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Abstract. As a result of constitutional amendments, several ideological 

provisions which are legally binding by constitutional requirements as a 

normative legal act of supreme legal force appeared in the Russian 

Constitution. It is necessary to determine the limits of freedom of 

parliamentary activity in the current conditions. The objective of the study. 

To analyze the deputy’s activity through the prism of constitutional 

amendments, in the correlation of the deputy’s activity as a free expression 

of his opinion and the established constitutional right restrictions. In this 

study, the formal-legal method was used to interpret the content of the 

constitutional amendments and the analysis method to identify the impact of 

the adopted amendments on the deputy activities. The analyzed 

constitutional provisions, having an “ideological” character, for the most 

part, cannot be qualified as a constitutional-legal norm. At best, it is a 

constitutional and legal principle, but most likely, it should be interpreted as 

a constitutional principle of a non-legal nature. However, at the same time, 

they are a legally binding rule of law. Concerning parliamentary activity, the 

“ideological” norms of the Russian Federation’s Constitution after its 

amendments from 2020 play a special role. Deputies are forced to take one 

political position in the presence of several alternatives, which are also 

devoid of signs of illegality and, therefore, are legitimate and permissible in 

a democratic society. Therefore, in relation to deputies’ activities, these 

amendments can be interpreted as a very significant deviation from the 

freedom of expression in a democratic society. These constitutional 

innovations significantly change some traditional ideas about the people’s 

representation, the role of deputies in society, their obligations, and 

constitutional legal restrictions on their activities. 
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1 Introduction 

In the Constitution of the Russian Federation, as a result of constitutional amendments, some 

ideological institutions have appeared which, for the most part, do not always show 

commonality with the “classical” constitutional principles but have a significant impact on 
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the further development of the country’s legal system [1]. Based on their content, these 

provisions are ideological and, at the same time, legally binding due to the requirements of 

the Constitution of the Russian Federation as a normative legal act of the highest legal force. 

At the same time, the authors emphasize that Part 2 of Article 13 of the Russian Federation’s 

Constitution prohibits the existence of a state and mandatory ideology. The provisions of 

Article 13 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation are higher in legal force than the 

provisions of Articles 67-75 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation due to the 

supremacy of the norms on the foundations of the constitutional system over other provisions 

of the Basic Law of the country. It is also noteworthy that the ideological institutions found 

expression in the Russian Federation’s Constitution’s chapter, “Federal structure”, while they 

mainly affect the constitutional system’s foundations. This is due to the complicated 

procedure for changing Chapters 1, 2, and 9 of the Russian Federation’s Constitution, to 

which the initiators of the constitutional amendments preferred not to resort [2]. 

The phenomenon of compulsory ideology is criticized in constitutional jurisprudence not 

so much because of the controversial nature of the ideological statements but because of their 

legally binding nature [3-5]. In ideological diversity and multiparty system conditions, the 

citizen decides which opinion should be supported [6-9]. There should not be a constitutional 

and legal norm that would oblige to strictly one point of view in the presence of alternative 

approaches to analyzing socio-political issues.  

2 Methods 

In this study, the formal-legal method was used to interpret the content of the constitutional 

amendments and the analysis method to identify the impact of the adopted amendments on 

the deputy activities. 

3 Discussion 

Despite this, the Russian Federation’s Constitution has such principles and regulations that 

go beyond the traditional and generally recognized constitutionalism in its international, 

universal meaning. First, the prohibition of calling for actions aimed at alienating part of the 

territory of the Russian Federation (Part 2.1 of Article 67 of the Constitution of the Russian 

Federation), second, preserving the memory of the ancestors who passed on to us the ideals 

and faith in God (Part 2 of Article 67.1 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation), third, 

honoring the memory of defenders of the Fatherland, ensuring the protection of historical 

truth, the prohibition of belittling the feat of the people in defense of the Fatherland (Part 3 

of Article 67.1 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation), fourth, educating children of 

patriotism, citizenship, and respect for their elders (Part 4 of Article 67.1 of the Constitution 

of the Russian Federation).  

It is essential to pay attention to the assessment of the Constitutional Court of the Russian 

Federation on the introduction of these amendments to the Basic Law of the country: “The 

inclusion of these provisions in the text of the Constitution of the Russian Federation cannot 

be considered incompatible with the provisions of Chapters 1 and 2 of the Constitution of the 

Russian Federation, in particular its Articles 1, 13, 14, 28 and 29, since, being intended to 

reflect the content and constitutional and legal conditions of the activities of state authorities 

of the Russian Federation and, to a large extent, the subjects of the Russian Federation, the 

proposed norms are non-political, post-partisan and non-confessional in nature and cannot be 

regarded, interpreted and applied as establishing a state or mandatory ideology, changing the 

principles of pluralistic democracy and the secular nature of the Russian state, introducing 

any restrictions and interference in human and civil rights and freedoms that are unacceptable 
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from the point of view of Chapters 1 and 2 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation” 

[1].  

It is difficult to agree with the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation that these 

constitutional provisions “cannot be regarded, interpreted and applied as establishing a state 

or mandatory ideology, changing the principles of pluralistic democracy and the Russian 

state’s secular nature”. A significant part of our community understands the analyzed 

amendments as political, party, and confessional, which define the state and mandatory 

ideology of the constitutional level, which is opposed to the values of pluralistic democracy. 

Concerning parliamentary activity, the “ideological” norms of the Russian Federation’s 

Constitution after its amendments from 2020 play a special role. If the legislator prohibits 

calls for actions aimed at alienating a part of the territory of the Russian Federation, he turns 

his regulatory influence to all subjects of legal relations on an equal basis, but mainly to 

political figures or persons interested in politics.  

Under such circumstances, the position of a Russian supporting (patriotic position) or 

refuting (cosmopolitan position) the need to annex these territories and the legality or 

expediency of these actions, which were committed in the past, based on free political 

opinion, is quite understandable. A free opinion should be the decisive factor in resolving 

such political issues [10, 11]. If the freedom of such an opinion is restricted by law, especially 

at the constitutional level, there is a problem of ensuring this requirement by the state’s 

coercive force, including criminal sanctions. 

In the analyzed context, it is necessary to emphasize that senators of the Russian 

Federation and deputies of the State Duma have parliamentary immunity, the meaning of 

which is not to “protect” people’s representatives from criminal prosecution when they 

commit typical criminal acts but to prevent unconstitutional interference in parliamentary 

activities in the presence of controversial political circumstances. A call to change the borders 

of the country’s territory, a critical look at the historical past, in our opinion – is precisely the 

case in which the application of parliamentary immunity would be most likely. Unlike 

parliamentarians, there are many other political figures or just citizens interested in politics 

but are not protected by parliamentary immunity institutions [12-14]. The authors believe 

that this does not fully comply with Article 19 of the Russian Federation’s Constitution and 

needs to be evaluated by the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation if there is a 

corresponding request from interested parties. 

Concerning parliamentary activity, the constitutional provision on the need to “preserve 

our ancestors’ memory and ideals” can be interpreted as a very significant deviation from the 

freedom of expression in a democratic society. The people’s representative proposing to 

implement legislative and public initiatives determined by the needs of the time, who had no 

experience in the past, can be accused of violating the requirements of Part 2 of Article 67.1 

of the Constitution of the Russian Federation. For modern Russian society, both honoring 

their ancestors’ memory and repenting for some of their sins are equally useful to prevent the 

repetition of negative experiences in the present and the future [15, 16]. An exceptionally 

positive view of Russian history is, in our opinion, biased and unscientific.  

The problem of interpretation of the term “historical truth’ in its mutual connection with 

the legal category “belittling of a feat” looks more complicated. Both categories are 

evaluative from a legal point of view, and the imperative of Part 3 of Article 67.1 of the 

Constitution of the Russian Federation can be interpreted as a requirement of the highest 

possible assessment. However, to what extent should this assessment be high? Does this 

mean that deputies and other political figures in public debates, election programs, when 

discussing draft laws and in other similar situations are constitutionally obliged to give the 

“highest possible assessment” of the actions of the Armed Forces of the country in all cases 

when it comes to the past? That is, any historical discussion in which Russia is not represented 

positively is a violation of the requirements of Part 3 of Article 67.1 of the Constitution of 
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the Russian Federation? Under such circumstances, the depersonalized reference in the 

Russian Federation’s Constitution to the mandatory support of deputies and other political 

figures for the “historical truth” is very controversial.  

The constitutional amendments of an “ideological nature” in the 2020 reform on the need 

to establish citizenship, patriotism, and national identity in society deserve scientific support. 

Since the patriotic meaning of the Basic Law of Russia was supported by the preamble to the 

Russian Federation’s Constitution and a number of its provisions, which found expression in 

its first and second chapters, already in 1993. Yet, this was not expressed so clearly and 

unambiguously from a legal point of view, which is observed due to the amendments of 2020.  

The constitutional thesis on patriotism and citizenship in the constitutional amendments 

of 2020 is a requirement primarily addressed to all citizens of the country. If an individual is 

a citizen of a given state, i.e., is in a stable political and legal relationship with the 

constitutional sovereign, this conditions their mutual rights and obligations, including the 

citizen’s loyalty and duty to the Fatherland, etc. This is expressed not only in the 

constitutional obligation of military or alternative civilian service but also in several other 

constitutional-legal obligations of a public nature, which need appropriate constitutional 

institutionalization. Thus, deputies as people’s representatives are constitutionally obliged to 

be patriots of their country and support its global political interests.  

4 Conclusion 

The principle of political pluralism dictates the right of a deputy to choose the political 

position that best corresponds to his personal ideas about the people’s welfare and is shared 

by citizens due to the support of the candidate running for the next parliamentary elections. 

The requirement of patriotism does not eliminate political competition and does not imply its 

elimination by “standardizing” election programs that meet the criteria of “patriotism”. On 

the other hand, this shows the restriction of freedom of political thought and speech that is 

permissible from the constitutional standpoint (Part 3 of Article 55 of the Russian 

Federation’s Constitution). The programs of political parties, individual deputies, and their 

subsequent activities in government bodies must be civil, patriotic, and support national and 

cultural identity and other values established by the Russian Federation’s Constitution. 
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