respect the
political objectives set out in the new Consti-
tution. This is not only an attack on the neu-
trality of the civil service, but also an attack
on the freedom of conscience of civil servants
and their personal and political freedoms.

It is particularly worrying to see how
"State objectives" are justified. To achieve

info@adr.lu
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A Constitution is there
to give a country long-term
order and stability.

them, other constitutional principles may
be restricted: "The consequences of these
objectives are explained by their use by the
legislator to justify non-excessive deroga-
tions from constitutional principles. Objectives
of constitutional value can therefore extend the
powers of the legislator by limiting the applica-
tion of certain constitutional principles".

Thus, in the name of new State objectives,
e.g. the fight against climate change or the
right to adequate housing, the constitutio-
nal rights of citizens may be restricted.
In this context, it is unclear how the
term "non-excessive" will be interpre-
ted. Can citizens be dispossessed of
their property on the grounds that it
should be used for other purposes?
Will it be "excessive" to take away
someone's "under-occupied accom-
modation"? (Some parties want to
introduce this concept in order to be
able to set a ceiling on the amount of
space available for housing purposes per
person) The new Constitution merely
stipulates: "This objective requires the
legislator to take the necessary initia-
tives to enable everyone to have de-
cent housing".

In the future, in the fight against

climate change, all coercive measures,
with reference to the new political
objective of "climate neutrality”, may
be justified and applied. Will there be
restrictions on domestic and lives-
tock animals on the grounds that they
produce too much carbon dioxide or
methane? What other limitations, for
example in terms of freedom of mo-
vement, could be imposed upon us?
Will we still be able to travel by plane
or car to other countries in the future,
for holidays or for other reasons?

For the ADR, it is clear that poli-
tical objectives have no place in the
Constitution!



Foreigners' right to vote

on thesly

n the 2015 referendum, around 80% of Luxembourgers
voted against the foreigners being granted the right to
vote. If foreigners were granted the right to vote, there
would no longer be a parliament of the Luxembourgish na-
tion. Rather, there would be a parliament for a multicultural
society without a national identity, in which Luxembourg's
specificity would quickly lose importance. Today, the ADR
is the only party that still respects the result of the 2015
referendum and therefore, the Luxembourgish nation.

Time and time again, other parties have tried to circu-
mvent the 2015 result. The PCS (CSV) is working hard to
lower the level of the language test required to obtain the
Luxembourgish nationality. At a roundtable for the Euro-
pean election campaign, the DP even went as far as to ask
"affected citizens" to oppose the referendum result.

The constitutional reform opens up the possibility of in-
troducing foreigners' right to vote, despite the fact that this
goes against the will of the Luxembourgish people. A new
Article 9a has been introduced into the planned text, thus
making it possible to grant foreigners the right to vote: "[...]
(2) Without prejudice to Article 52, the law may confer the
exercise of political rights to non-Luxembourgish citizens".

Paragraph (2) thus clearly stipulates that the exercise
of political rights may be granted to foreigners by law. The
commentary on this article states: "In order to remove any
legal uncertainty, it is specified in paragraph 2 that the prin-
ciple according to which the right to vote may be extended
by law to non-Luxembourgish citizens does not apply to le-
gislative elections".

It is therefore stressed that Article 9a should not be ap-
plicable to parliamentary elections. However, this clarifica-
tion is not placed in the legally binding text of the Constitu-
tion -only in the commentary. This is a significant difference,

It would lead to
irreversible societal changes.
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as the commentary is non-binding and only a source of in-
terpretation. Why do not the four parties (DP, déi Gréng
(the Greens), LSAP and PCS (CSV)) want to write into the
new Constitution that only Luxembourgers have the right to
vote in the legislative elections? The ADR demands that the
text of the Constitution itself respects the 2015 referendum.
The sentence could be formulated as follows: "Without
prejudice to Article 52 and with the exception of legislative
elections, the law may confer the exercise of political rights
on non-Luxembourgish citizens".

No European country has opened national elections
to foreigners - and for good reason! In order to be able to
make political decisions in the interest of a country and a
society, one has to belong fully to that country and that so-
ciety. Integration therefore plays a very important role. This
is a precondition for political rights. In Luxembourg, where
foreigners now make up approximately 50% of the popu-
lation, such a model of political multiculturalism would
undermine our national sovereignty, prevent integration
and thus weaken the solidarity and loyalty of citizens. It
would expose the country and society to fundamental and
irreversible changes. Even if the number of foreign citizens
were to increase only slightly, Luxembourgish voters would
already be in the minority. Our nationality itself is increa-
singly relativised: great efforts are being made to make the
Luxembourgish nationality completely independent of the
Luxembourgish language.

The European Union Treaties, on the other hand, stipu-
late that the sovereign functions of the State continue to be
reserved for national citizens. However, if foreigners were
to be granted the right to vote, this would automatically
mean that all civil service positions would eventually have
to be open to all.

For the ADR, the right to vote in parliamentary elec-
tions must remain linked to the Luxembourgish nationa-
lity, as has always been the case: "Sovereign power resides
in the Nation".

- In the referendum
e on the 7th of June,
2015, Luxembourg
voted on several
issues related to

a change in the
Constitution. The
introduction of
voting rights for
foreigners was
rejected by a large
majority.
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How can our Constitution

be changed?
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an amendment to the Constitution requires two

votes in the Chamber, at least three months apart,
whereby the second vote may be replaced by a referendum.
Such a referendum may be requested by at least 16 MPs or
25,000 voters:

"Any revision of the Constitution must be adopted
under the same terms by the Chamber of Deputies in two
successive votes, with an interval of at least three mon-
ths between them. No revision shall be adopted unless it
receives at least two-thirds of the votes of the members
of the Chamber, with proxy votes not being accepted.
The text adopted on first reading by the Chamber of De-
puties is submitted to a referendum, which replaces the
second vote of the Chamber, if, within two months of the
first vote, a request is made either by more than a quar-
ter of the members of the Chamber or by twenty-five
thousand electors registered on the electoral rolls for
the legislative elections. The revision is only adopted if it
receives a majority of the validly cast votes. The law shall
govern the way in which the referendum is organised".

Q rticle 114 of the current Constitution stipulates that

Procedure for requesting a referendum

According to the Referendum Act of the 4th of February,
2005 - Articles 4 to 19 - the process for requesting a refe-
rendum is as follows:

Five Luxembourgers entitled to vote must submit a
written request to the Prime Minister no later than 14 days
after the first vote. The Prime Minister will then have three
days to decide on the formal validity of the request. Subse-
quently, 25,000 eligible Luxembourgers will have to support
this request for a referendum. Signatures are registered at
town halls and the Prime Minister will announce the dead-
line. If 25,000 voters demand a referendum, it must take
place. It is decisive and replaces the second vote in the
Chamber of Deputies.

But beware: No referendum can take place three months
before or after national and European elections! If necessa-
ry, the deadline will be extended by six months.

Law of the 4th of February, 2005 on national referen-
dums, Art. 20:

"If the request to hold a referendum has been made
by more than one quarter of the members of the Cham-
ber of Deputies or, under the conditions provided for in
Chapter 2 of this Act, by twenty-five thousand voters,
the Government must hold a referendum within six
months. In the event of parliamentary or European elec-
tions being held within this period, it shall be extended
by six months".

The ADR introduced a bill on the 19th of February, 2021,
such that the 25,000 people would no longer have to physi-
cally go to the town hall to request a referendum but rather,
could do so electronically. Indeed, this is already possible
for petitions within the Chamber of Deputies. The govern-
ment immediately and firmly rejected this idea. The truth is
that it does not want a referendum. Therefore, its aim is to
make the referendum procedure as inconvenient as possible
for the population.

The PCS (CSV) could make its own decision
on a referendum!

If each party kept its election promise, a referendum could
easily be decided upon within the Chamber of Deputies.
In fact, the Constitution stipulates that just 16 MPs ("more
than a quarter of the members of the Chamber") need to
make a request.

The PCS (CSV) already has 21 MPs of its own, which
would allow it to easily keep its electoral promise - if it
wanted to!

Other parties could also join forces to reach the mi-
nimum number of 16 MPs. The ADR would of course be
willing to support such an initiative. The Democratic Party
(DP), for example, has 12 seats in the Chamber. As such,
with the support of the ADR, it could fulfil its election pro-
mise and initiate a referendum.

Our Constitution on an international level

Dating back to 1848, the Luxembourg Constitution
is the fifth oldest codified Constitution in the wor-
Id - after the United States of America (1776), the
Kingdom of Norway (1810), the Kingdom of the
Netherlands (1815) and the Kingdom of Belgium
(1831) - and thus the fourth oldest codified European
constitution. In addition, four countries have an even
older - but not formally codified - Constitution. Of
course, occasional changes to these Constitutions
have been made over time. Comprehensive reforms
are much less frequent.
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A reform against the monarchy

effective form of government. It is valued by the vast
majority of the population. Traditionally, the image
of the Grand Duke is that of a sovereign who represents
the country neutrally, who places himself above the poli-
tical fray and also above the various powers of the State.

F or our country, constitutional monarchy is a proven and

However, largely and deliberately inspired by the
French republic, the new Constitution introduces a num-
ber of elements that will transform our traditions in many
ways when it comes to the monarchy. For example, when

The Grand Duke's
freedom of action
will be systematically
restricted.

taking the oath, the reference to the Grand Duke, "I swear
loyalty to the Grand Duke", to which we have been ac-
customed for so long, will disappear. Court rulings will no
longer be pronounced in the name of the Grand Duke, but
rather only executed in his name. The idea is that in the
future, the Grand Duke will be seen primarily as part of the
executive branch.

The Grand Duke's freedom of action vis-a-vis the
government will be systematically restricted in the new
Constitution. A procedure that will make it possible to re-
move him from office at the government's command will
be put in place, which would, in practice, prevent him, as
head of state, from having an independent opinion and
acting in the interests of the country and in accordance
with his conscience. The proposed text stipulates: "If the
Grand Duke does not fulfil his constitutional powers, the
Chamber of Deputies, at the government's request and af-
ter hearing the opinion of the Council of State, decides by

a qualified majority that there are grounds for considering
that the Grand Duke has abdicated".

It is not clear how such a statement will be interpreted
in practice. There is a risk that this procedure will simply
mean that should the government deem a Grand Duke
"unsuitable™, for example for political reasons, it will be
able to demand his removal. The ADR would have liked
many more limitations to have been placed on the rules in
this context, for example, setting out certain irresolvable
circumstances (such as an inability to work for health rea-
sons), which would prevent the Grand Duke's rule.

In addition, the Grand Duke will lose the right to dis-
solve the Chamber of Deputies on his own initiative and
to hold new elections within a period of three months.
This right allows the head of state, in a politically compli-
cated situation, to give citizens the opportunity to elect a
new parliament - and thus possibly allow the formation of
another government. Although this power to dissolve the
Chamber is formally a right of the head of state, it is in fact
a democratic guarantee for the people. The Grand Duke
can only return power to the people by dissolving Parlia-
ment. This is perfectly legitimate and such provisions also
exist in other constitutions where the head of state can
dissolve the parliament, for instance in France. The new
texts envisage that the Grand Duke will only be able to dis-
solve the Chamber under very limited conditions, which
unnecessarily restricts the possibility of new elections.

In the new Constitution, the Grand Duke will no lon-
ger be the commander of the army. He will only bear this
title - again "under the responsibility of the government”.
Such a humiliating provision does not exist in any other
monarchy. It is customary for the monarch to also be the
commander of the army. Even in republics, the head of
state is commonly the commander of the army.

For the ADR, such reforms are unnecessary. The party
believes that there is no reason to change the rights of the
Grand Duke.

The Luxembourg version is authoritative g a
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A premeditated abolition

of our sovereignty

enabled our country to maintain its freedom, stren-
gthen its identity and develop its economy, without
compromising meaningful international cooperation.

S tate sovereignty is an incredibly valuable asset. It has

The current Constitution stipulates that the exercise
of State functions may temporarily be entrusted - on the
basis of treaties - to international organisations. The most
important word here is "temporarily" - for a certain period
of time but not permanently. In the proposed reform, the
word "temporarily" will be deleted. In the future, this will
allow our sovereign rights to be permanently transferred
to international institutions, including the EU. What is
more, no procedure for eventually recovering these rights
has been set forth. The new Constitution thus clearly bears
the signature of European federalism. It is designed to faci-
litate the birth of a European federal state and to make us
lose our sovereignty little by little.

Renouncing national sovereignty also means that the
Grand Duke would apply European legislation through
regulation, in order to "facilitate" the implementation of
this legislation in Luxembourg. The nature of the legal acts
concerned is not specified in the text. Once again, Luxem-
bourg is clearly being made subordinate to the EU and
there is a real risk of the Chamber of Deputies being
ousted when European acts are transposed into our na-
tional law.

The new Constitution
bears the signature
of European federalism.

There is absolutely no reason to change our Constitu-
tion in this way. Quite to the contrary, no other European
country is going down this road. The EU is deep in crisis
- and not just since Brexit. Its future is uncertain. An in-
telligent and forward-looking policy would exercise a cer-
tain degree of caution when it comes to developments in
Europe, rather than definitively surrendering our sovereign
rights to the EU.

For a small country, economic openness is of course
necessary. However, a certain degree of European coope-
ration or even economic integration could be envisaged
without having to support the excessive, bureaucratic fe-
deralism of the EU.

The new Constitution also intends to abolish our right
to have a national currency (""the right to coin money").
Such amove is unusual on aninternational level and is not
even in line with the current monetary union, under which
banknotes are issued by the European Central Bank but

l Photo: Roland Houtsch

Our sovereignty has allowed us to maintain our freedom,
strengthen our identity and develop our economy.

coins are issued on a national level - the amount being
set by the ECB. A State's right to have its own currency
is by no means a "detail" that should be discarded. While
the Euro has many advantages, it also comes with many
problems and internal tensions. Once again, it would have
been appropriate to exercise a certain degree of caution.
We do not know how the European currency will develop
in the future. The Greek crisis has not yet been forgotten,
North-South tensions in the euro area are increasing and
common debts, contrary to the Treaties, are creating new
imbalances.

It remains clear to the ADR that "We want to remain
what we are™: a small sovereign state in a Europe of Na-
tions. The Constitution should perpetuate our soverei-
gnty, not abolish it!



The weakened
family

well protected. It stipulates: "The State guarantees

the natural rights of the human individual and the
family". This sentence will be replaced in the new Consti-
tution by a much weaker provision: "The State shall ensure
[...] respect for family life". Family rights in relation to the
State are thus reduced considerably. But that's not all!l The
new Constitution also stipulates: "The State shall ensure
that the right to found a family is respected (...)" and fur-
ther: "It is understood that this new, broader wording co-
vers all definitions of the term 'family'. As such, the term
"family" will be interpreted in a completely arbitrary way,
which implies that anyone - even an individual living alone
- will be able to start a family and thus have the right to
a child - a huge step backwards for society! Nobody has
the right to a child because a child is not a commaodity!
Of course, this observation does not apply to fathers and
mothers who, through the vagaries of life, find themselves
in a single-parent situation. The protective function of
the State towards the family and the child will thus be
perverted: the State will now have a duty to restrict the
rights and dignity of the child. Luxembourg has thus gone
much further than any other European country.

l | nder the current Constitution, family units are still

The new Constitution will mean that in future, eve-
ryone will have the right to acquire a child. GPA (surrogate
motherhood/"Leihmutterschaft") will thus be covertly in-
troduced as a fundamental right in the Constitution, even
though the same political parties that want to introduce
the new Constitution firmly assert the contrary. This is
pure hypocrisy! Already today, thousands of women, main-
ly in Eastern Europe and in developing countries, are forced
to give birth to children for individuals or couples who have
enough money and are then forced to separate from these
children. It is an abhorrent form of female exploitation
and human trafficking. Even ART (assisted reproductive
technology) with a third-party donor will become a de facto
right for all. Again, it is the children who are destined to
suffer: their biological father will be deliberately excluded
from their lives. The new laws on parentage reveal the true
intentions of the government and the PCS (CSV).

The new Constitution will allow all these practices
and thus violate our country's international obligations
- in particular the UN Convention on the Rights of the
Child.

To make matters worse, the State wants to take over
the rights of parents in the education of children. Indeed,
the new Constitution stipulates: "The State shall ensure
that every child receives the protection, measures and care
necessary for his or her well-being and development". This
is not about the rights of parents. In other constitutions,
education is the exclusive right of parents. For instance, Ar-
ticle 6(2) of the German Constitution stipulates: "Custody
and education of children is the natural right of parents
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Luxembourg has thus gone much further than any other
European country.

and, above all, their duty". In 1949, parents' rights were
very consciously incorporated into the German Constitu-
tion as a protection against a totalitarian state, which - like
the Hitler dictatorship or the GDR - tried to take over edu-
cation. The ADR believes that parents must retain the right
to educate their children!

The ADR would also have liked to see the right to life
- a fundamental right par excellence - explicitly written
into the Constitution. The right to life is one of the "natural
rights of the human person”, which shall unfortunately also
disappear from the new Constitution.

Did you know

that the Luxembourg Constitution
has granted stability to the people
and State of Luxembourg

since 18487 That's to say, for

173 years

Over time, our Constitution has:

* served two dynasties and nine Grand Dukes;

* seen 37 governments with 22 prime ministers;

* survived two world wars;

* guided approximately 62 parties (including
current parliamentary and non-parliamentary
parties).

And now, it's going to be replaced without even
asking your opinion!

The Luxembourg version is authoritative
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Pure propaganda in place
of an information campaign

any of us still remember the 2015 referendum.
M During that time, all political parties (except the

ADR and part of the PCS (CSV)) were in favour of
granting foreigners the right to vote, as was all the press
and so-called "civil society". Calls for a "yes" vote from
well-known and lesser-known personalities, artists and
intellectuals (often self-proclaimed) were published. The
archdiocese showed his support for the "yes" vote. The

Instead of the promised
referendum, the new
Constitution would be
adopted by two votes

in the Chamber of Depuities.

ADR was presented as a populist and nationalist party
because of its "no" position, with the "Nee 2015" action
even being prevented from speaking at various discussion
evenings. The ASTI (1) was tasked with "objectively" in-
forming people of the ins and outs of the initiative. And
when the impressive referendum result was announced,
a well-known LSAP politician was remarkably stubborn in
declaring that the country's "elite" had finally voted "yes".
The 80% who voted "no" knew that they were not part of
the socialist elite.

But anyone who thought that a propaganda campaign
as one-sided as the 2015 referendum could not - and
should not - happen again in our country and that politics
had learned its lesson, was sadly mistaken. The four par-
ties PCS (CSV), DP, LSAP and the Greens want to pass
the new Constitution in Parliament - contrary to their

Instead of the promised referendum, the new Constitution
would be adopted by two votes in the Chamber of Depulties.

_

promise, without a referendum. They had not even come
up with an information campaign to present to the po-
pulation.

The ADR therefore took the initiative and presented a
bill to the Chamber, which demanded:

"the organisation, from autumn 2021 onwards, of a
broad information campaign in the country, in which
all the proposed amendments to the current Constitu-
tion will be presented;

that this information campaign should include:
* a series of information and discussion evenings,

* public debates on specific constitutional articles, to

which all interested organisations will be invited and in
which they can present their proposals and positions
in their own right,

* debates on Chamber TV, where opposing views are
discussed and in which people with different views are
invited to participate".

This campaign should be organised in such a way that
the proposed changes are presented in a neutral and ob-
jective way, whereby each change may be debated, in or-
der to allow people to form their own opinions on the new
Constitution, based on reliable sources of information.

This bill was rejected on the 14th of July by the coali-
tion government parties and the PCS (CSV). Clearly, they
are not fans of open debate and freedom of opinion. These
four parties, alongside the Pirates, then submitted an op-
posing bill, which provides for a purely one-sided propa-
ganda campaign. On this occasion, the DP spokeswoman
haughtily informed the Chamber that: "People need to
know exactly what we think is right for them and for the
whole country".

The proposed revision will therefore not be discussed
or examined. Rather, citizens will simply be told "what is
good for them".

So what exactly is in store for us?

The four parties, assisted by the Pirates, have decided the
following:

a (1) press conference will be planned, as well as an (!) in-
formation meeting for the "general public" (which you will
have to register for), some propaganda films and adverti-
sing campaigns in the press and on social networks. There
will also be some "debates" on Chamber TV.

In short, we are almost back to where we were in
2015, except that this time, there will not even be a re-
ferendum - so that nothing can thwart the plans of the
four parties involved and they can impose their will on
the people without interruption.



