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So, coming back to these petitions. There was Andorra. There was Croatia. We have Belgium. 

Belgium states that... again, that maybe everyone... does not need to have interest. And maybe 

it is one person or many persons. Because again, of course, is there a problem with these 

petitions, or does it simply need to be an individual petition or can it be a collective petition of 

a group of people? After all, this is also a problem in the Polish law. It has existed for a very 

long time. And some of the constitutionalists have concluded that only an individual citizen can 

submit a petition. While neither an organisation nor the group can do that. For a very long time 

it was an individual measure, rather than a collective one. Some constitutions really prejudge 

this issue. We have the Czech Republic, which indicates that the right of petition exists in public 

matters or in the case of other public interests, individually or collectively. And that it is possible 

to apply to state or local government bodies. Instead, the independence of the judiciary may not 

be violated by petitions or calls for fundamental rights and freedoms (ns) in the Charter of 

Rights and Freedoms to be violated. So the limitations are already pointed out. Not just a general 

guarantee, as most people do. However, they have already indicated some limitations. Since it 

is known that in such a petition, for example, someone could demand... in Poland, for example, 

various petitions are filed, so various things could be written there that could be considered 

uncontroversial due to the fact that... for something that violates such rights. Of course, 

Lithuania guarantees the right to petition. It prohibits persecution for the criticism it contains. 

It guarantees, separately, the right to criticise the work of a state institution and its officers and 

to challenge their decisions. Let’s note that there must have been some... problems with this 

criticism going back to the post-Soviet times. Since Lithuanians first of all have a broad right 

to criticise these bodies in general. Later on, of course, it is possible to submit a petition. The 

Latvians guarantee the right to [attention please] receive a substantive reply to the petition. The 

petition should be substantive and in Latvian, of course. The situation with the Latvians is 

especially interesting since this is obviously a pre-war constitution. It was adopted just after the 

First World War. They have restored this constitution. So this is an old regulation. That here it 

is possible to submit such a request or petition to the state and local authorities and receive a 

substantive response. I would like to draw your attention to the fact that it should be substantive. 

Here, yes. Estonia says that it is possible. It certainly is. Both to authorities and to officials. And 

the procedure for response is determined by the Act of law, so the response should also be 

formulated. Situation is similar in Spain. But the Spaniards, on the other hand, claim that the 

petition is individual and collective in writing. But there is an exception for formations 

belonging to the armed forces or those of a militarised nature, which can only exercise their 

right of petition individually. They have this restriction here. And for them there is still a 

separate statutory regulation. The Portuguese also have the opportunity to submit a petition. 

But not so much to the offices as simply... differentiated. Since separately for the assembly of 

the Republic, the legislative assemblies of the two autonomous regions, that is, Madeira and the 

Azores there. And separately, individual or collective petitions to all kinds of other bodies. And 



 

 

here is a requirement in turn ... that is, a guarantee of the right to a reply within a reasonable 

time ... as to how the petition will be handled, yes. So here they rely on it. That an answer is to 

be given to the citizen within a reasonable time. What seems important, yes. Because it is as 

if... if there is no direct guarantee here. In Italy, citizens can submit petitions to the chambers. 

There is no mention of bodies in the constitution. The constitution refers to chambers of the 

parliament demanding that legislative steps be taken, that common needs be presented. So this 

is the form of the former address to the King, but it has been transferred to Parliament in their 

case, in fact. The Swedes simply guarantee the right of criticism. So criticism can also be 

presented in writing. The Swiss right of petition ... ensuring that the addressee, the submission 

of a petition, cannot be adversely affected. And that the authorities must acknowledge the 

petition. It has been filed. They acknowledge that such a petition has been received. There is 

nothing about an answer or about a time limit for dealing with the matter at the constitutional 

level. This is also interesting. The Netherlands puts it simply and shortly. It is possible to file a 

petition. In Montenegro, the right of petition in general, it is embedded somewhat more broadly 

in the right of access to public information. More about that later. In Monaco, you can address 

petitions to public authorities. As simple as that. In Serbia, it is possible ... anyone can submit 

a petition which contains proposals to various state authorities, entities exercising public 

authority, local authorities, entities ... these autonomous provinces. There are formally two 

autonomous provinces, although the latter is more theoretical, because the latter is Kosovo. The 

first is Vojvodina. So this one, it's just... there is no one to address. But here there is. They have 

it. Of course, they also prohibit any consequences for the criticism or proposals contained in 

the petition. Here it is forbidden. And they simply guarantee a response within a reasonable 

time. And, of course, there may indeed be responsibility, but only for some content that would 

be punishable in such a petition. This is captured separately. In Liechtenstein, on the other hand, 

there is a right of petition to the national council. And simply... Besides that, to other entities. 

But Liechtenstein only states that it could be an individual. Therefore, this Polish dispute, 

whether individual or a petition may be a group petition, was not so strange at all. Because it is 

resolved in many different ways. With this petition, who is this ... Macedonia refers to every 

citizen and guarantees, as does the neighbouring Serbia, that no one can be held accountable or 

suffer negative consequences because of the views expressed in the petitions, except where they 

constitute a criminal act. Croatia guarantees the right of reply. Romania is silent about this. 

Bulgaria refers to the right to address complaints, requests and petitions to state bodies. As 

simple as that. By citizens. Without deciding, whether individually or collectively. Slovakia 

states that there is a right of petition alone, together with other rights referring to public matters 

or other common interest. The same situation occurs in the Czech Republic. It is exactly the 

same. So again, it is reiterated that it cannot call for fundamental rights and freedoms to be 

violated and cannot interfere with the independence of the courts. What is obviously the 

difference between Slovakia and the Czech Republic? The Czechs have this in the Charter of 

Rights and Freedoms, which they have raised to the constitutional status. The Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms appeared still in Czechoslovakia, so in general, when we read the text of the 

Charter, we read there about Czechoslovakia. And the Slovaks have not given the constitutional 

status of this old charter but have simply incorporated its provisions into the constitution. Hence 

the identity of a regulation. Slovenia claims that every citizen can submit petitions and take 

other initiatives of social importance. It therefore embeds the right of petition in some broader 

initiatives in the social sense, without specifying at constitutional level what this would mean. 

Luxembourg refers here to the right of citizens to submit a petition a signed by one or more 



 

 

persons. Just like Germany. However, it indicates the competent authorities. That it is addressed 

to the competent authority or to the representatives of the nation, i.e., to the parliament at this 

point in time. Since most countries do not recognise the President as the representative of the 

nation, although, in my opinion, there is theoretically no objection to assume such approach. 

Russia also guarantees the right to address the state bodies of local government personally, 

individually or collectively. This is interesting because, in their case, the state and local 

authorities obviously comprise, in fact, three levels. Federal authorities, bodies of entities and 

local government (self-governing) bodies. These are three completely independent authorities. 

Therefore, there is no federal one. It comprises the others. Ukraine also allows for written, 

individual, collective petitions. It orders the authority to consider the petition and to provide a 

reasoned reply within the time limit specified in the Act. The neighbouring Moldova has s the 

same solution. Signatories, that is to say, it can be collective. And Moldova grants the right of 

petition to social organisations established in accordance with the law. It means, somehow 

registered there, who can submit petitions on behalf of their members, members of the 

organisation concerned. That is to say, it directly guarantees such a collective one. Well, here 

we are, as if... the scope of the right of petition ends. It still exists in Cyprus. In Europe itself. 

Since later we still have these, you know... the Caucasus, Central Asia, countries (ns), it appears. 

In other words, it implies that this right of petition is quite similarly regulated, in fact. Most 

constitutions know the right of petition. There are few European countries that do not know this 

law. They regulate it in similar way, yes. That is to say, we address all kinds of public authorities 

or entities that exercise public authority, no matter how detailed is the regulation of this issue. 

Usually, a group can also address this, not just an individual. It is usually not required to show 

any interest in submitting a petition, i.e. what is the specific personal interest that I submit a 

petition with some proposals or criticism. So I do not have to justify it. Rarely have restrictions 

been explicitly indicated, as you can see. The Czech Republic, Slovakia, that indicates ... there 

was still a limit here somewhere. On the other hand, it is very rare, as we can see, for example, 

that this regulation of the law is extended to the fact that the constitution explicitly mentions 

that the answer is guaranteed. Which would seem to be quite obvious. However, it is much 

more often paradoxical that the author of the petition cannot be punished for the content of the 

petition and can be prosecuted somehow. One might ask why? This is the consequence of what 

I mentioned in the first part that a petition is an old measure. So the first thing that was 

guaranteed, when there were petitions in monarchies, addresses to a monarch, was that 

sometimes someone would have to come forward with it, and then was not prosecuted or 

punished for doing so. That was the first thing that was guaranteed, yes. In order to exclude the 

responsibility of the petitioners at all. It is not whether it will be taken into account, considered 

and someone will answer there. Because this was already a secondary issue. It was only about 

this real threat how the authorities will treat it. Therefore, most of these constitutions include 

such provisions. More constitutions guarantee a response within a reasonable time, or a 

substantive response. Let’s also note that the majority of constitutions do not indicate... which 

the Polish constitution, for example, does, which has not been done here for a long time. In fact, 

the act of law is supposed to define the procedure and regulate everything. That goes without 

saying. Since if we know that here... especially if we assumed that we respond to this, there has 

to be a certain procedure, so something will be issued. But most institutions are silent about 

this. This makes sense, since if we assume that the scope of a parliament's legislative regulation 

is not somehow limited to certain matters, then in practice any matter can be regulated by law. 

So we do not need to mention in the constitution that there will be the act of law to determine 



 

 

this on a statutory basis. Here you can see... we do not have it. However, most often, the term 

that something is going to be regulated in the law has appeared here in countries where there 

are restrictions on the legislative matter. I mean, parliaments have an indication in which areas 

the act of law governing everything is passed. Where the basic principles are laid down. And 

they have... a presumption that in other areas the law is passed by the government. For example, 

in Romania. It is not just this country. Romania, Moldova have something like that. France has 

a tradition. Some others, too, who have come here with this legislative development, have 

simply enumerated legislative matters. Which, of course ... nowadays, it does not matter, 

because they are nowadays treated in such a way that, on these matters, the Parliament must 

pass a law and there must be something to some extent statutory. And in all others, of course it 

can. But originally the situation was that in all the other countries not mentioned, it cannot. So 

it was important that add it in the act of law, in the act of law. We indicate that it ... that it is 

just the consequence of that, of that understanding. That is why something like this appears 

very often in the Polish Constitution, that this sentence is added, that the details are defined by 

the act of law. Restrictions will be determined by the act of law. That may seem obvious. And 

this was simply meant to guarantee that it would not be regulated somewhere in some 

subordinate legislative acts due to the lack of it. In our country, this was not the result of a 

restriction of the legislative matter, but of the practices of the People's Republic of Poland. But 

in some countries, it is simply the limitations of the legislative matter, which... a little bit 

reflective, is not a very bad thing. In view of the detailed nature of the legislation, it does, in 

fact, seem reasonable in many areas for Members of Parliament to simply lay down certain 

principles. Some very detailed regulations did not deal with technical issues. Well, because 

there is no chance that they ... have any good knowledge of these detailed substantive issues, 

usually legal or political. So it is enough when they just define it here. Besides, technical issues 

may require frequent changes. So here is... there is a justification for limiting the statutory 

matter as much as possible. If someone wanted to look for it. It is not very popular in any way. 

Excuse me, there is a petition from Belarus. I have forgotten about it. There are also petitions 

there, widely regulated. So... there is even the Act on petitions. Most of these countries have 

this regulation on petitions. Now we have this probably our most important thing, namely, 

access to public information. First, simple access to public information and then access to 

information on the state of the environment. And this access to public information is such that 

the majority of people do not have it.  
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