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Republicanism with the Position of Superpresident
Differentiation of Presidential and Semi-
Presidential Systems
of Government with Superpresidents

VITALIY S. LYTVYN

Introduction

Today, in Political Science, there are two majothoeological approaches
of understanding political (or constitutional) ®ss of government, i.e.
dichotomous and trichotomous approaches. dichotomous approackakes
into consideration such two classical systems plilbican and monarchical
forms of government as presidentialism and parli#aressm. According to the
trichotomousapproach, the scientific analysis is supplemented with sach
republican system of government as semi-presidimtia Considering this, we
must understand that Political Science tends to thee term “system of
government”, not the term “form of government”. Sudarification is quite
relevant because the form of government can benatd and based on a
method of formation or replacement of the headtafes(without taking into
account the responsibilities of the head of state$tead, the system of
government is based on formal (constitutional)aiual (political) prerequisites
of interinstitutional relations concerning stateweo (without considering
powers of the head of stat€prms of governmerare distinguished as republic,
monarchy and combination or variation of republicl anonarchy, because the
head of state can be elected or obtain his/her aeabrding to the hereditary
principle. On the contrary, among differesyistems of governmeihis required
to distinguish presidential, semi-presidential padiamentary types, which are
different from monarchical and republican formsgofzernment. It is clear that
presidential and semi-presidential systems of gowent (presidentialism and
semi-presidentialism) are the examples of the regarb form of government,
and parliamentary system of government is a typejpdblican or monarchical
forms of government.

1 Very often in relation to the category of “semégidentialism”, the concept/definition of

“mixed republicanism” is used. We believe it is athodological misunderstanding because
mixing can be possible only within classical presiialism and classical parliamentarism
without taking into account semi-presidentialism.
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We can discovery this particular (dichotomous oichtitomous)

methodological structuring of forms and systemgafernment in the scientific
reflections of Verney von Beymé Steffanf, Duverget, Rigg$, Shugart and
Carey, Stepan and Skath LinZ’, Sartort’, Mainwaring and Shugatt
Lijphart'?, Siaroff® Daly*, Strent®> Elgie’® and others. However, being the
supporters of the trichotomous logical model angr@gch, we follow Elgie’s
definitions of constitutional systems within repaih form of government, but with
some our personal changes and clarificatioriBhis means that we take the
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Douglas VerneyThe Analysis of Political SysteniRoutledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1959;
Idem The Analysis of Political Systenioutledge, London, 2013.

Klaus von BeymeDie parlamentarischen Regierungssysteme in Eyr®jaer, Munich,
1970.

Winfried Steffani, Parlamentarische und prasidiéddemokratie, Westdeutscher Verlag,
1979.

Maurice Duverger, “A New Political System Mod&emi-Presidential Government”,
European Journal of Political Researclol. 8, no. 2, 1980, pp. 165-187.

Fred Riggs, “The Survival of Presidentialism imérica: Para-constitutional Practices”,
International Political Science Reviewol. 8, no. 4, 1988, pp. 247-278.

Matthew Shugart, John Careyresidents and Assemblie€ambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 1992.

Alfred Stepan, Skach Cindy, “Constitutional Framexgoand Democratic Consolidation:
Parliamentarism versus Presidentialisivqrld Politics vol. 46, no. 1, 1993, pp. 1-22.
Juan Linz, “Presidential or Parliamentary DemograDoes It Makea Difference”, in
Arturo Valenzuela, Juan Linz (edsThe Failure of Presidential Democracy: Comparative
PerspectivesJohns Hopkins University Press, 1994, pp. 3-87.

Giovanni SartoriComparative Constitutional Engineering: an Inquimo Structures, Incentives,
and OutcomedHoundmills, 1997.

Scott Mainwaring, Matthew ShugaRresidentialism and Democracy in Latin America
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1997.

Arend Lijphart,Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Pedoica in Thirty-Six
Countries Yale University Press, 199@tem “Constitutional Design for Divided Societies”,
Journal of Democragyol. 15, no. 2, 2004, pp. 96-109.

Alan Siaroff, “Comparative Presidencies: The bwdhcy of the Presidential, Semi-
Presidential and Parliamentary DistinctioByropean Journal of Political Researcrol. 42,
no. 3, 2003, pp. 287-312dem “Varieties of Parliamentarism in the Advanced usitgial
Democracies”|nternational Political Science Reviewol. 24, no. 4, 2003, pp. 445-464.
Siobhan Daly, “The Ladder of Abstraction: A Framoek for the Systematic Classification
of Democratic Regime TypesPolitics, vol. 23, no. 2, 2003, pp. 96-108.

Kaare Stregm, Wolfgang Miiller, Torbjorn Bergmddelegation and Accountability in
Parliamentary Democracie©xford University Press, Oxford, 2003.

Robert Elgie Semi-Presidentialism in Europ®xford University Press, Oxford, 1998em
“The Classification of Democratic Regime Type: Gaptoal Ambiguity and Contestable
Assumptions”,European Journal of Political Researctol. 33, no. 2, 1998, pp. 219-238;
Idem “From Linz to Tsebelis: Three Waves of Presidéffarliamentary Studies?”,
Democratizationvol. 12, no. 1, 2005, pp. 106-128em “Variations on a Theme: A Fresh
Look at Semi-PresidentialismJpurnal of Democragyvol. 16, no. 3, 2005, pp. 1-21.

Vitaliy Lytvyn, “Do problemy rozriznennya napivgzydentalizmu ta parlamentaryzmu:
napivprezydent-s'ki systemy z nominal'nymy preziaeny u Tsentral'niy Yevropi (na
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definitions of constitutional systems proposed lgyeEas a basis, but slightly expand
and refine them. As a result, we get three dedimstiof constitutional systems:

Presidentialismis a constitutional system of republican form of
government, which inherits the position of a pogulddirectly or indirectly)
elected for a fixed term president (head of stat&) cabinet or administration
of a president (possibly even of a prime minist€ie members of the cabinet
or presidential administration are collectivelypessible only to the president.
Simultaneously members of the cabinet or presideatiministration can be
also individually responsible (reporting or respblesfor) to the Parliament or
to the leading house of Parliament, but it hasefmdive meaning.

Parliamentarismis a constitutional system of republican form of
government, where the president obtains the posditer indirect elections (for
example, in Parliament). The prime minister and ¢hbinet are collectively
responsible only to the Parliament. The membershef cabinet, except the
prime minister, may also be individually responsitlib the president and
Parliament or the leading house of Parliamentjtthas no definitive meaning.

Semipresidentialismis a constitutional system of republican form of
government, which preserves the position of a mpuldirectly or indirectly)
elected for a fixed term president (head of stakbg prime minister and the
cabinet are obligatorily and collectively respoihsitto the Parliament.
Simultaneously the prime minister and the cabiagatle collectively responsible
to the Parliament and to the president. Moreovermbrers of the cabinet can be
individually responsible to the Parliament andfthe president, but it has no
definitive meaning.

The above-proposed definitions of presidentialiparjiamentarism and
semi-presidentialism are initially proposed by Efgibut somewhat clarified and
expanded. It is interesting that Elgie’s approacksdnot include formal and/or
actual powers of presidefitsThis, for example, is different from the idea of
Duverger, under which semi-presidentialism should dharacterized with
“president’s quite considerable powéfs’Similarly, a presidential republic

prykladi Bolhariyi, Slovachchyny, Sloveniyi ta CHhe)”, in Zbigniew Bialoblockiy,
Anatoliy Romanyuk (eds.)Rozwd] polityczny i spoleczny rséw Europy Srodkowe;j i
WschodnigjKutno, 2013, pp. 149-171.

18 Robert Elgie, “The Classification of Democratic Regi Type:...cit.”; Idem Semi-
Presidentialism in EuropeOxford University Press, Oxford, 1998em “Variations on a
Theme:...cit.”.

19 1t is an advantage of the approach to the deasiin of constitutional systems, which are
based on the statement that it is not necessargféoence on relational peculiarities of
political process. In such way, there is implemeraemechanism of avoiding subjectivity in
classification. See detailed: Robert Elgie, “TheasSification of Democratic Regime
Type:...cit.”; Vitaliy Lytvyn, “Podviyna Wkonavcha Mda: Teoriya ta Praktyka Yevropeys'koho
PivprezydentalizmuDsvita Rehionu: Politolohiya, Psyholohiya, Komuilg vol. 3, 2009,
pp. 25-33.

20 Maurice Duverger, “A New Political System Mod&emi-Presidential Government”,
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should be drawn with a post of very strong pregided a parliamentary republic
with a post of very weak president. However, tha moint is that presidential
powers can vary depending not only on the constitak but also on political,
historical or psychological conditions. For examplesidential powers depend on
the results of presidential and parliamentary &last historical peculiarities of
presidential responsibilities, the socioeconomi@ratteristics of the country,
personal qualities of the president etc. As a teslut variation of presidential
powers, which can be measured, based on both afiaditand quantitative
indicators/markers, may affect actual positioninfj aertain constitutional
systems of government.

As a result, presidentialisation or parliamentaiisa (i.e.
personalisation) of different (presidential, parientary and semi-presidential)
constitutional systems of government are possiBleme countries, while
remaining constitutionally unchanged, may opemat@ractice, as evidenced by
results of qualitative and quantitative compariebractual presidential powers in
different cases, as more presidential systems (sa€hRussia, Belarus,
Azerbaijan, etc.), more parliamentary systems (sscSlovenia, Ireland, Bulgaria,
the Czech Republic, etc.) or balanced systems (sscholand, Lithuania,
Romania, etc.). Therefore, it is clear that diffitreconstitutional systems of
government can be divergent in concern of formal&cpresidential powers.
Hereupon, presidentialism, parliamentarism andaghesemi-presidentialism can
have the position of a very weak (ceremonial or inatj) weak, intermediate
(balanced), strong or very strong (powerful or supgeesident. For example,
among semi-presidential systems of government {pessidentialism as defined
by Elgi¢") as of 2015, nominal presidents were in Irelaridyehia, etc., weak
presidents were in Finland, Montenegro, etc., iéeliate/balanced presidents were
in Romania, Lithuania, Portugal, etc., strong plersis were in Ukraine, Georgia,
Armenia, etc., and superpresidents were in RiBslatus, Kazakhstan etc.

However, even such theoretical and methodologidférentiation of
presidential powers in different constitutional teyss of government quite
widely shows that the understanding of politicakteyns in political and
academic discourse is vague and brings differequinr@ments for separation
semi-presidentialism and parliamentarism or semsidentialism and
presidentialism. The misunderstanding is usuallysed by the literal transfer of
positions of very weak presidents (without takimgoi account the type of
presidential elections) into parliamentary systehgovernment or positions of
very strong presidents (also without taking intccamt the type of presidential
elections) into presidential systems of governm@ntthe same time, formal
assessments of presidential, parliamentary or pessidential systems of

European Journal of Political Researclol. 8, no. 2, 1980, pp. 165-187.
2l Robert Elgie, “The Classification of Democratic RegiType:...cit.".
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government often remain out of site. Thereforés @lear that the key analytical
point of extrapolation should match the formal axtual powers of such
institutions as president, prime minister (cabinegeneral) and Parliament. This
creates the possibility of comparative analysigliferent constitutional systems
of government based on the consideration of diffepmlitical actors’ powers.
In our study, it generates the demand of comparaalysis of the republics
with the positions of superpresident, which, agdatbove, can be theoretically
peculiar to different constitutional systems of gmwment, but above all for
presidentialism and semi-presidentialism. Accorljingur research is devoted
to outlining the phenomenon and varietiesepfublics with superpresidentEhe
study is methodologically based on the related geates of constitutional
system of governmenfespecially in Elgie's reasoning with some our
clarifications and explanations) amnpbwers of presidentqusing different
indicators and markers, which had been previousiglexl out by different
scientists). The study is comparatively and deeely oriented and had been
enforced within neo-institutional methodology.

Superpresidents and Republics with Superpresidents:
The State of Literature

While shifting specified feature to republican diinsonal systems of
government, we understand that in some of themetl®r for example, a
significant correlation of popularly elected presits’ powers. The problem goes
deeper when powers of popularly elected presidertgery significant Therefore,
when republican systems of government have veryegolyvpresidents, they are
sometimes calledrépublics with superpresideiitsSome scholars connect such
republican systems of government only with predidérsystems and others
scholars with both presidential and semi-presidéstystems. In dichotomous
approaches of understanding political (constitatipsystems of government, the
highlighted systems appear to be the cases ofiprdiilism. Instead, the taxonomy
of the position of superpresident in trichotomouassifications of modern
republicanism remains unresolved. The fact isghbate scientists distinguish such
republican systems of government as superpresidiemnti (or superpresidential
presidentialism) and others as super semi-pregifiemt (or superpresidential semi-
presidentialism). The synthesising attributes oéc#ped taxonomies are very
considerable powers of presidents, which, accordting-lolmeéz, Ishiyama,
Kennedy® and FisR*, are the reason for classification the followirygtems of

22 stephen Holmes, “Superpresidentialism and Itdlenos”, East European Constitutional
Reviewvol. 2, no. 4, 1993, pp. 123-126.
2 John T. Ishiyama, Ryan Kennedy, “Superpresidbsitiaand Political Party Development
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government asrepublics with superpresiderits
Largely, the problem of republican systems of gowsgnt with
superpresidents (albeit in the context of appeaistlnto the phenomenon of

Eastern European and Latin American scientistsh®in basis, Fish singled out
the main characteristics of republics with supesiolents: a strong executive
headed by a president; an accountability of pudstigenditures and judiciary to
a president; presidential right to issue decreesogsing the force of law; a
cancelation or complexity of a president's impeaehtn absence of
accountability of presidents and executives toslagjires. At the same time,
Linz?®, Clark and WittrocK argued that legislative branch of government in
some republics with superpresidents is formally hened together and
simultaneously in Parliaments and cabinets, but |#s one actually are
governed by presidents. Therefore, Prat$yMorgan-Jones and Schlefteare
right indicating that superpresidents’ powers areremeffective when they
combine other institutional components and tools.

However, according to an empirical analysis of tieeublics with
superpresidents made by Sakhdfoxand ZaznaeV, it is clear that
“superpresidentialism” is not a kind of form of gmament but rather a
synthetic format of republican system of governmefbe fact is that
superpresidentialism as a format of system of gowent, which is
characterised by the position of an all-powerfubgident, can easily be
attributed to a republican form of government, ibig very difficultly attributed
to any “pure” or classical system of governmentatlis why Colton and Skach
noted that constructions of republican systemsosemment, characterised by

in Russia, Ukraine, Armenia and KyrgyzstaRyrope-Asia Studievol. 53, no. 8, 2001,
pp. 1177-1191.

Steven M. FishDemocracy Derailed in Russia: The Failure of Opagiitits, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 2005.

Steven M. Fish, “The Executive Deception: Supesjglentialism and the Degradation of
Russian Politics”, in Valerie Sperling (ed)ilding the Russian State: Institutional Crisiglan
the Quest for Democratic Governantgestview Press, Boulder, 2000, pp. 178-179.

Juan Linz, “Presidential or Parliamentary Demogra.cit.”, p. 63.

27 Terry D. Clark, Jill N. Wittrock, “Presidentialisand the Effect of Electoral Law in Post-
Communist SystemsComparative Political Studiesol. 38, no. 2, 2005, p. 176.

Oleg Protsyk, “Ruling with Decrees: Presidenbacree Making in Russia and Ukraine”,
Europe-Asia Studiesol. 56, no. 5, 2004, pp. 637-660.

Edward Morgan-Jones, Petra Schleiter, “Governah€tiange in a President-Parliamentary
Regime: The Case of Russia 1994-20@&st-Soviet Affairsvol. 20, no. 2, 2004, pp. 123-163.
Nikolai A. Sakharov/nstitut Prezidentstva v Sovremennom Miaridicheskaya Literatura,
Moskva, 1994, p. 3.

Oleg Zaznaev, “Klassifikaciyi Prezidentskoy, Baméntskoy i Poluprezidentskoy Sistem”, in
Midhat Farukshin (ed.Dinamika Politicheskih Sistem i Mezhdunarodnyh €ieaiy: \Wp. 1
Kazanckiy gosudarstvennyj universitet im. V. | jaifova-Lenina, Kazan’, 2006, pp. 186-210.
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the positions of superpresidents, are diverse fereit states. Accordingly, all
republics with positions of superpresidents casuimlivided into presidential and
semi-presidential constitutional form&ts For example, Colton and Skach
proposed to consider RusSjaespecially after 206¢) as the illustration of semi-
presidential republic with the position superprestdHolme¥’, Fis*®, Chaisty’,
Parrisi®, ProtsyR®, Shevtsovd Kliamkin*, Remington, Smith and Hasffel
made similar conclusions about the superpresidestiaracter of Russian semi-
presidentialism (mostly for the period before 206fien without the use of the
term “superpresidentialism”).

Fish Ishiyama and Kennetfyexpanded the problem and structure
field of republics with superpresidents, applied tutlined concept for Russia,
Ukraine, Armenia and Kyrgyzstan in the late 90ghaf twentieth century and
linked superpresidentialism with the features ofitipal party development’s
slowdown. The Latin American republics with supegaents (in the second half

32 Timothy J. Colton, Cindy SkacBemi-Presidentialism in Russia and Post-Communisige:

Ameliorating or Aggravating Democratic Possibilit® Il General Assembly of the Club of

Madrid, 2004.

Idem “Superpresidentialism and Russia’s Backward St&est-Soviet Affairsvol. 11,

no. 2, 1995, pp. 144-149.

Timothy J. Colton, “The Russian Predicamedurnal of Democragyvol. 16, no. 3,

2005, p. 120.

Stephen Holmes, “Superpresidentialism...cit.”.

Steven M. FishDemocracy from Scratch: Opposition and Regime & Mew Russian

Revolution Princeton University Press, 1995idem “The Perils of Russian

SuperpresidentialismCurrent History vol. 96, 1997, pp. 326-330jem “When More Is

Less: Superexecutive Power and Political Underdgveént in Russia”, in Victoria E.

Bonnell, George W. Breslauer (edRuyssia in the New Century: Stability or Disorder?

Westview Press, Boulder, 2001, pp. 15-34; StevenFMiH, Democracy Derailed in

Russia:..cit.

Paul Chaisty, “The Legislative Effects of Prestif# Partisan Powers in Post-Communist

Russia”,Government and Oppositipvol. 43, no. 3, 2008, pp. 424-453.

38 gScott Parrish, “Presidential Decree Authority Roussia, 1991-1995”, in John M. Carey,

Matthew S. Shugart (eds.Executive Decree AuthorityCambridge University Press,

Cambridge, 1998, pp. 62-103.

Oleg Protsyk, “Ruling with Decrees....cit.”.

Lilia Shevtsova, “The Problem of Executive PowveRussia”,Journal of Democragyvol.

11, no. 1, 2000, pp. 32-3%lem Putin’s Russia Carnegie Endowment for International

Peace, Moscow, 2005.

Igor Kliamkin, “Rossiyskaya Vlast’' na Rubezhe {fgsheletiy”,Pro et Contravol. 4, no. 2.,

2001, pp. 63-87; lgor Kliamkin, Lilia ShevtsovBezhim Borisa Vtorogo. Osobennosti

postkommunisticheskoy vlasti v Rosdidscow Carnegie Center, Moscow, 1999.

Thomas F. Remington, Steven S. Smith, Moshe Ha4pecrees, Laws and Inter-Branch

Relations in the Russian FederatidPdst-Soviet Affairssol. 14, no. 4, 1998, pp. 287-322.

43 Steven M. Fish, “The Executive Deception:...cipp,. 177-192.

4 John T. Ishiyama, Ryan Kennedy, “Superpresidisttia and Political Party
Development...cit.".
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of the twentieth century) were outlined in therefhents of LinZ and Orlo¥®. In
particular, Orlov based on empirical evidence @efirsuperpresidentialism as
actually independent, uncontrolled by executivgjskative and judicial branches
system of government, with dominant hypertrophiessidential powers. For weak
legislative and parliamentary bodies and underdgeel party democracy there is no
institutional force that could balance the influeraf the president, who actually
becomes the centre of political life and transformos only into the head of the
executive, but of the nation overall. However, magin American constitutional
systems of are still presidential. Consequentlg, dear that superpresidentialism in
Latin America initially emerged as tangent to citusbnal presidentialism. Heads of
state in these republics are mostly chosen byi@tegtsults, but between presidential
elections, according to Beligéwand Kubicef, they are institutionally defined as
unlimited political actors.

Based on the existing acquis concerning republith superpresidents
around the world, the scientists argued that diffecases could be characterized by
different degree of superpresidentialism, obtamedlifferent methods and tools of
measuring presidential powers. In Political Sciertcere are several well-known
tools for comparative analysis of presidential psfieThese tools differently assess

Juan Linz, “Presidential or Parliamentary Demogyra.cit.”, pp. 3-87.

Anatoliy Orlov, Prezidentskie Respubliki v Latinskoy Amerildarist, Moskva, 1995;
Idem VWysshie Organy Gosudarstvennoy Vlasti Stran Latypskmerikj Ankil, Moskva,
2001.

Mikhail V. Beliaev, “Presidential Powers and Caoligation of New Postcommunist
Democracies"Comparative Political Studiesol. 39, no. 3, 2006, pp. 375-398.

Paul Kubicek, “Delegative Democracy in Russia aitaine”, Communist and Post-
Communist Studiesol. 27, no. 4, 1994, pp. 423-441.

See detailed some of them (in chronological asfléreir publication): Matthew S. Shugart, John
M. Carey,Presidents and Assemblies: Constitutional DesighEactoral Dynamics<Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 1992, pp. 148-158is@m Lucky, “Table of Presidential Powers
in Eastern EuropeEast European Constitutional Revjewsl. 2, no. 4, 1993-1994, pp. 81-94; James
McGregor, “The Presidency in East Central EuroBER/RL Research Reporbl. 3, no. 2, 1994,
pp. 23-31; Joel Hellman, “Constitutions and Ecomoreform in the Postcommunist
Transitions”,East European Constitutional Reviewal. 5, no. 1, 1996, pp. 46-56; Timothy Frye,
“A Politics of Institutional Choices: Post-CommuniBresidencies” Comparative Political
Studiesvol. 30, no. 5, 1997, pp. 523-5%&em Changes in Post-Communist Presidential Power:
A Palitical Economy Explanatioriniversity of Notre Dame, 1999; Steven Roper,e'/Ail
Semipresidential Regimes the Same? A ComparisorPrefmier-Presidential Regimes”,
Comparative Palitics vol. 34, no. 3, 2002, pp. 253-272; André Krouw&easuring
Presidentialism and Parliamentarism: An ApplicatiorCentral and East European Countries”,
Acta Politica vol. 38, no. 4, 2003, pp. 333-364; Alan Siartipmparative Presidencies: the
Inadequacy of the Presidential, Semi-Presidentidl Barliamentary Distinction"European
Journal of Political Researgtvol. 42, no. 3, 2003, pp. 287-312; Andrei Kourtengene Mazo,
Reexamining Presidential Power in the Post-Sov@es$ Stanford University, Stanford, 2004;
Eugene MazdDuverger's Dilemma: Debating the Uniqueness of S&esidential Constitutions
in Eastern EuropeSocial Science Research Council: Dissertationelpment Workshop on
Governance in Eurasia, Austin: University of Tex&s, March 2004; Elgun A. Taghiyev,

47
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49
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the strength of presidents in modern republicthaowe can draw conclusions about
the relationship between presidential powers fierdift constitutional systems.

A large number of scientific works is dedicatedctmnection between
republics with superpresidents and democratic odemnocratic regimes.
Karmazna®, D. Derbyshire and I. Derbyshifeunilaterally put republics with
superpresidents in line with phenomena of dicthtprand tyranny in different
variations of authoritarianism and totalitarianishhose systems are characterised
by positions of unlimited presidents. Thus, acauydio ZaznaeV¥, Vanden and
Prevost’, the important point is that the strong (unlimjtedwers of presidents are
not only fixed in constitutions, but also are immpented into practice. In return,
Fisi** argued that republics with superpresidents arallysundemocratic or
partially democratic. Chaisty, Cheeseman and Powede a similar conclusion and
noted that nondictatorial republics with superpghesis actually operate according
to the logic of hybrid forms of government. In duofi, the scholars argued that
superpresidentialism is also interpreted as thmdbmanifestation of a system of
neopatrimonialism, which empowers presidents inerottways. Patronal
presidentialism combines great formal power witforimal power and resources
derived from the networks of patron-client relatiothat span the state and
economy®. Therefore, the phenomenon of patrimonial presidéen equate the

“Measuring Presidential Power in Post-Soviet CaesitrCEU Political Science Journabol. 3,
2006, pp. 11-21; Klaus Armingeon, Romana Car€amparative Data Set for 28 Post-
Communist Countries, 1989-2Q0mstitute of Political Science, Bern, 2007; Biaubomez
Fortes, Pedro MagalhaeBresidential Elections in Semi-Presidential SysteRmesidential
Powers, Electoral Turnout and the Performance ofi@ament-Endorsed Candidatd3igital
CSIC, Lisbon, 2008; Jessica Fortin, “Measuring iBeetsial Powers: Revisiting Existing
Aggregate Measurementijternational Political Science Reviewol. 34, no. 1, 2013, pp. 91-
112; David Doyle, Robert Elgigylaximising the Reliability of Cross-National Meassirof
Presidential PowerInternational Political Science Association biehiconference, Montreal:
International Political Science Association, 20-24y 2014; Robert Elgie, Cristina Bucur,
Bernard Dolez, Annie Laurent, “Proximity, Candidatesd Presidential Power: How
Directly Elected Presidents Shape the LegislatiestyP System”, Political Research
Quatrterly, vol. 67, no. 3, 2014, pp. 467-477; Anna FruhetgPutting Presidents Power into
Place: A Measurement of Constitutional Presider8ie¢ngth in Non-Presidential SysteEBEPR
General Conference 2014, Glasgow: University of@ia, 3-6 September 2014.

Maria Karmaina, ‘Institut Prezidentstva: Pohodzhennya ta StitRfenomena”Politichniy
Menedzhmentol. 3, no. 6, 2004, p. 37.

Denis Derbyshire, lan Derbyshir@plitical Systems of the WorldPalgrave Macmillan,
1996.

Oleg Zaznaev, “Klassifikaciyi Prezidentskoy, Baréntskoy i Poluprezidentskoy Sistem”, cit.
Harry E. Vanden, Gary Prevofplitics of Latin America: The Power Gam@xford
University Press, Oxford, 2002, p. 184.

Steven M. Fish, “The Executive Deception:...cit.".

Paul Chaisty, Nic Cheeseman, Timothy PoviRgthinking the “Presidentialism Debate”.
Conceptualising Coalitional Politics in Cross-RetabPerspective22nd IPSA World Congress,
Madrid, 2012.

Henry E. Hale, “Regime Cycles: Democracy, Autograod Revolution in Post-Soviet
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phenomenon of superpresident, regardless the systegovernmerif. This is
despite the fact that regular and reasonably dygege elections usually occur in
such systems. On this occasion, Befiievgued that superpresidential regimes are
the most unfavorable environment for democraticsotidation. As a result,
Chirkin®, Sakharof and ZaznaéV divided republican systems (along with
presidential, semi-presidential and parliamentapystitutional systems) into
dictatorial and non-dictatorial. Among dictatoriaépublics, they identified
presidential-monocratic, presidential-military gorésidential-partocratic types.

However, according to Alekseerfkothe proposed classification does not
directly relate to the phenomenon of republics vetiperpresidents. In general,
existing scientific literature only partially ovéew the problem of
superpresidents in republican systems of governmidret fact is that scientists
have not solved the problem of taxonomy of cortstital systems of
government with superpresidents into clear vagesiad types. In addition, the
phenomenon of superpresident and republics witkerpupsidents also needs
elaboration and clarification. Accordingly, the dinetical and methodological
understanding of the phenomenon of republican systef government with
positions of superpresidents and their dichotonty dormally presidential and
semi-presidential systems of government is the rohjactive of the proposed
scientific exploration and the largest gap of égsscientific literature. Therefore,
the aim of the study is to ascertain whetherriteisessary to distinguish between the
proposed formats of republican systems of govermméih superpresidents as
analytically separate occasions (i.e., to sepaaerpresidential presidentialism
and superpresidential semi-presidentialism), oukhthey be interpreted as a
definitive entity (i.e., superpresidentialism).

Eurasia”,World Politics vol. 58, no. 1, 2005, pp. 133-165; lldar Gabdwfj Henry E.
Hale, “Bashkortostan’s Democratic Moment? PatrorrakiBlentialism, Regional Regime
Change, and Identity in Russia”, in Osamu leda, diiko Uyama (eds.)Reconstruction
and Interaction of Slavic Eurasia and Its Neighbgriworlds 21st Century COE Program
Slavic Eurasian Studies, 2006, pp. 75-104; KeitDAtden, “Blackmail as a Tool of State
Domination: Ukraine under KuchmaEast European Constitutional Revievol. 10, no.
2, 2001, pp. 67-71; Oleg Protsyk, “Ruling with Dess:...cit.”; Paul Chaisty, “The Legislative
Effects of Presidential Partisan Powers in Posti@onist Russia"Government and Opposition
vol. 43, no. 3, 2008, pp. 424-453; Hans van ZoalitiBal Culture and Neopatrimonialism under
Leonid Kuchma”Problems of Post-Communiswol. 52, no. 5, 2005, pp. 12-22.
Paul Chaisty, Nic Cheeseman, Timothy PoRethinking the “Presidentialism Debate’cit.
Mikhail V. Beliaev, “Presidential Powers and Caolidation of New Postcommunist
Democracies”Comparative Political Studiesol. 39, no. 3, 2006, p. 394.
Veniamin E. ChirkinKonstitucionnoe Pravo Zarubezhnyh Strdarist, Moskva, 1997,
pp. 145-146;ldem “Netipichnye Formy Pravleniya v Sovremennom Gasatle”,
Gosudarstvo i Pravovol. 4, 1994, pp. 109-115.
60 Nikolai A. Saharovinstitut Prezidentstva v Sovremennom Miweskva, 1994, pp. 14-25.
51 Oleg Zaznaeyv, “Klassifikaciyi Prezidentskoy, Barentskoy i Poluprezidentskoy Sistem”, cit.
52 |gor Alekseenko, “Superprezidents’ka Resikablyak Paradigma VzaemibdPolitichnih
Instituiv”, Ekononichnyy Chasopys — XXI: Naukovyy Zhurnall. 7-8, 2010, pp. 14-17.
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The Notion, Features, Types and Reasons
for the Installation of Republics with Superpresitie

Reviewing and processing the abovementioned stiertierature
allows us to state that the republic with supeigess (superpresidential republic,
superpresidentialism) is a format of any republisgstem of government, where
the president as the head of state (and possiblghief executive or head of
executive branch) formally (legally) and/or actual(lpolitically) controls all
branches and levers of government and state powcording to Orlo%,
superpresidentialism is actually independent, umolbed in practice by the
executive, legislative and judicial branches system government, with
dominant hypertrophied presidential powers. Comgidge the ideas of D.
Derbyshire and I. Derbyshfte republics with superpresidents are samples of
republican systems, which are common for diffexamtants of authoritarianism
and totalitarianism, and are characterised by jpositof unlimited presidents
(Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, RusEaikistan, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan and other countries are the examplesmérpresidential republics).
Thus, according to Zazna8yVanden and Prevd4tthe important point is that
the strong (unlimited) powers of the president am only fixed in the
constitutions, but also are implemented into pcactiMoreover, a formally
strong president can hold additional excessive powepractice, which he or
she is not obliged to hold under the constitutiorfact, the president performs
different functions — he/she is the head of theestae commander in chief of the
armed forces, the chief executive, the party leater even the spiritual leader.
This means that the actual multiple roles of thesiglents greatly enhance the
already strong formal presidential powers.

Instead, the Parliaments of republican systems mferpment with
superpresidents are entirely or largely advisorgidm of the executive branch
of government that impress superpresidential dmtssi It means that

5 Such categories as “over-presidentialism” or ‘@rypresidentialism” are used in Political

Science synonymously and closely to the term “gugsidentialism”. See detailed:
Stephen Holmes, “Superpresidentialism and Its Bros!, East European Constitutional
Review vol. 2, no. 4, 1993, pp. 123-126; Juan LINZ, ‘$tdential or Parliamentary
Democracy:...cit.”, pp. 5, 76; Anatoliy Orlowysshie Organy Gosudarstvennoy Vlasti
Stran Latinskoy AmerikAnkil, Moskva, 2001, p. 7.

Ibidem p. 9.

Denis Derbyshire, lan DerbyshirBplitical Systems of the WorldPalgrave Macmillan,
1996.

Oleg Zaznaev, “Klassifikaciyi Prezidentskoy, Baréntskoy i Poluprezidentskoy Sistem”, cit.
Harry E. Vanden, Gary PrevoBplitics of Latin America..cit.
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superpresidents formally/actually are simultangpbshds of state and heads of
executive branches of government with extraordiraargt extremely extensive
powers, which subjugate all (legislative, executamd judicial) branches of
government and all levers of power. Superpresideptwers aréypertrophiedas
they are not subjected to checks and balancegjisfative, executive and judicial
branches of government. The special feature cuperpresidents is that they are
mostly chosen without intermediate bodies or autiesr under the result of
direct and nation-wide will expression. It is notetiy that “over-the-topness”
of superpresidential powers (hypertrophied supsigeatial powers)
traditionally are caused both formally (by the gerf laws and constitutions)
and actually (by the presidents’ real powers aribref®. However, it happens
that the constitutional powers of superpresidentsiot correspond or partially
correspond to considerably larger superpresideatighority.

The main and defininfpatures of republican systems of government with
positons of superpresiderdse:

1. The president is standing as a senior officer,dead “father” of the
nation (regardless of the form of government invarg country).

2. President’s supremacy in the system of governnsesib$olute.

3. Election of the president for a fixed term usugbgrformed under
direct and nation-wide vote (in some autocratierf®rof government
superpresidents are elected or appointed fordifm)}

4. Positioning of the president as head of state aad lof the executive
branch of government (usually the following powefgresidents have
constitutional regulation, but sometimes supergezgs formally are
only the heads of state and actually perform thiesroof chiefs
executive).

5. Dominance of the executive (presidential-executorajch over the other
branches of government (firstly, over parliameniagjslative branch,
which is traditionally very weak), resulting in defhation and/or
absence of systems of checks and balances amongrahnehes of
governmerf.

6. The president possesses unilateral, extraordamahgextremely extensive
powers, which can be used in almost all areas tfiqgad process
(including the president’s powers independently @nolwn discretion to

%  Anatoliy Orlov, Prezidentskie Respubliki v Latinskoy Amerikarist, Moskva, 1995,

pp. 9-11.

In some republics with superpresidents, legigtatiranch of government is formally
enshrined together and simultaneously in Parliamemtd cabinets, but the last one
formally or actually are governed by the presideBte detailed: Terry D. Clark, Jill N.
Wittrock, “Presidentialism and the Effect of Ele@bLaw in Post-Communist Systems”,
Comparative Political Studiesvol. 38, no. 2, 2005, p. 176; John T. IshiyamgarR
Kennedy, “Superpresidentialism and Political P&#ywelopment...cit.”, p. 1179; Juan Linz,
“Presidential or Parliamentary Democracy:....cit.68.
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enter or affect the imposition of emergency andiditary situation).

7. The possession by the president of power to disshle parliament or
leading house of Parliament (independent from tiheroinstitutions
of government right of the president to decide Wwheto dissolve the
Parliament or controlled by the other institutiaggovernment right
of the president to dissolve the Parliament onlypursuant to the
preconditions and event8)

8. The possession by the president of unilateral afigei powers (for
example, the president can independently appotlisiiss judges, lawyers,
managers and prosecutors of national and locafyoest bodies).

9. The president possesses the right for direct oirdod passing
regulatory acts, which have legal status or thetfan of law.

10.Presidential control over the public media resultedimpossible or
limited public criticism of government.

11.The presidential affiliation to the largest and dwamt political party
under the conditions of relative weakness of ofiaditical parties those
are loyal or oppositional to the presidént

However, in republican systems of government wigbespresidents the
role of political parties might be differentiatén.the first group of countrieshere
are formally installed multiparty systems, but sypesidents are leaning against
the influence of the dominant parliamentary partiesthe second group of
countries there are formally established multiparty systemg the power and
position of the parties in such systems is unstableor and adventitious, thus
superpresidents are able to manoeuvre between #eoglly intensifying their
own influence and authorityn the third group of countriedormally there are
constitutionally established single-party systemsystems with hegemonic parties,
thus the “party of power” formally and/or actuaityerges with very significant
public and political powers of superpresideihtsthe fourth group of countries
the activity of all or mostly all political partieis prohibited completely, and
superpresidents mostly come to power after militeoyps and their rule is

% The list of constitutional prerequisites, reqdiri@ order for the president (in republics
with superpresidents) to dissolve the Parliamentydite interesting. For example, the
Belarusian president may dissolve the houses ofaR@ht because of the Constitutional
Court conclusion in the case of systematic and gvadations of the constitution by the
houses of Parliament (Article 94 of the Constinitid’hat is why the adoption on recognition
constitutionality of the law in the Constitutional @b may be the cause of premature
dissolution of Parliament. Instead, the Russianigees may dissolve the State Duma
(lower house of Parliament) when it re-expressesote of no confidence in the
government (which at first was rejected by the iplex#t) or rejects a candidate for the
prime minister proposed by the president for tiirees. See detailed: Yana Baris’ka, “Nioy
Nadprezidents'’k Respuliki: Teoretiko-Pravov Aspekti”, Visnik Akadenyi Pravovih Nauk
Ukrayini, vol. 4, no. 59, 2009, p. 6.

Scott MainwaringRethinking Party Systems in the Third Wave Dema@sadhe Case of
Brazil, Stanford University Press, Stanford, 1999, pg-275.
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based on impact of the military junfBhe political systems in republics with
superpresidents are determined by the party systestability that acts as
addition to the state machine, which is supportethb establishment of control
over the parties’ activity.

For weak legislative and parliamentary bodies anderdeveloped party
democracy there is no force that could balancenfhesnce of the president, who
actually becomes the centre of political life arahsforms not only into the head
of the executive branch of government, but of thon overalf®. In addition, the
systems with superpresidents are narrowing theasreh government, state and
management decisions, which traditionally are ta#erparty-political arena, to
decisions of specially selected technocrats. Theegss of making technocratic
decisions prevents development of democratic piesi of competition and
participation, and therefore leaves the presideexiecutive branch of government
of any structural and systematic accountabilitythte legislature. This in turn
clearly shows that regardless of whether therddanaal balance of the constitutional
system of government, the political process is aljtudominated by the
president, whose powers significantly exceed theeps of other government
bodies. Obviously, this leads to a government dbematic/monocratic form,
which typically shifts focus to the president ore thart of all or most state
agencies, where there is no electoral or liberaladeacy, and human rights and
freedoms are only formal and even of a fictitioharacter.

Nonetheless, Political Science fractured differémerpretations of
correlations with superpresidents and forms of guwent, which they conduct
or to which they can lead. Thus, Sakhdfowmotes that republics with
superpresidents in the context of forms of govemmare to be distinguished
between dictatorial and nondictatorial systeistatorial systems of government
with superpresidentsare usually republican systems of government, &her
superpresidents fully exercise their power becafisetual weakening of other
branches/institutions of government and civil spcighese republican systems
of government are largely peculiar to totalitasamiauthoritarianism. Traditionally,
superpresidents-dictators are peculiar to presaflenbnocratic, presidential-military
and presidential-partocratic republitsNondictatorial systems of government

2 Examples of the first group of countries are Aagian (the Party “New Azerbaijan”),

Russia (the Party “United Russia”); the second grisuBelarus; the third group is the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea; the fountbug is Chile in times of “pinocracy”
(government of Pinochet).

Anatoliy Orlov,Prezidentskie Respublikicit..

Nikolai A. Sakharov, Institut Prezidentstva v Sovremennom Miréuridicheskaya
Literatura, Moskva, 1994, pp. 14-25.

Noted types of dictatorial systems with supelipegs, considering the natural dominance
of heads of state in the structure of the governmeare distinguished by Chirkin and
Zaznaev. 1.Presidential-monocratic republican systeof government is system of
government with dictatorial superpresident, whéee liead of state, sometimes proclaimed
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with

superpresidentsare usually republican systems of government, avher

superpresidents fully exercise their powers from tlonstitutional regulations
and only confirm them actually. These are not nes@ly autocratic republics,
but they definitely fear threats and risks of aftsfiom electoral democracy
(hybrid government) to authoritarianism.

Taking into account the definition given by O’Dotiftand remarks

given by Chaisty, Cheeseman and P&lvér is obvious that nondictatorial
republics with positions of superpresidents actuaerate according to the logic of
hybrid forms of government or so-called “defectivedelegative democracies”.
“Defectiveness” or “delegativeness” of democracy explained by the
constitutional president’s concentration of powarssystems of government,
especially in the executive and legislative brasobiegovernment, which tend to
decrease in importance/impact of the institutiomald political constraints,
especially on the part of political parties and liRaents®. Consequently,
superpresidents between presidential electionsiregtitutionally defined as
unlimited political actors, and electoral process determined with open

76

7
78

as president for a life, heads the only allowedygarcountry, and such party is the carrier of
the declared and mandatory official state ideologxamples: Ghana during the
government of Kwame (1960-1966), Guinea duringotheernment of Sekou Toure (1958-
1984), Democratic Republic of the Congo (Zaire)hia days of Mobutu Sese Seko (1965-
1997), North Korea in times of Kim Il Sung (1972989, Equatorial Guinea (since 1979),
Tunisia (1957-2011), Uganda (particularly in 19RIA) etc. 2.Presidential-military
republican systerof government is a dictatorial system of governtwéth superpresident,
where the head of state gets superauthority astudt of a military coup. Examples: Chile
(1973-1990), Indonesia (1967-1998). Bresidential-partocratic republican systeiof
government is a dictatorial system of governmetit siiperpresident, where a head of state
is chosen by a single highest body in the coumypically the socialist/communist party
(e.g., the Soviet Union, Angola (since 1979), Bgdisi75-1991), Mozambique (since 1975)
etc.). The feasibility of separation of nondictatorepublicansystems with superpresidents is
obvious in view of the conclusion given by Aleksken He partially denied the
classification of republics with superpresidentjolr had been provided by Chirkin and
Zaznaev. The researcher argued that the clagsifidatobsolete, because the authors had not
taken into account the characteristics of repubiira with superpresidents in countries that
are not monocratic (single-party), partocratic ditany states (including the example of some
post-Soviet countries, i.e. Azerbaijan, Belarugzaddistan, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan etc.). See detailed: Igor Alekseenkoup&Bprezidents’ka Respukd yak
Paradigma VzaemadaidPolitichnih Institutv’, Ekononichnyy Chasopys — XXI: Naukovyy
Zhurnal vol. 7-8, 2010, pp. 14-17; Veniamin E. ChirkiKonstitucionnoe Pravo
Zarubezhnyh StranJurist, Moskva, 1997, pp. 145-146; Oleg Zaznédklassifikaciyi
Prezidentskoy, Parlamentskoy i Poluprezidentskstg @', cit..

Guillermo O’Donnell, “Delegative DemocracyJournal of Democracgyvol. 5, no. 1,
1994, pp. 55-69jdem “Horizontal Accountability in New DemocraciesJournal of
Democracy vol. 9, no. 3, 1998, pp. 112-126Jem “lllusions about Consolidation”,
Journal of Democracyvol. 7, no. 2, 1996, pp. 34-51.

Paul Chaisty, Nic Cheeseman, Timothy PoRethinking the “Presidentialism Debate!cit.
Steven M. Fish, “Stronger Legislatures, Strongemocracies”Journal of Democragy
vol. 17, no. 1, 2006, pp. 5-20.
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manipulations. This leads to a formalisation ofcamirated and centralised powers
of presidents, especially their proactive legigiapowers, which include the right
to issue decrees with the force of law and thetrigharbitrate interinstitutional
conflicts in the system of separation of governsiémanches.

Instead, Karmana® unilaterally puts republics with superpresidentinie
with such phenomena as dictatorship (civil or amjitdictatorship) and tyranny. The
researcher notes that while talking about the afsine institution of presidency
over traditional branches of government, and everers about its exaltation over
all institutions of the state ... more acceptablevadgent is ... one of the following
concepts: a superpresidential republic, dictatprshyranny etc. A similar
conclusion was made by FfdhHowever, he notes that republican systems of
government with superpresidents, while not beingatgatic, could be half-
democratic. The difference between half-democratd “pure” authoritarian
forms of government, according to researchershaspresence of regular and
reasonably free elections. On the one hand, itui but on the other hand, the
gradual strengthening of powers of superpresidédasds to the process of
concentration of all the state power and influemd@ch is more consistent with
the principles of democracy, but not autocracy.eHges the anti-institutional
prejudice of the republics with superpresidentsimed with the fact, that
superpresidents are not interested in developmenhstitutions that could
potentially threaten their formal and/or actual povin system of government.
That is exactly, in the words of Anderson etf?althe difference between
republican system of government with superpresi@éeat any other republican
system of government, which is characterised bydispersal of government
institutions. Therefore, according to Ff$tthe main characteristics of republics
with superpresident are the following:

1. There is a presence of a strong executive staffidtbeby the
president who “overshadows” other public authositia terms of
power resources.

2. There is an accountability of all or almost all tfe public
expenditures to the president.

3. The president has a right to issue decrees exaydise force of law.

4. There is an accountability of the judiciary to fresident, so that the

™ Mikhail V. Beliaev, “Presidential Powers and Cditsion of New Postcommunist
Democracies"Comparative Political Studiesol. 39, no. 3, 2006, pp. 375-398; Paul Kubicek,
“Delegative democracy...cit.".

80 Maria Karmaina, ‘Institut Prezidentstva: Pohodzhennya ta Stitfenomena” Politichniy
Menedzhmentol. 3, no. 6, 2004, p. 37.

81 Steven M. Fish, “The Executive Deception:...cit.”.

8 Richard D. Anderson, Steven M. Fish, Stephen E. sbilan Philip G. Roeder,
Postcommunism and the Theory of Democr&einceton University Press, 2001, pp. 83-
84.

83 Steven M. Fish, “The Executive Deception:...citp, 178-179.
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president and his activity/inactivity cannot be jegbed to judicial
investigation.

5. There is a cancelation/complexity of a presidentiseachment.

6. There is no accountability of president and pregidéexecutive

powers to the legislature.

Consequently, it is obvious that almost all undemtc and half-
democratic republics with superpresidents aretiriginal constructs of the so-
called “patronymic presidentialism” or neopatrimalism, which according to
Hale, combines extensive formal and actual powdrgresidents with all
available potential resources, received from thiopeclient relations in the
politics and economy of a courftfy This directly implies that “superpresidents’
authorisation” and “limitation” of institutional &tks and balances occur in all
possible ways, even at the expense of alternaémées of state power. This is
largely typical for post-Soviet countries in whittte institution of president was
introduced on the heritage of the Soviet politicalture that enabled ruling
through the mechanisms of patronage and personsgeanerif. Hence, very
strong and powerful presidents (superpresidentsthase countries actually
coexist with very weak Parliaments that use reddyiiow levels of public
confidence. Linz’s remark is not always relevanthia sense that the instability of
the position of a strong, popularly elected pregide a direct consequence of the
dual legitimacy of government in the constructidndivided elections of the
president and Parliament. On the contrary, a sowteinstability of
superpresident’s position is the excessive conagoirin his hands of redundant
powers and resources that are not based on the diuke population and
extrapolated in the form of the parliamentary pattisuppoff. Therefore,

8 Henry E. Hale, “Regime Cycles: Democracy, Autogramd Revolution in Post-Soviet
Eurasia”,World Politics vol. 58, no. 1, 2005, p. 138.

8 Among the post-Soviet states, “patronal presidésin” first off all is peculiar to
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Russia, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstdmjikistan, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, and was earlier peculiar for Armeniap@ia and Ukraine. Und@atronymic
presidentialismit is understood not a republican system of govwemt, but a management
system, where the president, which is elected tyréy citizens, is much more powerful
than other institutions of power. In addition, tnghority of the head of state is based not
only on the formally specified powers, but also thve patron-client relations in the
country. See detailed: Keith A. Darden, “Blackma# a Tool of State Domination:
Ukraine under Kuchma’East European Constitutional Reviewol. 10, no. 2, 2001,
pp. 67-71; lidar Gabdrafikov, Henry E. Hale, “Bashkstan’s Democratic Moment?
Patronal Presidentialism, Regional Regime Change,l@euatity in Russia”, in Osamu
leda, Tomohiko Uyama (edsfReconstruction and Interaction of Slavic Eurasiad dts
Neighboring Worlds21st Century COE Program Slavic Eurasian Stuig®6, pp. 75-104;
Henry E. Hale, “Regime Cycles: Democracy, Autocramyl Revolution in Post-Soviet
Eurasia”’, World Politics vol. 58, no. 1, 2005, pp. 133-165; Neil Robinsdhhe
Presidency: the Politics of Institutional Chaosf,ldem (ed.), Institutions and Political
Change in Russjd&algrave Macmillan, 2000.

8 paul Chaisty, Nic Cheeseman, Timothy PoRethinking the “Presidentialism Debate’cit.;
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ProtsyR’, Morgan-Jones and Schleffeare right indicating that the power of
superpresidents is more effective when it combinlesr institutional components
and tools. This way, for example, the superpresglenthority to implement the
legislative process and form a cabinet are cruesburces of the heads of state’
strength, when they are endowed with the confidarigearliamentary parties
and tools of parliamentary control over the ledis&process.

Among the reasons for the installation of republicth superpresidents,
scientists often distinguish the processes associatith the curtailment of
democratic reforms in a country. With this in mititds clear that the republican
systems of government with superpresidents lead taumber of negative
impacts and trends of socioeconomic and politi@tetbpments.First, the
phenomenon and role of superpresidency and vertioabcratic direction of the
presidential powers leads to the impossibility afmocratic government’s
installation for medium and long tern$econdthe concentration of power in the
hands of one person (superpresident) and high depey of socioeconomic and
political processes on the person or group of pexrgtiamily”), who are related
to the president, institutionalise the practical$olutism, in terms of which the
republican system of government resembles a mdoatdbrm of government.
Third, subordination of all branches of government todhperpresident leads to
fictitious and limited human and civil rights, weedss and even lack of
political or social opposition and to marginalieatiof the party and electoral

Thomas F. Remington, Steven S. Smith, Moshe Ha%petrees, Laws and Inter-Branch
Relations in the Russian FederatidPdst-Soviet Affairs/ol. 14, no. 4, 1998, pp. 287-322.

Oleg Protsyk, “Ruling with Decrees:...cit.”.

Edward Morgan-Jones, Petra Schleiter, “Governah€tiange in a President-Parliamentary
Regime:...cit.".

Reflecting of this is the fact that, for exammaperpresidents of post-Soviet countries have
become increasingly dependent on the parties #m@gsent, as well as on some other parties,
measured by presidents as institutionally reliaBke.a result, there are more or less stable
models of coalition cooperation within the Parliamtse into which superpresidents are
incorporated. These examples of cooperation candliions (earlier in Armenia, Ukraine and
Kyrgyzstan) or can, as result of co-optation preegsbe finished with the formation of so-
called “parties of power”, which include those femparties that were previously independent
members of coalitions (e.g., Azerbaijan, Russiaa particular case, coalitions and “parties of
power” serve as an institutional tool, which pr@gdocial and political trust for the president,
and actually enhance his/her legislative powersllopresidential powers to influence the
activities of parliament. On the other hand, sumsigents informally influence the formation
of coalitions in different ways. The ways to digtiish informal influence include such steps,
as providing particularistic interests and lobbyrlig@entarians, bribery, patronage and
intimidation of voters and parliamentarians. Seailgd: Paul Chaisty, “The Legislative Effects of
Presidential Partisan Powers in Post-Communisti®us&overnment and Oppositipaol. 43,

no. 3, 2008, pp. 424-453; Oleksiy Haran, “From &fiktto Viktor: Democracy and
Authoritarianism in Ukraine”, Democratisation, v, no. 2, 2011, pp. 93-110; Hans van Zon,
“Political Culture and Neopatrimonialism under LebnKuchma”, Problems of Post-
Communisivol. 52, no. 5, 2005, pp. 12-22.
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systemsFourth, concentration of all powers in the superpresigédrands leads to
the possibility of abuse of power in socioeconorpiglitical and other issues of
public and/or personal developments. The experiefitke most of republican
systems with superpresidents in the world showst tiés format of
republicanism leads to economic and social dechoejanitarian collapse and
national degradation. In return, republican systents superpresidents rarely
contribute to economic growth and modernisatiom@Bhet's era in Chile or
Suharto’s era in Indonesia).

Superpresidentialism, Presidential
and Semi-Presidential Republics with Superpresglent

According to an empirical analysis of the republidth superpresidents
made by SakhardVand ZaznaéV, “superpresidentialism” is not a kind of “form
of government” but rather a synthetic format of @epublican system of
government”. The fact is thauperpresidentialisnas a format of system of
government, which is characterised by the posibioban all-powerful president,
can easily be attributed to a republican form ofegoment, but it is very
difficultly attributed to any “pure” or classicaystem of government. This is
because within each of them (often in the caseresigentialism and semi-
presidentialism), there could be formally provideutl/or actually implemented the
position of very strong president (superpresiddié.or she dominates not just
the executive branch, which can be a constitutiéeatiure of presidents in all
presidential and some semi-presidential systemsrepfiblican government,
however all branches of government. Accordinglg, teoretical, methodological
and empirical context, especially given by offic@onstitutional) options and
features of defining systems of government, accateslthe differentiation of
various types/formats of republics with superpmsid including presidential
republic with superpresidentsnd semi-presidential republic with superpresidents
(in trichotomous approach of government classificatit is appropriate to call
them respectively “superpresidentialism” and “sugEmi-presidentialism”).

There are several reasons to distinguish presidiemd semi-presidential
republics with superpresidents, which in the triohwous approach of government
classification represent quite different analytigadrspectives, but in the
dichotomous approach represent the only “synthetimle” usually called
superpresidentialism.

First, there is a divergent formal and constitutionaglidoof operation of
presidential and semi-presidential systems of gowent with superpresidents.

9 Nikolai A. Sakharovnstitut Prezidentstva.cit., p. 3.
91 Oleg Zaznaeyv, “Klassifikaciyi Prezidentskoy, Barkntskoy i Poluprezidentskoy Sistem”, cit.
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Referring to the definition of Elgie, it should beted that presidentialism is a
constitutional system of republican form of goveemty which inherits the
position of popularly (directly or indirectly) el president (head of state), for a
fixed term, and cabinet or administration of thegmtent (and possibly even of the
prime minister). The members of the cabinet or ideggtial administration are
collectively responsible only to the president.téasl, semi-presidentialism is a
constitutional system of a republican form of goweent, which preserves the
position of popularly (directly or indirectly) eliec! president (head of state), for a
fixed term. The prime minister and the cabinet @péigatory and collectively
responsible to the Parliament (simultaneously ti@ey minister and the cabinet
can be collectively responsible to the Parliamadtta the president). That is why in
presidential republican systems of government #i@net or the administration
of the president is not in a hierarchical relatiopswith the Parliament: they are
not formed in Parliament, do not get a vote of eice from the Parliament
and are not accountable to the Parliament. Vicsayein semi-presidential
republican systems of government, the cabinetlesaat formally in the hierarchical
relationship with the Parliament, as the latteregivthe cabinet a vote of
confidence (Parliament is involved in the formatapproval of the cabinet
composition and/or program) and can dismiss thénealon the basis of the
vote of no confidence. Accordingly, in the trichwious approach of
government classification the case with the pasitb a very strong president
in presidentialism should be interpreted as presiaglessm with superpresident
(superpresidentialism), and the case with the ijposdf a very strong president
in semi-presidentialism should be interpreted asnigeesidentialism with
superpresident (super semi-presidentialism).

Secondpower functions and roles of superpresidentgasigential and
semi-presidential republican systems of governraemtstructurally differentiated
in relation of formal and actual powers of preside@ertainly, monistic models
of executive power established in presidential bipg, and powers of
presidents and Parliaments are functionally sepdyato that presidents are
responsible for the exercise of executive powetidPaents — for the exercise of
legislative power. Instead, in semi-presidentiadtegns, different forms of the
dualistic model of executive power are approved] powers of presidents,
cabinets and Parliaments sometimes overlap. TtnisgXample, can be seen in
some legislative prerogatives of presidents and#diinets etc. At the same
time, sometimes in presidential republics, supaigemts may interfere in the
legislative powers of Parliaments, and in semiigesgial republics may
encroach on the role of Parliaments in the proocdssabinet formation and
provision of cabinet support. For example, in sprasidential states, such as
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia (as agekarlier in Armenia and
Georgia), where the position of strong presidemiravided, participation of the
Parliament in provision of a vote of confidence éocabinet is regulated, and a
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candidate for the prime minister is suggested leypitesident. However, when
after a set number of times in a row, the candittat¢éhe position of the head of
cabinet is not approved and the cabinet is not éornm the Parliament, the
president is vested with the power to dissolve Bagliament and form the
cabinet independently. It means that such semigeetal systems of
government with superpresidents may actually bagilunction as presidential
systems of government with superpresidents at amyt pf time. Somewhat
divergent problems in classification of contempgrfarmally semi-presidential
republican systems of government we can find iraBel, Russia, Kazakhstan
and Kyrgyzstan (and earlier in Georgia). The qoesits how to organise the
republican systems of government, where the Paglirhas the right to put
forward a vote or censure of no confidence fordhakinet, but the latter takes
effect only if the president supports it. Thesef-eeldent anomalies of
constitutional semi-presidentialism (or semi-presithlism as a constitutional
system of government) with positions of very strongresidents
(superpresidents) often in practice lead to semsigential systems with
superpresidents being interpreted as presidentsaéms with superpresidents.
The inverse problem is inherent in presidential stitutional systems of
republican government with superpresidents, buthat same time with the
positions of prime ministers, appointed by presigemithout consent or by
obtaining consent of parliaments (such process recou Guyana, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Korea, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, eriih Belarus and Georgia
etc.). On the contrary, there is no position ofrriminister in “pure” or classic
presidentialism, because the cabinet or presideatiministration is directly
headed by the president. Instead, presidentialbtieguwith prime ministers
approved by Parliaments partially approximate ® semi-presidential republics.
Therefore, in scientific and political discoursevefe within the trichotomous
approach to systems of government classificatianpegpresidentialism is
mistakenly defined as a synthetic form of semiigesgialism and presidentialism
with very strong presidents or as a system of gowent not based on formal
(constitutional) and/or actual (political) preregjtes of interinstitutional
relations concerning the exercise of state powstebd, superpresidentialism is
only based on the comprehensiveness of presidgvedrs in relation to other
branches of government and political system as@evh

Third, the phenomenon of superpresidentialism as a débthme republican
system of government with superpresidents wasllyitdesigned in relation to
presidential systems with very strong presidertte tErm “superpresidentialism”
was first proposed in Political Science to distisgu_atin American countries in
the XIX—XX centuries as examples of systems of governmerichvibrmally
being presidential republics, differed from the réjiclassic presidentialism.
Majority of presidential republics in Latin Americturing this period influenced the
practice of “American” classic presidentialism. Hmer, due to various political,
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historical and socioeconomic characteristics ofdbentries in this region, their
political systems largely did not approve effectivechanisms of control, checks and
balances. Therefore, they were established asragatiam forms of government and
guasi-constitutional practices with superpresidentis, for example,
manifested in the fact that presidential positionglmost all countries in the
region were closely associated with armed forcesreldver, by the end of the
XX century the army was traditionally considered las key player in the
overthrow of presidents in Latin American countfie$iistorically, systems of
semi-presidential government in this region weredlyarepresented, which
resulted in the creation of a theoretical and nehamgical orientation of
superpresidentialism at presidential systems ofibiggan government in Latin
America. Therefore, it is clear that superpresidism initially emerged as tangent
to constitutional presidentialism. The problem wlzat superpresidentialism as a
system of republicanism was determined solely erptsition of a strong president
(superpresident), bypassing institutional peculesiof branches of government
correlations, started being applied in relation diter, first of all semi-
presidential, variants of republican systems ofeguwent’. Therefore, there was
a significant theoretical and methodological gap iperception of
superpresidentialism as a form of republican sysbérgovernment in Political
Science. The essence of the gap is that the iatatjpn of superpresidentialism
exclusively as a system of government with thetjposbf a very strong president
occurs asymmetrically in the context of the formatl actual evaluation of the
presidents’ powers and separation of republicatesysof government. Therefore,
from a scientific point of view, the rule, which svastablished earlier, turned out to
be erroneous, which said that a system of supétpreilism unilaterally includes
all formally presidential and semi-presidential ulelics, where positions of
superpresidents are inherent formally and/or algtuahd they incorporate all
branches of state power. Instead, it is more apjatepto mark out the system of
superpresidentialism in broad and narrow sensea$,t@ardistinguish between
presidential and semi-presidential systems of gowent with superpresidents.
In a broad sensesuperpresidentialism is a variant of the repualnlic
system of government, in which a fully or nearlgamtrolled and strong president
(superpresident) is inhereitt.a narrow sensesuperpresidentialism is a variant of
a purely presidential system of government, in Wwtan uncontrolled and strong
president (superpresident) is inherent. It meaas ith a narrow sense some
examples of purely formal presidential republicsn che superpresidential
systems, and in a broad sense, some examplesipaf éormal presidential, but

%2 Lidija R. Basta FleineGovernmental Systems in Multicultural Societ®wiss Agency for
Development and Cooperation, 2005.

% Veniamin E. Chirkin, “Netipichnye Formy Pravleaiwv Sovremennom Gosudarstve”,
Gosudarstvo i Pravo vol. 4, 1994, pp. 109-115; Anatoliy Orlowrezidentskie
Respubliki..cit.
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also of formal semi-presidential republics (parksary republics usually cannot
be superpresidential, at least because superpnesidee incorporated into the
positions of popularly elected heads of statejuligests that the phenomenon
of superpresidents must be treated separatelyjdssitgy not only the strength
of the actual powers of the presidents, but alsoftlimal and constitutional
features of republican systems of government, tdhe and the place of the
presidents and Parliaments in the structure ofdbres of government. This is
especially true in the context of formation andrti@ation of cabinets and
cabinets’ powers. In return, in a broad senserédg@ermines the need for
distinguishing at least two variants of republiceystems of government, in
which the positions of superpresidents can be émniier.e. presidentialism and
semi-presidentialism with the positions of supesidients. However, it does not mean
that special cases of presidentialism and semider@glism with superpresidents
can both be the examples of superpresidentialigmeimarrow sense.

Obviously, presidentialism with position of a superpresidest a
constitutional presidential system of republicamegoment with the position of
an all-powerful superpresident, who formally beithg head of state and/or
simultaneously the head of cabinet/executive posfiactively subjugates all
branches of government. It is true, even if thesiglent have the position of
subordinated prime minister who is not accountailhe Parliament.

Semi-presidentialism with position of a superpresid is a
constitutional semi-presidential (primarily presitparliamentary) system of
republican government with the position of an allvprful superpresident, who
formally being the head of state and/or simultasgouthe head of
cabinet/executive power actually subjugates alh&inas of government. It is
true, even if the president have the position ahegi subordinated or
unsubordinated prime minister who is compulsory oaotable to the
Parliament or its leading chamber.

Presidentialism with the position of a superprasidbas inherent
independence or very low dependence of the execbtianch, represented by
the head of state (with or without the positiopafne minister) on the alignment of
political forces (especially parties) in the Panként. This means that regardless of the
composition of the Parliament, the president (quesident) is omnipotent, and
any candidate for the prime minister in case dfterice of such a position does not
affect the actual powers of a superpresident (duahcpresidentialisation of
presidential republic).

Instead, semi-presidentialism with the positioracfuperpresident has
inherent dependence on the alignment of politioedes in the Parliament of the
executive branch, represented by the prime minstehe prime minister and
the head of the state, of various degrees (lowh)highis implies that
constitutionally powerful superpresident may adyusirengthen his/her powers
in the event of dissolution of the Parliament. &ynfollow the parliamentary
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disagreement about the candidacy of the prime tein{#n the case of a refusal
of the parliament to give a vote of confidenceppmsed by the president, or
president’s reluctance to implement the decisiothefParliament of a vote of no
confidence in the cabinet. This means that mostaft the semi-presidential systems
with the position of a superpresident, the primaister is politically weightless a
priori, regardless of whether the prime ministerpislitically and/or party
subordinated or unsubordinated to the presidetitarcontext of the balance of
political parties in the Parliament. With this irimd, it is clear why in some
semi-presidential systems with superpresidentse tie frequently used majority
or mixed electoral systems that lead to the reptasen of nonparty MPs. The
reason is that actual increase of superpresidamtgers is probably more possible
in the case of significant fragmentation of Parkauts, which because of their lack
of structuring do not always fully perform and toyperform the proper functions
of political institutions, which have to stabilifiee presidents’ powers over the
exercise of state power. Instead, the exact typeelettoral systems in
presidential systems with superpresidents is &¢tustlevant in the process and
context of presidentialisation of superpresidefitss includes systems of coalitional
presidentialism. The thing is even parties, whighia a coalitional opposition to
the superpresident, cannot actually reduce or #@serethe formal and
constitutional presidentialisation of the head tdtes regarding his or her
exercise of the functions of chief executive. Tikikess typical for the systems of
presidentialism where the positions of prime maristare provided alongside the
positions of superpresidents. Therefore, it shdutdnoted that presidential
governments with superpresidents institutionallg amore stable than semi-
presidential governments with superpresidents.félraer have no need and/or
usage for shifting to a more presidentialised maafefrepublican system of
government, and the latter have constitutionallgditioned “shifting potential”
in certain phases of their operation to more éffelgt presidentialised systems, even
resorting to the practice of presidentialism wlith positions of superpresidents.

Comparative analysis of the actual examples oftiggan governments’
systems with the positions of superpresidents basedppeal to the formal
constitutional and actual political powers of heafsstates, cabinets and
Parliaments supports theoretical and methodologicahclusion of the
practicability to distinguish between systems oégmlentialism and semi-
presidentialism with positions of superpresidents.

For example, Angola (since 1979), Guyana (sinceéd),98Buinea (since
1984), Guinea Bissau (since 1980), North Koreacésiin48), Uzbekistan (since
1991), Tajikistan (since 1994), Turkmenistan (sit®81) and other countries are
contemporary instances pfesidentialism with the positions of superpresiden
(or superpresidentialism in a narrow sense). IdstdBenin (1975-1991),
Guatemala (especially in 1944-1986), Ghana (19821 9Honduras (especially
in 1956-1982), Dominican Republic (1966-1978), @dbia (especially in
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1953-1958), Costa Rica (particularly by 1948), labyl1969-2011), Mexico
(especially in 1884-1910 and 1946-1994), Nicara@specially in 1937-1987),
Panama (especially in 1968-1978), Paraguay (p&atigun 1814-1840, 1940-
1948 and 1954-1989), Chile (especially in 1817-1&26 1974-1990), Syria (1971-
2012), Zambia (1964-1991), Zimbabwe (1987-2008)]i Mspecially in 1979-
1991 and 2002-2012), Yugoslavia (1953-1980), Indian@ 945-1998), Philippines
(1966-1981), Malawi (1966-1994), Uganda (partidulan 1971-1979), Tunisia
(1957-2011), Equatorial Guinea (1979-2011), CAR66L2976), Congo (1965-
1997), the USA (particularly in 1963-1969 and 19634Y* Belarus (1994-
19965°, Georgia (1995-2004), Gabon (1973-1991), Egy#142007), Maldives
(1968-2008), Cameroon (1960-1991), Mozambique (19EB), Peru (especially
in 1919-1930), Rwanda (1973-1994), Togo (1967-1992) were the historical
examples of presidentialism with the positionsugieypresidents.

In contrast, Azerbaijan (since 1995), Belarus sih@96), Armenia (1995-
2005), Gabon (since 1991), Georgia (2004-2013)ategal Guinea (since 2011),
Kazakhstan (since 1993), Egypt (2007-2011), Camerdgsince 1991),
Mozambique (since 1990), Namibia (since 1990), H&Ar9-1992 and since
1993), Russia (since 1993), Rwanda (since 2008p &jnce 2012), Togo (since
1992), Sri Lanka (since 1976), the Philippines (2886), France (1962-1974
and 1981-1988§ and other countries were or still are the examplesemi-

9 Wilson outlined the phenomenon oArherican presidentialisinin the XX century, as
“congressional system of governniet this time, the US Congress dominated the
political life in the US. In contrast, in the XX rueiry the position of the US being a case of
“pure” or classic presidentialisvas accepted. At the same time, during the presjdef
Johnson and Nixon, the system was caitefderial presidencybecause the Congress was
overshadowed.

% Belarus in 1994-1996 (as well as Georgia in 199642and Ukraine in 1995-1996) was

formally considered a presidential republic withpeme minister. However, it was

actually the position of the superpresident thas wherent. The thing is that according to
the 1994 Constitution, the collective responsipiiif the cabinet, which was headed by the

“minister of state” (or the prime minister), to tRarliament of Belarus was not regulated.

Various ministerial positions were to be individyahpproved by legislature. However,

once they were approved, only the president cousddnids them. Such model was

designed as a synthetic one by the examples ofJBw and Russia. As a result, the
position of president was singled out “above” thanghes of government, formally

concentrating upon it not only the functions of tread of state, but also the functions of
the chief executive.

Some researchers have suggested outlining tligcalobystem of France during 1962-

1974 and 1981-1986 as the “hyper-presidential phafseemi-presidentialism. The actual

experience of existence of superpresident positiofgance at that time and the experience

of cohabitation became the key reason for the gladiduction of the formal powers of
the presidents of France. In 2000, president tevere reduced from seven years to five,
and in 2006, it was regulated that the positiontlef president of France should be

“comprehensively controlled”. As a result, actusdgidentialisation of parties, competition

and political process in general were reducedd&edled: John. T.S. Keeler, Martin. A. Schain,

“Institutions, Political Poker, and Regime Evolatim France”, in Kurt von Mettenheim (ed.),

96
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presidentialism with the positions of superpresiden(but not
superpresidentialism in a harrow sense).

The formal and actual difference of various presidé and semi-
presidential republics with superpresidents liegha fact that contemporary
superpresidents can be inherent by:

1. The republics, where presidents’ superpowers ar@bleshed

constitutionally (usually, these are presidenggublican systems);

2. The republics, where presidents are not or noy fpibvided with

superpowers, but the extraordinary advantage ofstate power
division is masked (usually, these are semi-presialerepublican
systems of).

The peculiarity opresidential republics with superpresiderg®xplained
by the fact that their range of potential impleraéioh of presidents’ constitutional
emergency powers is wider than of “pure” or clagsiesidential republics, as
well as presidential and semi-presidential repulsltb superpresidents. This, for
instance, is evident in the fact that superpressdem formally presidential
republican systems of government have constitutigpeavers to issue the
decrees, which have the power of law, to dismigs Rlarliaments with their
unilateral decisions, to displace the ministers heedds of territorial units etc.
Besides, election and establishment of superprasidepresidential system may
cause changes in the principle of periodical eactof new president and
establishment of lifetime presidency, even becaifigbe referendum or voting
of Parliament, fully controlled by a president. &len and establishment of
superpresident in presidential system of governmmeyt also cause appointment
of new president by the decision of preceding pesdi with the following
formal and electoral approval of this decision (Bgrliament or another
authorized body).

The peculiarity ofsemi-presidential republics with superpresidents
according toFist?” and Shevtsov lies in the fact that they are characterised by
an excessive and superpowerful executive branchalanced either by the
legislative or judicial branch of government andaecgountable to them. This
undermines the legitimacy of government, leads wthaxitarian tendencies,
suppresses or hinders development of nongoverningalitical organisations,
hinders the formation of efficient government aesponsible cabinet.

Presidential Institutions and Democratic PolitidSomparing Regional and National Contexts
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997, pp. 84-106rd&a Siljanovska-Davkova, “The
Contemporary ‘Models’ of Government: Dilemmas arthiénges” lustinianus Primus Law
Reviewvol. 2, no. 1, 2011, pp. 1-26.

Steven M. FishDemocracy from Scratch: Opposition and Regime & Kew Russian
Revolution Princeton University Press, 1995dem “The Perils of Russian
SuperpresidentialismCurrent History vol. 96, 1997, pp. 326-330.

Lilia Shevtsova, “The Problem of Executive PoimeRussia”,Journal of Democragyol. 11,
no. 1, 2000, pp. 32-39.
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According to the world practice (partially repretsh by the above
suggested examples of republics with superpresjletite practicability of
allotment of semi-presidential systems of governmeith superpresidents is
first of all caused by the practice of post-Sowetl other European, Asian and
African countries, mostly after 1990. With regawdhis, it is necessary to address
the practice of some of them. Firstly, this shotgder to the formally semi-
presidential president-parliamentary systems ofegawent in Russia, Belarus
or Azerbaijan etc., which are frequently referram lie the examples of
authoritarian-oligarchic systems of government sitiperpresiderits According
to Shugart and Cart, these systems should be called president-liksicenat-
parliamentarism. Themttributes/disadvantagesre as follows:

1. The reliability of presidents’ monocratic and sukijge powers on force
structures and “parties of power” or on immatuofyparty systems,
without which the accumulation of power, which pfests actually
have in their hands, is impossible;

2. The symbolism of monocratic subjectivity of powebetween
functional and territorial centres and periphetgsdd on “elections
fetishism”;

3. The non-realisation of the principle of politicatsponsibility of
central power organisations mainly manifested wisresiderit™.

Moreover, the disadvantage of positions of supseigemts in semi-
presidential and presidential republican systenih wiiperpresidents leading to
authoritarisation and personalisation of governmestthe way of presidential
power transfer. Traditionally it is formally readid through elections and
actually through the elections resulting in powansfer, i.e. through the election
of successor by the predecessor (this, for examplethe characteristic of
Azerbaijan, Russia etc.). However, sometimes tineesperson is the president
regardless of how often (in a row or with interyalse/she is elected (for
example, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistarkmenistan etc.).

Besides, in semi-presidential republics with summidents,presidents’
dominating statuss dependent on the fact that they are formallylqaytond the
framework of the triad of governmental power disition, though they actually
stand over the triad of governmental power, bec#usg also have authorities
in the legislative and judicial branches of goveenimThis is visible in the fact that

% Andrew Arato, “The New Democracies and the AnmricConstitutional Design”,
Constellations vol. 7, no. 3, 2000, p. 318; David Mastro, Kyl&ristensenPower and
Policy Making: The Case of Azerbaija@Banadian Political Science Association, Toronto,
2006; Lilia Shevtsova, Kirill HolodkovskiyRossiya Politicheskayavioskovskiy Centr
Karnegi, Moskva, 1998, pp. 22-28.

100 Matthew S. Shugart, John M. CarByesidents and Assemblies: Constitutional Design and
Electoral DynamicsCambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1992, pp-158.

101 1gor Kliamkin, “Rossiyskaya Vlast’ na Rubezhe {fgsheletiy”,Pro et Contravol. 4, no. 2,
2001, pp. 63-87.
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superpresidents of semi-presidential republics,, o legislative point of view,
are the “guarantors of the constitutions”, eithemly or not being formally the
rulers of executive power (i.e. chief executivegtually chair executive vertical
of government and disrupt the balance of governamhepbwer distribution.
Moreover, when it is referred to legal instrumesfteverconcentration of power in
hands of presidents, political systems obviously loa legally transformed into
nondemocratic forms of government. The importaat f&that quite frequently
superpresidents in semi-presidential republics aously try to change of
constitutional systems of government for their olgnefit. This takes place
either through more constitutional concentrationpofvers in implementing
state powers by presidents, or through the cotistital increase of presidential
terms, or through nonconstitutional and politicadrease of presidential powers
(or by all means simultaneously). Instead, in pesiial republics with
superpresident@residents’ dominating status much formalised at least with
regard to the fact that presidents constitutionadisform their roles and roles of
the rulers of executive power (chief executives), they form their cabinets
and control their activity themselves, regardigde@islatures.

With regard to this, it is clearly understandablett there is no
theoretical and methodological question about regaurtism with the position of
superpresident (or in other words about supergesalism in a wide sense) as of
integral and “pure” system of government. Instéaghould be noted that positions
of superpresidents might exist in different systerhsepublican government, i.e.
presidentialism and semi-presidentialism. Henae,dbrresponds to the conclusion
drawn by Elgie that the type of constitutional fgman system of government
(presidentialism, semi-presidentialism, parliamesit® do not directly depend
upon the formal and actual powers of key governailemttors, and is based
only on the mechanism of powers, authorities distron and the way of
formation and termination of governmental instbu8 and bodies.
Consequently, it is obvious that presidentialisnemispresidentialism and
parliamentarism can be represented by the positiohsweak (nominal),
intermediate, powerful and very powerful presidentsuperpresidentSy.
Therefore, it is appropriate not to identify supegdentialism as an independent
republican system of government with the positidnsioperpresident, but to
reduce it to the specific form of any independeepublican system of
government characterised by the position of supsigent, formally/actually
dominating over the other branches of governmehe Tatter is that the
constructions of republican systems of governmemt the mechanisms of
comparison of authorities between the supreme d¢ixecwand legislative
branches of government) in different states, charsed by the positions of

192 Even despite this, presidential republics moserofinherent strong or very strong
presidents. Parliamentary republics most ofterr@aéized through weak or intermediate
presidents. Instead, semi-presidential republiceenofare realized through weak,
intermediate or strong presidents.
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superpresidents, are diverse. Accordingliperpresidentiademi-presidentialism
and superpresidentigiresidentialisnshould be frequently singled &tit Both the
first and the second types traditionally gravitei@ards and lead to autocracy
(authoritarianism or totalitarianism), limiting arancelling such principles of
democracy as political participation and compegitiess™.

Alongside, presidential and semi-presidential systeof government
with the positons of superpresidents combine differrisks caused by
superpresidents’ positions. Accordingly, the waysmonimisation of risks of
power accumulation in the hands of one personahaiori leads to autocracy
are analogous. Among them, according to Zazf{aethe following ways are
singled out the most frequently:

1. Prohibition of re-election of the same person gwesident for two

times in a row or more than two times in a row;

2. Introduction of collective presidency institute;

3. Introduction of the instruments of parliamentarygommental
domination (for instance, “cabinet government”);

4. Introduction of the instruments of quasi-parlianaeistm to executive
power institutions (for instance, impeachment pdoces to members
of cabinet on the side of the Parliament);

5. Practical implementation of mechanisms of appr{a@interassignation)
of all or key appointments made by a president;

6. Introduction of the institution of presidential slatountersigning on
the side of the chair of a cabinet or its memlessyell as the system
of joint exercising of executive power by a presidend other
governmental institutions;

7. Introduction or simplification of the presidentimipeachment institution
on the part of a Parliament or leading chambeRarbament;

193 Timothy J. Colton, Cindy SkacBemi-Presidentialism in Russiait.

104 A striking example of the negative impact of refcdn systems of government with
superpresidents on the prospects of democratisasicthe experience of post-Soviet
countries, including Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarusaziikhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia,
Ukraine and others. This is even despite signifigaiogress in the first stage of their
political transit and the fact that the presidemisre positioned with media as
“democratisators”. For example, when Belarus ind18®ved from the former Soviet quasi-
parliamentarism to presidentialism and in 1996 @mispresidentialism (actually with the
position of superpresident), the democratic expenimwas finished. Azerbaijan,
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, which alsodmathe process of “investing
dominant power to the presidents”, are now postiosis autocratic governments. In contrast,
moderate presidential or semi-presidential systidvastook place in Georgia (1995-2004),
Moldova (1994-2000) and Lithuania, as well as pankntary systems (such as Estonia,
Latvia and Moldova since 2000), where there wasdigpersion of government power
between different political institutions, now ar@ving toward democratic values (albeit
in varying degrees). See detailed: Steven M. FBbstcommunist Subversion: Social
Science and Democratisation in East Europe andsktir&lavic Reviewvol. 58, no. 4,
1999, pp. 803-804.

195 Oleg Zaznaev, “Klassifikaciyi Prezidentskoy, Paatskoy i Poluprezidentskoy Sistem”, cit..
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8. Formation and functioning of independent state-@ahdovernmental
agencies and departments;

9. Approval of distinctive systems of government, eggnted with
coalitional presidentialism and semi-presidentmlis

Conclusions

After estimating the practice of different republiic systems of
government with superpresidents, it is clear thas imuch more difficult to
minimise the risks of power accumulation in hanfi®me person in formally
presidential republics. Even despite the introductf more conspicuous and
direct mechanisms of checks and balances of prastipowers, particularly in
the context of executive power distribution betwegemesidents, ministers,
prime-ministers (which can even be partially/indivally responsible to
parliaments), the initial essence of presidentietteons remains in force with
“zero amount”, at which only one winner survives.

Instead, it is much easier to prevent the instindlisation of the
position of superpresident or to restrict the tnsbnal risks related to
superpresident’s position in semi-presidential bdps. The main problem is
the fact that in semi-presidential systems of goment presidential powers
significantly (more than in presidential republi@®pend upon the party and
political composition of a Parliament. Besides these political systems, the
institute of executive power dualism is formalis@oh the one hand, in the
person of president, and on the other hand, inn$tgution of cabinet and the
person of prime minister). However, even despitg tjuite frequently in semi-
presidential systems, presidents turn out to balequheir powers or actually
more powerful than in presidential systems. Thisfisn conditioned by the fact
that semi-presidentialism as republican system afegiment is changeable
from a political and institutional point of view. o@sequently, semi-
presidentialism can obtain more features of eith@esidentialism or
parliamentarism, depending on whether the predmlguarty (or political party
associated with the president) is a part of a aasintary coalition.
Nevertheless, even despite this, from the formaitpaf view, superpresidents
the most frequently are institutions of presidestipmentary and not premier-
presidential types of semi-presidentialism. In tliase of president-
parliamentarism with the position of superpresiderinstitutional system
formally can be referred to semi-presidentialisnstéad, such political system
is frequently referred to be presidential. Thisspigoses that in case of semi-
presidentialism with the position of superpresigdehe institute of executive
power dualism is actually neglected. Instead, iespentialism with the
position of superpresident the executive poweoiigally monistic
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