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Abstract
Sedelius, T. (2006) The Tug-of-War between Presidents and Prime Ministers: Semi-

Presidential power and constitutional issues are at the very core of recent popular upheavals
in the former Soviet republics, as demonstrated by the Orange Revolution in Ukraine in
2004, and similar protests in Georgia in 2003 and Kyrgyzstan in 2005. After the demise
of the Soviet Union, these countries opted for a particular form of semi-presidentialism,
here referred to as president-parliamentary. This dissertation deals with president-
parliamentary systems, as well as with the other form of semi-presidentialism, namely
premier-presidentialism. The study examines a typical feature of semi-presidentialism,
i.e. intra-executive conflicts between the president and the prime minister/cabinet, by
analysing the pattern, institutional triggers, and implications of such conflicts in Central
and Eastern Europe. In addition, the choice of semi-presidentialism and differences in
transitional context and constitutional building are accounted for. The following countries
are specifically dealt with: Bulgaria, Croatia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania,
Russia and Ukraine. The study’s empirical base is a mixture of data derived from litera-
ture, reports, review of constitutional documents, as well as from an expert survey
conducted among analysts with an expert knowledge on the countries under scrutiny.

The results suggest that both actor-oriented and historical-institutional factors have
to be considered in order to understand why so many post-communist countries ended
up with semi-presidentialism, and why there is such a sharp divide between Central
Europe and the (non-Baltic) former Soviet republics with regard to the choice of semi-
presidential type. The pattern of intra-executive struggles reveals that conflicts were some-
what more recurrent in the early period following the transition, but persist as a frequently
occurring phenomenon throughout the post-communist period. The most common type
of conflict has revolved around division of powers within the executive branch. As for
triggers of conflict, the study suggests that certain institutional factors, such as electoral
concurrence and party system fragmentation, have been important. Regarding the mana-
gement of conflict, and the options available to the conflicting parties, the analysis indicates
that the constitutional courts have played an important role as conflict mediators, and
that attempts of changing the constitution, and using public addresses are options preferred
by the presidents. Finally, the analysis shows that intra-executive conflict is associated
with cabinet instability. A case study example also illustrates how the president-
parliamentary framework can be related to policy ineffectiveness. The study finally
concludes that premier-presidential systems have great governance potential provided
that the party systems develop and consolidate. The conclusions regarding the president-
parliamentary system are less encouraging, and it is argued that the adoption of this
system is an important factor in relation to the failed democratisation in many post-
Soviet countries.

Keywords: Semi-presidentialism, premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems, president, parliament, prime minister, government, constitutions, intra-execu-
tive conflict, executive-legislative relations, post-communist and post-Soviet countries,
Central and Eastern Europe, democratisation.
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1 Introduction

Yu-schen-ko! Yu-schen-ko! The rhythmic chant spread through a crowd of
hundreds of thousands that had gathered in Kiev on the evening of Novem-
ber 22, 2004. From a sea of orange, the cry out signalled the rise of a powerful
civic movement, and a determined political opposition that had come together
to stop the ruling elites from falsifying the results of the presidential elections,
and to hinder them from once again capturing the Ukrainian presidency.
Over the next 17 days, millions of Ukrainians staged nationwide non-violent
protests that have come to be known as the Orange Revolution. When victory
was announced – and opposition leader Viktor Yuschenko sworn in as new
president – the Orange Revolution had set a new landmark in the post-
communist history of Eastern Europe (Karatnycky, 2005).

*

With popular upheavals, similar to the Orange Revolution in Ukraine,
occurring in Georgia and Kyrgyzstan and indications of mounting pressure
on Belarus and other authoritarian regimes in the region, the Soviet successor
states seem to be facing somewhat of a second transition. Whether this
turbulence will also lead to victory for democracy is yet to be proven, but it
does, in any case, indicate that presidential authoritarianism of the post-
Soviet variety is under severe attack. For sure, the challenges facing the for-
mer Soviet republics are daunting and the underlying causes of the present
turbulence are many, such as widespread corruption, ethnic strife, lack of
transparency and oligarchic rule, but to a large extent also ineffective
government and imbalance of power in favour of the executive in general,
and of the presidency in particular. Constitutional issues are thus at the very
centre of this complicated picture. In quest for power, post-Soviet presidents
have tended to use the constitution as a key tool for legitimising and
strengthening presidential dominance within the political system. In the 1990s
and early 2000s there have been numerous examples of constitutional change
designed to increase the power of already powerful presidents.

Contrary to what many scholars and analysts have assumed, however, it
is not pure presidentialism that has been the constitutional option in these
post-Soviet countries. With few exceptions, it is a particular form of semi-
presidentialism in which there is, in addition to the president, a prime minis-
ter accountable to both the president and the parliament that has been the
preferred constitutional arrangement. The model, here referred to as presi-
dent-parliamentary, is partly based on that of the French Fifth Republic, but
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is characterised by a more powerful presidency. Similarly, although without
the all-dominant presidency, several countries of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope that once belonged to the Soviet bloc, have also opted for semi-
presidential arrangements. In these premier-presidential systems, and in line
with the French model, a popularly elected president shares executive power
with the prime minister and her government, but the government is, in con-
trast to what is the case in president-parliamentary systems, subjected only
to parliamentary confidence for its survival. In sharp contrast to the vast
majority of the post-Soviet republics, however, these countries have
experienced rapid and successful transitions to democracy and are today
parts of a unified Europe. We should refrain from arguing, however, that the
constitutional arrangements are the primary cause for these different outcomes
in democratic successes and failures. As most scholars who have been occupied
by democratisation would argue, the issue is far more complex. But we can,
nevertheless, remain confident that the constitutional framework has set up
the basic ‘rules of the game’ and structured the ways in which elite actors are
meant to exercise their power and, in so doing, has influenced actual politi-
cal outcomes.

The post-communist encounter with semi-presidentialism indeed prov-
ides us with a unique opportunity to empirically examine and re-examine
several assumptions and expectations – mainly derived from West European
cases – about semi-presidential systems. The number of West democracies
that fall unambiguously into the semi-presidential category is small – France
and pre-reform Finland are the most frequently cited examples – and they
each represent specific national and historical contexts vastly different from
those of the post-communist countries. It is therefore of considerable
importance for researchers and constitutional engineers, to closely follow up
on the new cases of semi-presidentialism in Central and Eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union. Long-lasting communist rule and the subsequent
transition from Soviet authoritarianism have had a profound impact on these
societies and there are reasons to assume that certain mechanisms of semi-
presidentialism observed in France and elsewhere, have turned out differently,
or may in fact be less relevant, in the Central and East European setting.

Some scholars question the fruitfulness of empirical studies of post-
communist semi-presidentialism, arguing that it is still too early to assess
these constitutional arrangements in a proper way considering that the
constitutional process is not fully settled (e.g. Linz, 1997). Indeed, political
traditions are not yet established, party systems are still under formation,
and electoral formulas seem to be in constant flux, and in addition, one
cannot easily separate personal influence of exceptional political leaders from
the impact of institutional arrangements (Pugaciauskas, 2000). In a book
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published in 1997, Linz argues that ‘unless there have been several elections
and different incumbents, it is not possible to distinguish the characteristics
of the office from the personal idiosyncrasy of the incumbents’ (Linz, 1997:
4). Whether we have now reached a point in time when ‘several elections
and different incumbents’ have passed is perhaps disputable, but we can
arguably say that the semi-presidential systems have been in place long enough
to provide some general tendencies on the functioning of these systems in a
transitional period. For each of the eight post-communist countries under
specific scrutiny in this study – Bulgaria, Croatia, Lithuania, Moldova, Pol-
and, Romania, Russia and Ukraine – we have data covering the period 1991-
2005, including 6–13 different cabinets in each country and at least a mini-
mum of two presidential shifts (more than two presidents in all cases except
for Russia). The proliferation of semi-presidential regimes and the richness
of institutional features in theses post-communist cases provide ample
empirical material and important additional stimulus for further scholarly
inquiry on semi-presidentialism. It should, furthermore, be stressed that it is
an explicit ambition of this study to understand the implications and impacts
of semi-presidentialism in the light of the transitional and early post-
communist context.

A reigning assumption with regard to semi-presidentialism is that the
respective roles of the two executives are complementary and clearly defined,
and distinct in practice and theory: the president upholds popular legitimacy
and represents the continuity of state and nation, while the prime minister
exercises policy leadership and takes responsibility for the day-to-day
functions of government (e.g. Duverger, 1980). However, the existence of
two separately chosen chief executives implies a situation of ‘dual legitimacy’
– the weakness critics often attribute to pure presidential systems – and thus
the potential for conflict over powers and prerogatives (Linz, 1990a). This
conflict potential is further exacerbated by the post-communist context where
the distribution of authority has often been ambiguous and fluid. The for-
mal post-communist constitutions generally provide a broad framework for
the exercise of power, but there are no precedents and established conventions
and understandings that define the boundaries between key institutions more
precisely. The constitutional framework of semi-presidentialism has thus
become a terrain on which institutions and their incumbents, in particular
presidents and prime ministers, have struggled to define their influence.
Indeed, since the fall of communism, such intra-executive conflicts between
the president and prime minister have been frequent throughout Central and
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. How can we understand the
pervasiveness and character of intra-executive conflicts, what are their
underlying mechanisms, and what implications are attached to these conflicts?
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Aim and Research Questions
This dissertation deals with post-communist semi-presidentialism in general
and institutional conflict of these systems in particular. The primary aim is
to contribute to the research on constitutional arrangements by providing a
theoretical and empirical examination of intra-executive conflict in post-
communist semi-presidential systems. We will set out to map the frequency
and pattern of intra-executive conflict, as well as examining a number of
theoretical assumptions regarding institutional triggers of these conflicts. In
addition, we will analyse and discuss certain implications of intra-executive
conflict for the political system.

Arguably a first and necessary step is to present a clear-cut categorisation
of the post-communist constitutional arrangements. Therefore, I will argue
that in addition to the general, and most commonly, applied distinction
between parliamentarism, semi-presidentialism and presidentialism, it is
necessary to separate semi-presidential arrangements into Shugart and Carey’s
(1992) two sub-categories of premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems. The study has its main focus on the institutional ‘triangle’ in these
systems, i.e. on the interaction between the president, the prime minister and
the parliament. Much of the literature and theoretical notions regarding
institutional relations in semi-presidential systems refers to Western cases,
particularly to the experiences of the French Fifth Republic. This disserta-
tion thus provides an empirical examination of the appropriateness of such
theoretical notions on a ‘new’ and contextually different set of countries in
the post-communist world.

The delimiting focus on post-communist countries calls for a contextual
framing in which the post-communist constitution building processes, issues
of presidential power (de jure and de facto), democratisation, and socio-
economic development are considered. What are the contextual and politi-
cal conditions of semi-presidentialism in the post-communist countries, and
what different practices of semi-presidentialism can be identified? In this
respect, we can hardly ignore two research issues that have been widely
approached and debated within the literature, namely the ‘upstream’ question
on institutional choices in new democracies, and the ‘downstream’ question
concerning the impact of constitutional systems on democracy and
democratisation (see also Table 1.1). However, these questions are approached
rather tentatively and with explicit reference to post-communist semi-
presidentialism. We will capture and discuss some theoretical arguments and
empirical findings, asking why so many post-communist countries ended up
with semi-presidential arrangements (the upstream endeavour), as well as
mapping out the pattern of constitutional choice and democratisation among
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the post-communist countries (the downstream issue). The latter task also
serves the case selection process for our primary inquiry of institutional
conflict in the semi-presidential systems (see also Chapter 2).

Intra-Executive Conflict and Semi-Presidentialism
Our explicit focus is on intra-executive conflicts, while executive-legislative
conflicts will be dealt with more implicitly, and will be considered as an
underlying cause of intra-executive conflicts. In other words, intra-executive
conflict is one possible manifestation of an underlying structural divide
between the president and the parliament in semi-presidential systems. Thus,
in order to empirically capture such divides, intra-executive conflicts are the
logical and observable phenomena to concentrate on. Intra-executive conflict
is generally defined here as a political struggle between the president and the
prime minister over the control of the executive branch (a further
operationalisation is provided in Chapter 3).

But why is it important to focus on intra-executive conflict in semi-
presidential systems? Can we not assume that such conflicts are just
coincidental, mainly personal dependent, and more or less unrelated to the
constitutional system? Surely, individual personalities and contextual issues
in each country have helped shape the conflicts in each case, but an implicit
argument in this study assumes that more fundamental factors account for
the recurrence of intra-executive conflicts. Some of these factors reflect the
special character of Central and Eastern Europe in the post-communist pe-
riod, and some are common to emerging democracies, but several can be
attributed to the particular characteristics of the semi-presidential system
itself. As such, the struggles between presidents and prime ministers in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe are part of a broader competition for influence that
includes a number of actors, e.g. parliaments and their leaders, individual
ministers, constitutional courts, political parties and other bodies (cf. Baylis,
1996).

But are these conflicts of any serious kind? Are they not just a natural
part of the day-to-day politics in any democratic system? For one thing,
conflicts and tensions between heads of state and cabinets do not occur only
in semi-presidential systems. There are numerous examples of such struggles
even in parliamentary regimes. In Central Europe we have seen heated
struggles of this kind in both Hungary and Slovakia for instance (cf. Baylis,
1996). Also in Sweden we have witnessed certain tensions between the King
and the government in recent years.1 However, there are at least two main
arguments for why intra-executive conflicts are of a more serious character
with regard to semi-presidentialism. Firstly, the impact of head of state ver-
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sus head of government conflicts in parliamentary democracies differs
significantly from the ones seen in semi-presidential systems. In a
parliamentary system the head of state upholds mainly ceremonial, symbolic
and, to a certain extent, appointive powers, while the political power and
the responsibility for carrying out policies are constitutionally vested in the
government. Whenever a head of state in a parliamentary system tries to go
beyond his or her prerogatives and somehow interfere in the governmental
sphere he or she is constitutionally deemed to lose politically. It is therefore
rather unlikely that a president-prime minister conflict will seriously damage
or stalemate a parliamentary system. In a semi-presidential system on the
other hand, the president is part of the executive branch and shares power
with the government. Although the president and prime minister are to fulfil
different functions in a semi-presidential system, they are expected to coexist
and partly work together in directing reforms and policies, as well as
appointing key officials and ministers. Any conflict in this coexistence can
therefore be considered as a potential threat to political effectiveness and,
especially in still fragile democracies, even to system stability. Secondly, the
dual legitimacy feature of semi-presidentialism tends to exacerbate conflicts,
i.e. the fact that both the presidents and the prime ministers (although
indirectly) can claim their authority on a popular mandate. The very existence
of two legitimate leaders – even if they happen to represent the same politi-
cal party – with perhaps incompatible personal ambitions or different views
on political strategies, creates a potential conflict triggering mechanism.

Constitutional Issues: A Research Revival
In recent years scholars of comparative politics have published an increasing
amount of literature on the relationship between different types of
constitutional design and political outcomes. The transition processes in
Southern Europe in the 1970s, Latin America in the 1980s, and Central and
Eastern Europe in the 1990s, have provided comparative scholars with
opportunities to examine and re-examine several old institutional debates.
The argument that the way constitutional government is organised has
important effects on the practice of day-to-day politics, has gained renewed
relevance. Mainwaring (1993: 198), for example, remarks that: ‘choices of
political institutions do matter, [they] create incentives and disincentives for
political actors’ identities, establish the context in which policy-making occurs,
and can help or hinder in the construction of democratic regimes.’ Several
scholars have also argued that the way executive-legislative relations is organi-
sed has important effects on the prospects for democratic survival and
consolidation, since these relations embody the representative and
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accountability functions of democracy, and structure the way in which poli-
tical rule is organised (e.g. Lane and Ersson, 2000; Lijphart, 1995; Linz,
1990a; 1990b; Linz and Valenzuela, 1994; Mainwaring, 1993; Mainwaring
and Shugart, 1997; Mettenheim, 1997; Stepan and Skach, 1993).

The effect of different types of constitutional arrangements on politics is,
however, one of the truly traditional themes in political science. In fact, already
for Plato and Aristotle this was one of the central issues.2 In the early days of
modern political science the comparative and law-based study of constitutions
was at the centre of a developing discipline characterised by descriptive and
documentary studies. The period up to and after the World War II was
characterised by what is today called the ‘old institutionalism’, in which the
emphasis was on law and the constitution, on how government and the state,
sovereignty, jurisdictions, legal and legislative instruments evolved in their
different forms. This formal approach to institutions, however, proved unable
to deal with the indisputable discrepancies between institutions in theory
and practice. Institutionalism was indeed inadequate to the test imposed by
constitutional engineering after World War I and II. The rise of totalitarian
regimes in Europe in the 1930s, challenged not only the way democracy
worked, but democracy itself, and it became all too obvious that more
attention had to be paid to economic, social, organisational and psychological
factors outside the conventions of the traditional institutional analysis (Apter,
1996: 379). The behavioural revolution in political science in the 1950s and
early 1960s was precisely a rejection of this old institutionalism.
Behaviouralists argued that in order to understand politics and explain poli-
tical outcomes, analysts should focus not on the formal attributes of
government institutions, but instead on informal distribution of power, att-
itudes and political behaviour (cf. Thelen and Steinmo, 1992). The focus on
constitutional issues thus became discarded.

After quite a long period of relative silence, however, the constitutional
issues re-entered the mainstream of political science in the 1980s, and there
are several reasons why the study of constitutional aspects, such as execu-
tive-legislative relations and electoral systems, has made a strong reappearance
in contemporary political science. First, as already mentioned, the third wave
of democratisation (Huntington, 1991) has once again shed light on
constitutional design, and thus indirectly on the question whether the choice
of different institutional arrangement matters (e.g. Di Palma, 1990; Elster,
Offe and Preuss, 1998). Second, since Maurice Duverger’s Political Parties
(1965), studies of electoral rules have confirmed, but also modified, Duverger’s
notion of a causal relationship between electoral system and election results
(e.g. Anckar, 2002; Birch, 2003; Cox, 1997; Grofman and Lijphart, 1986;
Jones, 1995; Katz, 1997; Lijphart, 1995; Norris, 2004; Rae, 1971; Sedelius,
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2001; Shugart and Wattenberg, 2001; Taagepera and Shugart, 1989). Third,
new insights from the study of public administration, economics and social
theory have placed ‘new institutional’ approaches on the agenda of
mainstream political science (e.g. Hall and Taylor, 1996; Immergut, 1998;
March and Olsen, 1984; Peters, 1999; Rothstein, 1998; Steinmo et al., 1992).
Partially inspired by what has been referred to as new institutionalism, several
studies have sought to empirically demonstrate links between different types
of institutions and political outcome (e.g. Haggard and McCubbins 2001;
Lane and Ersson, 2000; Weaver and Rockman, 1993). Finally, two articles
by Juan Linz (1990a; 1990b) where he argues for the supremacy of
parliamentarism over presidentialism in securing democracy, initiated a
renewed debate on the effects of political constitutions on desired outcomes
(e.g. Linz, 1990a; Linz and Valenzuela, 1994; Mainwaring, 1993; Mainwaring
and Shugart, 1997; Mettenheim, 1997; Power and Gasiorowski, 1997;
Sedelius, 2002; Stepan and Skach, 1993).

Much of this debate has focused on constitutional design and political
and socioeconomic outcomes in terms of economic and political liberalisation
in Eastern Europe and Latin America. The main questions concern the
electoral system, the executive-legislative relationship and the ability to pursue
effective market reforms and stability in the new democratic regimes. Beneath
the surface of this debate lies an implicit ambition to find the best or most
appropriate institutions in terms of economic and political performance.
Although most contemporary political scientists agree on the assumption
that the way government is organised influences the way democracy works,
there is definitely disagreement about to what extent, and in what ways, and
not least, about the question of whether there is one optimal institutional
design for securing democracy.

A note on the conceptual distinction between constitution and institution

A few remarks on the conceptual difference between institution and
constitution are required. By the term constitution we will refer to the poli-
tical manifesto that describes the structures, agencies, and procedures to be
followed by groups and individuals in their pursuit of political goals.3 A
modern democratic constitution consists of three main elements: (1) the
legitimate space for public policies (a bill of rights), (2) the mode of repre-
sentation (the electoral system), and (3) the establishment of institutions of
public power, and the regulation of power between institutions and between
institutions and the public (Johannsen, 2000). This study is partly concerned
with the second, but mainly with the third element under which the organi-
sation of government can be placed. The terms ‘institution’ and ‘constitution’
are often used more or less interchangeably in studies of this kind, and are
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often left undefined or only vaguely specified. This is probably due to the
fact that the core reference of an institution is usually to the major organisa-
tions of government, such as those defined by the constitution. Hague and
Harrop (2001: 63) put it in the following words: ‘in the study of politics, the
core meaning of an institution is an organ of government mandated by the
constitution’. The legislature, executive and judiciary are the classic trio, but
the use of the term may extend this, and include the electoral system, as well
as other governmental organisations, such as the bureaucracy and local
government, and political organisations that are not explicitly part of the
government, notably political parties. This narrow view on the concept serves
us well in the sense that we are primarily dealing with ‘constitutional institu-
tions’. However, as most social scientists would agree, the term ‘institution’
carries wider connotation, not least within the perspective of ‘new
institutionalism’ (March and Olsen, 1984; 1989). March and Olsen define
institutions as rules of conduct in organisations, routines and procedures
(March and Olsen, 1989: 21). Political institutions are in their understan-
ding ‘collections of interrelated rules and routines that define appropriate
actions in terms of relations between roles and situations’ (March and
Olsen, 1989: 160). Similarly, Rothstein (1988: 37) notes: ‘the institutions
take on their own autonomous and structural identity, with an explanatory
capacity for social behaviour’. Again, however, we will refer to the concept
of institution in its more narrow sense, as we are focusing on basic
governmental institutions such as the presidency, the government and the
parliament.

Parliamentarism versus Presidentialism:
A Long-Lasting Debate
The research on constitutional design in the 1990s and early 2000s has heavily
revolved around the choice between parliamentarism and presidentialism.
On the one hand, it has been suggested that parliamentary systems are superior
to presidential systems in promoting democratic consolidation (see for
example Linz, 1990a; 1990b; Mainwaring, 1993; Stepan and Skach, 1993).
On the other hand, others, such as Horowitz (1990) and Mettenheim (1997),
have pointed out that the parliamentary system does not guarantee democratic
performance and that presidentialism may in fact be the optimal system for
stability and consensus building in certain contexts (see also Shugart and
Carey, 1992).

Linz (1990a) raised a probabilistic argument about the link between
constitutional design and democratic survival.4 His arguments are explicitly
in favour of parliamentary constitutions. Based mainly on his observations
from presidential systems in Latin America, he argues that due to the ‘perils
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of presidentialism’, democratic consolidation is more unlikely in presidential
systems than in parliamentary systems5. Linz’s thesis can be reduced to four
basic arguments (cf. Shugart and Mainwaring, 1997: 29–40). First, Linz
argues that the president and the legislature have competing claims to popular
legitimacy since both derive their power from a popular vote:

Since both [the president and legislature] derive their power from the vote
of the people in a free competition […] a conflict is always latent and
sometimes likely to erupt dramatically; there is no democratic principle to
resolve it, and the mechanisms that might exist in the constitution are gene-
rally complex, highly technical, legalistic, and, therefore, of doubtful
democratic legitimacy for the electorate (Linz, 1994: 7).

Following Linz, this problem of dual legitimacy tends to promote ideological
polarisation in the presidential system. Parliamentarism, on the other hand,
is expected to obviate the dual-legitimacy problem, because the executive in
parliamentary systems is not independent of the legislature. If, in a
parliamentary system, the majority of the parliament favours a change in
policy direction for some reason, it can replace the government by using its
no confidence mandate (Linz, 1994: 6–8).

Second, because of the president’s fixed term in office, Linz suggests that
presidentialism is less flexible than parliamentarism. According to Linz, the
fixed term introduces rigidity into the political system that is less favourable
to democracy than the mechanisms of the no confidence vote and possibility
of dissolution offered by parliamentarism. Above all, the fixed presidential
term causes difficulties in coping with major crises, he argues. Although
most presidential constitutions have provisions for impeachment, attempts
to depose the president tend to endanger the regime itself. Just as presidential
systems make it difficult to remove an elected head of government who no
longer enjoys support, they usually make it impossible to extend the term of
popular presidents beyond constitutional limits (Linz, 1994).

Third, presidential systems have, by nature, zero-sum elections where the
winner takes all and the electoral losers are excluded from executive power
for long periods of time. The direct popular election of a president is therefore
likely to encourage the winner to ignore the demanding process of coalition
building and making compromises with the opposition (Linz, 1994: 14ff).
Moreover, as Linz (1990a: 129) puts it: ‘the conviction that he [the presi-
dent] possesses independent authority and a popular mandate is likely to
imbue a president with a sense of power and mission, even if the plurality
that elected him is a slender one’. There is thus a risk that power is ‘dan-
gerously’ concentrated in a single person, and the risk of personalisation of
power is built into presidentialism (Linz, 1990a; Sartori, 1997).
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Fourth, in presidential systems the head of government and the head of
state are one and the same and the presidential office is therefore by nature
‘two-dimensional and in a sense ambiguous’ (Linz, 1994: 24). This ambiguity
of roles is difficult to avoid, considering that the president is expected to be
both a partisan politician, fighting to implement the program of his or her
party and, at the same time, a well-mannered head of state. Many voters and
elites are likely to see the former role as a betrayal of the latter; Linz argues
(Linz, 1994: 25).

The bottom-line of Linz’s arguments is that presidential systems are less
likely to be conducive to stable democracy than parliamentary systems. Since
his publications in the early 1990s, his thesis has received support, revision,
and critique in several empirical studies and debates. Not surprisingly, he
has been criticised because he does not ponder the constituent parts of a
good democracy. Mettenheim (1997), for example, argues that Linz fails to
see the positive aspects of presidentialism, that the separate election of the
executive is actually part of the system of checks and balances. Moreover,
Mettenheim argues that Linz tends to lump presidential democracies together
with authoritarian systems where abuses of direct popular elections occur.
The possibly most serious objection against Linz, however, is that he stops
short of systematic, comparative testing of his hypotheses (cf. Horowitz,
1990; Mettenheim, 1997; Stepan and Skach, 1993). Other scholars have
since then undertaken some of the empirical studies called for.

Mainwaring (1993) addresses the linkages between constitutional frame-
work and party system, particularly party systems with more than two
effective parties. He lists 31 ‘stable’ democracies, defined as those that had
survived without breakdown from 1967 through 1992. 24 out of 31 stable
democracies are listed as parliamentary, 4 as presidential, and 3 as mixed
systems of government. When calculating the effective number of parties in
these countries, Mainwaring notes that all four presidential democracies are
also effectively two-party systems. His findings suggest that it is not
presidentialism as such but the combination of multipartism and
presidentialism that is the main problem for democratic survival (see also
Jones, 1995).6

Mainwaring has been criticised for only including cases of democratic
success in his analyses. Shugart and Carey (1992) make the point that
Mainwaring’s method ignores failures by democratic regimes in the past and
that it does not take newer presidential democracies into consideration.
Shugart and Carey, on the other hand, control for democratic breakdowns
and include established democracies as well as Third World countries in
their analyses. They find evidence pointing in both directions, evidence sup-
porting Linz’s thesis and evidence running counter to it. When all countries
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are taken into account, presidentialism may be seen to spill over into some
form of authoritarianism more frequently than parliamentarism. A separate
analysis of the Third World cases testifies to a weak tendency for
presidentialism to stand out as more conducive to democracy than
parliamentarism.

Stepan and Skach (1993) put the Linz and Mainwaring hypotheses to
another test. The two authors make an observation that ties in nicely with
Linz’s notions of democratic endurance and sustainability; they report that
61 per cent of parliamentary countries have experienced at least 10 years of
uninterrupted democracy as opposed to just 20 per cent of presidential
countries.7

The above snapshot over a quite extensive academic debate on the pros
and cons of parliamentarism and presidentialism reveals a rather difficult-
to-solve question. In a critical review of this research debate, Sannerstedt
(1996) argues that theoretical and methodological problems persist in the
discourse and points to differences in the operationalisation of key variables,
lack of control for third variables, and a failure to integrate institutional
explanations into the field of democratisation theories. If we leave aside the
methodological critique, we can still conclude that the relevance of the
parliamentarism-presidentialism debate to institution building is diminished
to the extent that it overlooks the importance of variations within either
form of institutional arrangements and actual political outcomes. Presidential
and parliamentary, as well as semi-presidential systems, exhibit various forms
of political practices within the same basic constitutional framework: a fact
that this debate tends to ignore.

Semi-presidentialism as ‘the lost case’ in the debate

On the whole, surprisingly little attention has been paid to semi-presidential
systems within the debate on the ‘optimal constitution’. When considering
that semi-presidentialism has actually been the most popular form of system
throughout post-communist Central and Eastern Europe and in the former
Soviet Union, this is somewhat remarkable. Some scholars have, however,
on more or less weak empirical basis, commented on the appropriateness of
the semi-presidential system in transitional countries. Duverger (1997: 137)
argued that semi-presidentialism ‘has become the most effective means of
transition from dictatorship towards democracy in Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union’. In a similar vein, Holmes (1993) asserts that in a post-
communist context a semi-presidential regime has many advantages over a
pure parliamentary regime, maintaining that the ambiguity and flexibility
characterising the semi-presidential executives is a source of strength. Sartori
(e.g. 1994; 1997), who comes out as a strong advocate of mixed solutions,
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argues that ‘semi-presidentialism is better than presidentialism’ on the basis
that semi-presidential systems can ‘cope with split majorities far better than
[presidential ones]’ (Sartori, 1997: 135).

Others have been more sceptical, however. Linz suggests that semi-
presidential regimes represent inherent institutional dangers for transitional
regimes: ‘[…] much or more than a pure presidential system, a dual execu-
tive system depends on the personality and abilities of the president […]
responsibility becomes diffuse and additional conflicts are possible and even
likely’ (1994: 52). He furthermore claims that: ‘In view of some of the
experiences with this type of system it seems dubious to argue that in and by
itself it can generate democratic stability (1994: 55). Fabbrini (1995: 134)
adds to this sceptical view and states that semi-presidentialism ‘fails as a
systemic answer to the dilemma of […] good governance’.

A Midstream Focus on Semi-Presidentialism
This study does not cater to the normative aspect of the presidentialism-
parliamentarism debate, nor is it a primary aim to demonstrate that semi-
presidentialism is a ‘better’ or ‘worse’ form of government than presidentialism
or parliamentarism. However, there is need for an empirical investigation
that attempts to capture some of the general possibilities and problems that
have characterised the semi-presidential systems in the post-communist
context. In this regard, we will relate to the wider literature on presidentialism
and parliamentarism because ‘the case’ against presidentialism, put forward
by Linz and others, has important implications for semi-presidentialism as
well (see also Chapter 3 and 4).

On a general level, we can identify three main research approaches to
political institutions in new democracies: (1) upstream studies, in which
researchers focus on institutional origins and institutional building (e.g. Eas-
ter, 1997; Jones-Luong, 2002; Robinson, 2000); (2) midstream studies, in
which legal provisions and the de facto operation of institutions are of inte-
rest (e.g. Mainwaring and Scully, 1995; Olson and Crowther, 2002; Roper,
2002; Sokolowski, 2001) and, finally (3) downstream studies, examining
the impact of different institutional arrangements (e.g. Cheibub, 2002;
Ishiyama and Velten, 1998; Linz and Valenzuela 1994). The long-standing
research on presidentialism and parliamentarism has been dominated by
downstream approaches aimed at explaining direct impacts of institutional
systems on political stability or democracy. In this study, however, the main
focus is on the midstream box (Figure 1.1). Upstream issues, such as the
question why so many countries in Central and Eastern Europe adopted
semi-presidential constitutions, will be considered; and so will downstream
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issues, such as the implications of institutional conflicts upon the semi-
presidential system, but the emphasis will be on the constitutional provisions
and the de facto operation of semi-presidential institutions. And, to repeat,
this objective will be achieved by cultivating a specific focus on the interaction
between the president, the prime minister and the parliament.

Dependent and independent variables
In the existing literature on constitutional arrangements and their impacts,
we can, in general, identify two types of dependent variables: regime survival
and regime performance. The first type, where attention is focused on the
collapse or survival of democracy, was the subject of the works by Linz
(1990a), Power and Gasiorowski (1997) and Stepan and Skach (1993) mentio-
ned above. As we argued, there has been less work on semi-presidentialism.
Yet, among existing empirical examinations of semi-presidentialism, the
survival variable has been significant. Building on a case study of Moldova,
Roper (2002), for example, concluded that the ‘flexibility of the premier-
presidential regime can ultimately undermine the integrity of the entire poli-
tical system’ (Roper, 2002: 269). Others have also analysed, or at least
discussed, semi-presidentialism in the context of this dependent variable (e.g.
Duverger, 1997; Linz, 1994).

The attractiveness of focusing on the endurance of democracy or on
democratic performance is obvious. The variables are clear and
straightforward, and the issues are extremely important. What can be more
important in contemporary political science than to grasp such questions?
The strategy is not unproblematic, though. One disadvantage is that the
research issues are so comprehensive and that the analysis therefore has to
remain on a rather high and abstract level. No matter how advanced the
statistical technique, it becomes very difficult to reveal the precise effects of

Figure 1.1 General research approaches to political institutions in new democracies

Midstream focus: legal
provisions and de facto
operation of institutions

In this study: Operation
of semi-presidential
institutions focusing on
intra-executive conflict

Upstream focus:
origins of institutions

In this study: The
choice of semi-
presidentialism in post-
communist countries

Downstream focus:
impact of institutions

In this study: Impact of
intra-executive conflict
on the political system

Source: Author’s elaboration based on Wu (2000)
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institutions from other macro features such as political culture, economic
development and political history and so on. Another, and arguably just as
troublesome disadvantage, is that these approaches do not necessarily allow
the fundamental normative questions they have raised to be answered very
satisfactorily. Are presidential systems unable to foster democracy? Is
parliamentarism an optimal choice? Is semi-presidentialism a good
compromise? The problem is that general approaches in which the dependent
variable is democratic performance or survival often fail to account for the
variety of political practices within each set of regimes, be they parliamentary,
presidential or semi-presidential. Semi-presidential systems do not operate
alike, and the same is true for parliamentary and presidential systems. The
diversity of practices has been confirmed in a number of studies on
parliamentarism (e.g. Strøm et al., 2003), semi-presidentialism (e.g. Elgie,
1999; Duverger, 1980) and presidentialism (e.g. Mainwaring and Shugart,
1997) and one of the conclusions from the last referred study on
presidentialism in Latin America testifies to this:

Presidential systems vary so greatly in the powers accorded to the president,
the types of party and electoral systems with which they are associated, and
the socio-economic and historical context in which they are created that
these differences are likely to be as important as the oft-assumed dichotomy
between presidential and parliamentary systems (Mainwaring and Shugart,
1997: 435).

The diversity of practices within each set of regimes to some extent put into
question the very fruitfulness of some of the earlier studies on regime types
and their effects on democratic performance and survival. Elgie (2004: 323)
goes as far as to argue that: ‘we should conclude that semi-presidentialism
by itself cannot constitute a satisfactory explanatory variable. We should
not talk about the ‘essential’ advantages and disadvantages of semi-
presidential regimes […] Instead, we need to consider other explanatory
variables.’

If Elgie is correct, which variables should we focus on? What are semi-
presidential systems contingent on? In one sense, one can argue that they are
contingent upon almost everything, but this does not push the analysis further.
We somehow have to simplify. We clearly should not simplify to the extent
that we lose sight of the variation within our sample of semi-presidential
systems, but simplify we must. Our way out of this rather common dilemma
will be to focus on some narrow institutional features of semi-presidentialism.
Scholars following such a strategy have tried to combine the basic institutional
frameworks of semi-presidential systems, with one or a few other institutional
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variables, such as presidential power, the party system and the electoral sys-
tem (e.g. Duverger, 1980; Roper, 2002; Shugart and Carey, 1992).

In this study, it is the interaction between the president, the prime minis-
ter and the parliament that defines the narrow institutional feature. In
methodological terms, intra-executive conflicts will be the dependent variable
when we set out to describe how and explain why these conflicts occur; and
it will remain our key variable also in the final part of the empirical analysis,
where we attempt to capture some implications of conflict for the political
system. A clear advantage of focusing on intra-executive conflict is that a
number of other variables of significance to semi-presidentialism have to be
included, such as party and electoral systems, parliamentary majorities,
presidential powers, and the most frequently cited feature of semi-
presidentialism, i.e. the dual executive structure. The price we pay for focusing
on this wider set of institutional explanatory variables is that we have to
move away from the established terms of the debate on whether
parliamentarism, presidentialism or semi-presidentialism is the most opti-
mal regime type. However, and although the focus on institutional conflicts
does not allow us to establish a straightforward relationship between semi-
presidentialism and democratic performance or survival, it captures one –
and arguably a highly crucial – aspect of semi-presidential institutional arr-
angements. If we are able to understand more about institutional conflicts,
how often they occur, what their underlying causes might be, and what
possible implications they may have for the political system, we are inevitably
closer to at least tentatively saying something about the ‘grand’ question of
semi-presidentialism and its effects on democratic performance and survival.
The bottom line is that when the emphasis is placed on presidential powers
and on the interaction between the president, prime minister and parliament,
we are left with a particularly rewarding way of accounting for the way
semi-presidential systems operate.
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Semi-Presidentialism: Concept(s), Uncertainty and Confusion
In the following sections, we will elaborate on the concept of semi-
presidentialism and define it in distinction to parliamentarism and
presidentialism. A concise definition of semi-presidentialism is arguably a
necessary first step towards assessing variations among the post-communist
semi-presidential regimes. Some of the scholarly debate on the concept will
be addressed, and we will show how certain aspects of the semi-presidential
concept (or rather concepts) have led to certain confusion and misunder-
standing within the literature. The ambition is to clear out some of those
difficulties, and to provide an adequate definition for further analysis. I will
end up arguing for the advantage, and necessity, of extending Duverger’s
original definition of semi-presidentialism and have it separated into the sub-
categories of premier-presidential and president-parliamentary system.

Main characteristics of parliamentarism, presidentialism
and semi-presidentialism
If one adopts a minimal conceptualisation of constitutional systems one can
perhaps argue that defining parliamentarism, presidentialism and semi-
presidentialism is a quite simple and straightforward task. By just pointing
at differences one can, for example, state in line with Pasquino (1997) that
the major difference between semi-presidential and parliamentary systems is
that in the latter, the president does not possess executive powers. The
president’s powers in parliamentary republics are largely ceremonial and she
acts as a figurehead and representative in foreign relations. On the other
hand, the major difference between semi-presidential and presidential systems
lies in the fact that in presidential systems the president of the republic is the
exclusive chief executive and there is no dual executive structure (1997: 131).
In presidential systems the president pays, so to speak, a price for being the
only chief executive in that she cannot dissolve the legislature. In a semi-
presidential system, however, the power to dissolve the legislature is often
possessed by the president and the separation of the legislative and executive
branches is not complete. From these definitions it is apparent that semi-
presidential systems are characterised by a dual executive structure. Although
there is a degree of ambiguity within academic and political debates as to
whether the president should be regarded as an actual part of the executive
branch or as an institution standing apart, most scholars characterise semi-
presidentialism as ‘systems with a dual executive’8 (cf. Protsyk, 2005b). Ta-
ble 1.1 summarises, in general terms, the main features and authority structure
of parliamentary, presidential and semi-presidential systems.
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Parliamentary systems have an authority structure based on mutual
dependence. The chief executive (the prime minister and his or her cabinet)
depends on the consent of the parliament, and parliament in turn is dependent
on the executive, who is entitled to dissolve parliament and call new elections.
The head of state (president or monarch) upholds mainly ceremonial powers
and is not directly elected. Presidentialism, on the other hand, can be defined
as a system in which there is (1) a popularly elected chief executive (presi-
dent) that names and directs the composition of government, and in which
(2) the terms of the president and parliament are fixed, and are not contingent
on mutual confidence (Shugart and Carey, 1992: 19). Although most ana-
lysts would agree that there is no single or generally accepted definition of
either parliamentarism (cf. Müller et al., 2003: 9–14) or presidentialism (cf.
Shugart and Mainwaring, 1997: 4–9), I contend that defining semi-
presidentialism has proved an even more complicated task among comparative
scholars. Therefore, we will not go deeper into controversies about different
definitions of parliamentarism and presidentialism, but instead move onto
the contested issue of defining semi-presidentialism.

Table 1.1 Main features and authority structure of executive-legislative relations in

parliamentary, presidential and semi-presidential systems

Sources: Author’s elaboration partly based on Hadenius (2001); Johannsen (2000); Sartori (1997); Shugart and
Carey (1992).

Main features Parliamentarism Semi-presidentialism Presidentialism
Dependence Mutual dependence between

executive and legislature.
Government accountable to
parliament

Mutual independence
(president-legislature) and
mutual dependence
(cabinet-legislature)

Mutual independence of
executive and legislature
Government accountable to
the president

Executive The prime minister (head of
government) leads the
executive. The head of state -
president or monarch –
upholds mainly symbolic
functions

The president (head of
state) shares executive
power with the prime
minister (head of
government) and her
cabinet

The president is the chief
executive (head of
government and head of state)

Legislature,
citizen
accountability

The legislature is popularly
elected. The executive is
entitled to dissolve the
legislature (usually in
conjunction with the head of
state or speaker of
parliament). The executive is
not popularly elected.

The legislature is
popularly elected.  The
president is popularly
elected for a fixed
term.The president may
have power to dissolve
parliament, (which
contraditcs the mutual
indpendence notion
above)

The legislature is popularly
elected for a fixed term. The
president is popularly elected
for a fixed term.
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Confusion and debate
Duverger was the founder of the semi-presidential concept. He first employed
the term in one of his books in 1970 (1970: 277) and developed the concept
in the late 1970s (Duverger, 1978). The definition presented in his article in
1980 has become a standard formulation of semi-presidentialism within
political research. The definition is as follows:

A political regime is considered as semi-presidential if the constitution which
established it combines three elements: (1) the president of the republic is
elected by universal suffrage, (2) he possesses quite considerable powers; (3)
he has opposite to him, however, a prime minister and ministers who possess
executive and governmental power and can stay in office only if the parlia-
ment does not show its opposite to them (Duverger, 1980: 166).

Since Duverger’s original formulation, the concept of semi-presidentialism
has been a source of confusion among scholars. This confusion has been
obvious when lists of countries, which should be classified as semi-presidential
regimes, have been constructed. Different scholars have adopted modified
or launched quite different definitions of the concept and the list of semi-
presidential regimes has therefore shifted quite considerably. As an example
we can take Elgie’s (1999) study, in which he adopts a minimal and inclusive
definition of semi-presidentialism, and categorises no less than 41 semi-
presidential regimes, and juxtapose it with Stepan and Skach (1993) who
identify only 2 (sic!) semi-presidential countries when classifying democratic
systems. Although the democracy criteria in Stepan and Skach’s sample
disqualify many cases the difference in numbers between the two studies is
illustrative to the conceptual confusion.

Terminological confusion

One of the reasons why there has been certain confusion concerns the
terminology itself. Some scholars have argued that the term ‘semi-presidential’
is acceptable but that other terms could be used as well. Linz, as well as
Stepan and Suleiman’s argument is that ‘semi-presidential’ is synonymous
with the term ‘semi-parliamentary’ (Linz, 1994: 48; Stepan and Suleiman,
1995: 394). Thus, for them the term is potentially misleading since it can be
substituted by another term, which is equally valid. It is, of course, possible
to respond to this argument by asking: what does it matter which term is
used as long as the subsequent methodology is valid. However, Duverger
makes an important point when arguing that ‘semi-presidential’ is the most
appropriate term to use. He states that there is a significant distinction between
the terms ‘semi-presidential’ and ‘semi-parliamentary’. The distinction,
according to him, is to be found in the essential difference between a
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presidential and a parliamentary regime. In the former there are two sources
of popular legitimacy (through popular presidential and parliamentary
elections) and in the latter there is only one (popular parliamentary elections).
Since the semi-presidential regime, according to Duverger’s definition,
encompasses the dual legitimacy component it is most accurate to label such
regimes semi-presidential, he argues (Elgie, 1999: 5). Duverger finds support
from Sartori (1997) when he notes; ‘While we should not read the label too
literally, it [semi-presidentialism] does convey that it is by starting from
presidentialism, not from parliamentarism, that our mixed system is best
understood and construed’ (1997: 121).

Directly elected president or not?

A relatively minor but nevertheless logical criticism stems from Duverger’s
statement that ‘the president of the republic is elected by universal suffrage.’
(1980: 166) For some scholars, this requisite has been problematic since it
would imply that the president is directly elected. And yet, certain countries,
which Duverger classifies as semi-presidential, appear not to meet this
criterion. Most notably, this is the case for Finland where an electoral col-
lege elected the president until the reform of the country’s electoral system in
1988 (Elgie, 1999: 8–9).

However, electing the president by electoral colleges is not the same as
when the parties are electing the president on their own mandate (as in
parliamentary systems). One could, for example, state that the pre-reform
Finnish system resembled the US presidential system, in that an electoral
college designated the president. What should be of significance is not whether
the president has been directly elected or elected through an electoral col-
lege, but whether he or she has been voted for in a popular election. Sartori
(1997) has presented a somewhat clearer and more stringent formulation in
which he states that an essential characteristic of a semi-presidential regime
is that the president ‘is elected by a popular vote - either directly or indirectly
– for a fixed term in office’ (Sartori, 1997: 131). Thus, to avoid this con-
fusion, we will follow Sartori and rephrase Duverger’s definition accordingly.
Other researchers have ignored the direct election criterion entirely, arguing
that it is the powers vested in the president that should determine the
constitutional type and not whether he or she is popularly elected (e.g. Anckar,
1999; O’Neill, 1993). O’Neill (1993), for example, uses the term ‘semi-
presidential’ when referring to those systems where executive power is divided
between a prime minister as head of government and a president as head of
state, and where substantial executive power resides with the presidency
(O’Neill, 1993: 197). Thus, for O’Neill countries with directly elected but
weak presidents, such as Austria, Iceland and Ireland should not be classified
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as semi-presidential, whereas countries with indirectly elected but strong
presidents should be classified as such. A similar line of argumentation can
be found in Blondel and Müller-Rommel (2001: 56) when they claim that
‘[…] a system based on a president elected by universal suffrage is not
necessarily semi-presidential, as the majority of Western European cases show
and as some Eastern European examples […] indicate.’ Furthermore, Linz
(1994: 48) argues that semi-presidential systems are those in which the pre-
sident is either directly or indirectly elected and possesses significant powers
and where the prime minister needs the confidence of the parliament.

However, I argue in line with many others (e.g. Duverger, 1980; Elgie,
1999; Protsyk, 2000; Shugart and Carey, 1992; Sartori, 1997; Strøm et al.,
2003; Suleiman, 1994), that the popular election criterion is an important
feature of semi-presidentialism, since it means that there are two sources of
democratic legitimacy within the political system. In that respect, semi-
presidential regimes differ significantly from parliamentary systems in which
the head of state is indirectly elected, and thus has no direct democratic
mandate. Popular elections, furthermore, provide the president with argu-
ments for justifying greater involvement in executive matters and serve as a
source of legitimacy when the president’s popularity is not matched by his
constitutional powers. One clear advantage enjoyed by a popularly elected
president is that he is less likely to be punished by the established political
forces, including the prime minister’s party, for his initial appointments, dis-
missals and possible reselections, than a president chosen by the parliament.
As will be demonstrated later in this study, the popular presidential mandate
has indeed proved to be of significance for the institutional relationship
between the president, prime minister and the parliament.

The mixed regime assumption and the dilemma of presidential powers
The concept of semi-presidentialism has also been subjected to criticism from
scholars who argue that a semi-presidential regime as a mixed or, as some
say, a hybrid system does not have the same conceptual validity as the ‘pure’
regime types of presidentialism and parliamentarism. Since semi-presidential
regimes combine elements from presidential and parliamentary systems, it
raises problems of their coherence it has been argued (cf. Elgie, 1999). In
fact, Duverger (1980: 165) is partly responsible for provoking this criticism
when he argues that semi-presidential regimes are not syntheses of
parliamentary and presidential systems but rather systems that alternate
between parliamentary and presidential phases (see also Lijphart, 1999;
Shugart and Carey, 1992). However, as Pasquino (1997) argues, there is still
a clear conceptual distinctiveness of semi-presidential systems:
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Semi-presidential systems are not just considered institutional systems lo-
cated mid-way in a continuum going from parliamentary to presidential
systems. They possess their own specific, appropriately devised institutional
features. They cannot be created just by strengthening some features of
parliamentary systems […] Nor can they be created by relaxing some features
of presidential systems […] Presidential systems cannot simply, so to speak,
lapse into semi-presidential systems nor can parliamentary systems jump
into semi-presidential systems (Pasquino, 1997: 129).

The important point stressed by Pasquino is that although we can observe
that semi-presidential systems alternate between ‘parliamentary and
presidential’ phases, they do not alternate between presidentialism and
parliamentarism, both of which represent other forms of constitutional arr-
angement. It is thus more accurate to argue that semi-presidential systems
exhibit various forms of political practices within the same basic constitutional
framework. In this way one could argue that semi-presidential regimes are
just as ‘pure’ as presidential or parliamentary regimes, which also exhibit
varying forms of political practices at different times (cf. Elgie, 1999: 8;
Pasquino, 1997: 131). Furthermore, the argument that parliamentary and
presidential regimes are more coherent in their institutional structure than
are semi-presidential regimes can indeed be questioned (cf. Elgie, 2004).

However, if the concept of semi-presidentialism is to be considered a
coherent one, we will have to address this issue a bit more closely. To accept
the argument that a semi-presidential system could exhibit various forms of
political practices within the same constitutional structure implies a rather
heterogeneous set of regimes. This is particularly obvious when considering
degrees of presidential power. In fact countries in which the president is only
a de facto symbolic figurehead such as Iceland and Ireland – as well as
countries with de facto strong presidents like France and Ukraine, shall all
be classified as semi-presidential when adopting a strictly constitutional de-
finition. What is at stake here is whether one should consider the president’s
constitutional provisions exclusively or if one should also take into account
how the constitution actually works in practice? This has indeed been a
divisive issue among comparative analysts. Some scholars have adopted
definitions that either account for actual powers only, or definitions that
combines both formal and actual powers or to use the terms of Elgie (1998:
124) both dispositional and relational properties (cf. Johannsen, 2000;
Lijphart, 1992; 1999; Stepan and Skach, 1993). As I have argued elsewhere,
however, the problem with the latter strategies is that they are adding further
to the conceptual anarchy of semi-presidentialism (Sedelius, 2002). Lijphart’s
(1999: 118–119) categorisation is illustrative: he ends up with no less than
six hybrid types in-between the parliamentary and presidential categories,



37

where five (!) of these are empty cells. Since his coding is based on the
constitution in practice, some countries have to be removed from one category
to another depending on how they have functioned under different periods
despite the fact that the constitutional arrangement has remained intact.

In this study, however, we will avoid the difficulties of adopting such
strategies and instead depart from a strictly constitutional definition. Several
scholars adopt a similar position (e.g. Anckar, 1999; Duverger, 1980; Elgie,
1998; 2004; Pasquino, 1997; Sartori, 1997; Siaroff, 2003). A quote by Anckar
(1999: 505) translated from Swedish by the author summarises in a simple
manner the defence for this coding strategy: ‘The strategy [to adopt a strictly
constitutional categorisation] is used because other strategies are worse’ In a
similar vein, Duverger offers the following somewhat more informative
concluding statement:

Constitutions, which lay down semi-presidential governments, are relatively
homogenous. It will be seen that they show considerable differences with
regard to the powers of the Head of the State. These differences, however,
remain secondary in relation to the general physiognomy of the system
(Duverger, 1980: 167).

Premier-Presidential and President-Parliamentary Systems
Following a strictly constitutional definition, we will have to accept that the
concept of semi-presidentialism captures a rather broad set of regimes, which
in reality might work rather differently with regard to the strength of the
president. Once again the argument that semi-presidential just like presidential
or parliamentary regimes share a set of constitutional similarities but inhabit
various forms of political practices, is central. Still, however, when it comes
to presidential power, semi-presidential constitutions are so diverse, that one
could indeed question the very distinctiveness of the concept itself. Fortunately,
Shugart and Carey (1992) provide a solution to several of the problems
addressed above, not least to the presidential power dilemma. They argue
that Duverger’s original definition is too broad and that the concept therefore,
has been used to characterise constitutional models in which the president’s
power and the relationship between the executives, are considerably diffe-
rent (1992: 23–28). By instead splitting semi-presidentialism into two main
categories: premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems, they
present a more precise way of dealing with the concept. The premier-
presidential model exhibits Duverger’s definition and the president in these
regimes is popularly elected, has significant powers, and there is a prime
minister who heads the minister cabinet, and is subjected to parliamentary
confidence (Shugart and Carey, 1992: 23). Presidential powers in premier-
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presidential systems are not necessarily legislative but can still be significant,
like for example the power to appoint the prime minister, form the cabinet
and dissolve the parliament. Typically, presidents in these systems have
significant appointive powers, both ministerial and non-ministerial ones. It
is, however, important to remark that the president does not possesses the
power to unilaterally dismiss ministers who have parliamentary confidence.
If the president has unilateral authority to dismiss ministers we are facing
another type of system, either presidential or president-parliamentary. If the
president appoints and dismisses cabinet ministers and those ministers are
subjected to both parliamentary and presidential confidence, then the sys-
tem is president-parliamentary.9 Under president-parliamentary arrangements,
presidents generally have a stronger position than in premier-presidential
systems. Just as the term premier-presidential indicates the primacy of the
premier (the prime minister), so does the term president-parliamentary cap-
ture the primacy of the president, plus the dependence of the cabinet on
parliament in president-parliamentary systems (Shugart and Carey, 1992:
24–25).

Unlike the situation in a presidential system, in which the cabinet is
responsible to the president only, there is an asymmetry in the relation between
the president, the cabinet, and the parliament in president-parliamentary
systems. This dual responsibility situation can be exemplified by Article 117
in the Russian 1993 constitution, which states: ‘The president […] may take
a decision about the resignation of the government. […] The State Duma
[the lower chamber of the Russian parliament] may express non-confidence
in the government.’ Similarly, Article 87 and 106 of the Ukrainian 1996
constitution read: ‘The Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine [parliament] […] may
consider the issue of responsibility of the cabinet of ministers and adopt a
resolution of no confidence (Article 87). ‘The president of Ukraine termina-
tes the authority of the prime minister and adopts a decision on his or her
resignation’ (Article 106: 9).

In contrast to presidential systems, in which maximum separation and
survival constitute the norm, the ability of the parliament to censure minis-
ters in president-parliamentary systems, means that the separation of power
is not complete. Many of the president-parliamentary systems, furthermore,
provide the president with the power to dissolve the parliament, which means
that the separation of power is at a minimum (Shugart and Carey, 1992: 24–
25).

Sartori has criticised the president-parliamentary definition and argued
that in reality very few cases fit within the president-parliamentary category,
and has called it ‘an almost empty class, a container in desperate want of
content’ (Sartori, 1997: 132). However, we will show in this study that post-
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Soviet Russia and Ukraine are just two examples out of several president-
parliamentary systems among the post-communist cases.

Hence, by employing the definitions of premier-presidential and presi-
dent-parliamentary systems, we have the following criteria to adhere to: under
premier-presidentialism (1) the president is elected by popular vote – either
directly or indirectly – for a fixed term in office; (2) the president possesses
quite considerable powers; and (3) the prime minister and cabinet are
subjected to parliamentary confidence. In president-parliamentary systems
(1) the president is elected by popular vote – either directly or indirectly – for
a fixed term in office; (2) the president appoints and dismisses the prime
minister and other cabinet ministers; (3) the prime minister and cabinet minis-
ters are subjected to both parliamentary and presidential confidence; (4)
usually the president has some legislative powers and the power to dissolve
the parliament (cf. Duverger, 1980: 166; Sartori, 1997: 131; Shugart and
Carey, 1992: 23–24). Table 1.2 summarises some of the main characteristics
of the two systems.

Table 1.2 The two types of semi-presidentialism 
Premier-presidential President-parliamentary 

Popular presidential elections Yes Yes 

The prime minister and the cabinet can be 
dismissed by parliament 

Yes Yes 

The president has the power to dissolve the 
parliament

 Yesa   Yesa

The candidate for prime minister must be 
confirmed by the parliament to be installed

Yes Yes 

The president has the power to nominate 
prime minister candidates without having 
the opinion of the parliament 

Nob     Yesc

The president has the power to unilaterally 
appoint other cabinet ministers  

No Yes 

The president has the power to unilaterally 
dismiss the prime minister and other 
cabinet ministers 

No Yes 

Notes: a Usually, and restricted to specific situations related to cabinet formation. 
b Usually the premier-presidential constitutions require that the president consults and hear the opinion of some 

parliamentarians and or the parliamentary speaker, before he announces his candidate for prime minister.
c In the Russian case, for example, there is a three-round procedure according to which the president is entitled to 

dissolve parliament if it rejects his prime minister nominee three times.  
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West European Experiences of Semi-Presidentialism
When Duverger first defined semi-presidentialism in 1980, he cited a number
of European countries that fit his criteria, namely Austria, Finland, France,
Iceland, Ireland and Portugal. Except for the direct election criterion, to
date, Austria, Iceland and Ireland have worked as de facto parliamentary
systems and the president has had a largely ceremonial role, whereas the
prime minister has been the main executive representative. On the contrary,
Finland, France and Portugal have experienced regimes with a more
operational duality of the executive.

Finland adopted a completely new constitution in 2000, which radically
restricted the executive role of the president. The Finnish president has,
according to the new constitution, more limited authority in government
formation and dissolution matters, decision-making, decree-issues, as well
as in vetoing legislative bills. Therefore, and despite the popular election of
the president, contemporary Finland is better characterised in terms of
parliamentarism rather than semi-presidentialism. The previous constitution
(in force from 1919 to 2000) however, should be categorised as premier-
presidential, and the president had, from time to time, a strong and active
role in executive politics (cf. Anckar, 1999; Arter, 1999; Paloheimo, 2001).
Section 2 in the 1919 Constitutional Act read:

Legislative power should be exercised by Parliament in conjunction with the
President of the Republic. Supreme executive power should be vested in the
President of the Republic. In addition, for the general government of the
State there shall be a Council of State comprising the Prime Minister and the
requisite number of Ministers.

The post-Second World War presidents of Finland have used their executive
powers in various degrees, with Uhro Kekkonen (1956–81) stretching – and
sometimes even overstepping – the limits of his prerogatives more than the
others. Until 1991, the president also had the unilateral right – without even
consulting the cabinet or parliament – to dissolve the parliament and call
early elections.10 A 1991 amendment to the constitution weakened the
president’s power in this regard by requiring explicit consent by the prime
minister for dissolving the parliament.

During the Kekkonen era, the political system became increasingly presi-
dent dominated as a direct consequence of the sensitive Finnish-Soviet rela-
tions and the style of personal leadership developed by Kekkonen himself.
The geo-political location of Finland under the cold war forced the Finnish
leaders to maintain good relations with Moscow following two defeats by
the red army between 1939 and 1944. This prompted President Kekkonen
to take charge of the Soviet-Finnish relations. This of course, increased the
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overall influence of the presidential office. However, when the Soviet Union
collapsed so too did one of the foundations of presidential power, which
made possible a shift towards more prime ministerial domination. The
country’s membership in the European Union in 1995, further strengthened
the role of the prime minister by, for example, the head of government’s
presence at European Council meetings (cf. Arter, 1999).

Portugal experienced a president-parliamentary regime from 1976 to 1982,
under which a popularly elected president served alongside a prime minister,
named by the president and subject to both presidential and parliamentary
confidence (Opello, 1985). This constitutional model was revised in 1982
and, furthermore, in 1989 and 1997 in favour of a premier-presidential sys-
tem under which the president’s role is limited in several respects. According
to the revised constitution from 1997, the president may only dismiss the
government under extraordinary circumstances, which is ‘when necessary
to safeguard the proper functioning of the democratic institutions’ (Article
195). Thus, the president’s role is generally reduced and his legislative powers
provided in the 1976 constitution are eliminated and transferred to the
cabinet. Still, though, Portugal’s system is a contemporary example of pre-
mier-presidentialism.

The French Fifth Republic as the ‘model case’ of semi-presidentialism

When the authoritarian Belarusian president, Alexander Lukashenka in 1996
argued in favour of a radical (and vastly undemocratic) strengthening of the
president’s role and thereby a considerable change of his country’s 1994
post-Soviet constitution, he cited the example of France under de Gaulle as a
model, maintaining that during times of crisis countries require a strong,
executive government (Marples, 1999: 93). Probably the French Fifth
Republic is the most referred case of semi-presidentialism. This is partly due
to the fact that Duverger’s elaboration on the semi-presidential concept was
primarily derived from the French case, but also because France has
experienced a more or less stabile (or at least uninterrupted) premier-
presidential regime since the foundation of the Fifth Republic in 1958. In
other words, the French case provides a unique opportunity to study effects
of the inherent logic of a dual executive system.

It is possible to argue, as some scholars have (e.g. Linz, 1994; Suleiman,
1994), that the image of stability and efficacy currently enjoyed by the Fifth
Republic’s constitution is less derived from the constitution per se, than from
the simultaneous transformations of other political institutions, many of
which were neither foreseen nor desired. One of the ambitions among the
founding fathers of the Fifth Republic was to abandon the regime des parties
in favour of a system with less emphasis on the parties and more emphasis
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on the strength of the executive. The irony, however, is that the political
parties have become the crucial wheels of the French political system. The
Fifth Republic has actually turned out to be more of a regime of parties than
the Fourth Republic, it is in fact a regime in which the party leadership plays
the crucial role in the political system.11 Bell (2000) stresses this in the
following words: ‘As a political system, the Fifth Republic can only be
understood through the currents represented, political party competition and
the interplay of parties and of coalitions with the presidency’ (2000: 7).
Similarly, Keeler and Schain (1997) argue that there are several different
aspects of the French political system that have kept it intact and without
serious political gridlocks or breakdowns. They therefore caution against
copying the institutional structure of the Fifth Republic on the somewhat
naive assumption that the French model would have the same impact as in
France also in other cultural and political settings.

[…] would-be importers [of the French constitutional model] should note
carefully how the regime’s institutions acquired their actual meaning and
should recognize how difficult it would be, in another societal context, to
replicate the effects often attributed to these institutions (Keeler and Schain,
1997: 103).

The principles, on which the constitution of the Fifth Republic is built, are
somewhat complex and have led different analysts to different interpretations
of the nature of the system: whether it is to be considered predominantly
‘parliamentary’ rather than predominantly ‘presidential’ or the other way
around. The single most unique innovation of the French Fifth Republic is
the dual structure of its executive system. The president sits at the top of the
political structure and is, since a reform in 1962,12 elected by a direct popular
vote. According to the constitution, the president ‘shall see that the
constitution is observed. He shall ensure, by his arbitrary, the proper
functioning of the public authorities and the continuity of the state. He shall
be the guarantor of national independence, territorial integrity and observance
of treaties’ (Article 5). As head of state the president, furthermore, has a
number of symbolic and appointive powers such as the right to grant par-
don (Article 17) and make appointments to high rank civil and military posts,
as well as accredit ambassadors to assigned missions abroad (Article 14). In
contrast to heads of state in most parliamentary regimes, the French presi-
dent also possesses a number of powers with a more direct effect on execu-
tive politics. Just to mention some of these; she or he has the constitutional
authority to name the prime minister and, on the recommendation of the
latter, the ministers in the cabinet (Article 8), to send legislative bills back to
parliament for reconsideration (Article 10) and to dissolve parliament (Article
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12), he or she shall preside over government meetings (Article 9) and preside
over national defence councils and committees (Article 15).

Charles de Gaulle, founding father and first president of the Fifth Republic,
had the ambition to create a separate system of government, where the key
institutions – the presidency, the cabinet and the legislature – would not
derive their authority from the same source. The separation of powers between
the executive and legislative functions, in which one side of the executive –
the presidency – is not at the mercy of the parliament, is a cornerstone in the
system. As we know from our earlier discussion, the popular election of the
president, which creates two sources of legitimacy, is nothing unique to the
Fifth Republic; it is rather the typical feature of all presidential systems. The
prime minister and the government, also part of the executive but unlike the
president in office by virtue of a parliamentary mandate, make the system
unique. Governments in the Fifth Republic are formed upon parliamentary
majorities, while the president derives his authority from a direct popular
mandate (cf. Knapp and Wright, 2001).

The constitution provides the prime minister with the powers usually
associated with heads of government in parliamentary systems and proclaims
that ‘the government shall determine and conduct the policy of the nation’
(Article 20) and that ‘the prime minister shall direct the operation of the
government. […] He shall ensure the implementation of legislation’ (Article
21). The constitutional text, therefore, allows for two (competing) legitimacies
on the executive side – a presidential and a parliamentary one – simply because
both can claim their legitimacy on a popular vote.

While the constitution appears to place the prime minister as the person
who is formally in charge of day-to-day politics and who is at the centre of
the political decision making process, the president has often been able to
dominate the system and has been the de facto political leader. The prime
minister has been a central, but nonetheless a subordinated figure within the
executive. The French presidency has benefited from the expectations and
prestige that was built into the office under the political leadership of de
Gaulle. De Gaulle effectively exploited his considerable personal authority
to focus political attention on the presidency. He was personally responsible
for certain policy-areas, such as defence policy and the resolution of the
Algerian crises13, and he, furthermore, gave the impression that he had
initiative and veto power in other policy areas as well. In addition, he was
the main representative of France on the world stage and claimed to speak
on behalf of the French people as a whole, both at home and abroad. This
vision of the presidency has been perpetuated by de Gaulle’s successors, albeit
with mixed results. However, the basis of presidential authority is now
primarily derived from the direct election of the president. The popular
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elections of the president have provided candidates the opportunity to pro-
pose political reform programmes and also obliged these candidates to work
for broad political support for these programmes, because the election rules
requires that the winning candidate must receive more than 50 per cent of
the votes cast. Partly as a result, long-standing party leaders, or senior figures
from the established political elite have won the presidential elections.
Experienced candidates have entered office supported by a ‘presidential’
majority, on the basis of a government plan and well aware that they will
not be dismissed from office for a fixed period of time. Against this backgro-
und, the prime minister has often been seen as little more than the person
who is responsible for implementing the president’s legislative agenda (Elgie,
2001; Suleiman, 1994).

Cohabitation – a divided executive

The dominant role of the president throughout most of the French Fifth
Republic is a product not only of the constitutional arrangements, but also
of the parliamentary constellations. When supported by a parliamentary
majority, the president has appointed a prime minister from this majority.
The president, cabinet and parliament have thus formed what Elgie (2001)
calls a ‘unified’ government. During unified government – predominant during
the first thirty years of the Fifth Republic – the parliamentary majority has
supported the president and the system has been more ‘presidential’ than
‘parliamentary’14 in character. This is not to say, though, that there have not
been tensions between the president and the prime minister, between the
president and parliament and between the prime minister and parliament
during the unified periods. For example, the relations between the president
and prime minister were clearly tense under the presidency of Georges Pom-
pidou and Prime Minister Chaban-Delmas 1969 to 1972, as well as under
the presidency of Giscard d’Estaing and Prime Minister Jacques Chirac 1974
to 1976. However, the government was still unified in the sense that whatever
the day-to-day political circumstances, the president’s supporters were
represented in the government and the government faced a supportive majority
in parliament (Elgie, 2001: 110–111).

By contrast, the Fifth Republic has twice experienced minority
governments, in which the president and government are from the same
party or coalition, but fail to command an absolute majority in the parliament.
The first period, 1959 to 1962, was characterised by a fluid party system
and corresponds to the earliest years of the Fifth Republic, while the second
period, 1988-1993, occurred immediately after Francois Mitterrand was re-
elected as president. The government’s minority situation in parliament,
however, did not lead to political gridlock in either of the periods. On the
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contrary, governments remained in power and were able to pass a considerable
amount of legislation. Thus, minority government in the Fifth Republic is
not necessarily associated with instability or political impotence (Elgie, 2001:
111).

In addition, the Fifth Republic has experienced ‘cohabitation’ three times.
Cohabitation occurs when the majority in parliament is opposed to the pre-
sident, meaning that the president has to appoint a prime minister accepted
to the majority and hence in opposition to him. The first cohabitation pe-
riod occurred from 1986 to 1988, when the right-wing coalition won a major-
ity in parliament, which obliged the socialist president, Mitterrand to appoint
one of his political opponents, the Gaullist party leader Chirac, as prime
minister. The same situation occurred in 1993, when Mitterrand, after an-
other win of the right in the parliamentary elections, appointed the Gaullist,
Edouard Balladur, as prime minister. This cohabitation period ended in 1995,
when Chirac, was elected as president. The third time occurred in 1997,
only two years into Chirac’s presidency, when a left-wing five party coalition
formed a majority in parliament. As a consequence, Chirac appointed the
socialist leader, Lionel Jospin as prime minister. This period lasted until 2002,
when Chirac was re-elected as president and the right won a majority of the
seats in the National Assembly.

Thus, in recent years cohabitation has become a more regular pattern of
French politics and has rendered a renewed debate concerning the
constitutional system of the Fifth Republic. As a consequence and in order
to reduce the risk of further cohabitation periods, Chirac and Jospin agreed
on the need to change the 1958 constitution. Before the elections in 2002, it
was decided, through referendum, to change the president’s term from seven
to five years and to let the presidential and parliamentary elections be
concurrent, i.e. held on the same year.

During cohabitation the prime minister has appeared as the main politi-
cal actor and has been primarily responsible for policy-making within the
executive. In particular, the prime minister has dominated virtually all aspects
of domestic policy-making, and he has also had some influence over foreign
policy as well. By contrast, the president’s role has been more limited. He
has acted more like a figurehead, similar to a head of state in parliamentary
regimes. The president has managed to keep a degree of control over certain
policy areas, most notably perhaps, over foreign and defence policy and he
has sometimes been able to delay certain policy reforms on the domestic
side. However, there is no doubt that during cohabitation, power tends to
shift from the president to the prime minister (Bell, 2000; Elgie, 1999; 2001).

In Chapter 3, we will return to certain aspects of the institutional
relationship between the president, prime minister and parliament in the
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Fifth Republic. Particularly we will address the French experiences of
cohabitation since this is an important feature of the semi-presidential sys-
tem and a significant component related to intra-executive conflict.

Outline of the Book
In Chapter 2, we will deal with issues of method and material and present
the overall research design of the study. It will encompass a discussion of
institutions and actors followed by a presentation of comparative strategy,
selection of cases and empirical material. The chapter closes with a presenta-
tion of different levels of analysis and research strategies employed in the
various parts of the dissertation. Chapter 3 develops a theoretical frame-
work for analysing institutional relations in semi-presidential systems. It
outlines the specific pre-conditions of premier-presidential and president-
parliamentary systems and seeks to formulate a number of assumptions about
institutional conflicts in the two types of semi-presidential systems. Chapter
4 is the first out of four empirical chapters and sets out to contextualise the
semi-presidential systems in relation to constitution building in the post-
communist countries. Issues of constitutional choices, presidential power,
democratisation and socio-economic development are discussed and analy-
sed in order to provide an overall assessment of the pre-conditions of post-
communist semi-presidentialism.

Chapters 5, 6 and 7, are devoted to the specific issue of institutional
conflict. Chapter 5 examines the pattern and character of intra-executive
conflict. Based on various sources (see Chapter 2) it measures the level of
conflict under more than sixty instances of intra-executive coexistence
between post-communist presidents and cabinets, and seeks to characterise
these conflicts in general terms. Chapter 6 continues with examining
institutional triggers of conflict by applying the theoretical assumptions
developed in Chapter 3. The last empirical part – Chapter 7 – focuses the
management and outcome of conflict, and discusses to what extent these
conflicts have affected the political system. Finally, the conclusions in Chapter
8 summarises the major findings and discusses the implications of the results
for the wider research on constitutional systems in general and semi-
presidentialism in particular.
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Notes

1 The Swedish King, Carl XVI Gustaf, has in recent years made some public state-
ments that have resulted in tensions between the government and the court. A recent
incidence occurred after the Tsunami disaster in Asia (December 2004) when the
King in an interview in Sweden’s largest morning paper, Dagens Nyheter, indirectly
criticised the government for not keeping him personally informed about the situa-
tion during the critical first phase (Dagens Nyheter, 2005-01-10). In the same interview
he, furthermore, remarked that the Swedish people (and implicitly also the authorities
and decision makers) are too often afraid of taking action and responsibility in
emergency situations. A comment interpreted by some media as an implicit reference
to a Swedish ‘culture of non-responsibility’, created by the Social Democratic
governments.
2 In The Laws Plato presented the first version of the Mixed Constitution as the
optimal and most stable type of regime, designed to counteract problems of degene-
ration and ‘perverted’ regime attributes. The Mixed Constitution, as formulated by
Plato, attains stability by combining principles, which might otherwise be in conflict
– the monarchic principle of wisdom and virtues, with the democratic principle of
freedom. Aristotle further improved these ideas in his classical scheme of regime
types in which he presents his arguments on the weakness and susceptibility to tyranny
of the pure forms of monarchic, aristocratic and democratic rule. This is the first
explanatory theory in the history of political science, in which attitudes and ideas are
related to political process and performance. It is also said to be the ancestor of
separation of powers theory (Almond, 1996: 54).
3 According to Murphy (1993: 8), an authoritative constitutional text must at mini-
mum outline the fundamental components of legitimate governmental operations:
who its officials are, how they are chosen, what their terms in office are, how authority
is divided among them, what processes they must follow, and what rights, if any, are
vested in its citizens. Insofar as a constitutional text embodies democratic theory, it
must also protect rights to political participation.
4 Linz has further developed those arguments in his later works during the 1990s (cf.
Linz, 1990b; Linz and Valenzuela, 1994).
5 Linz should not be understood as strictly deterministic. He concludes (1994: 70)
‘that the accumulated evidence of the past in presidential systems […] and the success
of contemporary parliamentary democracies […] show odds that seem to favour
parliamentary institutions.’
6 Mainwaring also provided some theoretical arguments to support his conclusion.
First, multiparty presidentialism is more likely to produce an immobilising execu-
tive-legislative deadlock than either parliamentary systems or two-party
presidentialism. The president’s party usually has a majority, or at least close to it, in
two-party systems, but rarely does so with multipartism. Presidents in multiparty
systems are usually forced to build new legislative coalitions in every issue. In this
respect, multiparty presidential systems resemble minority parliamentary governments,
but in most parliamentary systems, the government survives only as long as it has
majority legislative support on key issues. Second, two-party systems are more likely
to be compatible with presidential democracy because ideological polarisation is less
likely with only two parties. High entry barriers keep radical actors out of the party
system, and the need to win votes from the centre encourages moderation. Third, the
combination of presidentialism and multipartism is complicated by the difficulties of
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interparty coalition building. Multiparty coalitions in parliamentary systems differ
in some important regards from multiparty coalitions in presidential systems. First,
in parliamentary systems, parties choose the cabinet and the prime minister, and
remain responsible for providing support to the government. In presidential systems,
the president puts together her or his own cabinet, and the parties are thus more
hesitant to support the government. Second, incentives for parties to break coalitions
are generally stronger in presidential systems (Mainwaring, 1993: 198–199).
7 Stepan and Skach explain this pattern by two decision rules present in parliamentary
systems. First, a government cannot be formed unless it controls at least a substantial
minority in the legislature, and if it loses the confidence of the legislature it can be
voted out of office by a simple majority. Second, parliamentary democracies have a
safety regulator that may help to solve political crisis in that they can call new elections
(Stepan and Skach, 1993). In line with the empirical findings by Mainwaring (1993)
they also concluded that consolidated parliamentary and semi-presidential democracies
can be associated with a large number of parties in their legislatures, whereas
consolidated presidential democracies are not associated with the type of multiparty
coalition behaviour that facilitates democratic rule (Stepan and Skach, 1993: 6–7).
Like Mainwaring’s study, Stepan and Skach’s analysis also suffers from a kind of
selection bias. They draw inferences from a list of 36 Third World countries that
became independent after 1945 and adopted presidentialism. This list, which
automatically excludes Latin America, includes few if any countries with notable
democratic experience. The exclusion of Latin America is a serious shortcoming,
when considering that Latin America is the only part of the Third World with any
significant experience of presidential democracy (Shugart, 1995: 170; Power and
Gasiorowski, 1997: 126–127). Another possible source of selection bias in the study
is the inclusion of microstates in the sample. According to Stepan and Skach, of the
93 countries that experienced independence between 1945 and 1979, 41 adopted
parliamentarism and 36 adopted presidentialism. Of the parliamentary systems, 15
were continuously democratic throughout the 1980s, whereas none of the presidential
systems could match this achievement. However, 14 of the 15 ‘continuous democracies’
are descendants of the British Empire, and 10 have populations of less than a million,
with 4 having fewer than 100,000 people. It has earlier been shown that small popu-
lation size tends to facilitate democratic stability. Thus, Stepan and Skach’s inclusion
of microstates might inflate the success rates of parliamentary democracy, whereas
the exclusion of Latin American countries might lower the success rate of presidential
democracy.
8 Not least has this ambiguity been fuelled by the fact that presidencies in the post-
communist countries are often expected to stay ‘above’ party politics and keep a
certain distance vis-à-vis the cabinets.
9 If the president appoints and dismisses the cabinet ministers and she is the only one
entitled to dismiss ministers, then the regime is clearly presidential.
10 During the post-war era the president has exercised this right four times (1953,
1962, 1971, 1975) (Raunio and Wiberg, 2003: 309).
11 The Fifth Republic’s constitution of 1958 was more than anything a reaction against
the instability of the Third and Fourth Republics, as well as to the incapacity of a
weak executive to respond to national crises. Political stability was considered to be
linked to a strong executive, and the Fourth Republic, it was believed, could provide
neither stability nor a strong executive. Analysts have disagreed about the causes of
the instability of the Fourth Republic, and the ills of it have been attributed to the
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constitution, to ideological divisions, to multipartism, to the electoral laws and to
personal ambitions of individual politicians. Suleiman (1994: 141) in his analysis,
points at the rather polarised multiparty system and to the fact that the parties
themselves were without strong discipline and organisation and that, consequently,
no party could achieve a parliamentary majority. Be that as it may, the fact is that the
lack of authority of the Fourth Republic was obvious. Between 1946 and 1958 no
less than twenty-five governments were formed, and of the fifteen prime ministers
who led them, only two lasted more than a year (Suleiman, 1994: 141).
12 The original 1958 constitution of the Fifth Republic did not provide for a direct
election of the president. It was de Gaulle’s initiative to call a referendum on the issue
in October 1962. A direct election of the president, de Gaulle argued, would give
future presidents lacking his unique personal prestige the means to govern effectively.
The referendum approved the constitutional amendment with 62 percent of the votes.
One could argue that this step by de Gaulle was one of the single most important
ones, considering that it consolidated a type of regime that was far from ‘pure’
parliamentarism (Keeler and Schain, 1997: 93; Suleiman, 1994: 144).
13 The Algerian crisis in the 1950s was a result of long-term French colonisation in
Algeria, under which the French settlers led a privileged existence under a quasi-
apartheid regime (Bell, 2000). The tensions heated after a rebellion upheaval against
the French military in Algeria. The context of this crisis, however, provided de Gaulle
many opportunities to wield extraordinary presidential powers and thus – to the
extent that his actions were successful – to manifest the potential utility of a stronger
presidency than actually envisioned in the 1958 constitution. Keeler and Schain (1997:
91) go as far as to argue that ‘the combination of extreme crises and faith in de
Gaulle produced an era of ‘liberal dictatorship’ that stretched from the end of the
Fourth Republic through the first months of the Fifth Republic’.
14 Lijphart uses the terms presidential and parliamentary to separate phases of divided
and unified government (Lijphart, 1992).
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2 Method and Research Design

The purpose of this chapter is to present and discuss the methodological
departures of this study. Anyone familiar with social research knows that
the social reality cannot be easily captured. Whatever research design or
methodological tradition a scholar opts for, the findings will, to a certain
extent, be in violation – and at best a simplification – of reality. The present
study is no exception. It is necessarily and inevitably grounded in a certain
way of doing political science. Without losing ourselves into a discussion of
the ‘most optimal’ or ‘right’ approach to political research it is sufficient to
say that this study assumes that there are observable political phenomena,
interests, actors, structures and outcomes about which political scientists
can make reasoned and informed – although imperfect – statements. It is
concentrated on observable political institutions, behaviour and events and
assumes that these can, with the help of different methods, be empirically
examined. It adheres to the notion that we can reach knowledge about societal
phenomena in different ways, and that it is reasonable, and sometimes
necessary, to use different methods to capture these phenomena (cf.
Danermark et al., 1997; Åström, 2004: 53–54). An important aspect in this
regard is to stress the analytical distinction between actors and structures (in
this study the latter will relate to formal institutions and rules), and to stress
the importance of the interaction between them. We will therefore start by
outlining our general research approach in light of this issue and discuss
how the relationship between institutions and actors are perceived in the
subsequent analysis. The subsequent part of the chapter encompasses the
overall research design in terms of comparative strategy, selection of cases
and empirical base.

Institutions and Actors
The new institutionalism perspective is helpful for clarifying this study’s
perceived relationship between institutions and actors. According to new
institutional theories, actors are kept in line through a variety of controls
such as hierarchies, sanctions, rules, procedures, and reward structures. In
this view, institutions matter because they shape, and even determine, hu-
man behaviour (Koelbe, 1995: 233). Thus, if we stick to the governing insti-
tutions, we can say that they involve a set of regular patterns of behaviour
and established structures that exist from one president to another, from one
cabinet to the next, and from one parliamentary constellation to a new one.
These patterns and structures provide the boundaries within which actors
can craft deals and marshal their sense of personal power. As such the
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boundaries promote similarities among different presidents, cabinets and
parliaments in the way they can behave and do behave. However, we must
avoid the error that was somewhat characteristic of the old institutionalism
and on occasion afflicts new institutional approaches as well, i.e. to assume
that the choice of specific institutions and formal rules is all that matters.
What is important with regard to this study is to separate institutional rules
from de facto distribution of power. Indeed, the very features of semi-
presidentialism cause certain methodological difficulties. The conceptually
defined constitutional lines of responsibility and presidential prerogatives
are not straight forwardly materialised in reality. There is a clear distinction
between constitution de jure and constitution de facto in this regard. The
formal prerogatives and powers are laid down in the constitution, while the
actual powers are rather situational and dependent on the political setting in
place. In order to deal with this dilemma, we will account for, and depart
from, the formal constitutional framework of semi-presidentialism, and how
it structures the political system, but equally important will be to analyse
how different actors and contexts shape the operation of semi-presidentialism.
Lieberman (2000: 301) concludes from the long-standing research on US
presidentialism that ‘the new challenge for analysts of presidential power is
to join structure and agency to explore further the structured choices that
presidents face.’

To illustrate how the perspective on actors and structures is perceived
here, we can take the institution of the presidency as an example. In line
with new institutionalism, our approach argues that the presidency as an
institution opens up multiple opportunities for presidents to exercise influence
and leadership. The argument is that the routines and organisation that make
up the institution permit the incumbent actors to shape outcomes through
their ability to affect structures, processes and personnel. That is, presidents
can exercise influence over policy by exerting control over the organisation
and institutional processes that produce those decisions, and by choosing
the people who will make those decisions. The chief motivation for
institutional development is the mismatch between presidential preferences
and responsibilities, and the structural resources at the president’s disposal.
To be sure, the process of institution building is affected by the preferences
and choices of individual presidents: some presidents are more inclined to
take advantage of opportunities to expand the limits of their power, while
others are more likely to work with the status quo. Under the right
circumstances individuals can, to a great extent, shape the nature of the
political process. This has been particularly noticeable in cases where strong
personalities have been involved. So, for example, in the semi-presidential
case of Finland, the presidency was for long time shaped by Kekkonen and
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his visions of the role of this institution (cf. Arter, 1999). Similarly, de Gaulle
in the Fifth Republic strongly contributed to the popular image of the French
presidency. He actually created the expectation that there should be strong
presidential leadership in the country (Elgie, 1999).

Although all presidents are driven by the weight of public and elite
expectations to structure the presidency in ways that make it more congenial
to their leadership, they face serious constraints and will not always succeed.
A significant constraint in this regard is of course the constitutional frame-
work itself in which power is shared among separate institutions.
Constitutional changes usually require wide-ranging efforts, such as public
referendums, constitutional committees, and three-quarter majority decisions
in parliament. A second constraint arises from various sources of political
power outside government – from political parties, interest groups, news
media and elite opinion. Thus, presidents do not have a monopoly on the
ability to structure and organise institutions and their efforts will sometimes
be constrained or even reversed (cf. Mayer and Weko, 2000: 179–180).

However, in a stage of forming and establishing a new political system,
as in the post-communist countries during the 1990s, the institutional
constraints are fewer and the opportunity structure for leading actors to
stretch their own structural boundaries are of a more favourable kind. When
we consider institutional processes in Central and Eastern Europe, there is
no doubt that certain actors (most notably presidents) have used apparent
institutional ‘vacuums’ to extend their own powers, as well as influencing
the whole shaping of the political process. Presidents like Boris Yeltsin in
Russia, Lech Walesa in Poland and Ion Iliescu in Romania, have not only
been influential figures in the constitution forming process, but also in the
actual forming of the political process.

Fragile and fragmented party systems, lack of established political
procedures, volatile electorates, and incomplete constitutional processes, are
examples of factors that have increased the possibilities for individuals to
shape the running of the system as a whole. Thus, if one considers the post-
communist formal semi-presidential institutions as once and for all fixed
and immune to such actor related influences, one would miss the point. The
research strategy instead has to be one in which we account for the formal
institutional framework but focus on how it is interpreted and translated,
but equally important, how it is stretched and even formally changed by key
actors in different contexts. We are therefore in a way dealing with the
institutionalising process of semi-presidentialism, as much as we are occupied
by how these institutional arrangements are shaping the political process (cf.
Johansson, 2002). Therefore we will have to account for both actor related
and institutional factors throughout the analysis. However, and as the
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concluding Table 2.2 of this chapter illustrates, the emphasis shifts between
actors and institutions depending on research task and level of analysis.

A Comparative Endeavour
We will approach post-communist semi-presidentialism from an explicit
comparative viewpoint. Certainly, comparisons are made in all kind of re-
search strategies, either implicitly or explicitly. One can argue that comparison
is embedded in the very way in which we discuss, for example, governmental
politics. Blondel (1995: 5) denotes: ‘Deep down, any judgment passed on
the workings of a particular political government or of a particular institu-
tion of government is based on an underlying notion, however vague, of the
way in which similar governments or similar institutions of government work
in other circumstances.’ In this study, the comparative approach is an expli-
cit and integrated part of the research design and can be placed within the
tradition of comparative politics as it ‘seeks to achieve the goal of inference
about politics through comparing countries’ (Landman, 2000: 12). At diffe-
rent levels of analysis comparisons are made between countries, constitutions,
institutions and actors.

Post-communist countries and generalisation

As mentioned earlier, our argument for focusing primarily on the post-
communist countries is that we want to analyse semi-presidentialism against
the background of transition. But we can still raise the question of the post-
communist countries as special cases. Are the countries in Central and Eastern
Europe and in the former Soviet Union special cases that render comparisons
with other countries untenable? Within the literature there has been a debate
on the particularities of the post-communist countries. On the one hand it
has been claimed that Central and Eastern Europe has much in common
with the transition processes in Southern Europe and Latin America in the
1970-1980s (e.g. Schmitter and Karl, 1994; Lijphart and Waisman, 1996),
and on the other hand it has been argued that the context of transition is
fundamentally different from that of other areas (e.g. Bunce, 1995). We should
not continue this debate here, but instead stress some issues that are relevant
with regard to this study’s limits and possibilities.

First, as mentioned in Chapter 1, the number of semi-presidential cases
before the fall of communism in Central and Eastern Europe has been
relatively small. One can argue, that the semi-presidential arrangement was
in fact an invention of the framers of the French Fifth Republic and, as such,
a relatively new constitutional design. Looking at the Western world – leaving
aside the European countries that have semi-presidential constitutions but
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have operated as ‘pure’ parliamentary systems, i.e. Austria, Iceland and Ireland
– we are left with the French, Portuguese, and pre-reform Finnish experiences
of semi-presidentialism. These latter cases, in particular France, will be
addressed as background cases to be used for both theoretical and empirical
purposes in the analysis. In terms of generalisation, one can perhaps argue
that comparing the post-communist countries with these cases is more or
less irrelevant because the latter are long established democracies with vastly
different experiences in terms of historical and contextual factors. On the
other hand, we can likewise argue that such a comparison is advantageous
just because of these differences. For one thing, it can help us to identify
specific mechanisms and experiences of semi-presidentialism under different
contextual settings, which is not least important for theoretical reasons. We
have already argued that semi-presidentialism takes on different forms and
practices in different countries. Furthermore, Finland and France’s long-term
experience of enduring democracy under semi-presidentialism is in itself
comparatively attractive when we are analysing new experiences of this sys-
tem in the post-communist world.

Still, our main objects of study are the post-communist countries that in
one sense can be considered as a specific region with some similar attributes
between the countries. Of course, country experts and others can oppose the
strategy of lumping together the post-communist countries and consider them
as a coherent region – in many ways they are not. There is arguably a huge
diversity within this set of countries in terms of cultural, historical, ethnical
and religious aspects. Indeed there is very little ‘most similar’ between for
example Poland and Uzbekistan. But there is one component that enables us
to still consider them as belonging to a similar set of cases, and that is the
shared legacy of systemic communism (cf. Johannsen, 2000). An assumed
methodological advantage of a ‘most-similar’ (Lijphart, 1971) approach is
that it enables control for some of the intervening variables, in this case the
communist legacy (cf. Jones, 1995). This advantage, however, is also one of
the pitfalls. While the selection of post-communist countries as the main
objects of study enables control for the systemic legacy of communism on
the one hand, it can on the other limit our possibilities to draw conclusions
that carry valid predictions for other groups of cases. Unless one can argue
the comparability of the post-communist ‘region’ with other transitional cases,
and as mentioned above this is contested, then this approach has consequences
for the generalisation of the conclusions, and this study should be read with
these reservations in mind (cf. Johannsen, 2000). Still, this study will be
occupied by certain institutional factors that are relevant across contexts,
such as party and electoral system issues, and constitutional powers. In ad-
dition, the study will be quite explicit on the particular context of post-
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communist constitution building, as well as on the political characteristics
of the post-communist transition – arguably this will help the reader to sort
out possible post-communist particularities from conclusions with a more
cross-contextual bearing.

Selection of post-communist cases

In the fist part of the empirical analysis – Chapter 4 – we will depart from an
extensive comparative strategy in which twenty-seven post-communist
countries are included and examined on the basis of formal constitutional
choices. The level of abstraction in this part is thus generally high (Sartori,
1970) and the research ambition mainly restricted to search for cross-natio-
nal generality.

When dealing explicitly with institutional conflicts in the semi-presidential
systems (Chapter 5–7), however, it is necessary to reduce the number of
cases for at least two basic reasons. First, a reduced sample enables a more
intensive – or at least semi-intensive – strategy in which country contexts
and nuances can be revealed (cf. Landman, 2000), and the specific issue of
interaction between the president, prime minister and parliament more
thoroughly captured. Second, attempting to study specific features of semi-
presidentialism in systems where such features are mostly absent due to de
facto authoritarian rule would be misleading and rather counterproductive.
Thus, we have to exclude the several authoritarian post-Soviet systems in
Central Asia and Caucasus in this part of the analysis. This has a direct
consequence for the number of president-parliamentary cases in our sample.
Since all of the post-Soviet countries except for Moldova, Mongolia and the
Baltic countries, are defined as president-parliamentary systems (see Chapter
4), we cannot avoid an overrepresentation of premier-presidential cases in
this part.

Based on existing assessments of democracy, such as the Freedom House
rankings, only Russia and Ukraine can bearably qualify as president-
parliamentary democracies among the (non-Baltic) post-Soviet states.
However, to incorporate these countries is still a rather challenging task.
Russia and Ukraine have for several years turned out as moving on the edge
between democracy and authoritarianism and have consequently been
regarded as ‘Partly Free’ countries in Freedom House’s publications, which
compared to the vast majority of ‘Free’ and consolidated democracies in the
premier-presidential category contributes to a certain imbalance in our
comparison. If our purpose had been to analyse semi-presidentialism only in
consolidated and/or established democracies neither Russia nor Ukraine
would have served us well. However, since our ambition is to study the pros
and cons of semi-presidential regime choices in countries that have experienced
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a post-communist transition, both Russia and Ukraine are interesting cases
in point. They represent two out of several president-parliamentary cases in
the post-Soviet region and from the perspective of democracy these are, despite
several shortcomings, the most successful ones. Presently existing president-
parliamentary regimes, which are also consolidated democracies, are hard
to find even outside of the post-communist sphere. Moreover, Russia and
Ukraine exemplify, in different ways, how institutional relations may be for-
med under a comparative, although not identical, president-parliamentary
framework. The main difference between the two systems with regard to
their president-parliamentary structure lies in the president’s overall control
and influence. In Russia, the president’s position has been omnipresent both
within the executive and within the political system as a whole, which has
limited the room for intra-executive conflicts. On the contrary, the Ukrainian
presidents, although powerful and authoritative, have been confronted with
‘rebellious’ prime ministers rather frequently and have experienced a number
of president-prime minister struggles.

Hence, in the vast part of the empirical analysis (Chapter 5-7), we include
the following president-parliamentary cases: Croatia -00, post-Soviet Russia
and Ukraine, and the premier-presidential cases: Bulgaria, Croatia 00-,
Lithuania, Moldova -00, Poland and Romania. Leaving the former Soviet
satellite of Mongolia out of the analysis, we are left with a group of countries
that can be labelled ‘Central and Eastern Europe’. Among the premier-
presidential systems, Poland will sometimes receive a relatively larger share
of attention than the other countries in the analysis. The same goes for Ukraine
within the president-parliamentary category. This is due to both theoretical
and empirical considerations.

First, Poland and Ukraine are interesting in so far as they represent one
case from each semi-presidential category, although with vastly different
experiences of institutional conflicts. Whereas the Polish semi-presidential
experiences, especially in the first half of the 1990s, were of a clearly conflictive
and confrontational nature, the institutional relations have subsequently
stabilised. In Ukraine, on the contrary, continuous institutional infighting
has persisted throughout the post-Soviet era and, in fact, strongly contributed
to the public uprising in the 2004 Orange Revolution. Second, Poland and
Ukraine’s post-communist experiences differ significantly with regard to
consolidation of democracy and economic performance; Poland as a rather
successful case, recently joining both the EU and NATO, and Ukraine with a
troublesome post-Soviet legacy, which has negatively affected both democracy
and institution building, as well as the economic restructuring.
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Empirical Basis
The empirical data are of a various kind and consist of four main parts: (1)
a review of the countries’ constitutional documents, (2) an expert survey
conducted among researchers and high-officials with expert knowledge in
the countries’ constitutional and political development, (3) macro indicators
of such issues as democratisation, socio-economic development, citizen att-
itudes toward key institutions, and electoral and party system factors, and
finally (4) a review of documents, literature and reports dealing with
institutional relations and the political situation in each country. Below, these
four empirical components will be presented in order to provide an overall
view of the strengths and weaknesses of this study’s empirical base.

Constitutional documents

An important argument in this study is that one should start from the
constitutional arrangement de jure when deciding whether a constitutional
system should be categorised as parliamentary, semi-presidential or
presidential. If one, moreover, is to determine the constitutional powers
provided to the president (or to other key institutions) a review of the
constitutional documents is inescapable. Thus, one important part of the
empirical analysis is based on a review of the adopted post-communist
constitutions and provides an assessment of the constitutional choices.
Chapter 4 presents the results of this constitutional review. The defining
criteria of parliamentary, premier-presidential, president-parliamentary and
presidential systems (see Chapter 1) worked as the coding sheet for classifying
the constitutional systems. In addition, I also analysed the constitutional
powers of the presidencies by coding a set of variables on presidential
prerogatives (see Chapter 4). These variables were then utilised in a
Presidential Power Index (PPI) to reflect degrees of constitutional strength in
the post-communist presidencies. Theoretical and methodological
considerations of this constitutional coding, as well as of the index
construction are discussed together with the results in Chapter 4.

Coding based on constitutional documents can be tricky and two obvious
problems have to be mentioned. First, the constitutional provisions are in
some cases unclear and may have given rise to later interpretations by the
countries’ constitutional courts and it may be the case that certain aspects
are not explicitly codified into the constitutional documents. Second, the
review contains a language problem in so far as the coding relies on English
translations of the original constitutional documents. Concerning possible
interpretations and rulings by the constitutional courts, we have to admit
that such information could have provided us with a more complete assess-
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ment of the constitutional prerogatives. However, such rulings have been
unavailable on a systematic and comparatively fair basis, and we will have
to accept this limitation. To reduce the errors that may arise from language
problems, the standardised constitutional translations carried out by the In-
ternational Constitutional Law (ICL) have been used. For several countries,
however, the ICL documents have been supplemented by other English
versions of the constitution usually downloaded from the countries’
governmental or parliamentary Web pages (see also in the References).

Expert Survey 2002–2004
Quite often, comparative studies of this kind are based solely on existing
surveys of a micro or macro character in combination with literature and
documentary analyses. Although fruitful and rewarding, such studies often
lack a kind of case specific information that could provide insights and
nuances to the phenomena under investigation. Another common strategy is
to put together a number of country experts and have them write one chapter
each on a certain topic to be published in a comparative case study volume.
Such volumes are often eminent handbooks, flourishing with empirical
richness and country details. However, it is not uncommon for them to lack
a sense of clarity and consistency with regard to the specific phenomena
singled out for attention. This study sets out to use case study expertise to
add to a more coherent and overall meso-level comparison of post-communist
semi-presidentialism. A number of constitutional and political experts on
each country were contacted in order to collect information on how the
semi-presidential systems have worked in practice with regard to intra-ex-
ecutive and executive-legislative relations.

The selection of experts was, of course, not an entirely straightforward
and easy task. Who are the experts? How can one reach an equivalent sample
of experts for each country? In collaboration with Professor Sten Berglund,
who has a long-established and considerable network of research contacts
throughout Central and Eastern Europe, I initially worked out a list of mainly
social scientists with research focus on political and constitutional issues. I
then added a number of potential respondents by screening the literature
and by employing a snowball strategy asking the first round of respondents
to suggest other potential experts to be contacted. An overall respondent
rate of about 50 percent was reached. All in all, 50 different experts finally
took part in the Expert Survey and their participation provided a solid
empirical platform for subsequent analyses.
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The primarily aim was to have a mixture of experts from both the academic
and official spheres. This ambition was to prove only partly successful;
however, as more than 75 percent of the respondents who actually participated
were researchers affiliated with academic institutions (Table 2.1). This was
due mainly to the fact that besides the academics, I tried to include a
considerable number of constitutional judges. Only in Lithuania and Pol-
and, however, did a number of the judges of the constitutional courts prove
willing to share their view on the questions that were raised. The consistent
no-reply policy of the remaining constitutional courts had reportedly been
introduced for the protection of the judges in view of the sensitive nature of
their position. The vast majority of the researchers are senior scholars of
political science, constitutional law or sociology. Most of them are living
and working in the country for which their expertise was needed (see Ap-
pendix B1 and B2).

The Expert Survey consisted of two main parts conducted in two steps:
(1) a questionnaire including 29 questions covering a broad set of issues
concerning executive-legislative relations, presidential powers and party sys-
tem factors (see Appendix B3); and (2) a number of interviews and/or e-mail
questions in which the specific issue of intra-executive and executive-legislative
conflicts were the main topic (see Appendix B4). Thus, while the questionnaire
was designed rather broadly and inductively, the follow up interviews were
more focused and delimited in scope. The questionnaire was sent by e-mail
or surface mail to 8–15 experts on each of the countries and contained
questions with both pre-defined and open-ended answers. Because of the
small number of respondents, the pre-defined answers have been of margi-

Table 2.1 Number of respondents and expert categories in the Expert Survey 2002-04

Questionnaire Interviews and
E-mail questionsa

Researchersb High officialsc Total no.
of experts

Bulgaria 8 2 8 - 8
Croatia 3 1 3 - 3
Lithuania 6 10 7 5 12
Moldova 3 - 3 - 3
Poland 8 11 9 7 16
Romania 2 - 2 - 2
Russia 4 1 4 - 4
Ukraine 2 - 2 - 2

Total 36 25 38 12 50

Notes: a) The e-mail questions did not include a whole interview framework, but rather issue-specific questions
or requests for validation of some data. b) By ‘researchers’ I refer to those experts that have academic work as
their daily occupation. Most of them are scholars of political science, constitutional law or sociology. c) This
category includes mainly judges and officials working in the constitutional court of their respective country of
expertise. Several of these are also part-time academics. See Appendix B.1 and B.2 for more information
regarding all experts.



61

nal value for this study. The open answers, however, have been highly useful
and added significant empirical substance to the overall analysis. These
answers, furthermore, helped to set the frame for the subsequent round of
interviews and e-mail correspondence. The vast part of the interviews was
conducted among experts in Lithuania and Poland. In both countries, the
interview sample included a number of social scientists and constitutional
court officials located in Vilnius and Kaunas respective Warsaw and Krakow.
The interviews were undertaken in a semi-structured manner under which
the questions in Appendix B4 were used as a basic guideline handed out to
the respondents a week prior to the interview. As a rule, a tape-recorder was
used, but in a few cases the taping equipment became inconvenient and I
then chose to take notes instead. The length of the interviews varied between
90-120 minutes. In addition, some further interviews and issue-specific e-
mail correspondence were conducted among experts on Bulgaria, Croatia
and Russia.

Thus for Bulgaria, Croatia, Lithuania, Poland and Russia, the Expert
Survey covers both written comments in filled out questionnaires, as well as
interview responses from country experts on constitutional and political issues.
The other countries are mainly covered by written comments and I have
therefore been more dependent upon my own documentary and literature
analyses in these cases. Generally, though, the Expert Survey has served as
an empirical complement to the literature and documentary assessment, and
as such contributed with validating and additional information to the over-
all analyses.

Macro-level indicators and micro-level survey data

The empirical analysis also draws on available macro-level indicators and
survey data. The often referred rankings based on political rights and civil
liberties by Freedom House, are used for a general assessment of
democratisation in the post-communist countries. These data are also
complemented by socio-economic variables, i.e. the Gross National Income
(GNI) and the Human Development Index (HDI). In the analysis of intra-
executive conflict, electoral data, as well as cabinet formation data, have
been employed for determining issues of party system fragmentation, major-
ity conditions, cabinet survival and electoral concurrence. Two of the main
sources in this regard are the International Foundation for Election Systems
(IFES) and Armingeon and Careja (2004) The Comparative Data Set for 28
Post-Communist Countries, 1989–2004. In addition, the analysis utilises
survey data from the large-scale cross-national survey, the New Europe Ba-
rometer (NEB) covering the period 1991–2004, to assess public attitudes
towards the president, parliament and prime minister.
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Reports, documents and literature
A considerable amount of reports, up-dates and research literature has been
screened for determining the level, character and outcome of institutional
conflicts. Continuous country updates and country reports from the East
European Constitutional Review (EECR), Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty
(RFE/RL), and Freedom House’s annual publication, Nations in Transit, are
among the frequently used sources. Furthermore, a number of case-study
volumes on the post-communist countries have been particularly useful, e.g.
Berglund et al. (2004) The Handbook of Political Change in Eastern Eu-
rope; Blondel and Müller-Rommel (2001) Cabinets in Eastern Europe; Elgie
(1999) Semi-Presidentialism in Europe; Taras (1997) Postcommunist
Presidents; and Zielonka (2001) Democratic Consolidation in Eastern Eu-
rope: Volume 1. As with the constitutional review presented above, there is
an obvious limitation of the material on the language side as I have been
exclusively dependent on material published in English (or in exceptional
cases, Swedish). On the other hand, native in-country experts have compiled
a considerable number of the utilised reports and analyses.

Research Design in Summary
It is now time to summarise the overall research design of this study. Table
2.2 is an attempt to assess the main components involved in the empirical
research strategy. The first part of the study’s empirical work (Chapter 4)
deals with the research issue of constitutional building and system
classification, constitutional power and the political and socio-economic status
of the post-communist countries. On a rather high level of abstraction it
encompasses twenty-seven post-communist cases and utilises constitutional
documents, literature and macro-level indicators. It is mainly institutionally
oriented as it departs from the constitutional features and institutional de-
sign, although the general overview of the constitution building processes
necessarily embraces actor related factors as well. The second empirical part,
Chapter 5, 6 and 7, analysis the patterns, triggers and impact of intra-execu-
tive conflict and covers more than sixty different cabinets in the eight selected
semi-presidential systems. In order to characterise the pattern of conflict
(Chapter 5) the analysis starts from a rather intensive and actor oriented
approach and then continues with a more institutional oriented and semi-
intensive strategy in order to analyse a number of theoretical assumptions
on institutional triggers and impact of conflict (Chapter 6 and 7). Screening
of documents, reports and expert assessments in combination with the use
of macro-indicators and review of literature, form the empirical base of these
chapters.
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Table 2.2 Overall research design

Research issue Theoretical
departure

Institutions
and actors

Level of
abstraction

Comparative
design

Method Empirical base

The spread of
semi-
presidentialism
and the post-
communist
context
Chapter 4

Research on
institutions –
conceptual
debates
(Chapter 1, 2)

Institutional
oriented

High Extensive, 27
post-
communist
constitutions

Constitutional
review,
quantitative
and qualitative

Constitutional
documents,
macro-
indicators,
literature

Patterns and
character of
intra-executive
conflict
Chapter 5

Actor
oriented

Low

Institutional
triggers
of intra-
executive
conflict
Chapter 6

Institutional
prerequisites of
semi-
presidentialism
(Chapter 3)

Institutional
and actor
oriented

Medium Semi-
intensive and
intensive, 8
post-
communist
countries, 61
cabinets

Analysis of
expert
judgments,
document and
literature
review, use of
quantitative
data

Expert Survey,
macro-
indicators,
survey data,
reports,
documents and
literature

Implications of
intra-executive
conflict
Chapter 7

Institutional
oriented

Medium -
High
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3 Semi-Presidentialism and Conflict:
A Theoretical Outline

The purpose of this chapter is to develop a theoretical framework of
institutional relations in semi-presidential systems. As we argued in the
previous chapters, institutional relations between the president, parliament
and government take on different character in different institutional con-
texts and we have to be particularly sensitive to the distinction between pre-
mier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems. To repeat, the pre-
mier-presidential system of the Fifth Republic, for example, differs in
important respects from the institutional structure of, say, the president-
parliamentary system of Russia, and the necessity of stick to these two sub-
categories will be apparent when analysing institutional relations and conflict.
The terms intra-executive and executive-legislative will serve as key concepts
for capturing a set of theoretical expectations on the interaction between the
president, prime minister and parliament. An important assumption
throughout this chapter is that formal constitutional arrangements are
essential for understanding incentives and constraints upon the key actors.
This does not mean, however, that other institutional components, such as
party system and parliamentary factors are less important.

Arguably the interaction between the president, cabinet and parliament
occupies the centre of the political scene in semi-presidential systems. This is
not to say, of course, that these actors operate in some separate vacuum
independent of other parts of the political system. We have already argued
that socio-cultural and historical aspects, the type of electoral and party
system, and socio-economic development are examples of factors that
determine the character of the political system as a whole. Still, the presi-
dent-prime minister-parliament triangle is crucial if we are to come to terms
with semi-presidential systems more generally.

Since there are a number of alternative and complex ways in which the
president, the cabinet and the parliament can relate to each other, there has
been certain confusion among scholars about the lines of institutional
interaction in semi-presidential systems, which makes it somewhat difficult
to present a coherent and clear-cut theoretical framework. Elgie (1999: 6–7)
argues that the semi-presidential system therefore has been regarded in the
literature as a less valid and less coherent regime type than presidentialism
and parliamentarism. However, by carefully outlining the intra-executive
and executive-legislative relations, and by keeping track of the key differences
between premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems, we will
develop a number of theoretical expectations regarding the likely lines and
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determinants of conflict. These expectations will be labelled ‘hypotheses’,
although the term should not be interpreted in its most strictly and statistical
sense. Rather it is used to remark that the ‘hypotheses’ will appear as
theoretical important and guiding expectations to be employed in the
empirical chapters.

Intra-Executive Conflict: An Operational Definition
Since the president is considered as being a part of the executive branch in
semi-presidential systems, the term intra-executive refers to the relation
between the president and the cabinet. As stated in Chapter 1, intra-execu-
tive conflict is defined here as struggles between the president and the prime
minister over the control of the executive branch. More specifically, and in
order to reach a more operational definition, we will characterise the
relationship between the president and the prime minister as conflictive when
there is an observable clash between the president and the prime minister
and/or between the president and other government ministers, manifested
through obstructive or antagonistic behaviour from either side directed
towards the other. Conflicts can thus be observed in concrete disputes, such
as in public statements where critique is levelled against the other side, in
disagreements over key appointments or dismissals, in different interpretations
of constitutional prerogatives, in interference in each others political domains,
in personal disputes or in strong disagreement over policy direction. By this
definition then, we will encompass a relatively broad set of conflicts. Argua-
bly some conflicts are more critical than others for the overall stability of the
political system, but the manifestations of these critical conflicts can still be
different from case to case and it is therefore logical to capture as many
kinds of conflict as possible at the outset. In contrast, Protsyk (2005a)
proposes a narrower, and in my view, somewhat too limited definition of
intra-executive conflict. However, and although I consider his definition too
distinct to cover the wide range of conflicts that can occur, his
conceptualisation helps identify some of the most critical types of conflict.
We will thus borrow his definition and argue that intra-executive conflicts
are particularly serious when either the president or the prime minister
challenges the status quo interpretations of constitutional or statutory norms
that regulate power relations inside the executive, challenges the norm
themselves, or frequently exercises constitutional powers to challenge policy
moves initiated by the other side (cf. Protsyk, 2005a: 8). One can identify
two main alternatives that the rival actors could opt for in order to tip an
existing power balance inside the executive. The first – and undoubtedly a
most radical – alternative is to try to change the formal distribution of power
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by, for example, proposing changes or amendments to the existing
constitution. The second alternative is to use special authority in certain
constitutionally defined areas in order to hinder policy moves by the other
side. An example might be if the president over a short period frequently
uses his veto to stalemate the cabinet’s policy reforms (cf. Protsyk, 2000:
110–115; 2005a: 8–9).

Since there are two executives in semi-presidential regimes, the lines of
executive-legislative relations are somewhat more complex than in presidential
or parliamentary regimes. The term executive-legislative in semi-presidential
systems refers to the interaction between the president and the parliament
on the one hand, and between the government and the parliament on the
other. There can thus be executive-legislative divides between president and
parliament, between government and parliament, and between a united ex-
ecutive (president and cabinet) and parliament. What is important with regard
to our focus is that underlying executive-legislative antagonism between pre-
sident and parliament often appears in the form of intra-executive conflict
between the president and the cabinet. However, the difference between the
premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems is vital for
determining the likely lines of institutional conflict within each type of sys-
tem, which we will discuss below.

The Post-Communist Context: Transition and Conflict
Recalling our discussion in Chapter 2 about institutions and actors, one
argument was that the transitional context provides the key actors with
favourable opportunities to influence and possibly extend the limits of their
own institutional prerogatives. Under transition, the institutions are weak
and in flux and the importance of moral or personal authority increases.
Thus, the informal powers of presidents and prime ministers are especially
important during such periods (cf. Frye, 2002; Jowitt, 1992). As remarked
by Heurtaux (2003):

Transitional democracies […] clearly provide much more leeway for
individual charismatic campaign strategies than consolidating or even
consolidated democracies […] (Heurtaux, 2003: 175).

Considerable uncertainty is, furthermore, likely to impose unpredictability
and sudden institutional changes. Offe (1996) asserts:

[…] therefore [there is] too little scope for reasoned choice, as every actor
has reasons to expect that institutional parameters of action […] cannot be
relied upon, as every such parameter is subject to sudden change (Offe, 1996:
207).
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The institutionalisation process following a transition is thus likely to gene-
rate a number of heated disputes and struggles over institutional prerogatives
as different actors attempt to accumulate as much power as possible. When
rules and structures are more generally accepted by the actors, however, they
tend to have staying power. In other words, the institutionalisation process
means that arrangements and structures replicate themselves over time, as
they are adopted, adjusted and utilised by new actors, who enter the politi-
cal scene (Remington, 1994: 11–12). Consequently, and in relation to this
study, we should expect intra-executive conflicts to be most frequent in the
earliest period following the transition and successively decrease as the
institutionalisation process continues. Formulated as a hypothesis we can
say that:

H1: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely in the early phases following a
transition than in later phases.

Cabinets in the Middle of Institutional Interaction
As Protsyk (2000: 15–16) stresses, the relationship between the president,
the cabinet and the parliament can be viewed in terms of superiority and
subordination produced by incentives and constraints imposed by the for-
mal structures and institutional arrangements in semi-presidential systems.
In his analysis, Protsyk develops a theoretical model based on a multiple
principal-agent model in which there is a strict hierarchy between the ‘princip-
als’, i.e. the president and the parliament, and the subordinated ‘agent’, i.e.
the prime minister and his cabinet. The prime minister can thus be seen as
serving as an agent of the two principals. This agency relationship is specified
in the semi-presidential institutional framework, which provides for both
the president and the parliament to participate in the cabinet formation and
which stipulates the prime minister’s responsibilities to each of the princip-
als. By this way of perceiving the relationship, Protsyk captures the dilemma
of conflicting goals between the parliament and president, which the prime
minister may have to deal with. The major implication of having two princip-
als for the agent is that he has to choose among conflicting goals and loyalties.
Pursuing the set of actions favoured by one principal may antagonise the
other principal and the agent, thus, finds himself in a precarious situation1.

Although, we will not explicitly employ the terms of agent and principal
in this study, this theoretical perspective emphasises the government’s quite
delicate position in semi-presidential systems. The prime minister and his
cabinet are, so to speak, at the very centre of the interactions that take place
between the president and the legislature (Protsyk, 2000: 19). Other scholars
have confirmed this perspective. For example, Gadzhiev, in his analysis of
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the Russian system, concludes: ‘It is thus clear that the government sits
between president and parliament and the balance here remains fluid, even
within the position of basic presidential primacy’ (Gadzhiev, 2001: 284f).
We can generally say that semi-presidential systems are very much shaped
by how the government interprets its position in this regard and how it chooses
to act in-between the parliament and the president.

Lines of conflict in premier-presidential and
president-parliamentary systems

Figure 3.1 is an attempt to illustrate the likely lines of conflict in premier-
presidential and president-parliamentary systems. Since premier-presidential
systems provide the parliament with the exclusive power of prime minister
dismissal, intra-executive conflict is likely to be manifested in these systems.
The cabinet in premier-presidential systems is primarily dependent on
parliamentary support for claiming authority to control the executive branch,
and its political orientation is likely to be in the parliament’s favour rather
than in the president’s. This is particularly the case when there is a stable and
coherent majority in parliament. Even if the cabinet initially emanates from
a compromise outcome of strategic interactions between the president and
the parliament, it is likely to drift during its tenure in office towards the ideal
point of the parliament (Shugart and Carey, 1992).2

In president-parliamentary systems the institutional lines of conflict are
somewhat more uncertain. The president-parliamentary framework, which
provides both the president and the parliament unilateral power to dismiss
the cabinet, makes the distribution of dismissal powers a somewhat less
effective predictor of the likely alliances and possible lines of conflict. There
might be additional constitutional provisions, however, which impose certain
constraints on the ability of either the president or the parliament to dismiss
the cabinet. So for example, the Russian 1993 constitution limits the
parliament’s possibility of cabinet dismissal by giving the president quite
extensive powers to dissolve the parliament (we will return to the issue of
parliamentary dissolution by the end of this chapter). Generally, though, in
president-parliamentary systems the president has an overall stronger posi-
tion in the cabinet formation process than in premier-presidential systems. It
is therefore likely that the cabinet will be closer to the ideal preference of the
president rather than to the ideal preference of the parliament.
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In contrast to the typical situation in premier-presidential systems, the presi-
dent in president-parliamentary systems usually has the power to nominate
a prime minister candidate without consulting or having recommendations
from the parliament (see Table 1.2). Thus, the likelihood of a ‘united’ execu-
tive is generally greater in a president-parliamentary regime than in a pre-
mier-presidential one. Consequently, under a divide between the president
and the parliament a united executive will face an oppositional parliament.
We can thus formulate the following hypothesis:

H2: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a premier-presidential
system than under a president-parliamentary system.

Figure 3.1 Possible lines of conflict in premier-presidential and president-parliamentary

systems under an executive-legislative divide

Premier-presidential

           

                   Intra-executive conflict                

             Underlying conflict

President-parliamentary

                                 
    Executive-legislative
     conflict

                                                                   Underlying conflict

Note: The figure outlines the most likely lines of conflict when there is an oppositional divide between the
president and the parliament. Under a president-parliamentary system, the likelihood of a united executive is
much dependent on strategic interactions between the president and the parliament. Since both institutions have
cabinet dismissal powers, some kind of compromise is necessary. The president, however, has a rather influential
role over the cabinet in such regimes, and the prime minister choice is often in the president’s favour.
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Cabinet
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President
  Cabinet
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The Party System and Level of Fragmentation
When analysing how and why intra-executive and executive-legislative conflict
may occur, one cannot ignore the character of the party system and the major-
ity situation in parliament. As Mainwaring notes, in the absence of a number
of broad-based parties, policy disputes can quickly escalate into disputes
over the distribution of power (Mainwaring, 1993). Several scholars have
argued that the functioning of the party system is fundamental to the opera-
tion of semi-presidential regimes (cf. Duverger, 1980; Elgie, 1999;
Mainwaring, 1993; Linz, 1997; Sartori, 1997; Shugart and Carey, 1992).
Linz, for example, states that: ‘any analysis of the functioning of semi-
presidential […] systems has to focus on the party system as much or more
than in the study of presidential systems’ (Linz, 1997: 10).

What, then, is the link between semi-presidentialism and the party sys-
tem? From the empirical evidence presented by, for example, Mainwaring
(1993) and Jones (1995), it is concluded that ‘pure’ presidential systems
cannot easily cope with divided government and lack of executive support in
the parliament. Mainwaring (1993) argues that it is the combination of a
presidential form of government and a multiparty system that is especially
troublesome. Jones (1995: 76) takes the argument even further and asserts
that: ‘the political impact of high levels of multipartism in parliamentary
systems can be debated, but its impact in presidential systems cannot. High
levels of multipartism are incompatible with successful presidential
government.’

Mainwaring (1993) finds three reasons for why the combination of multi-
partism and presidentialism is precarious. Firstly, multiparty presidentialism
is especially likely to produce immobilising executive-legislative deadlock,
because presidential systems, in contrast to parliamentary ones, do not have
mechanisms intended to ensure legislative majorities. In other words, the
separation of powers principle in presidential systems prevents the parliament
from dismissing the president (and/or his cabinet), and similarly, it prevents
the president from dissolving the parliament. Secondly, multiparty systems
are more likely than two-party systems to produce ideological polarisation,
thereby further complicating the president’s chances of coalition building
and parliamentary majority support. Finally, Mainwaring argues that the
combination of multipartism and presidentialism is complicated by the
difficulties of interparty coalition building in presidential systems. In
presidential systems, the president puts together his own cabinet and the
parties are less firmly committed to supporting the government. In
parliamentary systems, however, the parties are more directly involved in
choosing the cabinet and the prime minister, and coalition building is thus
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more stable than in multiparty presidential systems. Generally, several par-
ties represented in the parliament generate less stable and somewhat more
unpredictable majorities than do two-party systems – a situation which
parliamentary systems are, overall, more capable than presidential systems
to deal with (Mainwaring, 1993: 198–203; Mainwaring and Shugart, 1997:
31–32).

With respect to semi-presidential systems, we would expect the problems
of multipartism to apply more to the president-parliamentary type of system
than to the premier-presidential one, because the former is closer to the
functioning of presidentialism. In president-parliamentary systems the
president’s rather strong influence over the cabinet formation, and hence the
cabinets relative distance from the parliament, may make the parliament less
firmly committed to support the government. Premier-presidential systems,
on the contrary, are closer to the parliamentary ideal in so far as the parliament
has a much stronger influence over the cabinet and its formation process.
Still, though, the assumption that both systems will work most effectively
when the president has a solid parliamentary support and when the presi-
dent and prime minister are from the same parliamentary majority, imply
that high levels of multipartism are troublesome for both premier-presidential
and president-parliamentary systems, especially when the party system is
unstructured and unpredictable in character as it has been in several post-
communist cases.

According to the literature, a general consequence of high-level multi-
partism (or fragmentation) is that the president’s bargaining power over the
appointment-dismissal process increases. A fragmented parliament with
numerous party factions faces considerable difficulties in aggregating and
identifying its ideal prime minister (and/or cabinet) candidate. The president
can exploit this situation and nominate a prime minister candidate of his
own liking and make a take-it-or-leave-it offer to the parliament. The prime
minister nominee then serves as a focal point around which a parliamentary
majority may be constructed. Fragmentation can thus help the president to
secure a prime minister appointment closer to his ideal choice than would
have been the case if the president had faced a stable parliamentary majority.
In other words, although the parliament is in opposition to the president,
fragmentation weakens the unity of this opposition, which the president may
take advantage of (cf. Shugart and Carey, 1992). However, when the cabinet
is about to act it will need support from parliament in order to function
politically. In premier-presidential systems, government support for the pre-
sident will be tempered by the general mood of the national assembly, whose
support is for the government to remain in office. Therefore, the cabinet is
likely to remain primarily loyal to whatever parliamentary majority there is
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and, consequently, be less oriented towards the president. Under such
circumstances, there is thus incitement for intra-executive conflict.

Parliamentary fragmentation under the president-parliamentary frame-
work on the other hand, is likely to force the cabinet closer to the president
during its tenure in office. The president’s ability to censure the cabinet at
any time, and the difficulties in mobilising coherent majorities in a fragmented
parliament, provide strong incitements for the cabinet to be sensitive to the
president’s position. But the dilemma is that the cabinet at the same time has
to find parliamentary support for its proposals and is, furthermore, subjected
to parliamentary confidence for its survival. It is thus necessary for the cabinet
to work for both presidential and parliamentary support, something that
may prove highly difficult in a context of high fragmentation (and a possible
president-parliament antagonism). In other words, it is difficult to anticipate
whether instances of conflict are most likely to occur along the executive-
legislative or the intra-executive line in a president-parliamentary system
with high levels of party system fragmentation. We have incitement for both
types. But our general expectation will be that party system fragmentation
increases the risk of intra-executive conflict.

From this reasoning, it is also logical to assume that an electoral system
that produces multipartism creates conditions for conflict. Generally, pro-
portional (PR) parliamentary elections are associated with multiparty systems,
and majority elections are associated with two-party systems (e.g. Duverger,
1965; Taagepeera and Shugart, 1989). In practice, of course, the strength of
this correlation depends on how much proportionality the PR system allows
for, or what type of majority system one has in mind. However, if one takes
the two extremes, i.e. a pure PR-system with great proportionality as
compared to a plurality First-Past-the-Post system, Duverger’s effect has found
strong empirical support (e.g. Lane and Ersson, 2000; Norris, 2004). Thus,
since we assume that high-levels of party system fragmentation increase the
risk of intra-executive conflict we must conclude that the electoral system is
an important factor in this regard. But our basic hypothesis is that:

H3: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a high level of party sys-
tem fragmentation than under a low level of party system fragmentation.

Concurrent and Non-Concurrent Elections
The timing of presidential and parliamentary elections is another crucial
factor affecting the likelihood of intra-executive conflict. Research on the
effects of concurrence between presidential and parliamentary elections has
mainly been derived from ‘pure’ presidential systems (see for example Camp-
bell, 1985; 1991; Jacobson, 1990; 1991; Jones, 1995). This research is rele-
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vant to semi-presidential systems as well considering the popular elections
of president and parliament.

The timing of presidential and parliamentary elections can be concurrent,
i.e. the presidential and parliamentary elections are held simultaneously; or
they can be non-concurrent, i.e. held on separate occasions; or they can be
‘mixed’, i.e. held both concurrently and non-concurrently depending on
electoral cycles. Whether the elections are concurrent or non-concurrent is
expected to be of double importance to the party system and the provision
of parliamentary majorities (Jones, 1995). First, the degree of temporal
concurrence between the elections for the presidency and the parliament has
been found to influence the number of parties represented in the parliament
(the level of fragmentation) and hence indirectly the likelihood of a majority
supportive to the president (see for example Jones, 1995: 103). Generally,
concurrent elections have been found to produce lower levels of fragmentation
than is the case under non-concurrent elections. The link between presidential
and parliamentary elections is stronger when the elections are held at the
same time, and presidential elections help to reduce the number of effective
parties in the parliament (under both proportional and majority electoral
systems). Since most politicians want to enhance their power and policy-
making potential they tend to line up behind any of the few parties capable
of winning the presidency. Thus, there tends to be a substantial gap in size
between those parties that contest the presidency and the remaining parties
that do not seriously do so. This means that there are not many options for
the voters other than to vote for the major parties. Moreover, voters are
likely to perceive that voting for the president’s party is a way of confirming
the support given to the presidential candidate against his or her opponent
(Jones, 1995: 105–106; Shugart and Carey, 1992: 239).

Second, the concurrence between presidential and parliamentary elections
has a more direct effect on the president’s ability to gain parliamentary sup-
port. Presidential elections are generally considered more important than
other national elections. They tend to have a contagious effect on all elections
at other levels, including the parliamentary ones. This effect is present
regardless of the election’s timing method. It is, however, strongest in systems
where the presidential and parliamentary elections are held concurrently.
When presidential and parliamentary elections are held at the same time, the
greater visibility of the presidential candidates often leads the electorate to
vote for members of the president’s party in the parliamentary elections as a
by-product of their support for the presidential candidate. Thus presidents
are expected to be more likely to obtain a parliamentary majority when the
presidential and parliamentary elections are held concurrently than is the
case when the elections are held at separate times, i.e. non-concurrently
(Jones, 1995: 107).3
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With respect to premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems
we would thus assume that the timing of presidential and parliamentary
elections affects the likelihood of intra-executive conflict. By increasing the
level of party system fragmentation and, furthermore, negatively affecting
the president’s chances of legislative support, non-concurrent elections are
likely to increase the frequency of intra-executive conflict. This summarised
in the following hypothesis:

H4: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely if presidential and parliamentary
elections are held non-concurrently than concurrently.

Majority and Minority Government
There is little theoretical guidance in the existing literature on how the minor-
ity or majority status of cabinets affects the relationship between presidents
and prime ministers. However, we can derive some theoretical assumptions
based on the institutional conditions of intra-executive-conflict. An essential
mechanism of intra-executive conflict is the one actor’s willingness to chal-
lenge the other actor’s control of the executive, and the latter’s unwillingness
to accept this challenge. Whether the cabinets are majority or minority based
should therefore be of importance in this regard. While majority governments
impose constraints on presidential interference, minority governments increase
incitement for interference and provide the president with the possibility of
exploiting the cabinet’s lack of a strong political backing in parliament to
have a greater say in executive matters. As such, the minority status of the
cabinet signals political weakness and is likely to invite presidential inter-
vention, which subsequently may lead to intra-executive conflict. Moreover,
the cabinet’s need to form a parliamentary majority supporting its policy
proposals gives the parliament a strong hold over the cabinet and makes it
more dependent upon compromising and negotiating in parliament (cf.
Protsyk, 2005a). This, in turn, triggers conflict between the president and
the prime minister because the cabinet has to be sensitive to the demand of
the parliament and possibly ignore the preferences of the president. The
hypothesis derived from these assumptions is thus that:

H5: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a minority government
than under a majority government.

Cohabitation: Conflict or Compromise?
Under periods of divided government, the president and parliament are in
opposition to each other, which may lead to cohabitation, i.e. that the presi-
dent appoints a prime minister from among the opposition. Cohabitation
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should not be understood as synonymous with intra-executive conflict.
Instead, it is one – and perhaps the most obvious – institutional trigger of
intra-executive conflict (cf. Pasquino, 1997: 132). Needless to say, differing
ideological orientation of the president and the prime minister substantially
increases the possibilities of conflict within the executive. Conflicts are in
such cases manifestations of underlying president-parliament divides that
may stem from competing democratic legitimacies, the fixed term of office
of the president, differing electoral bases and often opposite ideological
orientations of the president and the parliament (cf. Protsyk, 2000: 111).

In Sartori’s positive view of semi-presidentialism, he argues: ‘While pure
presidentialism is a stalemate-prone structure, semi-presidentialism proposes
a gridlock-avoiding machinery’ (Sartori, 1997: 124). He, furthermore, sta-
tes: ‘one must recognize that […] the problem of divided majorities finds a
solution by ‘head-shifting’, by reinforcing the authority of whoever obtains
the majority’ (Sartori, 1997: 125). By these arguments, Sartori points to the
fact that if the president is in lack of legislative support the dual executive
structure – in contrast to the situation in a pure presidential system – prov-
ides a potential back-up mechanism in so far as the system can still work
through the prime minister and her government. This implies, however, that
cohabitation is a solution of conflict rather than a cause of it. The head-
shifting mechanism is certainly an effective one if both the president and the
prime minister adhere to their strict constitutional roles, i.e. the prime minis-
ter takes the dominant position within the executive and controls policy-
making, while the president acts more in line with the typical head of state
figure. In other words, the president accepts the transferring of power to the
prime minister. This is far from the case in many instances, however.
Experiences from the Fifth Republic illustrate how cohabitation has
accommodated both conflict and compromise. Elgie (2001) argues that, in
one sense, cohabitation has challenged the very foundation of the French
dual executive. It has done so by installing the prime minister as the domi-
nant political actor and by greatly restricting the role of the president. This
power shift from the president to the prime minister implies a change mar-
red by conflict, and the periods of cohabitation in France have been
characterised by an ongoing conflict within the executive, he argues. This
conflict has manifested itself in different ways, including in a degree of poli-
tical gridlock, in an increased use of extraordinary constitutional, adminis-
trative and political procedures, and in an ongoing battle for public opinion
(Elgie, 2001: 120).

On the other hand, Elgie also contends that cohabitation in France has
been characterised by compromise. In contrast to the situation under unified
government, there has been rather limited contact between the president and
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the prime minister under French cohabitation. During unified government,
presidential advisers have routinely attended government policy-meetings,
whereas under cohabitation they have not (with the exception of certain
defence and foreign policy meetings). Instead the president and the prime
minister have met face to face on a weekly basis, prior to the government
meetings. This relative absence of contact seems also to have suited both
sides, since it emphasises that they are political opponents. It allows the
president to distance himself from the responsibility of government reforms,
while at the same time it allows the prime minister to take credit for successful
policies. The existence of regular channels for communication, however,
secures that common tasks can still be carried out and that inconvenient
mistakes may be avoided. A good example of compromise between the pre-
sident and the prime minister concerns public-sector appointments. In France
there has been a tendency for new installed governments to appoint known
sympathisers to key civil service and state sector posts. During cohabitation
this issue has been particularly sensitive because prime ministers have wanted
to dismiss and substitute appointments made by the president’s party.
However, several of these appointments must be approved by the president
as well as by the prime minister, which has paved the way for negotiation
and compromise. Looking at cohabitation from the perspective of
compromise, Elgie holds that:

[E]ven though cohabitation is characterized by conflict, it is also marked by
compromise between the Elysée Palace and Matignon. Both the president
and the prime minister know that they have to work with each other in
certain respects, but they also realise that cooperation can work to the mutual
advantage of both (Elgie, 2001: 124).

However, despite the Fifth Republic’s mixed experiences of both conflict
and compromise under cohabitation, a divided executive must be conside-
red an obvious institutional determinant of conflict and our hypothesis is
that:

H6: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a divided executive
(cohabitation) than under a united executive.

The President’s Party Influence
The relationship between the president, cabinet and parliament is also
determined by the president’s partisan powers. Kaltefleiter (1970), who analy-
sed party systems in semi-presidential regimes in the late 1960s, distinguis-
hed between structured, unstructured and stalemated party systems and
showed that the president can be either the leader of her party, an influential
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leader in her party, or lacking significant influence in her party (Kaltefleiter,
1970: 185–186)4. He demonstrated, with the case of the second presidency
under Hindenburg in the president-parliamentary Weimar Republic, that
the most difficult situation arises in a fragmented party system in which
there is an unstable, or even a lack of a majority, in the legislature and where
the president has neither support from a majority nor influence over a party
or a coalition (Kaltefleiter, 1970). The French Fifth Republic on the contrary,
has been characterised by the opposite situation. The French presidents, at
least to date, have either been long-standing party leaders, or belonged to
the established elite, within their own party. Thus, they have usually entered
office supported by a strong party or party coalition in the parliament, which
has contributed to the relative stability of the French premier-presidential
system (cf. Elgie, 2001: 109).

A president without strong party influence is likely to be distanced from
inter-party policy work, as well as from inter-party negotiation over prime
minister candidates. If the prime minister, moreover, is the leader (or at least
a leading figure) within that same party there is incitement for intra-execu-
tive conflict as the president is likely to impose a political agenda of his own.
The issue of prime minister appointment is particularly important as to this
matter. If the president lacks party influence he is likely be forced to accept a
prime minister candidate further from his ideal preference than he would
have had to do, had he been a more dominant actor in his party – something
that in itself creates basis for intra-executive tension.

There is also an in-built dilemma in semi-presidential systems with regard
to presidents and parties. In his head of state position, the president is expected
to be somewhat distanced from party politics and from day-to-day muddling
in parliament. There is thus a stipulated ‘above-partisanship’ of the presidents.
Usually the constitution explicitly requires that the president must suspend
his activities in political parties and organisations until a new presidential
election campaign. Such constitutional provisions – primarily aimed at keeping
the president politically independent and as serving the whole nation – tend
to have a negative influence on the party system by diminishing the role of
parties and, even more importantly, to complicate the efforts of the presi-
dent to mobilise support for his initiatives and thereby weaken the links
between the president and the parties. Even if the president and the
government have the backing of the same electoral majority, the president is
without direct and formal party links and thus has limited resources to become
a leading president (Pugaciauskas, 2000: 24). The president is thus left with
his popular legitimacy, personal prestige and a limited set of prerogatives
but without necessary instruments to translate it into executive power to the
extent that he can direct the government. These factors are obviously more
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salient in premier-presidential than in president-parliamentary systems, con-
sidering that the latter system provides a much stronger constitutional posi-
tion to the president. The basic point here, however, is that if the president
lacks even informal party links during his term in office, incentives for intra-
executive conflict increase. This is summarised in the following hypothesis:

H7: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely if the president has little
influence over his affiliated party or coalition, than if the president has a
great deal of influence over his affiliated party or coalition.

Institutional Options and Conflict Management
In the following and final part of this chapter we will discuss management
strategies and possible outcome of intra-executive conflict. What options
are available to the conflicting actors for managing intra-executive conflict?
What institutional mechanisms are at hand for approaching intra-executive
conflict and, finally, what are the potential costs of conflict for the political
system? As in the previous, the focus is on institutional factors stemming
from constitutional and/or other provisions.

Go it alone, go public or go bargain

The literature on the different options available to the actors under intra-
executive conflict is sparse and there is no systematic and direct assessment
of the issue. In the literature on divided government, however, some useful
insights with relevance to intra-executive conflict have been provided. Cox
and Kernell (1991) have tried to systematically outline the various options
with which decision-makers are faced under divided government and these
are to a large extent also pertinent to the situation under intra-executive
conflict. According to Cox and Kernell there are three main options available.

The first is to ‘go it alone’. Here the oppositional branches decide not to
bargain with each other but instead pursuing their own agendas. Under intra-
executive conflict, it would mean that the president and prime minister each
decide to use constitutional and/or legal resources available to them in the
pursuit of their own ends, whatever the consequences for the other branch
and for the overall political outcome. The attraction of this type of strategy
is the chance of ‘turning the game’ to one’s own advantage and that a uni-
laterally and forcefully pursued line of policy can be difficult and (politically)
costly to overturn. The danger associated with this option is that it is likely
to further deepen the conflict, which may lead to difficult consequences such
as political deadlock, constitutional crises and/or open disputes. In all cases,
the public at subsequent elections may sanction both the president and the
government (cf. Cox and Kernell, 1991; Elgie, 2001).
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The second option is to ‘go public’. This strategy is associated with the
situation where the conflicting institutions use the public as an intermediary
and tries to win voter support for their position in order to illustrate the
potential electoral costs to the other. Public statements in defence of one’s
views serve to strengthen the bargaining position vis-à-vis the opponent (Cox
and Kernell, 1991; Elgie, 2001). In premier-presidential systems, the presi-
dent may find this option particularly attractive considering that his
constitutional powers are rather limited but his links to the public usually
quite strong. So, for example, French presidents have frequently used this
option and spoken out against the government on a number of occasions
and criticised it in several policy-areas. Both Mitterrand and Chirac have
used their authority as presidents, to publicly criticise proposed government
economic and political reforms.

Cox and Kernell’s third option is to ‘bargain with the beltway’. Here,
both branches know that they have to bargain and reach agreement. However,
neither wants to make the first move and appear politically weak. Therefore,
bluffing strategies are adopted and negotiations delayed until a last minute
compromise is finally found. There is an obvious risk attached to this strategy:
in the event that no agreement is reached the conflicting parts are likely to be
subsequently punished by the electorate (Elgie, 2001). With regard to intra-
executive conflict a further risk is that an agreement between the president
and the prime minister may be reached, but be unacceptable to the government
supportive majority in parliament – a situation that may instead lead to
executive-legislative conflict.

Attempting to change the constitution

Trying to change the formal distribution of powers is arguably one of the
most radical alternatives that the institutional rivals could opt for to alter an
existing power balance inside the executive (cf. Protsyk, 2005a: 144). To
challenge the status quo interpretation of the constitution is an option likely
to provoke a certain level of political instability and turbulence as it
undermines the legitimacy of the existing system. In addition, it may contribute
to political stalemate by polarising political actors from different institu-
tions around the constitutional issue, and by demanding considerable
attention and political resources. It is thus an alternative associated with
political risks and potentially high costs for the conflicting actors. As we
shall see, however, under post-communist semi-presidentialism, both
presidents and prime ministers have quite frequently resorted to the tactic of
challenging the legitimacy and rationality of the existing constitutional frame-
work. The actors’ strategies to impose constitutional changes vary but have
commonly included appeals to the parliament, voters, and/or constitutional
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court, advocating changes of basic constitutional norms that regulate
appointment powers and executive and legislative powers among the diffe-
rent institutions.

The constitutional court of course has a pivotal role in matters of
constitutional change and interpretation. If the court functions in accordance
with the criteria mentioned below, it has a potential to solve considerable
constitutional disputes and rule against the most blatant attempts to alter
the power balance in favour of one side. In the event that the court finds it
reasonable to change the constitution in line with the proposal, this increases
the likelihood that politicians and citizens find the constitutional revision
more legitimate, and this may, consequently, have an overall stabilising effect
(cf. Brown and Wise, 2004).

Presidential power to dissolve the parliament

Another, and closely related, factor revolves around the powers vested in the
president, namely the power to dissolve parliament. Presidential dissolution
of parliament is a radical deviation from the separation of power principle,
and a typical feature of semi-presidential systems. However, the circumstances
under which dissolution power may be used varies among semi-presidential
regimes and the constitutions are usually quite explicit about this issue. Gene-
rally, though, the power of dissolution is related to the cabinet formation
process and may be used when there is a deadlock within this process.
Therefore, as a rule, the president cannot use the dissolution power just in
order to get rid of an unfavourable parliamentary majority. Still, it is logical
to assume that the ability of the president to threaten the survival of parliament
under the government formation process gives him a significant advantage
in the bargaining situation. If the president can credibly threaten the survival
of parliament he is more likely to be successful in imposing upon the
parliament a prime minister candidate (and perhaps also other cabinet minis-
ters) closer to his ideal preference. Thus, if the president’s dissolution power
has this effect, it may result in an avoidance of an intra-executive conflict.
But at the same time, it provokes an executive-legislative conflict between
the united executive and the oppositional legislature. The latter scenario
should be more likely in a president-parliamentary regime than in a premier-
presidential one (cf. Shugart and Carey, 1992).

Premier-presidential systems, as a rule, provide the president with rather
limited dissolution powers. The Bulgarian constitution, 1991, for example,
specifies that the president may dissolve the parliament in relation to the
cabinet formation process, but only in the event that a three-stage safety
mechanism to secure government formation has already failed (Article 99:
2–5). Similarly, the Lithuanian constitution, 1992, specifies a number of
restrictions upon the president’s ability to dissolve parliament (Article 58).
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The French constitution, 1958, on the contrary, is an example of a premier-
presidential case in which the president is provided with rather unrestricted
dissolution powers by simply stating: ‘The president […] may, after
consultation with the prime minister and the presidents of the assemblies,
pronounce the dissolution of the National Assembly’ (Article 12). Generally,
however, the president’s more limited powers in the overall cabinet forma-
tion and dismissal process – not least with respect to the cabinet appointive
procedure – makes the dissolution power a less powerful instrument to the
legislature in premier-presidential systems than in president-parliamentary
ones.

In president-parliamentary systems, the authority to dissolve the
parliament can indeed prove to be a strong tool in the hands of the presi-
dent. The provision of parliamentary dissolution may be included so as to
restrict the parliament’s ability to dismiss cabinets. If this is the case, cabinet
dismissal powers are not entirely symmetrical between the president and the
parliament, since the parliament may, under the dissolution threat, abstain
from cabinet dismissal. For example, the Russian constitution, 1993, prov-
ides the president with a choice in this matter, by specifying that if the
parliament adopts a second vote of no confidence within three months ‘the
president […] shall announce the resignation of the government or dissolve
the State Duma’ (Article 117: 3). As such, the parliament has a
disadvantageous position vis-à-vis the president and the political system is
always more likely to be characterised by an alliance between the president
and the cabinet vis-à-vis the parliament than between the cabinet and the
parliament vis-à-vis the president.

There are president-parliamentary cases, however, where the power of
dissolution is not provided to the president at all. Post-Soviet Ukraine is
such an example, where this has indeed been an issue of debate between the
president and the parliament in recent years. When the president is denied
the power to dissolve the parliament, the cabinet truly faces a confused and
dual loyalty, since both the president and the parliament still have symmetrical
power to dismiss the cabinet.

The mediating role of constitutional courts
All eight countries under close examination in this study, have established
constitutional courts in the post-communist era. Until very recently, however,
surprisingly little attention has been paid to the role of constitutional courts
in mediating between institutional branches5. Still, we can contend from the
development in the post-communist countries that constitutional courts have
had a primary role in either moderating or fuelling conflict between the main
institutional actors.
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Institutional rivalry and conflict, be it intra-executive or executive-
legislative, create opportunities for constitutional courts to play a mediating
role. Constitutional courts have the potential of facilitating the establishment
of stable relationships between the branches by defining the actions each can
and cannot take vis-à-vis the other. In addition, the courts can, in Brown and
Wise’s (2004: 149) words, ‘contribute to inter-branch stability by translating
political conflicts into legal problems, legitimating outcomes, and easing the
pain of political defeat by defining outcome in more tranquil judicial
language.’ In an early stage of regime development, the operational powers
and authorities of the key institutional actors are often somewhat unclear
and ambiguous, and under such conditions the constitutional court can
possibly serve to maintain the legitimacy of the constitutional system.

The mere establishment of a constitutional court is of course no guarantee
that it will be effective as a mediating institution. If the court is to play a
stabilising role, the other branches must respect its position and decisions.
As such, a commitment to constitutionalism is an important pre-requisite
for successful constitutional government, something that has not been entirely
in place in all post-communist contexts, particularly not in the vast part of
the post-Soviet states. Moreover, just as legislative and executive institutions
are often fragile and ambiguous during the early phases of transition, so are
constitutional courts. Constitutional courts in the former Soviet Union
typically lack a history of judicial autonomy and if they are to be successful
in playing a mediating role in institutional disputes, the courts must maintain
stability and continuity, and be independent from the other institutional
branches. Otherwise the courts’ legitimacy is undermined and their decisions
unlikely to be respected (Brown and Wise, 2004: 151).

Implications of Conflict:
Cabinet Stability and Political Efficiency
A general assumption underlying this study is that intra-executive conflicts
matter, i.e. that they have certain implications for the political system. This
assumption may not seem too controversial: our scientific venture would in
fact lose its thrust, if this assumption were not fulfilled. But the crucial question
is of course in what ways they are important. What are the possible effects of
intra-executive conflict? Our main theoretical argument here is that the
conflicts are likely to have a negative impact on cabinet stability. Whether
cabinet stability is also to be considered a measure of regime stability, however,
is more disputable. Lijphart (1999) has argued quite strongly against such
an assumption. In his words ‘[this] view is as wrong as it is prevalent’ (Lijphart,
1999: 130). He states that the disadvantages of frequent cabinet shifts may
not be as serious as they might seem:
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When there is a cabinet crisis, certain ministers change or the same ministers
are merely shifted around; but no civil servant is displaced, and the day-to-
day administration continues without interruption (Lijphart, 1999: 130)

Similarly, Dogan (1989) argues that cabinet stability is not a valid indicator
of the viability of the democratic system and the major reason, according to
him, is that in most systems with seemingly unstable cabinets, there is still a
highly stable ‘core’ of ministerial personnel in place. In contrast, other scholars
argue that cabinet instability is indeed related to regime instability. One of
their main arguments is that short-lived cabinets do not have sufficient time
to develop sound and coherent policies and reforms, which may endanger
the viability of democracy and regime stability. Indeed one of the enduring
criticisms of parliamentary systems is that they are associated with cabinet
instability and paralysed policymaking. Horowitz, for example, stresses that
this policymaking paralysis, in turn, has led to the breakdown of democracy
in Asia and Africa (Horowitz, 1990 [1996]). Others have even used the
measure of cabinet stability as a direct indicator of policy performance (e.g.
Roper, 2002).

Without solving the question of whether cabinet duration should be
interpreted as a proxy of regime stability or not, I will stick to the argument
that a very frequent rate of cabinet turnover is less than advantageous for
political stability. We can, furthermore, argue that cabinet stability is of
particular importance in new democracies where there is need for a certain
political continuity to provide effective policy reforms and system legitimacy.
Why, then, is it logical to assume that intra-executive conflict is likely to
have a negative effect on cabinet stability?

When the president has unilateral power to dismiss the prime minister, as
in the president-parliamentary systems, then this is a logical expected outcome
of intra-executive conflict. When challenged by a rebellious prime minister,
the president can quite easily use the threat of dismissal in order to sub-
ordinate the prime minister under his firm control. If the prime minister still
does not comply, the president has the choice to go all the way and replace
the prime minister. This leads us to the following hypothesis:

H8: In president-parliamentary systems, the president is likely to dismiss the
prime minister under intra-executive conflict

Theoretically, though, the realisation that even the parliament has the power
of cabinet dismissal should put some constraints on the president’s willingness
to use the dismissal instrument. The costs for high levels of cabinet turnover
can be considerable in terms of political discontinuity and subsequent electoral
punishments. Arguably there is a certain tolerance level for cabinet turnover
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on the side of both the president and parliament (cf. Protsyk, 2005b), and it
is an empirical question to find out under what circumstances the president
is willing to accept the risks of a high rate of cabinet turnover.

Premier-presidential systems do not provide the president the formal power
of cabinet dismissal. Still, the president can use his moral authority to threaten
the survival of the cabinet in these systems. If the president, for example,
chooses to go public (see earlier) and severely criticising the government
with profound negative effects on the cabinet’s credibility, it may force the
prime minister out of office despite the fact that the president lacks the for-
mal dismissal power. Thus, leaning on her popularity (or at least on her
electoral mandate), the president can claim to act in the name of national
responsibility when challenging the cabinet, something that can prove to be
powerful and reason enough for the prime minister to resign. Our basic
hypothesis is thus that:

H9: Intra-executive conflict is likely to have a negative effect on the length of
cabinet survival in both premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems

Intra-executive conflict: political stalemate or ‘business as usual’?

Shugart and Carey stress that due to the executive duality there are serious
risks of political gridlock in semi-presidential systems. They argue that in a
possible conflict scenario, the president may refuse to acknowledge the claims
to executive leadership by an opposition parliamentary majority and its prime
minister, or the cabinet may refuse to accept the legislative powers of the
president, despite the fact that the constitution vests such powers in the pre-
sident. If the latter is the case, the president might even use her government
formation authority to deny the prime minister post to the legislative major-
ity. In such a situation the political system is subjected to the threat of complete
gridlock or even breakdown (Shugart and Carey, 1992: 57). The literature
on how intra-executive conflict may affect the policy process and the
functioning of day-to-day politics is limited and mostly based on the
cohabitation experiences in France. In one of Suleiman’s studies of the French
system, he concludes that the president-prime minister conflicts under
cohabitation have indeed had serious consequences for day-to-day politics:

[…] it [intra-executive conflict] undermines the coordination process; it
disrupts the policy-making process; and it weakens the authority of the pre-
sident. […] The coordinating mechanisms between different departments,
difficult enough in the best circumstances, break down. Under these con-
ditions the absence of political leadership is felt most strongly. The presi-
dent attempts to circumvent his prime minister by having direct contact
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with the ministers, whereas the prime minister, who views himself as the
head of government, seeks to maintain his authority over the ministers. The
ministers respond to one or the other but try to appear loyal to both
(Suleiman, 1980: 116).

Similarly, Elgie (2001) contends that the consequences of intra-executive
conflict in the Fifth Republic can be observed in a degree of political gridlock,
in an increased use of extraordinary constitutional, administrative and poli-
tical procedures, and in an ongoing battle for public opinion (Elgie, 2001:
120). A degree of political gridlock has occurred in the sense that particular
initiatives have been postponed or delayed. The likelihood of gridlock has
naturally been strongest in the policy-areas where the president and prime
minister can both claim to have legitimate power, most obvious perhaps, in
foreign and defence policy and in European matters. These conflicting inte-
rests have not led to a complete breakdown of policy-making in these areas
but they have resulted in delays and postponement of certain policy initiatives.
The use of extraordinary procedures, constitutional or administrative, has
been employed frequently during French cohabitation. For the prime minis-
ter such measures have been employed so as to speed up the legislative pro-
cess, such as declaring several legislative bills to be ‘urgent’ or trying to use
decree on a number of occasions. In contrast, the president has used
extraordinary procedures to delay the political process and thereby making
the political life difficult for the prime minister. Such an example occurred
when President Chirac in 1988 tried to play out the Senate (the upper chamber
of the parliament) against the National Assembly (the lower chamber) by
discretely lobbying for one of his preferred candidates as President of the
Senate. Although, the Senate has rather limited powers, and is clearly
subordinated to the National Assembly, it is able to delay the legislative
process in certain areas (Elgie, 2001: 121–122).6

The experiences of intra-executive conflict in France have not led to
complete breakdown or political deadlock and the system has worked, un-
der the circumstances, quite well. Indeed, in light of Sartori’s positive view
on the ‘head-shifting mechanism’, we can assume that it is in fact the possibility
of cohabitation that accounts for some of the French system’s attractiveness
among transitional regimes. However, in a transitional context the negative
effects of having policy-processes and reforms partly interrupted, delayed or
postponed by institutional conflict can be considerable for political system
stability. Based on the experiences of intra-executive conflict in the post-
communist countries this issue will be addressed in the last part of our
empirical analysis, Chapter 7.

In sum, this chapter has tried to present a theoretical framework of semi-
presidentialism and institutional conflict by developing a set of logical
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assumptions for the subsequent empirical analysis of post-communist semi-
presidentialism. Table 3.1 summarises the guiding hypotheses.

Table 3.1 Guiding hypotheses on semi-presidentialism and intra-executive conflict

Triggers of conflict:
H1: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely in the early phases following a transition than in later phases.

H2: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a premier-presidential system than under a president-
parliamentary system.

H3: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a high level of party system fragmentation than under a low
level of party system fragmentation.

H4: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely when presidential and parliamentary elections are held non-
concurrently than concurrently.

H5: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a minority government than under a majority government.

H6: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a divided executive than under a united executive.

H7: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely if the president has little influence over his affiliated party or
coalition, than if the president has a great deal of influence over his affiliated party or coalition.

Outcome of conflict:
H8: In president-parliamentary systems, the president is likely to dismiss the prime minister under intra-
executive conflict

H9: Intra-executive conflict is likely to have a negative effect on the length of cabinet survival in both premier-
presidential and president-parliamentary systems
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Notes

1 A principal-agent framework has also been applied by other scholars for dealing
with the institutional structure and chain of delegation in constitutional systems (e.g.
Bergman and Strøm 2004; Strøm et al., 2003).
2 Shugart and Carey (1992) have constructed an ‘appointment-dismissal game’ to
illustrate how strategic interaction between the president and the parliament over the
control of the cabinet may occur. Their appointment model is clearly heuristic, but
demonstrates the strategic advantage that the power of initiative provides the presi-
dent with, and that inaccurate information about the other’s preferences might limit
this advantage. In several post-communist countries the parliaments are generally
weaker than the presidencies, which is why one would expect the outcome of
institutional conflicts to be in the president’s favour more often than the opposite.
3 Shugart and Carey (1992) have classified non-concurrent elections – ‘mixed’ elections
taken aside – into three different subcategories. First are honeymoon elections, which
occur within one year after the presidential inauguration. Such elections tend to be
quite beneficial to the newly elected president’s party because the affects attributed
to concurrent elections are still effective. Thus, the French President Mitterrand twice
used his power to dissolve parliament immediately after his own election in order to
obtain the ‘honeymoon’ effects of new parliamentary elections. Second are counter-
honeymoon elections, which take place within a year prior to the presidential elections.
Such elections might be used by parties to provide information on electoral trends
that they can use in upcoming negotiations over the formation of coalitions before
presidential elections. Third are midterm elections, i.e. any elections that do not occur
within a year before, or a year after the inauguration of a newly elected president.
Thus midterm elections do not have to occur half way through the president’s term,
although in many cases they do. This last form of non-concurrent elections, i.e.
midterm elections, is indeed most closely associated with the problems of high-level
multipartism and the difficulties for the president to enhance a supportive
parliamentary majority (Shugart and Carey, 1992: 242–243).
4 Kaltefleiter labelled semi-presidential regimes ‘systems with bipolar executives’
(Kaltefleiter, 1970).
5 Two recent exceptions are Brown and Wise (2004), and Larkins (1996).
6 For a more extensive historical exposition on these issues, see Elgie (2001).
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4 Post-Communist Semi-Presidentialism:
Constitutional Choice and Transitional Context

This first out of four empirical chapters sets out to map and classify the
constitutional system choices among the post-communist countries based
on the theoretical definitions presented in Chapter 1. We have already made
the point that the constitutional framework must serve as a basis for our
classification of political systems and the starting point of this chapter is
therefore the formal constitutional arrangements, i.e. the constitution de jure.
The chapter also encompasses an inquiry into post-communist constitution
building, by providing some tentative answers to the question of why so
many countries opted for semi-presidential systems. Encompassing 27 diffe-
rent constitutions, the comparative approach is relatively broad and at a
higher level of abstraction than in the following chapters. The chapter breaks
down into three main parts: (i) a classification of the countries’ constitutions
followed by an assessment of post-communist constitution building, (ii) a
comparison of the constitutional powers vested in each of the countries’
presidencies, and, finally (iii), an outline of the pattern of constitutional type,
presidential power, and democratisation.

The Spread of Parliamentarism and Semi-presidentialism
Based on the countries’ constitutions, Table 4.1 provides an overview of the
constitutional arrangements in 27 post-communist countries. As argued in
Chapter 1, adopting Shugart and Carey’s (1992) definitions of premier-
presidentialism and president-parliamentary regimes, provides more accuracy
and nuance than if we would elaborate only with the terms of presidentialism,
parliamentarism and semi-presidentialism.

When employing these categories, we find that semi-presidentialism is by
far the most common constitutional arrangement in our sample. In fact,
there are only nine parliamentary systems and no pure presidential
constitution. The classification also reveals a clear regional pattern.
Parliamentary and premier-presidential constitutions are dominant among
the Central and East European countries, while president-parliamentarism
prevails throughout the former Soviet Union. Indeed, Lithuania, Moldova
and Mongolia are the only former Soviet republics that have adopted pre-
mier-presidential constitutions, while the Croatian constitutional model –
until the amendments in 2000–01 – was the only president-parliamentary
regime among the non-Soviet republics (cf. Roper, 2002). However, as the
notes to Table 4.1 indicate, until very recently, the process of constitutional
reconciliation has been more or less ongoing in several countries.
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For example, the changes in Slovakia in 1999, from indirect to popular
presidential elections would, according to our definition, indicate a shift from
parliamentarism to premier-presidentialism. In addition, another
constitutional revision in 2001 partly confirmed the role of the president by
requiring a majority of all deputies to override presidential veto, as well as
granting the president the right to appoint judges on the recommendation of
the Judicial Council (Karatnycky et al., 2002). However, and although the
present Slovakian constitution provides for the direct election of the presi-
dent, executive power remains in the hands of the prime minister and cabinet.
The president’s formal powers have been limited by other constitutional
provisions and by the fact that the president, in accordance with the
constitution (Article 102), has delegated important prerogatives to the
government, such as the right to negotiate and ratify international treaties.
(cf. Rybar, 2005: 333). Recalling that one criterion of premier-presidentialism
is that ‘the president possesses quite considerable powers’, our categorising
of Slovakia as a parliamentary system – even after the 1999 revision – seems
to be the most accurate option.

Other countries, however, have amended or revised their post-communist
constitutions in such a comprehensive way that they have shifted from one
constitutional category to another (cf. Sedelius, 2002). In Croatia, the
constitutional revisions in 2000 and 2001 represents a shift from a presi-
dent-parliamentary arrangement to a premier-presidential one, by stating in
the revised constitution that the government should only be subordinated to
parliamentary confidence for its survival and not, as was the case prior to
these changes, to both the president and the parliament. Before the
amendments either the president or the parliament could dismiss the cabinet,
i.e. the typical feature of a president-parliamentary system. The Croatian
constitution was revised after several years of semi-authoritarian rule under
the leadership of President Franjo Tudjman, who died in 1999. Moldova, in
2000, changed the method of presidential elections from a popular vote to
de facto indirect elections, which according to our definitions, represents a
shift from premier-presidentialism to parliamentarism. Yet another, and very
recent, example is Ukraine, where agreements to change the constitution
were reached in the aftermath of the Orange Revolution in 2004. From
January 2006, the country has formally abandoned its president-
parliamentary arrangement in favour of a premier-presidential system
according to which the president is no longer entitled to dismiss the cabinet
(we will return to the constitutional shifts in Croatia, Moldova and Ukraine
in Chapter 5).

Croatia, Moldova and Ukraine exemplify constitutional changes from a
president-dominated system toward government models in which the cabinet
becomes explicitly anchored in the parliament. In other words, changes where
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authority over the executive is successively being transferred from the presi-
dent to the parliament. In several post-Soviet countries, however, the trend
has been the reverse. Belarus, the Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan and Uzbeki-
stan are all examples of countries headed by authoritarian presidents, in
which constitutional amendments have been adopted in order to gradually
strengthening already strong presidencies.

To offer a fully sufficient explanation of why so many post-communist
countries ended up with semi-presidential constitutions would require a study
of its own, and is thus an unrealistic goal of this chapter. Research on
constitutional building in post-communist countries is extensive (e.g. Baylis,
1996; Easter, 1997; Elster, 1998; Frye, 1997; 2002; Johannsen, 2000;
Zielonka, 2001) and it is beyond the scope of this study to capture this sub-
field in detail. However, our main research task, i.e. to analyse institutional
interaction and conflict in the semi-presidential systems, calls for a contextual
background in which some general basics on this issue are considered.
Therefore, and in order to present some tentative arguments on the choice of
semi-presidentialism, a general assessment of constitution building proces-
ses in some post-Soviet and Central European countries is required.

Notes: Bosnia and Herzegovina is excluded from this list, which is due to the fact that the
country’s constitutional model is rather difficult to categorise.

Table 4.1 Constitutional type and year of post-communist constitution

Country Constitutional type Year of post-communist
constitution

Albania Parliamentary                   1998
Armenia President-parliamentary                   1995a

Azerbaijan President-parliamentary                   1995
Belarus President-parliamentary                   1994 b

Bulgaria Premier-presidential                   1991
Croatia President-parl. (1990-00) Premier-pres. (2000- )                   1990 c

Czech Republic Parliamentary                   1993
Estonia Parliamentary                   1992
Georgia President-parliamentary                   1995
Hungary Parliamentary                   1990
Kazakhstan President-parliamentary                   1995
Kyrgyz Republic President-parliamentary                   1993 d

Latvia Parliamentary                   1993
Lithuania Premier-presidential e                   1992
Macedonia Parliamentary                   1991
Moldova Premier-pres. (1994-00) Parliamentary (2000-)                   1994f

Mongolia Premier-presidential                   1992
Poland Premier-presidential                   1992g

Romania Premier-presidential                   1991
Russia President-parliamentary                   1993
Slovakia Parliamentary                   1992h

Slovenia Parliamentary                   1991
Tajikistan President-parliamentary                   1994i

Turkmenistan President-parliamentary                   1992
Ukraine President-parl. (1991-05) Premier-pres. (2006-)                   1996j

Uzbekistan President-parliamentary                   1992
Yugoslavia Parliamentary                   1992



92

One could argue that its 1995 constitution is neither parliamentary nor semi-presidential
(or presidential), since it provides for a so-called presidential council consisting of three
members with different ethnic background. The presidency shares several characteristics
with a president in a parliamentary system, but is also provided with governmental powers,
such as executing decisions of the parliament, and proposing legislation upon
recommendation, and in cooperation, with the government.
a) The constitution was slightly amended in 1999.
b) The 1994 constitution was changed in 1996 on the proposal of the Belarusian presi-
dent, Alexander Lukashenka. Through referendum, his presidential powers were radically
strengthened and extended.
c) In 2000-01, the Croatian constitution was revised into a premier-presidential type of
system. The government is now responsible to parliament only, and not, as the case was in
the 1990 constitution, to both the president and the parliament (Karatnycky et al., 2001).
d) In 1996, the former Kyrgyz president, Askar Akayev strengthened his already
considerable constitutional powers. His powers to appoint officials came to include such
offices as the prime minister, the chairman of the electoral commission, and the national
bank. In addition, the president’s ability to dissolve parliament and call early elections
was increased (Karatnycky et al., 2002).
e) Based on a ruling of 1998, the official doctrine of the Constitutional Court of Lithua-
nia is that Lithuania is a parliamentary republic (Ruling of the Constitutional Court of
Lithuania 1998 01 10). However, the Lithuanian model of government resembles all
conditions in Shugart and Carey’s definition of premier-presidentialism and will also be
treated as such in this study.
f) The Moldovan parliament amended the 1994 constitution in 2000, envisioning a shift
from premier-presidentialism to parliamentarism by changing from direct to indirect
presidential elections, now stipulating that the president will be elected, and if needed,
dismissed by parliament (Roper, 2001).
g) Poland adopted a new constitution in 1997, which replaced the so-called ‘Little
Constitution’ that was signed into law by President Lech Walesa in 1992. The new
constitution delineates competencies within the premier-presidential model more precisely,
and is designed to diminish areas of potential conflict by partly reducing, and more clearly
defining, the role of the president.
h) The Slovakian constitution was amended in 1998, 1999 and 2001. In 1998, the
parliament approved an amendment that extended certain competences, including that of
appointing and recalling members of government, to the chairman of parliament. In 1999,
the parliament passed amendments that changed the method of electing the president.
The new law provided for the direct election of the president and for presidential veto
powers. In 2001, another constitutional revision partly confirmed the role of the presi-
dent by requiring a majority of all deputies to override presidential veto, as well as gran-
ting him the right to appoint judges on the recommendation of the Judicial Council.
(Karatnycky et al., 2002; Rybar, 2005: 333).
i) The Tajikistan constitution was amended in 1999, providing for an extension of the
presidential term from five to seven years, but with a one-term limit, a bicameral parliament
to replace the single-chamber, and permitting the establishment of religious parties (CIA
World Factbook, 2002; Karatnycky et al., 2001).
j) During the Orange Revolution by the end of 2004, agreements were reached to reduce
the president’s power and to subordinate the government to the parliament, thereby
changing the system from a president-parliamentary to premier-presidential one. The
changes went into force by January 2006.
Sources: Constitutions translated in English by the International Constitutional Law (ICL).
For several countries, however, the ICL documents have been supplemented by another
English version of the constitution, collected from the countries’ governmental or
parliamentary websites.
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Post-Communist Constitution-Building
Using different theoretical approaches, a number of scholars have attempted
to explain the spread and choices of institutional arrangements among the
post-communist countries. One long-standing approach in political science
argues that political institutions are rooted in culture (Almond and Verba,
1963). Following this perspective, some scholars have emphasised that culture,
path dependence, and the Leninist legacy are shaping the constitutional choices
(e.g. Jowitt, 1992; Kubicek, 1994). Another related, but more historical-
institutional oriented approach stresses the importance of past institutions,
arguing that they tend to influence, and to a significant degree, determine
the constitutional options (e.g. Elster, Offe and Preuss, 1998; Offe, 1996).
Other scholars have focused on policy outcomes suggesting that choices in
the institutional bargaining process can be explained by expected pay-offs in
terms of effective governing and avoidance of policy-gridlocks (e.g. Shugart,
1993; Tsebelis, 1990). Even societal factors such as economic (e.g. Przeworski,
1991) and ethnic (e.g. Horowitz, 1985; 2002) issues have been addressed as
important factors for understanding the outcome of the constitutional buil-
ding processes.

Except for the cultural approaches, most existing inquiries into post-
communist constitution building involve some kind of rational choice oriented
assumptions focusing on the actors involved in the process. Frye (1997) is a
good case in point. Drawing on works by Lijphart (1992) and Geddes (1996),
he assumes that political actors seek to maximise their individual political
power by securing their position and by designing institutions that will allow
them to exercise power to the greatest extent possible. They will thus prefer
institutions that will make them more powerful rather than less. Resources
available to the actors, such as bargaining power, information and the degree
of uncertainty determine the institutional outcome. When analysing Russia
in 1991 and 1993, Estonia, 1992 and Belarus, 1994, Frye finds some empirical
support for the conclusion that when uncertainty is low, actors can use existing
institutions to translate their current political power into favourable
institutional outcomes (Frye, 1997). In a similar vein, although on an
aggregate level of institutional choice, Elster (1996) has advanced an argu-
ment that new institutions become mirrors of the institutions involved in
constitution making. He aggregates the preference structure to the institutional
level (for example, all members of parliament are aggregated to the institu-
tion of parliament), i.e. at the aggregated level institutions become actors.
From this perspective he proposes some assumptions for empirical testing,
for instance that when the constituent assembly dominates the constitution
building process, the result will be an executive-legislative relationship that
gives prominence to the legislature. And similarly, to the extent that the
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president is involved in the constitution making process, he will tend to
promote a strong presidency. In this sense, Elster – building on rational choice
– also offers an explanation for the path dependency thesis provided by his-
torical institutionalism, where choices of institutions reflect already establis-
hed patterns. In an excellent analysis of Elster’s theoretical assumptions,
Johannsen (2000) provides empirical verification to these notions. When
testing both a simple strategic choice model and Elster’s more historical
institutional choice approach, Johannsen’s conclusions are clearly in favour
of the latter. He states: ‘Contingencies and historical focal points found in
national histories have constrained the constitution makers’ (Johannsen, 2000:
168).

In sum, historical-institutional and actor oriented approaches have
provided important insights in explaining the constitutional choices of post-
communist countries. It is arguably too simplistic to approach constitution
building only from a tabula rasa perspective, i.e. on the assumption that
previous rules are totally swept aside and cease to have any bearing on
negotiations and actual constitutional outcomes (cf. Johannsen, 2000).
Sokolowski (2001: 550) summarises a general conclusion when he states:
‘Constitutional choices are products of the political context in which they
are made, and they are dependent upon the sensibilities of those who define
and make such choices.’1 In a similar vein, Offe (1996: 213) states: ‘What
actually happens in the process of institution building is often a far cry
from the mere replication of rules that have been in operation at other places
or times’.

Below we will present some general tendencies among groups of post-
communist countries with regard to their constitutional development. Such
an overview inevitably has a certain degree of unfair generalisation attached
to it and is always open to the objection that it does not pay sufficient attention
to country specific particularities. But it will nevertheless fulfil its purpose as
long as it identifies crucial common denominators for the semi-presidential
systems. The shared Soviet past is an obvious common denominator for the
countries in question, and a few remarks about the Soviet constitutional
legacy may therefore be in order. We must have at least some familiarity
with the Soviet model in order to say what represents – and what does not
represent – a carry-over from Soviet to post-Soviet times.

The Soviet constitutional legacy
In the Soviet Union, the principle of ‘unity of power’ served as a substitute
for the constitutional principle of ‘separation of powers’. The system of Soviets
(councils) combined not only executive and legislative powers at the union
and republican levels, but also state power and self-government at the local
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and territorial levels. The Supreme Soviet was the highest state body with
exclusive legislative powers and the prerogatives to decide on any matter
within republican jurisdiction. All other state organs were in theory
accountable to and under the control of the Supreme Soviet. The Council of
Ministers was the highest executive and administrative body and responsible
and accountable to the Supreme Soviet. Each republican Supreme Soviet
was in turn subordinated and accountable to the all-union Supreme Soviet
in Moscow.

However, in practice the ‘supreme’ position of the Supreme Soviets was
not backed by constitutional sanctions as no effective means of control were
at hand. Although the Supreme Soviets had the exclusive right of law ma-
king, the constitutional acts on their prerogatives lacked clarity and
transparency, with the executive and legislative powers often being fused
(Wolczuk, 2001a: 48–50). But even if there had been a more coherent sepa-
ration of powers in place, this would have had little effect because of the
position of the Soviet Communist Party (CPU). With the CPU controlling
every level of society, power concentration, rather than constitutional balance,
was the engine behind institutional functioning (Gadzhiev, 2001: 271). Indeed,
‘Soviet parliamentarism’ – based on de jure omnipotence of the popularly
elected Supreme Soviets – served perfectly de facto party rule of the Soviet
system. This came to be seriously challenged only after Mikhail Gorbachev
became General Secretary of the CPU in 1985, and began the process of
change, which was ultimately to lead to the collapse of the entire Soviet
system.

Three important constitutional changes occurred under Gorbachev’s
reforms of Glasnost and Perestroika by the late 1980s. The first was the
removal of Article 6 in the ‘Brezhnev Constitution’ of 1977, which enshrined
the Communist Party’s leading role in the Soviet society. While Gorbachev
assumed that the CPU would continue to be the major political player its
role was no longer to involve direct administrative control of Soviet institu-
tions. The second change was Gorbachev’s announcement of a new
parliamentary structure for the Soviet Union, consisting of a Congress of
People’s Deputies and a standing Supreme Soviet. This new structure was
meant to be more closely linked to the population at large than the former
Soviet organs, and to emerge as the leading parliamentary forum of a new
political structure. The third constitutional change was the establishment of
an executive presidency that, although initially to be filled by election at the
Communist Congress, was to have extensive powers. If the Soviet system
had developed constitutionally along the lines implicit in Gorbachev’s propos-
als, a formal separation of powers would probably have been the result
(Gadzhiev, 2001: 271f). But as we know it did not. The combination of the
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old structures of governance and the way the USSR subsequently disintegrated
left the republics very much prone to horizontal power conflicts between the
executive and the legislative. Furthermore, the Brezhnev constitution spelled
out few conflict-regulation devices in the case of executive-legislative dispute
over powers. Consequently, under more transitional conditions, the absence
of democratic procedures for governance led, in several cases, to intrastate
impasses and power deflation (cf. Linz and Stepan, 1996: 391).

Constitutional arrangements in the Soviet satellites

The Soviet ‘satellite states’ of Central and Eastern Europe adopted
constitutional arrangements based on the Soviet constitution, but also
formally based on democratic premises from Western democracies, such as a
parliamentary feature of the system. All power was ascribed to the people
and there were elections, parties and legislative assemblies constitutionally
in place. In practice, however, the constitutional systems were democratic
facades and deviated to a large extent from Western parliamentary
democracies due to the three extra-constitutional principles imposed by Soviet
hegemony: the leading role of the communist party, democratic centralism
and friendship with the Soviet Union. These ideological principles had a
clearly totalitarian feature and left little room for deviations from the Soviet
model (Berglund and Dellenbrant, 1994: 19–21).

The Central and East European constitutional arrangements were not
identical, but very similar during the communist era. By 1950, all countries
had passed a ‘democratic’ constitution, but with some kind of reference to
the leading role of the Communist Party and the unbreakable friendship
with the Soviet Union. Except for the federal cases of Czechoslovakia and
Yugoslavia, the legislatures were unicameral, with parliamentary sessions
occurring a few days at a few times each year. This required another body to
deal with issues arising in between these sessions, and the countries chose
different models to this matter. In the early years after the Second World
War, this task was undertaken by a Presidium or Presidential Council
appointed by the parliament. In later years in Bulgaria, East Germany, Pol-
and and Romania, this was taken over by the Council of State, also appointed
by parliament, which was usually granted somewhat greater powers than
the Presidium, such as the ability to issue decrees with the force of law (Swain
and Swain, 2003).

The head of state was always appointed indirectly by the parliament.
Standard procedure called for the President of the Presidium (or the Presi-
dent of the Council of State) to be elected to this position. The exceptions
from this rule were Czechoslovakia, with an ‘independent’ president, Roma-
nia after 1974, where a special post of President of the Republic was created
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for Nicolae Ceausescu, and Yugoslavia from 1953 until Josip Tito’s death,
where special arrangements ensured that Josip Tito was President of the
Republic, and East Germany prior to 1960. The government – or the Coun-
cil of Ministers – was appointed by parliament, with the government’s
chairman acting as prime minister. Czechoslovakia was unique in that the
president appointed the government. Also the supreme courts and the
prosecutors general were appointed by parliament or, where applicable, the
State Council. Again, Czechoslovakia was an exception in that the president
appointed the prosecutor general. Constitutional courts were not establis-
hed, except for the one in Yugoslavia, where it was needed in order to moni-
tor conformity between republican laws and the federal level constitution
(Swain and Swain, 2003).

Authoritarian presidents in Central Asia and the Caucasus

After the breakdown of the Soviet Union vastly different contextual pre-
conditions separated the former Soviet republics from the Central and East
European countries in terms of constitution building. While the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe created constitutions from base (although often
with clear historical anchoring) as a result of negotiations within the winning
coalitions that emerged in the wake of popular uprisings, the formerly (non-
Baltic) Soviet republics instead started with the institutions that had been
created under the Soviet regime as their point of departure. They thus began
the process of building new institutions within existing Soviet structures and
thereby provided extremely favourable conditions for the rank and file of
the old regime to protect their power positions (cf. Easter, 1997; Wise and
Pigenko, 1999: 29).

The Central Asian countries (in our sample: Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz
Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan), did not experience the
kind of liberalisation of the authoritarian regimes that took place in Central
and Eastern Europe prior to the breakdown of the communist systems. In
the post-Soviet republics in general, and in the Central Asian republics in
particular, the old regime elite came through the breakdown phase structurally
intact and did not experience severe cleavages or internal fragmentation. In
these cases, opposition forces were too weak to force old regime elites to
alter the means of acquiring power. As a result, the regime elites successfully
retained their monopoly of power resources in the transition phase (Easter,
1997). A telling example is that each of the first presidents of the Central
Asian republics, with the exception of Askar Akayev in the Kyrgyz Republic,
where former first secretaries of the Supreme Soviets in their republics.

From an actor-oriented perspective on the development of post-communist
regimes, one assumption is that actor’s uncertainty stems from liberalisation



98

and demands on pluralism, which is thus a basic tenet of democratisation
(Johannsen, 2000). The ultimate escape from the uncertainties of a transition
to democracy would, consequently, be to have none of it, and to replace the
communist authoritarian regime with another authoritarian regime. This is
very much what happened in Central Asia where authoritarian presidents
have dominated the constitutional process and actively sought to accumulate
power in the hands of the executive. A general feature among these countries
is that the presidents have used their control over the administration to
effectively curb the marginal opposition and thereby directing the
constitutional outcome in their own favour. Furthermore, the Central Asian
countries also share a pattern in which the incumbent presidents have appealed
directly to the populations through referendums or threats of referendums,
to overcome whatever parliamentary resistance there may have been to their
policy goals of strengthening executive power or prolonging their presidential
terms. There are, however, certain differences between the countries in how
dominantly the presidents have acted. In a simple dichotomy of ‘soft’ and
‘hard’ authoritarianism, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan should be placed
among the latter, and the other countries among the former. Still though,
even if the pattern of constitutional development presented above has been
most evident in Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, it is pertinent to the other
Central Asian countries as well.

The political transition and the constitutional process in Turkmenistan
and Uzbekistan can be summarised as ‘a rapid and deliberate process of
centralising and concentrating authority in the presidential apparatus’ (Jo-
nes-Luong, 2002: 121). This consisted primarily of establishing strong
presidential rule, reformulating relations between the central government
and the regional and local administration, maintaining direct control over
the media, reinvigorating a centrally managed party system, and actively
excluding organised political opposition (Jones-Luong, 2002).

In the name of ‘stability’, the Turkmen president, Saparmurat Niyazov
moved quickly in order to consolidate power in the hands of the presidential
executive. The creation of a presidency (never included in the Turkmenian
Soviet Republic constitution) in Turkmenistan was inspired by the Russian
Republic under Yeltsin’s early presidency, as well as by Gorbachev’s execu-
tive presidency founded in the last years of the Soviet Union. The new post-
Soviet president-parliamentary constitution was adopted in 1992 through
referendum and Niyazov ran unopposed for the presidency that same year.
Through another popular referendum in 1994, Niyazov had his presidential
term extended until 2002. The parliament has acted more or less as a ‘rubber
stamp for presidential decrees’ (Johannsen, 2000: 131) under the Niyazov
regime. Nations in Transit’s remarks for the year 2004 were less than
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encouraging: ‘[t]he regime has no transparent legislative means, is ruled by
autocratic decree, and has government officials operate only at the behest of
President Niayzov.’ (Nations in Transit, 2004: 3)

In Uzbekistan, developments followed similar lines, where Islom Karimov
– elected president in 1991 – moved swiftly to consolidate power through
the creation of a strong presidency. The adoption of a president-parliamentary
constitution in 1992 was the first major step towards institutionalising the
strong powers of the presidency. According to the constitution, the president
gained, among other things, the powers to appoint and dismiss the prime
minister and other cabinet ministers, administrative heads at all levels, and
the entire judicial branch (including the constitutional court), declare
extraordinary powers at will, dissolve parliament, and approve of key offi-
cial appointments such as the speaker of parliament and the head of the
National Bank. In 1995, Karimov followed the example of Niyazov and
postponed scheduled presidential elections through a popular referendum,
thereby extending his term until the year 2000. In both Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan the presidents also managed to transform the once omnipotent
communist parties into presidential parties, and real power from party ranks
into presidential councils, and into the presidency (Johannsen, 2000).

In contrast to the central governments in Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan,
the governments of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan allowed the media as well
as independent political organisations to develop virtually uninhibited and
they also decentralised decision making over many aspects of the economy.
The fact that reforms went further in these countries was probably due to
the fact that both the Kazakh president, Nursultan Nazarbayev, and the
Kyrgyz president, Askar Akayev, were both inventions of Moscow during
the glasnost and perestroika era (Johannsen, 2000; Jones-Luong, 2002). Both
presidents were elected unopposed in 1991 prior to the adoption of new
president-parliamentary constitutions and they both used the example of
Yeltsin (in 1993) to dissolve the communist era parliament in 1994, and
called new elections to be held under the new constitution.

The Kazakh president, Nazarbayev was unable to obtain firm
parliamentary support after the 1994 elections, however, and the
parliamentarians – encouraged by the growth of an independent press and
the gradual professionalisation of the parliament itself – began to assert their
power vis-à-vis the executive. With support of the constitutional court, the
president once again used his power to dissolve the parliament. From this
point, he turned to the tactic of referenda and initiated a new constitution to
further strengthen the already considerable powers of the presidency, creating
a new bicameral legislature and making it more difficult for the parliament
to initiate a vote of no confidence in the government. The revised constitution
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was adopted in 1995. In addition, Nazarbayev consolidated presidential rule
in late 1995, by issuing a decree in which he granted himself the possibility
to annual any existing law (Johannsen, 2000).

The former Kyrgyz president, Akayev, made use of similar methods,
appealing directly to the electorate to overcome parliamentary resistance.
He extended presidential powers by amending the constitution through refe-
rendums in 1996, 1998, 2000 and 2003. During most of the 1990s, there
was relative stability in the political system, but a few years ago the regime
entered a period of growing political discontent; and the opposition
continuously urged the president to step back and accept early resignation,
and also to admit personal responsibility for killing unarmed opposition
demonstrators in March 2002. Under public pressure, the government did
resign in May 2002, but President Akayev managed to survive by promising
political reforms through yet another constitutional referendum to be held
in 2003. The political situation destabilised again in 2004, and culminated
in public uprisings in the aftermath of the February 2005 parliamentary
elections. After several days of street protests against alleged election fraud
at various places in Kyrgyzstan, several thousand opposition supporters stor-
med and ransack the government building in Bishkek on 24 March. Presi-
dent Akayev fled the country, and the opposition appointed Ishenbai
Kadyrbekov as interim president and the head of the opposition movement,
Kurmanbek Bakiev as interim prime minister (Kimmage, 2005). In July 2005,
Bakiev was elected president but political unrest has prevailed even after his
installation.

The Central Asian states thus share many characteristics in their
transitional and constitutional development. Having established their strong
positions as presidents of their respective republics already in the late Soviet
era, the incumbents have successfully strengthened the presidency as an in-
stitution by appealing directly to the people. Whenever parliaments have
sought to carve out a niche for themselves in the constitutional system,
presidents have responded by direct popular appeals designed to boost the
legitimacy of the presidency or to circumvent the constitutional process by
introducing changes serving the interests of the president (see also Elgie and
Zielonka, 2001: 40–42 concerning the use of referendum as a legitimising
strategy in post-communist countries).

The constitutional and political developments in the Caucasus (Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia) have followed similar patterns as in the Central
Asian countries, although with somewhat more pluralism, but also more
political unrest. Georgia is an interesting case in point. Georgia’s governmental
system in the post-Soviet era has hardly been characterised by stability. Since
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1990, when the Communist Party lost elections to the national independence
movement, there has been no smooth constitutional change of power.
Following President Zviad Gamsakhurdia’s resignation in January 1992, basic
public order was not restored until 1995. The fairly stable situation since
then has often been credited to President Eduard Shevardnadze’s balancing
skills rather than to the institutional foundations of the political system.
However, growing popular distrust in Shevardnadze’s rule and the way he
was re-elected in 2000,2 finally resulted in events qualifying as nothing less
than a non-violent revolution (the Rose Revolution) under the November
2003 parliamentary elections. Apparently fraudulent parliamentary elections
resulted in a political crisis that culminated in the president’s resignation.
Although these extra-constitutional events demonstrated the fragility of
Georgia’s democratic institutions, the November 2003 events also showed
the readiness of the citizens to mobilise in a peaceful way to defend democratic
values. This, as well as strong opposition leadership, independent media,
and civil society, factored heavily in the success of an upheaval, similar to
the one experienced in Ukraine one year later (see Chapter 5). The relatively
rapid and successful restoration of constitutional order after Shevardnadze’s
resignation may indicate that the constitutional foundations of power have
become somewhat more sustainable in Georgia (Nations in Transit 2004;
RFE/RL Caucasus Report, 2003).

Presidential strength vested in the constitutions of
Belarus, Russia and Ukraine

Whereas the Central Asian states experienced almost all-powerful presidents
from the outset of the transition, Belarus, Russia and Ukraine saw the gradual
emergence of a one-actor dominance structure through presidential activism
translated into president-parliamentary constitutions, and by presidential
struggle against rather weak and fragmented parliaments (Johannsen, 2000:
134).

An illustrative case of presidential activism and failed parliamentary
control is Belarus, where an initially pluralistic political development gradually
turned into harsh presidential dictatorship by the latter half of the 1990s.
The idea of a strong presidency was by no means uncontroversial in the
early constitutional debate in Belarus. The presidency was introduced in 1991
in the very first draft of the constitution, but it was given various forms in
the large number of subsequent drafts that followed. In order to establish
some clear guidance to the Constitutional Commission a parliamentary vote
on the matter was taken in 1993. The results of the vote revealed the
ambiguities among the deputies: 147 deputies voted in favour of a strong
president, 101 voted for a weak president, and 130 voted against introducing
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a presidential office at all (Lukashuk, 2001: 300). Deputies from the anti-
Communist opposition, the Belarusian Popular Front (BPF), were the most
adamant opponents to establishing a presidency at all. BPF leader, Zianon
Pazniak claimed that a presidency would lead to dictatorship and that the
Belarusian society would be unable to counterbalance any possible totalitarian
encroachments by a president. Unfortunately, these arguments stood little
chance of acceptance. For one thing, the arguments against establishing a
presidency were not fully convincing. Economic, legal, and administrative
chaos in the post-Soviet transitions period required a strong state and a strong
executive. Furthermore, the parliamentary deputies did all their best to secure
their own personal interests through corruptive behaviour, and the parliament
(the Supreme Soviet) thus became a major source of anti-parliamentarism in
Belarus. Numerous polls revealed that voters neither relied nor respected the
Supreme Soviet as an institution, which paved the way for advocates of an
independent presidency (Lukashuk, 2001: 300–305).

The deputies adopted in 1994 a president-parliamentary constitution
providing for a strong presidency, giving the president a prominent role in
government formation (and dismissal) as well as in internal and foreign po-
licy matters. The parliamentary majority fully expected that Prime Minister
Viachaslau Kebich would assume the presidential role. But as experiences
from other cases have demonstrated, a presidency that is tailor made for one
man often ends up being occupied by another. In this case a parliamentarian
won the presidency – a man that in Lukashuk’s (2001: 306) words:
‘personified all the characteristics of the republic’s Supreme Soviet –
incompetence, populism, inconsistency, hatred of democracy and utter
disrespect for the law.’ With a support of more than 70 percent of the
electorate, Alexander Lukashenka was elected president in June 1994, and
from the very outset he began to gradually accelerating the powers of the
presidency. He immediately subordinated the regional administration directly
to the presidential office and, already at the end of 1994, he threatened to
remove and arrest anyone obstructing his policies. Parliamentary elections
in 1995, proved to be yet another democratic failure with less than half of
the parliamentary seats filled after the final results. This provided Luksahenka
the opportunity to ignore the parliament and to argue in favour of further
extensions of presidential power. By the end of 1996, he forced through, by
the use of a highly controversial referendum, a number of constitutional
amendments, providing himself wide-ranging powers at the expense of
parliament and, ultimately, at the expense of further democratisation and
pluralism. The 1996 amendments also disbanded the Supreme Soviet, and
created a bicameral parliament to which Lukashenka handpicked a significant
number of the deputies (Marples, 1999; Mihalisko, 1997). Indeed, the 1996
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constitutional changes consolidated a presidential dictatorship subordina-
ting all institutions to presidential oversight. Since then, civil society, politi-
cal institutions and the economy have been prevented from developing into
anything close to democratically functioning spheres (Sedelius, 2002). After
having prolonged his term in office by two years, Lukashenka was re-elected
in 2001 and has recently – through referendum in 2004 – abolished the two-
term limit for one and the same person in the presidential office. As of this
writing, Luksahenka has just managed to win the presidential elections of
March 2006. The elections were followed by substantial international – and
certain domestic – pressure as well as allegations of election fraud. But it still
looks like the repressive regime of Lukashenka is about to survive for yet
another term.

In sum, the very constitution that introduced a rather strong presidency
became the first president’s first victim. One can notice that even when
Lukashenka announced his intention to revise the constitution and the spea-
ker of parliament warned about a coming dictatorship, parliament remained
indecisive. The only institution that was to some degree capable of defending
the balance of powers was the constitutional court. The relationship between
the court and the president thus remained extremely tense until the 1996
constitutional amendments provided Lukashenka the opportunity to dismiss
the chairman and several members of the court.

The phenomenon of Lukashenka’s rise and the subsequent fall of
constitutionalism were made possible by the lack of reforms in Belarus in
the first years after the demise of the Soviet Union. While many other post-
communist countries held one parliamentary election after another and
government formations were changed over and over again, the political lands-
cape of Belarus remained virtually unchanged in the name of stability (Lukas-
huk, 2001: 309). Lack of economic restructuring, weak political party
development, and an ineffective and incapable parliament led to stagnation
of the political system and the economy. The only ‘new’ thing was the
constitution itself, allowing for a strong president in a society with no
significant social or political group strong enough in backing the
constitutionally agreed balance of power.

Ukraine experienced a similar, although less authoritarian transitional
development and was the last post-Soviet country to adopt – in 1996 – a
new constitution. Up until 1996 a revised version of the Soviet Constitution
of 1978, provided the legal basis of politics. In essence, the temporary
constitutional law was an addendum to the Soviet-era system under
Gorbachev rather than a total revision of it, but the early presidential
prerogatives laid the basis for the gradual extension of the role of the presi-
dent (Wolczuk, 2001b: 244–245).



104

Already before the formal declaration of Ukrainian independence (Au-
gust 1991), a presidency was created (July 1991). The rapid disintegration
of the Soviet Union and the shift of power to the republics inspired the creation
of a presidential institution, as it was hoped that a presidency would enhance
a strengthening of the institutional resources and the self-governing capacity
of the Ukrainian republic (Wolczuk, 2001b: 244). The temporary
constitutional law encompassed the typical characteristics of the president-
parliamentary system including a directly elected president having a first say
in cabinet and executive matters, and the cabinet subordinated to both
presidential and parliamentary confidence. More untypical, though, the pre-
sident was not provided the power to dissolve the parliament, neither before,
nor after the adoption of the 1996 constitution.

  Despite the delayed adoption of a new constitution, Wolczuk (2001b:
244) asserts that ‘the final choices were made in a haphazard and improvised
manner’. Certain institutional and contextual post-Soviet conditions are
important in this regard. First, there was no readily available historical
precedent to revive. Unlike Lithuania or Poland, Ukraine did not have a
previous record of independent statehood of any significance to lean on. The
Soviet constitution was therefore modified in order to provide the ‘new’
post-Soviet regime with at least a modicum of procedural legitimacy. Second,
the parliament remained highly unstructured and fragmented and was gene-
rally incapable of acting purposefully, which provided the executive in gene-
ral and the president in particular, with the initiative in the constitution buil-
ding process. Overall, political parties appear to have had little influence in
the initial period on the development of new institutional arrangements (e.g.
Wise and Pigenko, 1999: 30). Third, embarking on a radical deviation from
the Soviet era constitutional order would entail conflict and thus undermine
the fragile foundation of national stability. The public show of unity under
the auspices of the revised Soviet Constitution was thus designed to cover up
and defuse profound internal cleavages (e.g. Wolczuk, 2001b: 249). Fourth,
although different actors tried to translate their interests into favourable
institutional arrangements, the elites did not fully understand how various
institutional arrangements could benefit their interest. Therefore, according
to Wolczuk (2001b: 249): ‘the notion of maximising interests by pursuing
strategies to secure institutional advantages had limited resonance in Ukraine
in the first two years of independence’.

Overall, the president and his administration had the upper hand and
was the driving force in the constitutional process, guided by clearly defined
institutional interests and bolstered with considerable institutional resources
(Wolczuk, 2001a: 209). However, the president has not, in contrast to the
case in Belarus and other post-Soviet states, been able to have it all his way.
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Repeated constitutional proposals by President Leonid Kuchma in the 1990s,
envisioning a creation of a pure presidential republic, were turned down by
the parliament. This was also the case with his proposals for providing the
president the power to dissolve parliament. The fact that Ukraine has avoided
the kind of presidential authoritarianism that was gradually built into the
Belarusian and several Central Asian constitutions, can be attributed to an
unintended series of ‘checks and balances’, resulting from a number of poli-
tical cleavages that cut across institutions and political groupings (e.g.
Wolczuk, 2001b).

Post-Soviet Russia also chose a president-dominated constitution. In an
explicit actor oriented approach to the main determinants of the Russian
president-parliamentary system, Sokolowski (2001: 550) identifies some key
factors. The special circumstances surrounding Russia’s constitution of 1993
may be seen as one of these key factors. This constitution was the product of
the escalating conflict between Yeltsin and the parliament in 1992-93, which
culminated in his armed assault on the parliament in October 1993. For
Yeltsin and the victors of these struggles, short-term considerations of politi-
cal control, stability and order outweighed long-term considerations of re-
form and system performance. The October 1993 events made Yeltsin to
insist on a president-oriented system, which he thought would insure his
position against the dangers of potential coups, deadlocked government and
the failure of economic reforms. It is also worth noting that he sought an
institutional model that he thought would allow him to avoid conflict. An-
other factor was that the architects of the 1993 constitution were concerned
about Russia being accepted as a ‘civilized European’ country. To this end,
the framers looked for Western elements to incorporate into the political
system, and both pure presidentialism and French-style premier-
presidentialism were considered. The choice was apparently in favour of the
French model, but worries about intra-executive conflict and cohabitation
made the framers to subordinate government to the president, while at the
same time providing the parliament the possibility to no confidence votes in
the government – as a result, the design came to include the typical features
of a president-parliamentary system.

Presidential influence and parliamentary primacy in Central Europe

The Baltic countries and the countries in Central Europe – the Balkan countries
taken aside – experienced a transition more characterised by bottom-up
revolutions than was the case in the Soviet republics, where the transition
was mainly controlled and led by top-level elites from the previous regime.
In the Baltic countries, for instance, there were negotiations involving par-
ties and/or movements, not just individual actors; and, as a consequence,
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constitutional reform was not driven by the president to the same extent as
in other former Soviet republics. This is not to say, though, that the presidents
were absent from the constitutional struggle, but rather that they played a
different and less dominant role (cf. Johannsen, 2000: 142). This factor,
together with the historical-geographical and cultural dimension3, i.e. the
close ties of these countries to the West European sphere where parliamentary
constitutions are predominant, helps a great deal to understand why they
rejected presidential primacy in favour of models in which the government is
anchored in parliament. Still, it does not explain why several of these countries
ended up with premier-presidential arrangements instead of pure
parliamentary models. A closer look at some of the premier-presidential
systems may, however, provide guidance as to this matter.

In some cases, inter-war experiments with powerful presidencies seem to
have influenced the establishment of a significant presidency even in the
post-communist era. In Lithuania, the population made connotations to the
independent period before the Second World War, when the constitutional
order was marked by a strong presidency channelled through the person,
and national hero, Antanas Smetona (cf. Holm-Hansen, 2006; Nørgaard
and Johannsen, 1999). Smetona is widely regarded as a president who created
a strong Lithuanian state in the inter-war era and there was a desire to restore
a regime built on such stability. Nevertheless, the main political forces rejected
the idea of just re-instating the clearly undemocratic 1938 constitution, which
involved a powerful, even authoritarian presidential institution. Demands
on a strong presidency prevailed, however, especially within the popular front
movement, Sajudis, and its leader, Vytautas Landsbergis. The latter in fact
leaned towards presidentialism, envisioning a president in charge of
government, and with the right to appoint and dismiss cabinets without
parliamentary support. However, the former communists in the Lithuanian
Labour Party (LDLP), who initially outlined a pure parliamentary system,
heavily opposed Landsbergis proposals (Urbanavicius, 1999: 150–152) and
as a result, the final draft represented a compromise between these two rival
forces. Gelazis (2001: 174) has characterised the outcome as a ‘quick-fix
constitution’ due to its rather hasty adoption in October 1992.

Similarly, historical and inter-war experiences played a role in Poland’s
development of a premier-presidential arrangement in the 1990s. During the
so-called Roundtable Agreements in 1989, i.e. the negotiations between the
communist regime and the Solidarity-led opposition, it was decided to
temporarily amend the communist constitution and re-establishing a
presidency and a second parliamentary chamber (the Senate). Obviously, the
pre-communist era constitutional order and its political leaders influenced
this decision, Jasiewicz remarks:
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On the symbolic level [these changes] represented a break with the in-
sufficiently legitimised institutional framework of a communist party-state,
while establishing continuity with the institutions of the precommunist po-
litical order (Jasiewicz, 1997: 131)

Perhaps most important in this regard was the legacy of Josef Pilsudski – a
Marshal and head of state in the 1920s. In 1926, Marshal Pilsudski organi-
sed a military coup and became a de facto dictator of Poland. The Polish
constitution of 1935 provided for extensive presidential powers and was
designed for Pilsudski, although he never formally possessed the post as he
died shortly thereafter. However, Lech Walesa, the Solidarity leader and Po-
lish president from 1990 to 1995, in many ways symbolically reincarnated
the pre-communist era independence and leadership of Pilsudski, and did
not mind being compared to the inter-war marshal, despite the latter’s doubtful
democratic credentials (cf. Brzezinski, 2000: 52–57; Jasiewicz, 1997: 130–
131).

As we have argued, history cannot by itself explain the final decisions to
opt for premier-presidential arrangements. Other factors are important as
well. In Romania, there was relatively little debate on the institutional
provisions of the constitution during the drafting process. In this respect
Romania was rather different from other semi-presidential countries in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe, in particular Poland and Ukraine. This was due in
part to the serious riots in Bucharest in September 1991 and the subsequent
intra-executive conflict between President Ion Iliescu and Prime Minister
Petre Roman, which preoccupied Romanian politics at that time (see Chapter
5). For another part, the relative lack of constitutional debate can be explained
by the dominant position of the left-wing National Salvation Front (NSF),
which gave other political parties little influence over the constitution buil-
ding process. In contrast to Lithuania and Poland, there was no clear precedent
for the development of a semi-presidential system in Romania and it is difficult
to find historical-institutional determinants explaining this model choice.
But Verheijen (1999) suggests that the close relations between Romania and
France can provide a partial explanation. The Romanian constitution reflects
the French one in many ways. In addition to the semi-presidential features of
executive-legislative relations, the design of institutional relations between
local and central government is very close to the French system, as well as
the set up of a bicameral system. Nevertheless, the Romanian constitution
differs from the French system by providing more limited powers to the
president. Limitations on presidential powers to dissolve parliament, and
the fact that parliament has to approve the use of decree powers by the
executive in every instance, are important deviations from the system of the
Fifth Republic. These deviations can be considered a reaction to the abuse of
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the unlimited powers granted to the communist dictator, Nicolae Ceausescu,
under the communist institutional system. This was fresh in the memory of
all politicians and it was obvious that the adoption of a model with such a
strong presidency was likely to be rejected by popular referendum (cf.
Verheijen, 1999).

Also in Bulgaria the memory of the disasters under its communist and
authoritarian leader, Todor Zhikov, who had 35 years at the helm of party
and state, made the negotiating parts in the transition to reject the idea of
presidentialism (Ganev, 1999: 125–126). Among the premier-presidential
constitutions, Bulgaria developed the one closest to a pure parliamentary
constitution, providing rather limited presidential powers (see also below).
This was mainly due to the ex-communist’s (whose party was renamed the
Bulgarian Socialist Party, BSP) strong position in the constitutional process.
In negotiations with the opposition, the Union of Democratic Forces (UDF),
BSP agreed to a popularly elected president but was successful in limiting the
UDF’s bid for more extensive presidential powers. In some ways, Bulgaria’s
stance on the presidential institution was ambivalent as there was no
charismatic individual, like Walesa in Poland or Iliescu in Romania, to
articulate an enduring vision of a strong presidency. As Ganev (1999: 127)
remarks: ‘a deeply ingrained vision of the exact role of a president in
democratic politics was a component which the Bulgarian political tradition
did not possess’.

Why the Widespread Preference for Semi-Presidentialism?
The semi-presidential system as it was originally sketched in the French Fifth
Republic was by political observers considered highly problematic and
affiliated with great risks. Why, then, did so many of the post-communist
countries choose semi-presidential arrangements? In an attempt to answer
this question, Bunce (1997) summarises four general reasons, and we will
review them in relation to our findings. The first reason, according to Bunce,
is that semi-presidentialism was a logical outcome of the constitutional
bargaining situation. In the bargaining situation, a liberalised political sys-
tem with a rather strong president was a ‘perfect’ compromise. The opposi-
tion gained a more liberalised environment, while the communists maintained
through the presidency some of their considerable powers. The communists
traded semi-competitive elections, semi-representative government and
promises of further political liberalisation for a relatively strong presidency
and the promise that ‘their’ candidate would occupy that post (Bunce, 1997:
167–168).

This argument lacks general applicability, however. In several of the post-
Soviet cases, the communist parties fervently advocated a more classical Soviet
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model, according to which Soviets (councils) should uphold legislative powers
with the Supreme Soviet exercising the main executive functions. In Ukraine,
the communists in fact worked to abolish the presidency altogether, not only
because it did not fit their Soviet parliamentary model, but also because they
held it responsible for the demise of the USSR (Wolczuk, 2001b: 142).
Similarly, ex-communists in the Central and East European countries –
Bulgaria, Lithuania and Poland are illustrative examples – opposed the idea
of introducing strong presidential systems. Generally, the premier-presidential
arrangements in these countries became an ultimate compromise result of
negotiations between ex-communists favouring parliamentary models, and
the opposition advocating stronger presidential solutions.

In addition, Frye (2002) argues that the uncertainty of the transition pro-
cess in combination with weak institutions created incentives for the winners
from economic reform to try to create political institutions that could protect
their property (Frye, 2002: 92–97). As such, in several of the post-Soviet
countries, where extreme concentration of wealth was a result of early
economic reforms and privatisations, demands for a strong presidency
increased among the privileged elites. By siding with the president and his
pursuit for executive power, they were rather successful in translating their
political interests into favourable institutional settings, having the president
as a safeguard of their economic gains. Put in Wolczuk’s rather ungentle
wording, ‘the old guard resisted any delineation of authority which would
restrict its ability to plunder’ (Wolczuk, 2001b: 249). Russia and Ukraine
are indeed illustrative cases supporting this observation.

The second reason, according to Bunce, was limited knowledge about
institutional arrangements. Institutional selection often represents the
intersection of the interests of those making the decision, the perceived need
to act quickly, and the limited knowledge that decision makers have of
alternative institutional options. The strong positions of the presidents in
virtually all of the post-Soviet constitutions can be explained by the fact that
independence came suddenly and that the one model of government easily
and quickly emulated was the president-oriented model developed under
Gorbachev (Bunce, 1997: 167–168). Wolczuk’s (2001b) observations in
Ukraine testify to this matter.

Bunce’s third reason was the question of government stability. Among
the post-communist countries there was a desire to counteract divided and
weak parliaments and governments. This logic seems to have operated in
Croatia, Belarus, Poland, Russia, Ukraine, and in several Central Asian
countries. It was rightly assumed that the new parliaments and governments
would be divided and fractious and, therefore, weak. Significant cleavages
such as generational, urban-rural, and communist-non-communist, would –
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it was thought – produce a large number of parties and there were reasons to
expect that these parties would have great difficulties in cooperating and
forming coherent parliamentary majorities. Consequently, governments would
be difficult to form, would turn over frequently, and would risk to be
politically paralysed. Rather strong presidencies were therefore deemed
necessary to counteract these problems.

The fourth reason was the agenda of transition. The transition was not
only to lead to democracy but also to capitalism, which required a strong
presidency to ensure political stability and policy continuity. A strong
presidency that could claim a national mandate would be important for uni-
ting the nation on divisive issues (Bunce, 1997: 169).

The third and fourth reasons, both related to government stability and
continuity, are significant for understanding the preference for strong
presidencies in post-Soviet states. In this part of the world, it was widely
assumed that parliamentary systems were ruled out, at least in the short run.
As Sartori (1994: 112) puts it: ‘parliamentary democracy cannot perform (in
any of its varieties) unless it is served by parliamentary fit parties, that is to
say, parties that have been socialized (by failure, duration, and appropriate
incentives) into being relatively cohesive or disciplined, into behaving, in
opposition, as responsible opposition, and into playing, to some extent, a
rule-guided fair game’. Those pillars of parliamentarism were obviously not
present in the post-Soviet context. Furthermore, for many, the aversion
towards parliamentarism stemmed from its connotations of ‘democratic cen-
tralism’ that it evoked. A more radical departure was therefore desired, such
as a semi-presidential system, which was seen as necessary to clear away the
remnants of Soviet institutions while at the same time building on the
presidential component introduced under the Gorbachev era (cf. Wolczuk,
2001b: 254). However, and as brought out by the flawed democratic regi-
mes in several of the post-Soviet states, the semi-presidential system – just
like parliamentary and presidential systems – also needs ‘parties fit for
parliament’ to perform democratically.

Still, the semi-presidential system seems to have appealed to many post-
communist countries just because of the strong position of the president,
providing an effective unifying symbol of the nation and, in several cases,
representing historical continuity. One could of course argue that a pure
presidential system could satisfy such kind of needs just as well, or perhaps
even better, but it seems to have been almost universally rejected, probably
because of the rigidity and potential for executive-legislative deadlock, and
probably also because of the perceived pressure in several countries on
introducing a West European parliamentary component into the constitutional
arrangement. In contrast to the presidential system, semi-presidentialism offers
more flexibility, and the model case of the French Fifth Republic has proven



111

quite successful in avoiding the clash of two competing legitimacies
(parliament and president), the phenomenon that has been the bane of many
presidential systems (Keeler and Schain, 1997: 85; Suleiman, 1994: 139).
Also, the potential flexibility of the executive branch may have attracted
constitutional framers. That is, if the president is in lack of legislative sup-
port, the dual structure of the executive provides a potential back-up
mechanism in so far as the system can still work through the prime minister
and his government (this potential backup has, of course, its best potential
in the premier-presidential model).

In sum, our limited analysis testifies to the need of considering both actor-
oriented and contextual aspects in order to understand why so many post-
communist countries ended up with semi-presidential arrangements. Key
factors have been the type of regime transition, pre-communist era
constitutions and leaders, as well as short-term economic and political
considerations. With different strength and in partly different ways, these
factors affected the actors’ preferences and final constitutional compromises.

Constitutional Type and Presidential Powers
As we argued in Chapter 1 and as the constitutional overview above has
revealed, semi-presidential systems show rather diverse characteristics, which
is also why we have divided them into two main categories of premier-
presidential and president-parliamentary arrangements. Still, however, none
of these categories captures constitutional systems that are identical,
particularly not in terms of presidential powers. Therefore, in order to supp-
lement the categorisation of premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems, we will analyse differences in presidential power by employing a
continuous measure reflecting degrees of constitutional strength in the post-
communist presidencies. Some versions of such indices have been presented
in the literature (see Frye, 1997; Hellman, 1996; Ishiyama and Velten, 1998;
Johannsen, 2000; McGregor, 1996; Shugart and Carey, 1992).

Here, we will develop an index, which is partly based on Johannsen (2000)
and constructed with the help of appointive and political power resources.
Each power resource is coded on a nominal three-level scale, where the country
is given a score of 0 if the president is not empowered, a score of 1 if the
president is empowered but not unilaterally, i.e. she or he needs confirmation
or countersignature by another body; and a score of 2 if the president is
unilaterally empowered. Table 4.2 presents the appointive and political
variables included in the measure.

In contrast to Johannsen’s index, symbolic powers, such as the presidential
authority to award decorations and receive oaths, are excluded from the
measure. This exclusion is based on the argument that such powers are less
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relevant in relation to the actual position of the president. One could of
course argue that the president can use symbolic powers to be politically
‘visible’, i.e. to endow him with popular legitimacy. However, since most
symbolic powers are almost always granted to the president in all types of
republican regimes and since we are particularly interested in semi-presidential
regimes such powers have been excluded.

Appointive powers, however, are arguably more important for the overall
authority of the president. By such powers, the president has an opportunity
to place supporters in key leadership positions and thereby control important
parts of the political system. Among the appointive powers, the authority to
appoint the prime minister and other cabinet ministers are among the most
prominent ones. This can be a tricky question though, since government
formation in all the post-communist countries formally requires the support
or even approval of the parliament. If we recall the definitions of premier-
presidential and president-parliamentary regimes presented in Chapter 1,
this is an important issue. Therefore, the coding here represents whether the
president has the power to name the prime minister (and other ministers)
unilaterally, i.e. without consulting or having recommendations from a
parliamentary party group or from the parliamentary speaker. If that is the
case – like in Russia and Ukraine – the country is coded 2. In contrast, other

Table 4.2 Variables included in the Presidential Power Index (PPI)

Appointive powers Political Powers
Ambassadors and/or high representatives abroad
Cabinet ministers (others than the prime minister)
Central Bank Officials
Judges
Members of Security Council
Members of the Constitutional Court
Prime minister
Prosecutor General

Call extraordinary sessions of parliament
Chairs the National Security Council
Commander-in-chief of the armed forces
Decree power (in non-emergency politics)
Dismiss Cabinet Ministers
Dismiss Prime Minister
Dissolve Parliament
Emergency powers
Participate in cabinet sessions
Participate in the direction and/or formulation of
domestic policy
Participate in the direction and/or formulation of
foreign policy
Propose constitutional amendments or changes
Propose legislation
Remit laws to parliament for reconsideration
Send laws to the Constitutional Court for
consideration

Note: Each variable is coded on a three level scale: 0 = The president is not empowered, 1 = The president is
empowered but not unilaterally, i.e. he or she needs confirmation or countersignature by another body, 2 = The
president is unilaterally empowered.
Source: Partly based on Johannsen (2000).
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countries like Bulgaria and Moldova’s constitutions, stipulate that the presi-
dent needs to consult and name the prime minister in conjuncture with the
parliament, and those countries are therefore coded 1.

There are some slight differences compared to Johannsen’s index with
regard to political variables included. First, Johannsen did not include in his
index, as we do, the presidential power to dismiss cabinet ministers or the
power to dismiss the prime minister. Second, in contrast to Johannsen, this
index will separate between presidential participation in foreign policy
formulation, and presidential participation in domestic policy formation. In
most countries the president has important foreign policy powers, such as
the right to actively participate in international negotiations, sign treaties
and discuss foreign issues with the cabinet, but is far less constitutionally
equipped when it comes to domestic policy formulation. Therefore, if the
president possesses domestic policy powers this will be taken into account
separately.

Before presenting the index formula, let us just employ a simple additive
calculation based on the coding of the country-specific constitutions. In Figure
4.1 the countries are ordered according to degrees of presidential power,
based on the assumption that appointive and political powers are equally
important for determining the strength of the presidency. As expected, the
president-parliamentary regimes generally receive the highest scores, while
the parliamentary systems have less constitutionally allocated authority in
their presidents, with the premier-presidential systems somewhere in between.
There are, however, some deviant cases, perhaps with the Croatian presi-
dent-parliamentary system as the single most prominent one. Despite the
fact that Croatia’s 1990 constitution provided for a president-parliamentary
model, in which the cabinet was responsible both to the president and the
parliament, formal presidential powers were relatively weak. In reality,
however, the Croatian regime under Tudjman was strongly president-
dominated and the constitutional document, in that sense, reveals very little
of the actual situation. Hungary and the Czech republic on the other hand
exemplify parliamentary regimes with rather strong presidencies.
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We are, however, well advised not to draw too far-reaching conclusions based
on this simple additive calculation of presidential powers. Instead, we will
develop an index formula based on the assumption that the political powers
are more important than the appointive powers for determining the actual
strength of the presidency. The Presidential Power Index (PPI) is defined as
follows:

PPI = 1(∑A
1-8

) + 2(∑P
1-15 

+ E)

where A is appointive powers and P is political powers and E is the method
of election to the presidency (0 = indirect election and 2 = direct/popular
election). The index is weighted so that the sum of appointive powers (A)
weights 1, and the sum of political powers (P) weights 2. In addition, the
method of election for the president is added to the political powers, which
is based on the argument that the way the president is elected is significantly
important for the president’s political and constitutional position. Compared
to Johannsen’s index, however, the election method in this formula is less
heavily weighted.4

Notes: Tajikistan and Yugoslavia are both excluded from the calculation due to difficulties in coding their 

constitutional documents in an adequate way. As regards to the remaining countries, all constitutional 

amendments or revisions that were enacted before the year of 2000 are accounted for. However, more recent 

changes are ignored in the index because otherwise the index will not be consistent with variables used later in 

this chapter. 

Sources: see Table 4.1. 

Figure 4.1 Additive Presidential Power Index and constitutional type 
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In Figure 4.2, the presidential power in score for each country is reported.
Among the 25 presidencies examined and coded, the Belarusian and Kazak
presidents emerge as the most constitutional powerful ones, and the
parliamentary constitutions of Slovenia and Latvia as the ones with the
weakest presidential authority. The coding on Belarus is based on the amended
1996 constitution under which the president is provided with such extensive
constitutional powers that he can, and does indeed, control the entire politi-
cal apparatus of his country.

Among the parliamentary systems, the Hungarian case is interesting since it
provides for a rather strong presidency with quite significant powers. The
only factor holding the country out of the premier-presidential category is
the non-popular election method of the president. As mentioned earlier, some
scholars have questioned the popular election criteria as a less important
one when classifying semi-presidential regimes (Anckar, 1999; Linz, 1994;
O’Neill, 1993). Still, though in this study we will be consequent on this and
argue that a popular election gives the president certain legitimacy and
therefore a stronger political position, which is an important aspect of semi-
presidential regimes (see the discussions in Chapter 1 and Chapter 6).

Two general conclusions can be drawn from this analysis. First, the results
show that the formal powers of the post-communist presidencies generally
reflect de facto (and informal) powers of the office. For example, most ana-
lysts would agree that the president in Russia and Turkmenistan is strong

Figure 4.2 Presidential Power Index (PPI) and constitutional type 
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and that the president in Estonia and Latvia is quite weak, and the formal
powers of the office apparently reflect this view. As such, constitutions in the
several authoritarian regimes in the post-Soviet sphere do not mask the powers
of the presidential office behind procedural fairness (cf. Frye, 1997). Rather,
and confirmed by the general overview on the constitution building proces-
ses, politicians in general, and presidents in particular, have used the
constitutions to enshrine their powers, which also confirms the importance
of formal rules. Indeed, the intense struggles over constitutional powers that
have been experienced in the post-communist countries suggest that the actors
attach great importance to these rules.

Second, the results confirm the pattern of constitutional type and
presidential power. Generally, the parliamentary systems have vested weak
and mainly symbolic functions in their presidencies, whereas, on the contrary,
president-parliamentary systems, have attached considerable political powers
to their presidential offices. Quite expectedly, premier-presidential systems
lie in-between with constitutions providing significant but moderate powers
to their presidencies. This pattern thus provides empirical backing to our
argumentation for the necessity of separating semi-presidential arrangements
into the categories of premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems.

Presidential Strength and Democratisation: A Link?
Constitutional type and the level of democratisation
In Chapter 1, the debate on whether presidentialism or parliamentarism is
most conducive to democracy was reviewed. Based on observations mainly
in Latin America, Linz (1990a; 1990b; 1994) has raised the argument that
presidentialism is less conducive to foster democracy than is parliamentarism.
According to his findings there are basic structural characteristics of
presidential systems that make it more likely that they will encounter
difficulties and that these difficulties might contribute to the breakdown of
democracy. He argues that the president’s fixed term in office, the fact that
both the president and the parliament relies on a popular mandate (dual
legitimacy), the winner takes all character of presidential elections, and the
risk of personalisation of power make presidential regimes less democratically
successful.

In a similar vein, Linz argues that semi-presidential regimes share some
of the characteristics of presidentialism, most significantly perhaps, the dual
democratic legitimacy dilemma and the rigidity in the time for which the
president is elected, i.e. she or he cannot be dismissed before the term limit
runs out, by less than an impeachment process (Linz, 1997: 4). At the same
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time, he argues, the responsibility in a semi-presidential system is somewhat
diffuse and conflicts are therefore possible and even likely (Linz, 1994: 52–
53). Furthermore, Linz argues that semi-presidential systems are as much, or
more than presidential systems, dependent on the personality and abilities of
the president. This last argument is indeed relevant to the post-communist
countries where different presidents in different ways have set their imprints
on the whole shaping of the political systems (see Chapter 2 on actors and
institutions)

If the presidents in the post-communist countries are provided with
extensive constitutional powers, we should, based on Linz’s arguments, expect
those countries to have the most negative records of democratisation.
However, Linz’s plea for the superiority of the parliamentary regime for
countries in search of new political institutions raises the question of how to
measure democracy.  This becomes a key problem in relation to Linz’s argu-
ments that presidential systems produce democratic instability (see also the
discussion on variables in Chapter 1). A number of different indicators have
been suggested in the literature and they certainly do not identify one single
dimension. As Lane and Ersson note: ‘testing the Linz argument is not a
straightforward task of simply applying one standard indicator with a high
degree of validity and reliability’ (cf. Lane and Ersson, 2000: 134). As we
said before, we have no ambitions to try to solve this puzzle in this study, but
with the help of the constitutional categorisation in Table 4.1 and the
Presidential Power Index, we have enough data to provide a general mapping
of the overall pattern of post-communist constitutional choices and
democratisation.

Scholars preoccupied with democratisation in a comparative perspective
commonly use procedural and institutional definitions of democracy. Without
losing ourselves into that rather extensive theoretical discussion, let us take
Robert Dahl’s definition of ‘polyarchy’ (1971) as a conceptual point of
departure. For Dahl, democracy in its fullest sense is an ideal that no country
can live up to. The concept of polyarchy is an approximation of democracy
and could, for both practical and theoretical reasons, be utilised as such in
this general analysis. Polyarchy, in Dahl’s conceptualisation, is a political
order that guarantees three necessary conditions: (1) the opportunity to
formulate preferences, i.e. guarantees of civil and political liberties (e.g. free-
dom of expression and opinion, associational autonomy, freedom of the press);
(2) ability to show these preferences by individual or collective action, i.e.
guarantees of representation (e.g. the right of equal and fair representation,
free and fair elections); and (3) the opportunity to have the preferences
weighted equally in the conduct of government, i.e. guarantees of institutional
design sufficient to ensure the civil and political liberties, representation,
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participation and competition. In order to safeguard these opportunities the
institutions of polyarchy must be established.5

The Freedom House’s assessment of political rights and civil liberties is
an attempt to capture as many of such factors as possible and does indeed
include aspects of all the guarantees of Dahl’s polyarchy criteria.6 Using the
two categories political rights and civil liberties, Freedom House’s annual
Freedom in the World comparative survey uses a methodology to rate
countries on a one-to-seven scale, with 1 indicating most free and 7 least
free.

Figure 4.3 examines the relationship between presidential power as
calculated in the Presidential Power Index, and the level of democratisation
based on the average Freedom House scores for the period 1991-2004. The
results show a strong correlation between the variables and the scatter plot
reveals a quite clear pattern with regard to constitutional choice and level of
democratisation (Rsq=0.64). The post-communist president-parliamentary
regimes are over-represented among the less democratised countries and the
parliamentary systems have by far better records. However, we have some
cases that partly deviate from this pattern. Russia and Ukraine are both
examples of countries with a president-parliamentary type of constitution

Figure 4.3 Presidential power, constitutional type and level of authoritarianism 
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with strong presidencies, but where the records of democratisation are at
least fairly good.

In contrast, the Uzbek constitution has limited the presidential authority
somewhat, while the political development in the country has headed in a
clearly authoritarian direction. As was mentioned earlier the only Uzbek
president of the post-Soviet era, Islam Karimov, has successfully removed
any challenges to his authority by banning opposition groups and ensuring
that all election outcomes are in his favour. Among the parliamentary systems,
the Balkan cases of Albania and Macedonia stand out as the least successful
ones in terms of democratisation. Most certainly the reasons for their relatively
slow democratic development are to be found in lack of political stability
during the 1990s, rather than as a result of the constitutional model choice.
Indeed, as late as in 1997 the authoritarian trend and the political instability
in Albania culminated in a state of emergency and a collapse of civil order
(Karatnycky et al., 2001).

The six cases of premier-presidential regimes within this post-communist
sample are among the most democratised, perhaps with the post-Soviet
republic of Moldova, as the negative exception. The premier-presidential
countries, Lithuania and Poland, have experienced an almost rapid
democratisation process during the 1990s and are today considered as
consolidated democracies.

However, the results in Figure 4.3 do not account for other contextual
variables that may be of importance for the level of democratisation, and
there is no empirical evidence for proposing causality explanations, such as
stating that the choice of constitutional arrangement can explain the level of
democratisation. It should be kept in mind that the constitutional dimension
is just one out of many important factors with bearing on democratisation.
In fact the research on democratisation, which is distinguished by its variety,
and plurality in direction, approaches, methodology and theoretical
standpoints, shows the complexity of this issue (cf. Burnell and Calvert, 1999;
Linde and Ekman, 2006; Sørensen, 1993). Besides the study of political in-
stitutions, which includes the party system, electoral system, and the
constitutional structure, one could for example mention studies of historical
legacy (e.g. Berglund and Aarebrot, 1997), social structure and socio-
economic development (e.g. Lipset, 1959; Moore, 1966), ethnic and regio-
nal conflicts (e.g. Horowiz, 1985), political culture (e.g. Almond and Verba,
1962; Ekman, 2001), transition and elites (e.g. Linz and Stepan, 1978; 1996;
O’Donnel and Schmitter, 1986; Rustow, 1970) and international factors (e.g.
Pridham, 2000).

We have, for one thing, already concluded that there is a geographical
pattern among the post-communist countries with regards to constitutional
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choices. President-parliamentary systems are most common among the for-
mer Soviet republics, while parliamentary and premier-presidential systems
are over-represented among the Central and Eastern European countries.
We could thus assume a socio-economic pattern among these clusters of
constitutional systems. When employing two commonly used indicators of
socio-economic development, namely the Gross National Income (GNI) per
capita 2003, and the Human Development Index (HDI) 2002, this assumption
is confirmed. Table 4.3 reports the mean values of Freedom House’s score
1991–2004, GNI/capita 2003 and HDI 2002 for each constitutional type.

A relatively clear pattern emerges from the mean values in Table 4.3. It
may be noticed that president-parliamentary regimes, on average less
democratised than premier-presidential and parliamentary regimes, are also
worse off in terms of socio-economic development.

If we employ the Presidential Power Index instead of constitutional type, we
can calculate partial correlations for various groups of variables. In Table
4.4, we can observe that there are significant correlations between all involved
indicators. From the results in Table 4.3, it should come as no surprise that
there are negative correlations between the level of democratisation and the
socio-economic indicators (GNI/capita and HDI). However, the almost perfect
correlation between HDI 2002 and GNI/capita 2003 suggests collinearity
tendencies, i.e. that the variables are presumably measuring the same thing.
Going back to the indicators used for the HDI, we see that the two indices
(GNI/per capita and HDI) are in fact defined in terms of each other; there is
collinearity in so far as GDP/capita is one out of four indicators included in
the Human Development Index (HDI).

Table 4.3 Constitutional system, level of democracy and socio-economic development

Constitutional type
(Mean values)

Democracy level (Freedom
House av. score 91-04)

Economic dev.
(GNI/capita -03 US $a)

Socio-economic dev.
(HDI –02b)

Parliamentary (N=8) 2.23 5482 .8379

Premier-Presidential (N=6) 2.38 2540 .7692

President-Parliamentary
(N=11)

4.85 3034 .7599

Notes: a) Gross National Income (GNI) per capita (formerly Gross Domestic Product, GDP, per capita) is the
gross national income, converted to U.S. dollars using the World Bank Atlas method, divided by the midyear
population.
b) The Human Development Index (HDI) is a summary measure of human development. It measures the average
achievements in a country in three basic dimensions: ‘A long and healthy life’, as measured by life expectancy,
‘Knowledge’ as measured by the adult literacy rate and the combined primary, secondary and tertiary gross
enrolment ratio, and ‘A decent standard of living’ as measured by GDP/capita.
Sources: Freedom House (2005); World Bank (2005); UNDP (2005)
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Since the indicators are all related to one another, strong assumptions in one
or another direction could prove to be spurious. There might well be a
complex pattern of interaction, which is rather difficult to capture by this
kind of analysis. Still, however, the analysis, although limited in scope, has
given us a strong indication of a relationship between constitutional type,
presidential power, level of democratisation and socio-economic development
among the post-communist countries. This is, furthermore, confirmed by
the regression analysis in Table 4.5. When leaving out GNI/capita (due to
collinearity problems) and using the level of democratisation as the dependent
variable the overall results suggests that presidential power and HDI both
have explaining capacity for the level of democratisation among the post-
communist countries. Presidential power remains as the strongest predictor
throughout our analysis, however.

To sum up, we find strong correlation between constitutional systems and
democratic records. Post-communist countries with the strongest provided
authority in their presidencies are also, generally, the ones with the worst
records of democratisation. However, these results give us no evidence on
the cause and effect direction. The findings may be seen as an indication that

Table 4.4 Correlations (Pearson’s r) - presidential power, level of democratisation and socio-

economic development

Democracy level Economic
development

Socio-economic
development

Presidential Power Index (N=25) -.801** -.654** -.566**

Democracy level (N=26) -.691** -.665**

Economic development (N=26) .871**

Notes: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
Sources: see Table 4.3

Table 4.5 Regression analysis (OLS), level of democratisation, presidential power and socio-

economic development

Beta Sig.

Presidential Power Index (PPI) -.660 .000

Socio-economic development (HDI 2002) -.249 .101

R = .827, R2 = .683, Adjusted R2 = .654
Notes: Level of democracy (Freedom House average 1991-04) as the dependent variable.
Sources: see Table 4.3
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democratic stalemate is a function of a constitutional choice in favour of a
president-parliamentary system. But, the argument could also be turned aro-
und and the choice of a president-parliamentary system cast as a consequence
of prior undemocratic or even antidemocratic tendencies. Indeed, in several
Central Asian states, the old elites did all their best to preserve their domi-
nation and suppress democratic movements at the outset of independence,
and a president-oriented system undoubtedly served as a tool in this
endeavour. Frye stresses the cause and effect dilemma in the following words:

[…] scholars have often misunderstood the nature of the endogeneity pro-
blem in this literature. In other words, countries that are likely to choose a
particular institutional arrangement may also be likely to succeed or fail to
become democracies for reasons unrelated to the choice of institutions. For
example, it is easier to argue that Kazakhstan has a presidential system [sic!]
because it is not a democracy than to argue that Kazakhstan is not a
democracy because it has a presidential system (Frye, 2002: 87).

As we know, presidential rule has been under attack in some Central Asian
states. It is therefore tempting to view recent events alongside the ‘revolutions’
in Georgia and Ukraine, and conclude that a wave of democracy is rolling
across the Central Asian region as well. But it remains questionable whether
this is really the case. There are clear similarities between Ukraine and Georgia
on the one hand, and the Kyrgyz Republic on the other, in the sense that the
immediate catalyst was questionable elections in all three countries, and that
clear underlying grievances about corruption and standards of living triggered
the uprisings. There were also similarities in so far as the incumbent authorities
abstained from the use of force against street protesters. However, unlike in
Ukraine and Georgia, the Kyrgz opposition did not plan to have a revolu-
tion and had no broad program for change. As a result, the people who have
now taken over the reins of power have, so far, done little more than to
replace President Akayev. The new Kyrgyz leaders have also declared that
they do not intend to alter the country’s foreign or domestic policies – state-
ments that stand in sharp contrast to the radical change proclamations made
by the new leaders in Ukraine and Georgia (Bransten, 2005). Moreover,
recent violent responses to popular protests in neighbouring Uzbekistan,
suggests that democracy in the Central Asian states may still be far away.

Concluding Remarks
In this chapter we have tried to assess and map out the pre-conditions of
post-communist semi-presidentialism in terms of constitutional choice,
presidential power and political and socio-economic status. When applying
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the two semi-presidential categories, we found some interesting patterns.
For one thing, and in sharp contrast to what has often been assumed in the
literature, we can conclude that no post-communist country has adopted a
pure presidential system. Instead, semi-presidentialism in its two major forms
together with parliamentarism, has been the all-dominant choices throughout
the region. We also revealed a clear geographic pattern with regard to these
constitutional choices. While parliamentarism and premier-presidentialism
are prevalent in Central Europe, president-parliamentary arrangements are
the dominant choice among the former Soviet republics. In a somewhat
incisive wording we may say that the further East we will go the more
presidential domination we will get. A statement that found confirmation in
the assessment of presidential power, where we could observe an almost
perfect west-east continuum.

This pattern indeed provokes questions concerning the underlying reasons
for constitutional choices in different post-communist contexts. Based on
the literature we sketched some general assumptions and concluded that
historical-institutional and elite-level oriented approaches provide some
important insights as to this matter. In order to understand the sharp divide
with regard to constitutional choices between the Central European states
on the one hand, and the (non-Baltic) former Soviet republics on the other,
we have to consider the transitional context. In contrast to the negotiated
replacement (or overhaul in a few cases) of the old regime elite in Central
Europe, the post-Soviet republics experienced a continuing hold on power
by the old regime elite. In these cases, the opposition forces were too weak to
enforce a liberalisation of the societies prior to the Soviet breakdown – a
liberalisation that came to several of the satellite states in Central and Eastern
Europe during the 1980s. In addition, the former Soviet republics started
with the Soviet institutional structure as their point of departure, which indeed
provided extremely favourable conditions to the old regime elites to protect
their power positions. A strong executive channelled through the presidency
was in line with the reforms initiated by Gorbachev and served the succeeding
top-level elites quite well.

Still, this gives us no clear guidance on the question why so many countries
ended up with semi-presidential arrangements. To grasp this question in its
entire, we would probably have to conduct a more in-depth analysis of the
constitutional bargaining process in different countries. However, based on
the overview in this chapter, we can conclude on some general factors. In
several cases, semi-presidentialism became a kind of compromise outcome
of the constitutional negotiations. The opposition made proposals in favour
of quite strong presidencies, calculating that they had a great chance of
winning this post, while ex-communists resisted with arguments envisioning
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parliamentary solutions and continuity with Soviet ‘parliamentarism’. Still,
this argument lacks general applicability, as this would imply that the post-
Soviet states – where the nomenklatura elite had the upper hand in the
negotiation process – would have opted for parliamentary solutions, and as
we know this was not the case. The strong positions of the presidents in
virtually all of the post-Soviet constitutions can instead be viewed in light of
the fact that the one model of government easily and quickly emulated was
the president-oriented model developed under the late Soviet era under
Gorbachev. In addition, the winners of early economic reforms saw the
creating of a presidency as a way to protect their gains and thus worked to
incorporate a strong presidency into the constitution. The calculation among
the oligarchs was to keep close links to the president in order to safeguard
their considerable wealth – Ukraine and Russia are illustrative cases in this
regard.

Apparently, issues of government stability were also considered and
encompassed in the semi-presidential solution, as there was a desire to
counteract divided and weak parliaments by a strong executive. As we know,
the new post-communist parliaments and governments were generally divided,
fractionalised and weak. A quite strong president can in such contexts be
considered a guarantor of political stability and continuity, which is not least
important for attracting foreign investment and support. We should not ignore
the issue of historical continuity. Inter-war constitutional experiments with
strong presidencies, and symbolically important personalities, influenced the
decision in both Lithuania and Poland to adopt a premier-presidential sys-
tem instead of pure parliamentarism. The overall picture suggests that histo-
rical continuity, the type of regime transition, as well as short-term political
and economical factors, are significant factors for grasping the wider question
of why the majority of the post-Soviet states ended up with president-
parliamentary systems, whereas premier-presidential (and parliamentary)
solutions prevailed among the Central European countries.

Our data also allowed a general overview on the pattern of constitutional
type, presidential power and level of democratisation. Proponents of
parliamentarism have argued that presidential systems are less conducive to
democracy and therefore implicitly that parliamentary systems should be
the constitutional option for transitional regimes. From a general point of
view this line of argumentation finds strong support in the post-communist
context. We cannot escape the fact that the post-communist countries with
the most ‘presidential’ constitutions are also the ones with the worst records
of democratisation. But as we know, president-parliamentary regimes have
been much more adopted among the former Soviet republics than in Central
and Eastern Europe, and the former have generally had more formidable
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obstacles to democracy – regardless of their constitutional choice. And vice
versa, parliamentarism and premier-presidentialism have been the
constitutional option in most of the Central and East European countries,
where conditions of democracy have been generally more favourable. Thus,
there are reasons to be cautious about the cause and effect relation in the ob-
served correlation between constitutional types and level of democratisation.
Still though, we should not exaggerate this caution: the political development
in several of the post-Soviet states must be troublesome for any advocate of
presidential solutions in transitional regimes. In cases like Belarus, Turkmeni-
stan and Uzbekistan, the strong presidential component has contributed to
legitimise and reinforce already authoritarian tendencies. As Linz (1994) has
argued, semi-presidentialism can indeed be a risk-prone model, combining
some of the so-called ‘perils of presidentialism’ (Linz, 1990a;  1990b; 1994),
i.e. the potential for conflict stemming from the dual democratic legitimacy
in that both the legislature and the president have a popular mandate, the
polarising effects of ‘winner takes all’ presidential elections, and the risk that
an elected president might use his popular mandate to extend his powers
beyond constitutional limits in an authoritarian manner (as we have seen in
many post-Soviet states).

As such, the president-parliamentary system has provided a consti-
tutionally sanctioned tool for accumulating power in the hands of individu-
als that have been less than interested in promoting liberalisation and
democratic reforms. Therefore, and even if our data are insufficient for
verifying the claim that one constitutional system is superior to another in
promoting democracy, we cannot say that the choice is irrelevant. Rather it
is an implicit argument throughout this study that the way the executive is
chosen, interacts with the legislature and the party system, and maintains
itself in power, indeed matters to the functioning of the political system.
Moreover, and as a defence of the research focus in the subsequent chapters,
specific arrangements within the relatively broad constitutional categories
may be as important as whether a parliamentary, presidential or semi-
presidential type of government is chosen.

The data in this chapter have also provided for a logical selection of cases
for the subsequent analysis of semi-presidentialism. As mentioned in Chapter
2, it would be a futile exercise to try to assess semi-presidentialism in post-
Soviet states where authoritarianism still prevails over constitutional order.
As a consequence, all president-parliamentary cases except for Croatia –
2000, Russia and Ukraine are excluded from our sample (for a more extensive
discussion of the selection of cases, see Chapter 2).
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Notes

1 Sokolowski argues that this is one of the major deficiencies in much of the debate
on constitutional engineering and cites some important works in which he finds this
lack of contextual attention, for example: Lijphart (1991); Linz (1994) and Stepan
and Skach (1993).
2 In 2001 protesters took to the streets of Tbilisi following alleged election fraud in
the re-election of Shevardnadze as president.
3 The historical dimension is important in relation to institutional choice as well as
to the wider question of democratic transition and consolidation in post-communist
countries. Within a historical and macro-sociological perspective, researchers have
pointed to the historical divide in Europe between the Central European countries
that once were wholly or mainly incorporated into the Prussian-German and Habs-
burg empires, and as a consequence are anchored in a Western tradition of rule of
law, separation of powers and constitutional government, and the South East and
East European countries that have historical links to Eastern Christianity or Islam,
Ottoman rule and clientelism (cf. Berglund et al., 2004: 13–18; Berglund and Aarebrot,
1997).
4 In Johannsen’s index the whole sum of symbolic powers, plus the sum of appointive
powers, plus the sum of political powers are multiplied by 2 if the president is directly
elected. Therefore, the method of election weights very heavily in his index. Although
I agree with Johannsen’s assumption that a popularly elected president is of great
importance, I mean that his weighting tends to exaggerate this component.
5 Dahl (1971) lists eight institutions of polyarchy, which in his 1989 contribution
were consolidated into 7. The basics, however, remain the same and the eight institu-
tions are: (1) freedom to form and join organisations, (2) freedom of expression, (3)
right to vote, (4) eligibility for public office, (5) the right of political leaders to compete
for support and votes, (6) alternative sources of information, (7) free and fair elections,
and (8) institutions for making the government dependent on votes and other
expressions of preferences.
6 Freedom House is a US based non-partisan organisation, promoting democracy
around the world. It has ranked all independent countries in the world since 1972
based on civil liberties and political rights (Freedom House, 2005).
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5 Patterns of Conflict

This chapter describes the character and maps out the occurrence of intra-
executive conflict in the post-communist semi-presidential regimes (henceforth
represented by Bulgaria, Croatia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Rus-
sia and Ukraine). The chapter breaks down into three main parts. The first part
presents the results of a systematic coding of the level of intra-executive conflict
under the period 1991–2006. These data will lay the basis for subsequent analy-
ses in this chapter, as well as in Chapter 6 and 7. The second part is devoted to
a qualitative assessment of the intra-executive conflicts and institutional
relationships that have transpired in different semi-presidential contexts. This
analysis provides for an actor-oriented synopsis of the character and nature of
president-prime minister-parliament struggles and may also serve as a validation
of the coding of conflict level presented in the first part of the chapter. Finally,
the third part, dealing with the specific issues and matters of conflict, outlines
common and rarer components involved in the intra-executive struggles. The
analysis throughout the chapter is based on empirical data collected from the
Expert Survey 2002–2004 and from numerous reports, up-dates and books
dealing with constitutional issues and political institutions in the countries un-
der scrutiny (see also Chapter 2). By way of comparison, the assessment embraces
all the various presidents and cabinets that have held office during the period
1991–2006.

Measuring Intra-Executive Conflict
In Chapter 3, we provided the operational definition to be used in this analysis:
intra-executive conflict occurs when there is an observable clash between the
president and the prime minister and/or between the president and other
government ministers, manifested through obstructive or antagonistic behaviour
from either side directed towards the other. We will thus cover a relatively
broad set of conflicts. Arguably some conflicts are more critical than others for
the overall stability of the political system, and we therefore added that conflicts
are of a particularly serious kind when either the president or the prime minis-
ter challenges the status quo interpretations of constitutional or statutory norms
that regulate power relations inside the executive, challenges the norm themselves,
or frequently exercises constitutional powers to challenge policy moves initiated
by the other side.

Providing exact and all including judgements about the level of conflicts
between institutions across a wide range of countries is of course a tricky
task. What one observer might consider an open fight between two branches
may be just a small bickering in another viewer’s eyes. Furthermore, an
institutional conflict might be latent or covert and may therefore not reach
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the wider society. Such conflicts are not easily accessible and cannot be
uncovered by text analysis or by examining public statements. The research
ambition in this analysis is thus limited to capture only manifest and observable
conflicts. Based on reports, literature and expert judgements the level of conflict
will be compressed into ordinal estimations. These overall assessments are deri-
ved from the results in the Expert Survey 2002–04, and from reports and analyses
dealing with institutional relations. In order to receive a final validation of the
estimations I have in some cases consulted experts (from the Expert Survey) for
their opinion on the final coding. But, of course, the responsibility for the
estimations rests with me. Whenever it has been too difficult to obtain a clear
picture of the institutional relations, I have abstained from making a definitive
assessment. This has particularly been the case for very short-lived cabinets
with an interim character, i.e. caretaker governments that have held office in a
limited period after the dismissal of the old cabinet up until new parliamentary
elections have been completed. In defence of this strategy, I argue that the level
of conflict in those periods is less useful considering that the president normally
appoints the caretaker prime minister who – just like the president – tends to
opt for a smooth period between governments.

In a recent publication, Protsyk uses a two-level coding, Low and High,
to determine the level of conflict in a number of premier-presidential systems
(Protsyk, 2005a). Here, I have used a similar strategy but instead coded the
level of intra-executive conflict on an ordinal three-level scale: Low, Me-
dium and High. The three different levels of coding have had the following
logic: When no significant conflict between the president and the cabinet has
been reported, the relationship has been considered as non-conflictive and
hence the conflict-level estimated as Low. Under periods with episodic but
manifest and observable conflict, the level had been estimated as Medium.
Finally, instances of durable and severe tension between the president and
the cabinet are estimated as High. When the level of conflict has shifted
considerably over the cabinet period, I have coded within a simple range, i.e.
as Low-Medium or Medium-High.

The Level of Conflict
In Table 5.1, the presidents and cabinets from the early 1990s up until 2006 are
listed together with their respective political affiliation. Several cabinets in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe – particularly in the first phase of transition – have
been largely non-partisan or just loosely affiliated with certain political factions.
They have mainly presented themselves as ‘governments of professionals’ or
‘governments of technocrats’ with the image of neutrally managing the state
apparatus. Such cabinets are denoted ‘technocratic’. As considered in Chapter
3, the president is in most semi-presidential systems expected not to be a card-
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carrying member of a political party during his term in office. The president’s
political orientation presented in the first column, however, is based on his
party affiliations prior to his term in office. The cabinet’s base of parliamentary
support is added in the third column.

Table 5.1 Level of intra-executive conflict, 1991-2006

President, term in office and
political orientation

Prime Minister and term in office Cabinet and base of
support

Intra-
executive
conflict

Bulgaria
Z Zhelev Jan 92 – (centre-right) F Dimitrov Nov 91 – Dec 92 Centre-right minority High
-“- L Berov Dec 92 – Oct 94 Technocratic minority Med-High
-“- R Injova Oct 94 – Jan 95 Technocratic (interim) N/a
-“-                                     – Jan 97 Z Videnov Jan 95 – Feb 97 Left majority High
P Stoyanov Jan 97 – (centre-right) S Sofianski Feb 97 – May 97 Centre-right (interim) N/a
-“- I Kostov May 97 – Jul 01 Centre-right majority Low-Med
-“-                                     – Jan 02 S Saxe-Coburg-Gotha Jul 01– Centre-right majority Low
G Parvanov Jan 02 –  (left) -“-                             – Jul 05 -“- Low-Med
-“- S Stanichev Jul 05 – Centre-left majority N/a

Croatia
F Tudjman May 92 – (right) H Sarinic Aug 92 – Apr 93 Right-wing majority Low
-“-                                   – June 97 N Valentic Apr 93 – Nov 95 Right-wing majority Low
F Tudjman June 97 – Nov 99 Z Matesa Nov 95 – Jan 00 Right-wing majority Low
S Mesic Feb 00 – (centre-left) I Racan Jan 00 – Jul 02 Left-centre-right maj Medium
-“- -“-         Jul 02 – Dec 03 Left-centre minority Low-Med
-“-                                  – Jan 05 I Sanader Dec 03 – Right-wing minority Low-Med
S Mesic Jan 05 – -“- -“- N/a

Lithuania
A Brazauskas Mar 93 – (left) A Slezevicius Mar 93 – Feb 96 Left-wing majority Low-Med
-“- L Stankevicius Feb 96 – Nov 96 Left-wing majority Low
-“-                                    – Mar 98 G Vagnorius Nov 96 – Right-wing majority Low
V Adamkus Mar 98 – (right) -“-              – May 99 -“- High
-“- R Paksas May 99 – Oct 99 Right-wing majority Low
-“- A Kubilius Nov 99 – Oct 00 Right-wing majority Low
-“- R Paksas Oct 00 – June 01 Centre-right minority Med-High
-“-                                    – Feb 03 A Brazauskas June 01 – Centre-left majority Low-Med
R Paksas Feb 03 – Apr 04
(centre-right)

-“- -“- Med-High

A Paulauskas Apr 04 – June 04
(interim)

-“-              – Oct 04 -“- N/a

V Adamkus Jul 04 – A Brazauskas Oct 04 – -“- Low

Moldova
M Snegur Dec 91 – Jan 97
(centre-left)

A Sangheli Jul 1992 – Nov 96 Centre-left majority Med-High

P Lucinschi  Jan 97 – (centre-left) I Ciubuc Jan 97 – Mar 98 Technocrat (interim) N/a
-“- I Ciubuc Apr 98 – Feb 99 Centre majority Low
-“- I Sturza Mar 99 – Dec 99 Centre-techn majority Low
-“-                                    – Dec 00 D Braghis Dec 99 – Apr 01 Centre-left majority Low
V Voronin Apr 01 – Apr 05 (left) V Tarlev Apr 01– Mar 05 Left majority N/a
V Voronin Apr 05 – V Tarlev Mar 05 – Left majority N/a

Poland
L Walesa Dec 90 – (right) J Bielecki Jan 91 – Dec 91 Right-wing minority Low
-“- J Olszewski Dec 91 – June 92 Centre-right minority High
-“- H Suchocka June 92 – Oct 93 Right-wing minority Low
-“- W Pawlak Oct 93 – Mar 95 Left-wing majority High
-“-                                    – Dec 95 J Oleksy Mar 95 – Left-wing majority High
A Kwasniewski Dec 95 – (left) -“-       – Feb 1996 - “- N/a
-“- W Cimoszewicz Feb 96 – Oct 97 Left-wing majority Low
-“-                                    – Nov 00 J Buzek Oct 97 – Right-wing majority Low-Med
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A Kwasniewski Nov 00 – -“-      – Oct 01 -“- Med-High
-“- L Miller Oct 01 – Mar 03 Left-wing majoritya Med-High
-“- L Miller Mar 03 – May 04 Left-wing minority Med-High
-“-                                     – Oct 05 M Belka May 04 – Sep 05 Left-wing minority Low
L Kaczynski Oct 05 – (right) K Marcinkiewicz Oct 05 – Centre-right minority N/a

Romania
I Iliescu May 90 – (left) P Roman Jan 90 – Oct 91 Left-nationalist maj High
-“- T Stolojan Oct 91 – Nov 92 Left-technocrat maj Low
-“-                                    – Nov 96 N Vacariou Nov 92 – Dec 96 Left-technocrat min Low
E Constantinescu Nov 96
–(centre-right)

V Ciorbea Dec 96 – Mar 98 Centre-right majority Low

-“- R Vasile Apr 98 – Dec 99 Centre-right majority High
-“-                                    – Dec 00 M Isarescu Dec 99 – Dec 00 Centre-right majority Low
I Iliescu Dec 00 – Nov 04 A Nastase Dec 00 – Nov 04 Left minority Low-Med
T Basescu Dec 04 – C Popescu-Tariceanu Dec 04 – Centre-right majority N/a

Russia
B Yeltsin Jul 91 – (centre-right) B Yeltsin Nov 91 – June 92b N/a N/a
-“- Y Gaidar June 92 – Dec 92 Technocrat minorityd Low-Med
-“-                                      – Jul 96 V Chernomyrdin Dec 92 – Technocrat minority Low
B Yeltsin Jul 96 – -“-                    – Mar 98 -“- Low-Med
-“- S Kirienko Mar 98 – Aug 98 -“- Low
-“- Y Primakov Sep 98 – May 99 Left-centre-right maj High
-“- S Stepashin May 99 – Aug 99 Technocrat minority Medium
-“-                                    – Mar 00 V Putin Aug 99 – May 00 -“- Low
V Putin Apr 00 – Mar 04 (centre-
right)

M Kasyanov May 00 – Feb 04 Technocrat majority Low

V Putin Mar 04 – M Fradkov Mar 04 – Technocrat majority N/a

Ukraine
L Kravchuk Dec 91 – (centre) L Kuchma Oct 92 – Sep 93 Technocrat minority High
-“-                                      – Jul 94 E Zhviagilskyi Sep 93 – June 94c -“- N/a
L Kuchma Jul 94 – (centre right) V Masol June 94 – Mar 95 Left minority Low
-“- Y Marchuk Mar 95 – May 96 Technocrat minority High
-“- P Lazarenko May 96 – Jul 97 -“- High
-“-                                     – Oct 99 V Pustovochenko Jul 97 – Dec 99 -“- Low
L Kuchma Nov 99 – (centre right) V Yushchenko Dec 99 – May 01 -“- High
-“- A Kinakh May 01 – Nov 02 -“- Low
-“-                                     – Oct 04 V Yanukovich Nov 02 – Dec 04 Centre-left majority Low
V Yushchenko Jan 05– Y Tymoshenko Jan 05 – Sep 05 Centre-left majority High
-“- J Yechanurov Sep 05 – Mar 06 Centre-left majority N/a

Notes: Assessments made by the author. Short-lived governments, in office for less than year and with a vague
record of intra-executive relations, are occasionally classified as N/a.
a) In March 2003 two representatives of the Polish Peasant Party (PSL) were dismissed from the Miller cabinet
and replaced by two independents. As a result the Miller cabinet continued as a minority cabinet.
b) Yeltsin combined the premiership with the presidency in this period.
c) Acting prime minister under a short-lived caretaker government in a de facto pure presidential regime between
September 1993 and the parliamentary elections in the spring of 1994.
d) Most prime ministers and presidents, have emerged from the fluid centre ground in both Russian and
Ukrainian politics. However, the governments have remained amorphous and largely non-partisan, which is why
the ‘technocratic’ term is used in the table (Wilson, 1999).
Sources: Based on the Expert Survey I and II, and on various reports and analyses, e.g. Bartlett (2003); Blondel
and Andreev (2001); Blondel and Matteucci (2001); Blondel and Müller-Rommel (2001); Blondel and Penescu
(2001); Blondel and Selo-Sabic (2001); Duvold and Jurkynas (2004); East European Constitutional Review
(EECR) (1997a; 1997b; 1997c; 1998; 1999; 2000; 2002; 2003); Grzybowski and Mikuli (2004); Crowther
(2004); Crowther and Josanu (2004); Ganev (1999; 2001); Jasiewicz (1997); Karasimeonov (2004); Krok-
Paszkowska (1999; 2001); Müller-Rommel and Hansen (2001); Nations in Transit (2002; 2003; 2004; 2005);
(1997; 1999); Wilson (1997; 1999); Wolczuk (1998; 2001a; 2001b); Zakosek and Cular (2004); Zarate’s
Political Collection (2004)
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Table 5.1 shows that periods of high-level intra-executive conflict are a
frequent, although not an all-dominating feature of Central and East Euro-
pean semi-presidentialism. In all of the semi-presidential cases, the level of
conflict has fluctuated over time, but all countries, except for Croatia, have
experienced high levels of conflict at some points in time. The absence of
high-level conflict in Croatia should be viewed in the light of the long-term
semi-authoritarian rule under Tudjman, whose strong grip on the executive
severely reduced the political space for potential challengers within the ex-
ecutive. The subsequent democratisation of Croatia after Tudjman (who died
in 1999) has made Croatia into more of a mainstream semi-presidential sys-
tem, and it is logical to assume that we will see some instances of intra-
executive conflicts in the years to come. In fact, increasing tensions within
the executive have already been observed during Croatia’s most recent
cabinets, as may be gauged from the table above.

The Trend of Conflict, 1990–2005
If we recall our theoretical discussions in Chapter 2 and 3, a general and
reasonable assumption would be a more frequent occurrence of conflict during
the early post-communist period. The following assumption was made:

H1: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely in the early phases following a
transition than in later phases.

Political turbulence and ongoing institutional processes during the transition
period are factors that provide opportunities for leading actors to influence
the forming of political procedures and rules, thereby also provoking
institutional competition and conflict. As the institutionalisation process
continues and gradually normalises politics in terms of stability, continuity
and predictability, we would expect the frequency of conflict to decrease.
The coding of conflict levels in Table 5.1 provides the data necessary to
determine the relevance of this assumption. Thus, Table 5.2 reports the conflict
trend during three different periods since the demise of the communist systems:
an early transitional phase, 1990–94, a mid-late transitional phase, 1995–
99, and finally a period that, for simplistic reasons, can be denoted as a post-
transitional phase 2000-(05). These denotations are of course rather simplistic
generalisations made for this specific comparative purpose and do not fully
account for certain case specific particularities. For instance, the transitions
of the post-Soviet countries (here: Lithuania, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine)
took off in 1991, i.e. two years later than in the Central European states and
the institutionalisation process were generally more demanding in these cases,
which is why the transitional phases in Table 5.2 could perhaps be conside-
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red as too narrowly defined. In a similar vein, Croatia somewhat deviates
from the ascribed pattern of transitional phases following its violent dis-
integration (the Serb-Croat civil war) from Yugoslavia in the early 1990s,
and its ‘second transition’ following the death of Tudjman in 1999.

When both premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems are
taken together as in the upper rows, our data suggest that the frequency of
high-level conflict has remained roughly the same throughout the post-
communist period. Thus, the pattern that we anticipated does not materialise.
If we ignore the type of semi-presidential system, there is apparently no
significant effect observable from this time factor. However, when separating
premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems, we get a some-
what different overall picture. In the premier-presidential category there seems
to be some indications pointing in favour of our expected pattern. While
intra-executive conflict was observed in 50 percent of the cases in the early
transitional phase, the analogous figures for the two latter periods are 33
and 37 percent respectively. In the president-parliamentary category there is
a considerable increase in conflicts during the second period, 1995–99, which
makes sense considering that the transition processes occurred later and,
generally, less rapidly in the post-Soviet countries. The vast part of the conflicts
in this category occurred in Ukraine during the Kuchma era in a context of
transitional turbulence where constitution building and institutional issues
dominated the political agenda.
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As we in the following sections encompass the different experiences of intra-
executive conflict in more detail, we will find that some conflicts can clearly
be linked to a low level of institutionalisation during the early post-communist
phase. We will describe and analyse conflicts in both the premier-presidential
and president-parliamentary systems in order to promote qualitative under-
standing of the nature of intra-executive strife. The outline is intended to
serve both as a characterisation of the institutional conflicts but also as an
empirical base for further analyses in the study. However, addressing intra-
executive conflicts should not be done in isolation from executive-legislative
conflicts. It will be shown along the way that several of the president-
government conflicts are closely related to executive-legislative struggles
between the president and the parliament.

Table 5.2 Trend of intra-executive conflict 1990-2005, percentages

Type of semi-
presidentialism

                                                              Intra-executive conflict

Post-communist period Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference
(percentage units)

Both
(N=61)

Early transitional
1990-1994

62
(10)

38
(6)

+24

Mid-late transitional
1995-1999

60
(15)

40
(10)

+20

Post-transitional
2000-

65
(13)

35
(7)

+30

Premier-presidential
(N=41)

Early transitional
1990-1994

50
(5)

50
(5)

0

Mid-late transitional
1995-1999

67
(10)

33
(5)

+34

Post-transitional
2000-

63
(10)

37
(6)

+26

President-parliamentary
(N=20)

Early transitional
1990-1994

83
(5)

17
(1)

+66

Mid-late transitional
1995-1999

50
(5)

50
(5)

0

Post-transitional
2000-

75
(3)

25
(1)

+50

Notes: In this table, Medium, Medium-High or High levels of intra-executive conflict (Table 5.1) qualify as
High; Low and Low-Medium in Table 5.1 count as Low. Croatia’s transformation from a president-
parliamentary to a premier-presidential system in 2000 and Moldova’s break with semi-presidentialism, also in
2000, have been taken into account.
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Conflictive Premier-Presidentialism
Intra-executive clashes in Poland

The Walesa-period in premier-presidential Poland perhaps stands out as the
case most heavily dominated by intra-executive conflict. Clashes between
Walesa and the prime ministers were rule rather than exception during his
stay in office. It can be noted that the Polish president not only challenged
the cabinet under the relatively weak minority government of Jan Olszewski,
but also under the majority cabinets of Waldemar Pawlak and Josef Oleksy.
Many analysts have attributed Walesa’s confrontational approach in office
to his unwillingness to accept the subordination of the president to the prime
minister in executive matters (Expert Survey I and II). In fact, Walesa himself
envisaged a change towards a more president-dominated constitutional sys-
tem and even spoke to the nation in 1994 about the need for ‘presidential
democracy in Poland’ (Jasiewicz, 1997: 165). Conflicts during Walesa’s
incumbency were triggered by an ongoing struggle between him and the
prime ministers over the appointments of the so-called ‘presidential’ ministries,
i.e. minister of foreign affairs, minister of defence and minister of interior
affairs. All throughout Walesa’s presidency these appointments were kept
within the presidential domain, whereas under the 1997 constitution, they
were finally transferred to the prime minister (Blondel and Müller-Rommel,
2001).

 The presidential shift from Walesa to Kwasniewski in 1995 and the
growing consolidation of the institutional framework have had a stabilising
effect on intra-executive relations. Ever since Kwasniewski entered the
presidency, Poland has experienced more of a ‘parliamentary phase’ (Duverger,
1980) in which Kwasniewski, in contrast to Walesa, has tried to distance
himself from the cabinet and be more of a symbolic head of state figure. The
somewhat undermined trust in the presidential office stemming from the
legacy of the Walesa period and the relatively high level of parliamentary
institutionalisation has left little room for Kwasniewski to openly challenge
the existing distribution of power within the executive (Expert Survey II).

Walesa had been president for two years before the Little Constitution of
1993 was adopted, and his legitimacy – stemming from the prevailing trust
and reputation he had absorbed as the Solidarity leader in the late communist
era, and from his win in the first de facto democratic elections in 1990 –
gave him a strong position already at the outset. In addition, the perceived
lack of legitimacy in the Sejm (the parliament’s lower chamber) also
contributed to the strong faith in Walesa at the time being. Walesa never
intended to be just a passive figurehead with only ceremonial responsibilities,
but instead to play an active role in shaping policy and forming governments.
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Grzybowski and Mikuli (2004: 191) put it in the following way: ‘He [Walesa]
saw himself as the main political player, as the maker of prime ministers and
the architect of government coalitions.’ During his tenure in office, Walesa
used the full range – and even stretched – his constitutional powers to play
the role of an active and strong president. His actions were decisive in
facilitating the fall of both Prime Minister Olszewski in 1992 and Pawlak in
1995. Already after the 1991 parliamentary elections, when Walesa was forced
to appoint Olszewski as Prime Minister, a candidate preferred by the Sejm
but not by Walesa, tensions between the government and the president arose.
The presidential prerogatives within the field of high politics, most notably
defence and security, developed into a truly divisive issue. Faced with an
uncooperative government, Walesa submitted a draft law giving the presi-
dent wide ranging powers at the expense of the parliament, including among
other things the right for the president to dissolve the Sejm following a vote
of no confidence. Some weeks later, however, he withdrew the bill and instead
awaited the government’s resignation, which came already in June 1992 after
a no confidence vote (Krok-Paszkowska, 1999: 179–180).

After the 1992 parliamentary elections, Walesa designated Pawlak, the
leader of the Polish Peasant Party (PSL), to become the new prime minister,
but Pawlak was unable to form a centre-based government and therefore
resigned after a month1. Pawlak’s failure paved the way for a broad coalition
government including no less than 7 parties2 and led by the Sejm’s preferred
prime minister candidate, Hanna Suchocka, from the centrist party, the
Democratic Union. One of the government parties, the Peasant Alliance, left
the coalition after resignation of the Minister of Agriculture, which put the
Suchocka government in an uneasy minority position already from the early
start. In fact, the government often found it extremely difficult to mobilise
even a fragile majority for its proposals. Already in the spring of 1993, a
vote of no confidence was in the making and was subsequently submitted by
a Solidarity representative in late May. Suchocka found herself defeated by
the narrowest margin (223 out of 445 voted against the government)
(Grzybowski and Mikuli, 2004: 193–194).

In the event that the Sejm has passed a vote of no confidence, without at
the same time choosing a new prime minister, the Little Constitution of 1992,
Article 66: 5, stipulated that the ‘President shall accept the resignation of the
Government or shall dissolve the House of Representatives [the Sejm]’. Walesa
thus had the choice of either accepting Suchocka’s resignation and nominate
a new prime minister, or to dissolve the Sejm. As a part of his political strategy,
he chose the latter and called new parliamentary elections. At the same time,
a new electoral law had been introduced, which included a number of elements
aimed at reducing the number of parties in the Sejm. Recognising that large
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parties would be overcompensated in terms of parliamentary seats, Walesa
tried to convince the parties, which had formed the Suchocka government to
compete in the election as an electoral bloc. His efforts were, however,
unsuccessful and he therefore changed strategy and instead initiated a
presidential alliance, the Non-Party Reform Bloc (BBWR), which he hoped
would gain enough seats to give him a substantial parliamentary base. Even
this strategy failed3 and when the 1993 parliamentary elections were over,
the president was confronted with a large oppositional majority in the Sejm
led by the two ex-communist parties: the Democratic Left Alliance (SLD)
and the Polish Peasant Party (PSL). In order to achieve good relations with
the president, the coalition accepted that the minister of foreign affairs, mi-
nister of defence and minister of interior affairs would be picked by Walesa.
As a consequence, these three ‘presidential’ ministers were under the control
of the president, while they at the same time formed an integral part of the
SLD-PSL cabinet. In return the president had to accept the coalition’s nomi-
nation for prime minister, the PSL leader Pawlak. Although Walesa was
constrained by the fact that the prime minister had to come from within the
ranks of the coalition, he had hoped to be able to choose between several
candidates. However, the coalition’s sole prime minister candidate was
Pawlak, and in the absence of alternatives Walesa was forced to nominate
him. Considering that Walesa only one year earlier had favoured Pawlak’s
candidacy, his sudden unwillingness this time may seem strange. Walesa’s
unhappiness was apparently due to the fact that Pawlak had managed to
establish his own power base, and if nominated, would not owe any favours
to the president (Expert Survey II; Jasiewicz, 1997; Krok-Paszkowska, 1999).

Under the new majority positions after the 1993 parliamentary elections,
one would expect the prime minister to take the leading role within the
executive, relying on his large parliamentary majority. This is even more so
when, as in this case, the president’s support in parliament is minimal. Yet,
under the Pawlak era the power balance tended to be in the president’s favour.
Walesa often effectively challenged the coalition throughout the course of
the Pawlak government. The still fragile party system, troubles within the
government coalition and, moreover, Walesa’s willingness and creativeness
in making full use of his legislative prerogatives all offered opportunities for
him to be highly influential. His right to submit legislative bills to parliament,
his right to resend bills for parliamentary reconsideration (veto) and his right
to send bills to the Constitutional Tribunal, were consistently used. In addi-
tion, Walesa took advantage of internal tensions in the cabinet between the
SLD and the PSL (cf. Krok-Paszkowska, 1999).



137

In the first months of Pawlak’s tenure, the president and prime minister
avoided open conflicts, and Pawlak could rely on Walesa to support him in
internal disputes with the SLD. Conflicts eventually emerged in 1994, and
some of them had the potential of developing into a constitutional crisis.
One such conflict took place in the autumn of 1994 when the president
vetoed amendments to the penal code. The amendments were designed to
liberalise Poland’s restrictive abortion regulations4. Walesa made it clear that
he would not sign the bill into law, even though his legislative veto was to be
overridden in the Sejm. Article 18 of the Little Constitution explicitly required
the president’s signature on any statute.5 Had he not signed the bill, the
parliament would have had no other choice than to initiate an impeachment
procedure. This extreme development was, however, avoided when the Sejm
failed to override the presidential veto (Jasiewicz, 1997: 150–151).

Another conflict with constitutional implications occurred over the
composition of the National Broadcasting Council (NBC).6 In March 1994,
Walesa issued an executive decree in which he dismissed the NBCs chairman,
Marek Markiewicz. The parliament questioned the constitutionality of this
act on the grounds that the Statute of the National Broadcasting Council is
explicit only in so far as it gives the president the right to appoint the chairman,
but does not mention the right to dismiss. The president and his staff
maintained that the one who appoints also has the right to dismiss. Other
experts disagreed, arguing that the very idea underlying the establishment of
the NBC was to secure its political independence and prevent political control
and misuse of the media. The case was eventually submitted to the
Constitutional Tribunal, which ruled against the president. Further
controversy revolved around key official and minister appointments, as well
as around the ambitions of Walesa and his staff to increase presidential powers
(Jasiewicz, 1997: 151–152).7

The conflicts between the government and the parliament on the one side
and the president on the other led the Sejm to take the unprecedented step of
passing an appeal to the president asking him, ‘for the sake of democracy in
Poland’ (Jasiewicz, 1997: 152), to avoid actions that might lead to a
constitutional and/or state crisis. This appeal was only one step short of an
impeachment threat – although it would hardly have been to the parliament’s
benefit with such a procedure at the time.

In December 1994, Walesa’s approach against the Pawlak government
became even more offensive. This time the area of confrontation was the
government’s economic policies and the state budget. He submitted several
laws – among these were the tax law and the law on state salaries – to the
Constitutional Tribunal, claiming they were unconstitutional. He then
threatened not to sign the budget, to get an excuse for dissolving the Sejm.
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Under the Little Constitution, the president had a 30-day period in which to
consider either to sign or to reject the budget. If these 30 days were added to
the two months already taken for parliamentary consideration of the bud-
get, the three-months limit set for the budget process would have been sur-
passed and the president could, in line with the Little Constitution, dissolve
the parliament. To avoid a political breakdown of the budget process, the
parliament rushed through an amendment to the Little Constitution, saying
that if the Sejm was dissolved it would continue to work until the installa-
tion of the next Sejm. Thereby the legislative process could still continue.
Walesa did not, however, dissolve the parliament but maintained his conflictive
approach against the parliament and the government. In a meeting with the
parliament’s speakers and parliamentary leaders in February 1995, he accused
Pawlak’s cabinet of incompetence, party nepotism and for slowing down
reforms. He insisted on the restructuring of the cabinet and the need of a
new prime minister. This line of argumentation served the interest of the
SLD, which had become increasingly critical of, and unhappy with the
leadership of Pawlak. After additional rounds of bargaining with the presi-
dent over personnel issues, SLD agreed on submitting to the Sejm a motion
of a constructive vote of no confidence in Pawlak’s government. As the new
prime minister, they chose the speaker of the Sejm, Josef Oleksy from the
SLD (Expert Survey II; Jasiewicz, 1997).

As mentioned earlier, a major issue underlying the Walesa-Pawlak-Sejm
conflict was the question of control of the ‘presidential’ portfolios: Internal
Affairs, National Defence and Foreign Affairs. Walesa maintained that to
exercise his constitutional responsibility for the internal and external security
of the state he needed direct control over these three ministries. Some
parliamentary factions opposed presidential control on rather reasonable
political and constitutional grounds, as an arrangement that would trans-
form the dual executive into two parallel governments and eliminate
parliamentary control over some of the most vital parts of the executive
branch. In the bargaining with the SLD over a new cabinet and prime minis-
ter, however, Walesa managed to get his way. In the Oleksy government all
three ‘presidential ministers’ were assigned to people hand-picked by Walesa.
It was in order to avoid future intra-executive conflict over these appointment
powers that they were finally transferred over to the prime minister under
the 1997 constitution (Blondel and Müller-Rommel, 2001: 52–53).

Walesa’s elastic interpretations of the president’s constitutional
prerogatives, as well as his confrontational style proved to be unpopular
among a large part of the Polish electorate in the long run. Although with a
narrow margin, Walesa lost the 1995 presidential elections to the SLD
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candidate, Alexander Kwasniewski.8 As described earlier, the election of
Kwasniewski resulted in a degree of ‘normalisation’ in the relationship
between the president and the prime minister, as he did not as much as Walesa,
make strong claims to intervene in the government’s sphere. Already in his
electoral campaign, Kwasniewski declared his unwillingness to enter into
conflicts with the cabinet and the parliament. To mark his distance from
Walesa, he emphasised the need for cooperation instead of conflict and
claimed that the president’s role should be to serve the interest of the whole
nation and to stand above party politics. Kwasniewski thus opted for a sta-
tesman-like profile projecting a new image of the presidency; as an institu-
tion devoted to legal principles and procedures. Kwasniewski’s appearance
as a ‘soft’ president can be seen as a consequence of his political bindings
prior to his tenure as president. While Walesa, in open conflict with the
parliament, sought stronger presidential powers in order to control the
government, Kwasniewski served as chairman of the parliament’s
constitutional committee and as leader of a party wanting to limit rather
than extend presidential powers (Expert Survey II).

However, to say that Kwasniewski kept an all-out ‘soft’ profile is not
accurate. His eagerness to be an influential figure in Polish politics was
demonstrated already in his early presidential period. In the bargaining over
presidential prerogatives before the adoption of the 1997 constitution,
Kwasniewski managed to recoup significant appointment powers at the
expense of the prime minister and parliament. He was successful in winning
the sole right to appoint the Army Chief of Staff and other commanders, the
Presidents of the Supreme Court, the Supreme Administrative Court, and
the Constitutional Tribunal. He, furthermore, managed to get the parliament
to accept his proposal that the president should have the right to appoint the
President of the National Bank and members of the Council for Monetary
Policy without the prime minister’s countersignature.9 In de facto politics,
Kwasniewski played a prominent role in foreign affairs and demonstrated a
significant amount of authority in dealing with EU, Russia and NATO as
well as with foreign investors (Expert Survey I and II; Nations in Transit
2004).

Soon after his inauguration, Kwasniewski was confronted with an alleged
scandal involving Prime Minister Oleksy, who was accused by the outgoing
Minister of Internal Affairs for being a Soviet spy in the communist era. The
case was dropped due to lack of evidence, but Oleksy had to step down.
Kwasniewski replaced him with Wlodzimierz Cimoszevicz, who just like
Kwasniewski and Oleksy, belongs to the SLD. However, a minuscule loss of
votes in the 1997 parliamentary elections resulted in defeat for the SDL-PSL
coalition, and the reorganised opposition party bloc, the Solidarity Election
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Action (AWS) became the largest parliamentary group. As a consequence,
Kwasniewski had to listen to the leader of the opposition and appoint as
new Prime Minister, Jerzy Buzek, who built a coalition of the AWS and the
Freedom Union (UW). Kwasniewski and Buzek thus entered a period of
cohabitation.

The Polish Constitution of 1997 (just like the Little Constitution of 1992)
provides the president with veto power allowing him to refuse to sign
legislative bills. Kwasniewski used this instrument quite frequently when
Buzek was prime minister. In fact, he vetoed laws initiated by the cabinet
across a large number of policy areas, especially during 2000. Although
Kwasniewski did not openly challenge the Buzek government, his approach
to it suggests that intra-executive relations were somewhat tense during this
period (Expert Survey II; Protsyk, 2005a: 14–15; Wyrzykowski, 1997: 441–
446).

Even the relations between Kwasniewski and Buzek’s successor, Prime
Minister Leszek Miller from the SLD, turned out conflictive at certain periods
of Miller’s term in office – particularly in the prime minister’s later period. In
March 2003, after two years in government, the ruling left-majority coalition
led by Miller broke up after the PSL had already dissociated itself from its
coalition partners on a number of social and economic issues. It was Miller’s
decision to finally remove the party from government when faced with its
refusal to support an important bill on proposed highway funding, which
was to be submitted in the name of the entire cabinet. Without the PSL in
government the coalition was left in a minority position – 19 votes short of
a majority in the 460-seats parliament. Following the ouster of the PSL, the
SLD also faced a number of other problems such as slow economic growth,
high unemployment, falling popularity, and ongoing allegations of corruption.
In addition, a new bribery scandal, the so-called Rywingate,10 put the
government in an uneasy position and fuelled heavy critique in the media
and from the opposition parties. In the midst of this turmoil, Kwasniewski
choose to interfere in the process (Grzybowski and Mikuli, 2004: 206; Na-
tions in Transit, 2004). Just before the Polish EU-referendum in June 2003,
the president announced that he would actively involve himself in a search
for broader political support for a new majority government. To this end he
initiated consultations with the major opposition parties. The opposition
leaders advised him to take more decisive measures, including a call in the
parliament for Prime Minister Miller’s resignation. During the process
Kwasniewski seemed to realise that if he decided to openly challenge Miller,
a significant part of the SLD would probably support the prime minister,
and he would thus risk losing political influence in the future. He therefore
hesitated and Miller quickly used the opportunity and moved aggressively to
regain the political initiative. He outlined a new plan for further liberalisation
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of the economy and announced a vote of confidence for his government.
The minority government managed to win the confidence vote with 236 to
213. The purpose of Miller’s plan appeared rather straightforward: to
eliminate all speculation and discussion regarding whether and when his
government might resign. By these unilateral steps – he essentially ignored
President Kwasniewski – Miller made it clear that he aimed to keep hold of
his position (Nations in Transit, 2004). One year later, however, in May
2004 after Poland’s EU accession, the government – still weakened by the
corruption allegations, the split in the governing coalition and the unresol-
ved economic problems – chose to step down. This suited Kwasniewski well
and he designated the former finance minister (and his own presidential
advisor 1998–00), Marek Belka as the new prime minister of a new SLD led
government (Expert Survey II).

Thus, the premier-presidential framework of Poland has allowed for a
number of quite severe conflicts between the president, government and
parliament. Although mostly solved within constitutional limits, they have
revealed some of the typical semi-presidential dilemma, i.e. the in-built
competitive feature of having two executive leaders with partly overlapping
competences. It is quite illustrative that the ministries of interior and foreign
affairs became a crucial battlefield between Walesa and the governments.
These are political domains in which both the president and the government
can rightfully claim to have influence. When, as in this case, the actors show
rather uncompromising attitudes towards each other, institutional clashes
become more or less unavoidable. One might object, and argue that these
conflicts should be understood solely as a consequence of the political and
institutional turmoil after the recent regime transition. Certainly these factors
mattered and were heavily exploited by Walesa to stretch his constitutional
prerogatives, but more recent conflicts under Kwasniewski reveal a similar
pattern. And this time under a president who is considered to be a more
‘reasonable’ and compromising individual, and who has himself declared
devotion to avoid institutional conflict. However, the constitution of 1997
cleared out some of the conflictive elements and most analysts would agree
that the institutional triangle between the president, government and
parliament have worked in a smoother way since the presidential shift in
1995.

President-prime minister antagonism in Bulgaria
The Polish case demonstrates that in the early post-communist period – when
the contours of the system of power sharing were still somewhat blurred –
intra-executive struggles were rather frequent and intense. This was also
apparent in Bulgaria, where heated intra-executive conflict unleashed in the
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early years of transition. In January 1992, Zhelyu Zhelev won the first
presidential elections held in post-communist Bulgaria, and in December
1992, the cabinet of Georgi Dimitrov resigned after nearly a year of bitter
conflict between the president and the cabinet. Zhelev had openly voiced his
dissatisfaction with the cabinet, pointing in particular to the lack of reforms.
This was despite the fact that Zhelev and the prime minister belonged to the
same political party, the United Democratic Forces (UDF). Prime Minister
Dimitrov on his end returned the charges, accusing Zhelev of abandoning
his own party and betraying his electorate. In September 1992, the head of
the National Intelligence Service, Brigo Asparukhov, who was a close associate
of Zhelev, announced that his office had uncovered a link between the UDF
government and an attempted illegal shipment of weapons to Macedonia.
Dimitrov denied the accusations and asked for a vote of confidence in the
parliament. The vote came out with a no confidence majority and the cabinet
had to step down. Zhelev then managed to get one of his loyal advisers,
Ljuben Berov, appointed as the new prime minister. Berov initially announced
that he would work in close collaboration with the president. But this was
not to last long. Berov quickly realised the difficulties of supporting the pre-
sident when staying in office is ultimately dependent upon parliamentary
confidence, and not on the approval of the president. Since the majority in
parliament at that time was hostile to Zhelev’s reform policies, the government
had to choose between pressing forward with Zhelev’s agenda or following
the instructions of the parliamentary majority. Rather predictably, Berov opted
for the latter. As a consequence, the president-prime minister relationship
deteriorated and in April 1994, Zhelev openly announced that Berov’s
government was ‘harmful for Bulgaria’ (Ganev, 1999: 132). But this time
Zhelev was unable to mobilise his parliamentary allies to bring down the
cabinet (Expert Survey I; Ganev, 1999).

The next intra-executive conflict occurred in 1994-96 under a cohabitation
situation, which placed Zhelev against both a parliament and a cabinet
completely dominated by an unsupportive political force. In late 1994, the
Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) regained an absolute majority in parliament
of 125 seats (out of 240) and formed a government headed by Prime Minis-
ter Zhan Videnov. The UDF and the BSP had all since the dawn of the post-
communist era been engaged in harsh conflicts reflected in various political
clashes, which led to the persistence of a bipolar and confrontational party
system marked by a certain lack of reforms and political stalemate. The
main dividing lines between the two parties concerned who should have the
initiative in the reform process and control the levers of power in a society
still dominated by an all-powerful bureaucratic state (Karasimeonov, 2004:
421–422).
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Already from the outset, Prime Minister Videnov marked his distance
from the president by banning a representative of the presidency from taking
part in cabinet sessions. Furthermore, the prime minister consistently turned
down the president’s requests for information on draft legislation, including
some planning of public events in which both the president and the prime
minister were scheduled to participate. All presidential vetoes were quickly
overturned, some of them within hours after they were imposed. The pro-
cess of reforms was reversed and Bulgarian foreign policy took a clearly
anti-Western turn under a quite radical left cabinet. Zhelev was put on the
defensive but used his limited prerogatives to challenge the BSP-government.
An important asset in this respect was his power to appoint and dismiss
high-ranking military officers as well as his claimed constitutional
responsibility for shaping defence policy and overall defence strategy,11  while
at the same time blocking several military appointments proposed by the
BSP. Zhelev also played out the judicial card and filed a number of government
petitions to the constitutional court for review (Expert Survey I; Ganev, 1999:
138–140; see also Chapter 7 regarding this matter).

Finally, Zhelev tried to find popular support for his positions in the conflict
by bringing his case to the public. In a series of publicised and televised
announcements, Zhelev unleashed harsh criticisms against the government
and the BSP-majority in parliament, and argued that they were solely
responsible for the downturn of the Bulgarian economy and the deep socio-
economic crisis that the country went through at the time. To what extent he
was able to win public sympathy for his part in the conflict is a matter of
dispute, but his statements probably contributed to the already growing public
dissatisfaction with the BSP government, which finally led to Videnov’s re-
signation in December 1996, and the comeback of UDF in the 1997
parliamentary elections (Ganev, 1999: 139–140; Karasimeonov, 2004: 421).
It is worth noting that Zhelev during this period had begun to repeatedly
express the view that Bulgaria should become a presidential republic and
that the domain of presidential prerogatives should be expanded. His rhetoric,
however, was never put into concrete proposals (Ganev, 1999).

In early 1997, the widespread popular dissatisfaction with the BSP
government had reached crisis-levels. Petar Stoyanov from the UDF was sworn
in as new president in November 1996, and already from the beginning he
demonstrated a level of political firmness by declaring the necessity of dis-
solving the parliament and call new elections in order to avoid violence and
further popular uprisings in the streets. He kept a compromising attitude,
however, and undertook negotiations summoning all leading politicians in
the Consultative National Security Council12, and made clear to the public
that solutions to the looming crisis should be resolved by constitutional means.
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The negotiations came out in Stoyanov’s favour and new parliamentary
elections were scheduled, and held in April 1997. The president’s handling
of the crisis and his adherence to legal principles increased his popularity
among the Bulgarian citizens as well as among the political elite, including
BSP-affiliated politicians. Ganev (1999: 145) claims that Stoyanov thereby
managed to ‘turn […] the presidency into a pillar of the political order aro-
und which public trust began to coalesce’. According to our data (Table
5.1), no major intra-executive struggles occurred under the Stoyanov era.

The parliamentary elections of 2001 entailed radical changes in the Bulgar-
ian party system due to the appearance of a new political formation, the
National Movement Simeon II (NMSII), led by the ex-King Simeon II Saxe-
Coburg-Gotha, which received more than 42 percent of the vote. Simeon II
was designated as new prime minister and formed a broad coalition, which
included NMSII, the ethnic Turkish Party, MRF and the BSP. The presidential
elections held the same year reflected the BSP’s ability to reaffirm its political
position as the BSP-leader, Georgi Parvanov, won the race. The once anti-
Western ex-communist profile of BSP deteriorated considerably as Bulgaria
– with a BSP supported government and Parvanov as president – achieved
major West-integration goals, such as entering the NATO in 2004, and
reaching a date for EU membership (January 2007). At the beginning of the
new century, the BSP-UDF divide thus seemed to lose some of its original
attraction on the voters, many of whom favoured the National Movement
Simeon II. This new political force changed the political landscape profoundly,
at least for a few years. Then most recent parliamentary elections (2005),
however, testify to a partial return to normalcy. The National Movement
Simeon II lost ground; and the Bulgarian Socialist Party is back in power
again, as the dominant party in a coalition government led by Sergei Stanishev.

To sum up, during the 1990s Bulgarian politics was highly determined by
the polarised divide between the BSP and the UDF. This of course, also had
implications for the institutional relationship between the president, prime
minister and parliament. The Zhelev-Videnov conflict was in large a negative
experience of uneasy cohabitation, and can be considered a symptom of the
BSP-UDF antagonism. At the same time, the ‘presidential component’ pro-
ved to be useful as a resolving mechanism during the looming crisis in 1996-
97. The constitutional prerogatives in combination with President Stoyanov’s
willingness to adhere to constitutional means highly contributed to an intra-
institutional solution of the situation.

Strong presidential influence over the executive in Romania

In Romania the turbulent transition in the early 1990s was followed by heated
intra-executive conflicts. The conflict between the incumbent prime minis-
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ter, Petre Roman and President Ion Iliescu is illustrative: a conflict that finally
culminated in violent demonstrations in Bucharest in the autumn of 1991.
The origin of conflict was disagreement between Roman and Iliescu over
Romania’s economic reform strategy. This was despite the fact that both
politicians originated from the same political movement, the National
Salvation Front (NSF). During the early period of his government, Roman
had started to implement free-market reforms much against the wish of the
NSF’s conservative wing supported by Iliescu. Popular discontent was,
furthermore, widespread and in September 1991, workers stormed through
Bucharest’s streets demanding the resignation of both Iliescu and Roman.
Iliescu, however, managed to shift the whole burden of responsibility for the
consequences of the reforms onto Roman and his cabinet and his implicit
backing of the conservative forces in parliament finally forced Roman out of
office in October 1991 (Crowther, 2004: 369; Verheijen, 1999: 204).

While the president’s role in policy-making is constitutionally limited,
the first two post-communist presidents, lIliescu of the political left and Emil
Constantinescu of the political have exercised considerable influence upon
Romanian politics, although to a different extent and for different reasons.
Iliescu did from the beginning of his period interfere markedly, and sometimes
in a semi-authoritarian manner, in both internal and foreign affairs, which
his disagreements with Roman demonstrated. The political situation after
the 1992 elections was potentially dangerous for the development of
democracy in Romania. Three small political parties, with a limited
commitment to democracy13 decided to support the NSF minority
government. In addition this situation paved the way for Iliescu whose
democratic credentials were not beyond doubt either, to continue his strong
influence over the political system. The president’s appointment of Nikolae
Vacariou – a ‘technical’ prime minister with a managerial role – ensured the
continued involvement of the president in the direction of government policies.
Prime Minister Vacariou came to be highly dependent on Iliescu’s leverage
over the diverse left-nationalist coalition, which supported the government.
The government managed to serve out its full mandate until 1996, although
increasingly relying on the president’s influence over the small nationalist
parties to secure its support during crucial no confidence votes (Verheijen,
1999; Weber, 2001).

Constantinescu acted less dominantly and he did not enjoy Iliescu’s strong
position within his own party and within the government coalition. But over-
time, and as the perception among Romanians grew that the centre-right
cabinet was unable to reform the economy effectively, Constantinescu became
more directly involved in policy development. And during the latter period
of his term, he chose to give up support for Prime Minister Radu Vasile, with
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whom he had not been on good terms for quite some time (Vasile and
Constantinescu both belonged to the political centre-right organisation, the
Democratic Convention). After the prime minister had been weakened, first
by withdrawal of one of the coalition parties, and later by the resignation of
more than half of the ministers in the government, Constantinescu saw his
chance and dismissed the prime minister in December 1999, although the
constitution does not explicitly give him this authority (this action is not in
accordance with the definition of premier-presidentialism introduced in
Chapter 1). The president’s action came under strong attack from the oppo-
sition parties, which accused Constantinescu of not acting in accordance
with the constitution. The constitution stipulates that the president can dis-
miss other cabinet ministers but remains silent regarding the prime minister.
Article 85 of the Constitution reads: ‘in the event of government modification
or vacancy of office, the president shall dismiss and appoint, on the proposal
of the prime minister, some members of the government’ (EECR, 2000).
Vasile refused to resign accusing Constantinescu of violating the constitution,
but the matter was resolved pragmatically as the prime minister was prevailed
upon to resign in exchange for his nomination as the chairman of the
parliament’s upper chamber. Despite Constantinescu’s efforts to restore the
directions of economic reforms and the government’s popular mandate the
results of the next round of elections in 2000 came out as an electoral
catastrophe for the ruling right-wing parties. The left returned to power by
winning both the parliamentary and presidential elections and Iliescu entered
the presidential office for his second term (Blondel and Penescu, 2001; EECR,
2000).

Iliescu again maintained a strong position within the executive although
this time with a more affirmative approach to democratic rule and division
of competences between the key governmental institutions. The post-
communist left (NSF, then the Social Democratic Party of Romania, then
renamed the Social Democratic Party, PSD, in 2001) formed a minority
government although this time the cabinet was less dependent upon support
from the small extremist parties on the far right and left. The selection of
Adrian Nastase as prime minister also signalled the dominance of a more
reformist wing of the PSD as he proved committed to more accelerated reforms
and European integration. The relation between Iliescu and Nastase was
generally peaceful although not without tensions. Nastase’s ambition to give
the PSD a younger and more modern profile and his hints to Iliescu not to
interfere in policy-making occasionally created a competitive atmosphere
(Crowther, 2004: 390–391).

Since the beginning of the new millennium Romania has experienced a
more politically stable and more economically progressive era than was ever
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the case in the 1990s. It was therefore somewhat surprising that the opposi-
tion managed to overhaul the left government in the November-December
2004 elections.14 Nastase who ran in the presidential elections lost against
Traian Basescu from the opposition bloc, Justice and Truth Alliance in the
second round, and Basescu shortly thereafter appointed Calin Popescu-
Tariceanu from the same alliance as the new prime minister. Tariceanu for-
med a new centre-right government based on the votes of the three blocs
that make up the new coalition: the Justice and Truth alliance, the Hungarian
Democratic Federation of Romania (UDMR), and the Humanist Party (PUR).
Ahead of the new government lies among other things the challenge of
convincing the EU that Romania is dealing with the widespread corruption
and the lack of transparency that have become embedded elements of the
Romanian political system in the post-communist era.

Generally, Romania has experienced a premier-presidential system rat-
her dominated by the president. In contrast to its weaker part in Bulgaria,
the Romanian presidency has come to be closely involved in day-to-day poli-
tics concerning both foreign and domestic matters. Iliescu played an important
part in this respect by creating the image and expectation that the president
should be highly influential. There was, however, a marked difference between
how Iliescu and then Constantinescu perceived their roles as president. While
the latter more often refrained from intervening openly in the management
of the cabinet, the former was involved in practically all aspects of policy-
making, including the direction of government coalitions.

It is still too early to justly evaluate the position of President Basescu, but
during his initial period he has been highly active in Romanian politics.
Already in the spring 2005, the newly installed government coalition faced
internal difficulties and Basescu announced that he wanted to call early
elections. After a no confidence vote with the outcome in the governments
favour, however, the government remained in office.

Lithuania: a case of intra-executive harmony?
The Lithuanian political system has come to be regarded as comparatively
stable throughout the politically, socially and economically turbulent 1990s.
Stability has also characterised the president-prime minister relations, which –
contrary to Poland’s rather conflictive experience of premier-presidentialism –
have been marked by peaceful coexistence during the vast part of the post-
Soviet period.

From 1993 to 1996 the ex-communist Lithuanian Democratic Labour
Party (LDLP) enjoyed an absolute majority in the Seimas (the Lithuanian
parliament) and during that time Algirdas Brazauskas from the same party
was president. Brazauskas early decided to distance himself from govern-



148

mental affairs and chose not to assume even an informal leadership role over
the ruling majority. He rarely conflicted with the prime minister or the Seimas
and upheld a strictly head of state manner throughout the course of his term.
An indication of his rather passive position was the use of his right to veto
parliamentary decisions: out of nearly 1000 laws that were passed in 1993–
96, Brazauskas vetoed only 23 (Gelazis, 2001: 175). In fact, Brazauskas
refused to assert himself as the central figure of either the LDLP or the poli-
tical system as a whole (Urbanavicius, 1999: 163–164). During the Lithuanian
bank crisis in 1995, Brazauskas did, however, step in and tried to stabilise
the government situation, although rather carefully. When it was revealed
that Prime Minister Adolfas Slezevicius had retrieved his deposit from a bank
a day before the activity of that bank was suspended, several ministers resigned
in protest against the prime minister’s behaviour. Brazauskas therefore advi-
sed Slezevicius to resign, but the prime minister did not obey and instead
waited for support from his party in parliament. The LDLP could not salvage
the situation, however, and Slezevicius had to resign in February 1996.

In the parliamentary elections of 1996 the LDLP lost its majority in
parliament. Instead the right-wing Homeland Union-Conservatives of Lit-
huania (HU-CL) managed to gain an absolute majority in the parliament
and Gediminas Vagnorius was approved as the new prime minister. This
new situation further marginalised Brazauskas’ position and his influence
dwindled accordingly. Moreover, the parliament’s speaker from the HU-CL
(and former leader of the Lithuanian popular front, Sajudis), Vytautas Lands-
bergis, took over some of the president’s main duties and played an active
part in foreign affairs in this period.15

The relations between the president and the government changed rather
significantly during the following presidential era, however. In the 1998
presidential elections, the American-Lithuanian Valdas Adamkus – supported
by the Lithuanian Centre Union (LC), and in the run-off also by the right
party, HU-CL – managed to win. Adamkus was to become a more active
and less conflict-avoiding president than his predecessor. Already early in his
period, Adamkus showed his ambition to have a say in policy matters as
well as commenting on the government’s performance, and in the beginning
of 1999, the relation between the president and Prime Minister Vagnorius
began to deteriorate. Adamkus’ voiced his criticism of the prime minister
and his government, and suggested that the privatisation process was flawed.
The president found support in the media, who in the following months
continually criticised the economic reforms and the minister of economy,
Vincas Babilius. Babilius was accused of corruption and for selling out the
Lithuanian oil industry at bargain prices. In tune with popular and media
discrediting of Babilius, Adamkus made no secret of his disapproval of him,
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whereas Vagnorius on his end continued to support Babilius – a strategy that
negatively affected the popularity for the entire government.

In a televised public address in April 1999, Adamkus announced that he
no longer trusted the prime minister, claiming that he could not adequately
perform his presidential duties as long as Vagnorius held the premiership.
He stressed that he was not invoking his constitutional right to ask the
parliament to remove the prime minister, but simply that he called directly
upon Vagnorius to resign.16 Apparently, his hesitation to pursue the
constitutional option was due to the fact that Vagnorius party, the HU-CL,
commanded 68 of the parliament’s 138 seats and its coalition partner held
another 13 seats. Vagnorius returned the criticism, accusing Adamkus of
interfering in governmental affairs and violating the separation of powers
(EECR, 1999). While the president could not rely on the parliament to sup-
port him, he could lean on his enormous popularity. Opinion polls at the
time showed that over 80 percent of the population approved of his work,
while less than 20 percent approved of Vagnorius (EECR, 1999). Additionally,
the halt in the economy, largely due to the Russian economic crisis, and the
government’s decline in popularity among the Lithuanian population, gave
the president a chance to push for the dismissal of Vagnorius. His strategy
did pay off, and on April 30, Vagnorius announced his resignation.

Immediately after Vagnorius had resigned, the HU-CL declared that it
did not want the next prime minister to come from within its ranks, arguing
that the president should form a government to his liking and take full
responsibility for it. Adamkus, however, responded that he approved of the
HU-CL policies and he therefore asked the HU-CL politician, Rolandas
Paksas, to form a new cabinet, which was formally installed on June 1, 1999
(EECR, 1999). The relation between Adamkus and Paksas, and later also
between Adamkus and Prime Minister Andrius Kubilius 1999–00, were rat-
her harmonious. Indeed, one scholar characterises the Adamkus-Kubilius
period as a ‘golden age of consensus’ (Expert Survey II).

Before the 2003 presidential elections most analysts predicted that
Adamkus would repeat his electoral success from 1998, a prediction that
proved to be miscalculated, however. Despite a first-round lead of 15 per-
centages, Adamkus lost against Paksas, the former prime minister and leader
of the newly created Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), who managed to receive
over 54 percent of the votes in the second round. Adamkus campaigned on
a ticket of careful statesmanship, and emphasised foreign policy issues of
primary importance to Lithuania and its head of state. Paksas, on the other
hand, opted for populist rhetoric, including promises well beyond the sphere
of competence vested in the Lithuanian presidency. His electoral platform
was of a clearly domestic character and stressed issues of law and order
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designed to ‘revive hope in Lithuania’ (Duvold and Jurkynas, 2004: 156;
Nations in Transit, 2004). And, in the final analysis, Paksas obviously
succeeded in convincing many voters that he would make a difference also
on the domestic arena.

Various disputes accompanied the first few months of the Paksas
presidency. He was accused of not respecting the division of power with the
government within the foreign policy sector, and he had to defend himself
against allegations that the presidential office, in collusion with the LDLP,
had attempted to oust Arturas Zuokas, the popular Mayor of Vilnius. Paksas’
more serious troubles, however, started in October 2003 when the whole
country was shaken by accusations that the president, his top advisers, and
his biggest campaign contributor – the Russian-born businessman Yuri Bori-
sov – had links with organised crime and Russian foreign intelligence ser-
vice. The scandal (widely referred to as the ‘Paksasgate’) emerged as the
security chief, Mecys Laurinkus, who had earlier been dismissed from the
president’s office, submitted a report revealing these allegations to the
parliament. A first parliamentary commission was established to investigate
possible threats to national security. The commission endorsed a first report
concluding that ‘the President has been and is still vulnerable’ and found
that Paksas had violated the constitution and the presidential oath on six
counts. This was sufficient for the parliament to initiate impeachment
proceedings against Paksas on charges of having revealed state secrets, illegally
influenced privatisation, and jeopardised national security. The constitutional
court as well as a special impeachment commission of parliamentarians and
lawyers investigated the matter further. The court’s ruling of March 31, 2004,
concluded that Paksas had violated the constitution and his presidential oath
by granting citizenship to Borisov, (who had lost citizenship one year before
after receiving Russian citizenship) and by leaking classified information to
him. One week later, on April 6, Paksas as the first European president in
history was voted out of office by slightly more than the required two-thirds
of the parliamentarians17. By an amendment to the Lithuanian election law
on May 25, stating that nobody who has been impeached should again be
allowed to run for president, the parliament prevented Paksas from
reappearing in future presidential races (Mite, 2004a; 2004b; Nations in
Transit, 2004).

The crisis flared up at a highly critical moment. At the time of the
impeachment process Lithuania entered both the EU and NATO. However,
the ability to resolve the situation within formal procedures and according
to constitutional principles demonstrated a maturity of the still young
democracy. It is still too early to evaluate the long-term consequences of this
scandal for the political system in general, and for the presidential institu-
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tion in particular, but it seems reasonable to assume that it will have a short-
term affect on the acting of the incumbent president’s behaviour. Adamkus –
who managed to once again become president by winning the extraordinary
elections held in June 2004 – will probably act in order to restore the
legitimacy and popular image of the presidency. Maybe Adamkus is also the
right person to do this considering that his support among Lithuanians is
continuously at a very high level.

In the October 2004 parliamentary elections, Prime Minister Brazauskas’
Social Democrats lost nearly half of their seats in the Seimas. But Brazauskas
still managed to stay in office by forming a left-centre coalition government
supported by The Labour Party, The New Union (social liberals) and the
electoral alliance of the Peasants’ Union and the New Democracy Party. Prime
Minister Brazauskas of the political left and President Adamkus of the cen-
tre-right have thus entered a new period of cohabitation, the same situation
they experienced between 2001–03, then without any serious tensions or
conflicts. Both actors are distinguished statesmen committed to the
constitution. Bearing Paksasgate in mind, they are likely to coexist peacefully
or, at least, to put up an official front of happy cohabitation.

 Despite the relative stability of the Lithuanian political system several
scholars have characterised it as rather personality centred (e.g. Duvold and
Jurkynas, 2004; Expert Survey I; Talat-Kelpsa, 1999; Urbanavicius, 1999).
Although Vagnorius cited political rather than personal reasons for his re-
signation in 1999, analysts have ascribed his downfall to personal animosity
between him and Adamkus. That confrontation, as well as the longstanding
clash between Brazauskas and Landsbergis exemplifies the personal nature
of national politics in post-Soviet Lithuania. The semi-presidential system
undoubtedly reinforces these tendencies as the ‘presidential’ component is
very much linked to single individuals and to personality factors. The
presidency is arguably the ‘big prize’ for ambitious leaders, a fact that hardly
diminishes the role and importance of personalities in the political system.

Constitutional struggling in post-Soviet Moldova

Moldova’s adoption of a premier-presidential system was something unique
among the (non-Baltic) former Soviet republics where president-parliamentary
arrangements have been the dominant option. Any form of constitutional
system, however, would have had difficulties to be quickly successful in the
post-Soviet context of Moldova. Nothing of the sort of cohesive political
structure produced by the popular fronts in Central Europe, was in evidence
and with the erosion of the institutions that had been carried over from the
Soviet era, Moldovan politics became increasingly disordered. Competition
was carried out in an environment of escalating social crisis and as elsewhere
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in the former Soviet Union during the first phase of transition, the economy
experienced a massive decline.

However, in 1992–93 Moldova appeared to be on a somewhat positive
trajectory of economic reform and political stabilisation, but a number of
factors came to undermine further progress. Primary among these was the
continuous struggle for power and political dominance mobilising the presi-
dent, the government as well as the parliament. In fact, the country’s semi-
presidential arrangement in itself contributed to this by leaving lines of
authority between the top institutions unclear. In combination with Moldova’s
lack of a constitutional tradition this created a situation of policy stalemate
in which no actor was able to impose definitive decisions (Crowther and
Josanu, 2004: 561).

The 1994 parliamentary elections resulted in a victory for the Agrarian
Party (ADP), which obtained 56 of the 104 seats in parliament. The formerly
Communist Party of Moldova, renamed The Socialist Party, also maintained
a significant support and managed to win 28 seats. Andrei Sangheli, who
had been prime minister since 1992, continued on the post and headed the
ADP government. In the first two years, President Mircea Snegur closely
supported Sangheli and helped the government to remain in office. However,
the president-prime minister relation began to deteriorate by the end of 1995
and even more in the coming year. During most of 1996, Snegur repeatedly
threatened to dismiss Sangheli’s cabinet for incompetence, especially for its
inability to solve serious social issues, including that of huge arrears in paying
salaries to state employees and pensions. The conflict deepened in March
1996, when Snegur dismissed Defence Minister Pavel Creanga against the
will of Sangheli. The decision was criticised on constitutional grounds,
stressing that the president is not provided the authority to dismiss cabinet
members. Consequently, the constitutional court declared his action illegal
and the president, quite humiliated, was forced to reinstate the defence mi-
nister. In fact, his constitutional powers eventually proved insufficient for
dismissing any minister. Snegur’s frustration surfaced in his pledge that, in
case he was re-elected president in November, he would work for changing
Moldova into a presidential republic, in which he would enjoy broad
prerogatives and would be in direct control of the government (Crowther
and Josanu, 2004).

Snegur was, however, defeated in the 1996 presidential elections by ‘in-
dependent’ (although affiliated with the Agrarian party) candidate Petru
Lucinschi, hitherto speaker of parliament and first secretary of the Communist
Party since 1989. The new president chose a non-party economist, Ion Ciubuc,
as new prime minister – a technocrat personally devoted to Lucinschi. The
new government officially declared a pro-reform direction, but proved largely
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indecisive, especially with regard to economic restructuring and privatisation.
The parliament contributed to the slow reform progress because of many
anti-reform MPs and a growing political fragmentation. Almost immediately,
the government and the president entered into conflict with parliament. In
an attempt to overcome these difficulties and to mobilise support for the
president, Lucinschi established a new party, the Movement for a Democratic
and Prosperous Moldova (MDPM) led by the parliamentary speaker Dimitru
Diakov. The party described itself as a social democratic party, with an agenda
of social justice and protection. Campaigning in the 1998 parliamentary
elections, the MDPM made the strengthening of the president’s role a cen-
tral issue, arguing that a stronger executive would resolve the country’s po-
licy deadlock and pave the way for new reforms. The MDPM managed to
win 24 of the 104 seats but was only third party behind the Moldovan
Communist Party (MPC) (40 seats) and the Democratic Convention of
Moldova (DCM) (24 seats). Although initially a pro-presidential party, the
MDPM did little to pursue the interests of Lucinschi and following months
of struggling, Diakov broke with the president and formed yet another party,
the Democratic Party of Moldova, independently of Lucinschi.

The anti-Communist coalition led by Prime Minister Ciubuc faced a
daunting task as the country’s economy continued to decline in 1998-99.
There were, furthermore, widespread charges concerning cabinet and high-
level involvement in financial fraud – all covered up by President Lucinschi,
which contributed to the limited ability of the Ciubuc coalition to govern.
Under constant attack from both left and right, the prime minister found his
government in such an uneasy position that he decided to resign already in
November 1998. The appointment of the new pro-reform government of
Ion Sturza – although supported by Western governments and multi-lateral
lenders – did little to break the political deadlock that had plagued the for-
mer cabinet. As Sturza struggled to govern and mobilise support from the
right, the president began more openly to question the functionality of the
existing constitutional order. Echoing President Snegur a few years ago,
Lucinschi argued that it was no longer possible to effectively govern the
country and that only a presidential form of government would have the
potential to resolve the situation. He called for a referendum asking whether
the population would support such a transformation of the political sys-
tem18. While a majority of the population voted in favour of the president’s
proposal the verdict was considered invalid because the constitution requires
three fifths of the population to participate; and in this case only 58 percent
did so. President Lucinschi, however, continued to press forward towards
this end, establishing a special commission to draft a law altering the form of
government in order to strengthen the president’s position. In addition, he
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proposed a reducing of the parliament’s size from 101 to 70 members as well
as a changing from a proportional to a mixed electoral system. Rather
predictably, the president’s initiative contributed to further polarisation among
the political elites and parties, undermining Lucinschi’s already weak sup-
port from the centre-right parties (Blondel and Matteucci, 2001; Crowther
and Josanu, 2004; Roper, 2002).

A large majority of the politicians, as it appeared, were against any increase
in presidential powers. The communists argued that this initiative was
contrary to democratic principles and that it could lead to authoritarianism.
In a similar vein, the centre-right parties drew attention to the authoritarian
‘super-presidency’ that had emerged in many other former Soviet republics
(for example in Belarus, Caucasus and in most Central Asian states), and
cautioned that Moldova might face a similar trajectory if the president’s
proposals were to be approved. Lucinschi, however, maintained his proposal
arguing that Moldova’s political instability required the concentration of
power in one executive. However, the president’s repeated attempts to mus-
ter support failed not only to convince the parliamentarians but also the
Council of Europe. By the summer of 2000, Luchinschi’s parliamentary sup-
port was at its lowest point in almost four years and his proposal was
consequently turned down by the parliament. In the midst of this controversy,
and largely unsuccessfully, the Sturza government struggled to stabilise the
economy and revive the privatisation process. Reform opponents in the
parliament managed to block important legislation, which in turn had negative
effects on Moldova’s relation to international financial institutions. Both the
IMF and the World Bank decided to postpone planned structural adjustment
credits due to lack of reforms. Under critique from all sides, the Sturza cabinet
was brought down through a vote of no confidence in November 2000
(Crowther and Josanu, 2004: 566–567).

After several rounds of bargaining the parliament accepted the president’s
nomination of Dumitri Braghis, a pro-reform technocrat, as new prime mi-
nister. Similarly to his predecessor, Braghis committed his cabinet to a
programme of more efficient reform and anti-corruption efforts. The cabinet
was supported by an ultimately unworkable parliamentary alliance between
the Communists and the Christian Democrats (PPCD). At the time, the
country’s economy was in a state of near collapse, the government had
accumulated massive arrears in pension and wage payments, and internatio-
nal lenders were increasingly sceptical regarding Moldova’s creditworthiness.
Given these conditions, and the continuing dependence upon anti-reform
communists in parliament, as well as the ongoing struggle between President
Lucinschi and his rivals, it is hardly surprising that also this cabinet failed to
resolve the stalemate situation. As a response to President Lucinschi’s
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constitutional reform initiative, legislators struck back with their own
alternative constitutional reform. The PPCD put forward the idea of a
‘parliamentary republic’, which was quickly taken by the Communists and
gained the support of a large parliamentary majority in July 2001. The basic
premise of the adopted amendments was to reduce the role of the head of
state in domestic affairs and have the president indirectly elected, and, if
need be, dismissed by the parliament19. As a consequence, since 2000, the
Moldovan political system no longer corresponds to the premier-presidential
definition, and should instead be regarded as a parliamentary system (see
Chapter 4).

The decision by parliament to amend the constitution and change the
system was provoked by both personality conflicts and policy concerns. By
enacting this change the legislators sought to block Lucinschi from winning
a second term through direct national elections and to subject his successor
to firm parliamentary control. The irony, however, is that while the regime
can no longer be considered as premier-presidential, Luchinschi’s successor,
President Vladimir Voronin – elected by parliament in April 2001 – has in
fact wielded far greater power and influence than his predecessor. This is
mainly because of the parliamentary majority that Voronin’s party, the PCRM
has enjoyed since the parliamentary elections in 2001 in which the communists
obtained over 50 percent of the popular vote and 71 of the 101 seats in
parliament (Roper, 2001). Even in the March 2005 parliamentary elections,
the communists managed to win a majority of the seats, although this time
only 56 of the 101 mandates. By keeping his influence over the Communist
Party after being elected president, Voronin has managed to maintain a very
high profile and exerted considerable influence on the composition of the
Vasile Tarlev governments (2001-05 and 2005-), as well as in several policy
areas. Voronin personally chose Tarlev in the first place and promised a
‘technocratic government’. He also indicated that he would be involved in
the selection of every ministerial appointment to come. Voronin’s firm control
over the political system seems to have paid off in terms of his popularity. In
April 2005 he was re-elected by parliament for yet another four years in the
presidential office. However, while Voronin has been able to concentrate
policy-making power in the presidency, he has not been able to overcome
some of the long-standing problems that have plagued Moldova since the
end of Soviet rule; for example to reform the struggling economy, and to
resolve the separatist crisis with the Transdniestrian republic (cf. Crowther
and Josanu, 2004).

Aside from the Snegur-Sangheli conflict in the mid-1990s, the problems
with Moldova’s premier-presidential system has had relatively little to do
with serious president-prime minister conflicts. Generally, the prime minis-
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ters have not posed a serious challenge to the presidents. Instead, the threats
to the president’s position have come from the transitional nature of party
politics and from shifting parliamentary groups. The conflicts have primarily
taken the character of intra-elite infighting and personal antagonism with a
basically executive-legislative dimension between the president and the
parliament. The former president, Snegur, stated immediately after the
constitutional changes in 2001, that differences between the president and
the parliament had existed all since 1991. He also acknowledged that his
own attempt in 1995 to enact a constitutional amendment creating a
presidential regime only increased tensions. At the same time, he argued
against the premier-presidential arrangement stating that the president, elected
by the whole nation, had no option but to make pledges and thereby becoming
a source of instability (Interview with Snegur cited in Roper, 2001: 9). Since
the parliamentary shift in 2001 it is apparent that the Moldovan political
system has stabilised to a certain degree, but this is more because of the
communist majority in parliament and the president’s control over this major-
ity, than because of the change from premier-presidentialism to a
parliamentary form of constitution. Indeed, Moldova since 2001 has been
more ‘presidential’ than it ever was under the previous premier-presidential
arrangement.

The Frequency of Conflict in Premier-Presidential and
President-Parliamentary Regimes
The analysis of institutional relations in the premier-presidential systems above
suggests that intra-executive conflicts have been rather frequent throughout
the post-communist era.  Based on the different constitutional prerogatives
in premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems it was
hypothesised in Chapter 3 that the former systems are more prone to intra-
executive conflicts than are the latter systems:

H2: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a premier-presidential
system than under a president-parliamentary system.

Under premier-presidentialism, the president’s inability to dismiss the cabinet
and the fact that he has to nominate a premier acceptable to the parliamentary
majority is expected to limit his overall influence. An alliance between the
president and the prime minister is therefore highly unlikely when the presi-
dent and the parliament pull in different directions. Under such conditions,
the president and the prime minister are likely to be conflicting competitors.

Chapter 3 also made the point that it is difficult to anticipate the likely
lines of conflict and alliances in president-parliamentary systems since the
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constitutional framework gives both the president and the parliament the
right to dismiss the cabinet. However, we can find some theoretical guidance
by taking into account additional constitutional provisions. The Russian
1993 constitution, for example, imposes substantial constraints on the
parliament’s ability to censure the cabinet in so far as the president has the
right to dissolve the parliament if it fails to accept his prime minister choice.
We would thus expect the Russian system to produce united executives and
less intra-executive competition. In Ukraine under the 1996 constitution,
however, cabinet dismissal powers are more symmetrical between the presi-
dent and the parliament since the president is without the power to dissolve
the parliament. It is therefore more difficult to predict the likely lines of
conflict in this case.

Table 5.3 compares the frequency of intra-executive conflict in the pre-
mier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems. The table shows that
just below 40 percent of all cabinets coded among the premier-presidential
countries are high-level conflict cases. This relatively high figure should not
come as a big surprise bearing in mind our theoretically expectations. The
rather high frequency of conflict in the president-parliamentary category is
in fact more of a surprise. High-level intra-executive conflict actually
characterises 35 percent of the president-parliamentary cases. Thus, the high
share of intra-executive conflicts in premier-presidential, as opposed to pre-
sident-parliamentary regimes, which we anticipated, is only vaguely confirmed
by our data. In the following sections, institutional relations in the presi-
dent-parliamentary systems will be addressed, and the lines of conflict and
interaction described and classified. Russia and Ukraine deserve special
attention in this regard and will be analysed accordingly.

Table 5.3 Levels of intra-executive conflict in premier-presidential and president-

parliamentary regimes, percentages

Semi-presidential type Low level of conflict
(n)

High level of conflict
(n)

Difference
(percentage units)

Premier-presidential
(N=41)

61
(25)

39
(16)

+22

President-parliamentary
(N=20)

65
(13)

35
(7)

+30

Notes and sources: see Table 5.1 and Table 5.2.
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President-Parliamentary Systems:
Prime Minister Subordination under Presidential Dominance
Intra-executive peace and executive-legislative strife in Russia

Generally most observers agree on the description of the relationship between
the president and the government in Russia as ‘strong president-weak
government’. It is thus logical that our theoretical expectation that intra-
executive conflicts are less likely to occur in president-parliamentary systems
than in premier-presidential ones, finds some support in the Russian case
(see Table 5.1). The president’s strong hold over prime minister appointments
and dismissals, as well as his overall influence over the cabinet’s work seem
to have reduced the likelihood of cabinets challenging the president. Certain
constitutional prerogatives in the Russian president-parliamentary model
provide some guidelines as to why president-prime minister conflicts are
relatively rare in Russia. The Duma may, according to the constitution of
1993, disapprove of the president’s choice of prime minister and is formally
able to urge the president to appoint a candidate loyal to the parliamentary
majority. However, the Russian constitution also provides the president with
the power of dissolving the Duma if it rejects his prime minister candidates
three consecutive times. Hence, the price for rejecting the president’s nominee
can be very high to the parliamentarians. It is therefore hardly surprising
that the Russian presidents, with few exceptions, have been successful in
appointing loyal and subordinated prime ministers.

The constitutional mechanisms are thus important for understanding the
low-levels of intra-executive conflict observable under the Russian presi-
dent-parliamentary system. But the constitutional framework should also be
viewed in the context of a rather dynastic and client based political system
created under the Yeltsin era. Yeltsin exploited the strong position provided
to him as a president and directed his closest associates in a court like man-
ner. In this respect, formal position counted for little within the politics of
his presidency. Rather it was more important to be related by friendship,
family or through the performance of essential services (often of a private
kind). White (1999: 225) asserts that ‘it was clear that other figures [other
than the prime minister] within the presidential circle could often wield a lot
more influence: such as the president’s […] bodyguard, […] or his daughter,
[…] or even his tennis coach’.

Even though Russia experienced several prime minister changes in 1998-
99, one cannot easily explain this in terms of intra-executive conflict. Sakwa
(2002: 116) argues that Yeltsin’s second term in office, 1996-00, was devoted
to ensure a ‘succession’ that would not challenge the system he had created
or threaten the personal security of himself, his family and closest associates.
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Rather than intra-executive conflict, this succession factor, as well as Yeltsin’s
physical decline and the Russian economic crisis, may explain the rapid
turnover of prime ministers following the dismissal of Chernomyrdin in March
1998. However, there were some indications of intra-executive antagonism
prior to Yeltsin’s sacking of the Chernomyrdin cabinet. According to White
(1999: 224) Yeltsin ‘was apparently jealous of the prominent role that
Chernomyrdin had been playing in domestic and international affairs’.20

A more manifest example of intra-executive struggle, however, did occur
under the cabinet of Yevgeny Primakov in 1998–99, under which the presi-
dent-prime minister relations were marked by rivalry. Primakov had close
historical links to the Russian/Soviet security apparatus and the power
ministries of defence, interior and foreign affairs, and his focus, naturally,
tended to move away from economic issues towards the presidential domain
of foreign and internal political affairs. Yeltsin, furthermore, disliked the
popularity and independent power of Primakov and sought to replace him
with a more loyal and dependent person and by early 1999 Yeltsin openly
criticised, and, finally, dismissed him from office (Expert Survey I and II;
Sakwa, 2002: 118).

The intra-executive relations following Putin’s appearance, first as a prime
minister and later as president, have been less conflictive. In contrast to Yeltsin
who sacked his prime ministers on several occasions, Putin has been less
inclined to dismiss his prime ministers as well as other high officials. In the
Soviet era the prime ministers were merely administrative officials, whereas
under Yeltsin they had become more politicised. Putin’s more activist
presidency has to some extent returned the prime minister’s office back to
the Soviet pattern and both Kasyanov and recently Fradkov have been
essentially loyal ‘administrators’ to the president (Expert Survey I and II;
Sakwa, 2002: 118–123). Maksim Shilov, an analyst who reviews Fradkov’s
first year in office, noted in March 2005:

Therefore we have returned to the old Soviet situation where the Council of
Ministers coexisted with the Central Committee of the [Communist Party of
the Soviet Union]. During Fradkov’s tenure we have returned to the very
situation we abandoned when the Soviet Union collapsed (RFE/RL News-
line, 2005-03-09).

In line with the theoretical expectations, we can thus conclude that Russia as
a president-parliamentary system has experienced relatively few manifest
conflicts between the president and the prime minister. However, and also in
line with the hypotheses in Chapter 3, the Russian system – especially under
Yeltsin – has been prone to frequent and serious executive-legislative clashes
between the president and the parliament. From the early constitutional
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struggle between Yeltsin and the State Duma, culminating in the violent
October 1993 events, and throughout Yeltsin’s two terms in office, there
was a more or less hostile relationship between the two institutions. In the
period 1994–95 alone, Yeltsin put more than a hundred draft laws to
parliament, and vetoed more than one-third of the draft laws that were
submitted for his signature after both the parliament’s chambers had approved
them. Some of his decrees, moreover, were issued in secret and without the
knowledge or control of the parliament including those that initiated the
war in Chechnya (White, 1999: 226). In addition, the parliament at several
occasions refused to accept Yeltsin’s prime minister candidates in the first
rounds of voting. Perhaps the most striking appointment conflict occurred
after the dismissal of Chernomyrdin, when Yeltsin presented the Duma with
the nomination of the rather anonymous technocrat, Sergei Kirienko, to the
prime minister post. Kirienko was rejected twice by the Duma before finally
approved. His approval by the parliament should probably be seen more in
the deputies’ fear of parliamentary dissolution, than their enthusiasm over
his candidacy. However, the blowing financial crisis in the summer of 1998
revealed Yeltsin’s ambivalence as he chose to replace Kirienko only a few
months after he was confirmed as prime minister. In a twisted turn, he again
nominated former Prime Minister Chernomyrdin. However, the Duma twice
rejected his nomination, and this time, instead of presenting Chernomyrdin
a third time and thereby forcing the issue under the dissolution article, Yeltsin
nominated Primakov (Gadzhiev, 2001: 284).

In addition, the president-loyal governments have contributed to a
boosting of executive-legislative conflict. Just as the government’s
responsibility to draft the state budget can cause conflict with the president,
it can also produce problems in the relationship with the parliament. Article
114 stipulates that the government submits the budget to the parliament’s
both chambers, which in turn votes on it after consideration. Thus every
year the approval of the budget invites contentious opposition between the
president-government alliance and the parliament. Under Yeltsin this was
particularly problematic as the parliament was dominated by the left wing
and populist fractions, which predictably blocked the passage of budgets
drafted by the centre-liberal oriented governments. This indeed illustrates
how the government tends to be squeezed between conflicting interests of
the president and the parliament. Consequently, and as we will discuss further
in Chapter 7, the Russian governments under Yeltsin were severely constrained
in their capacity to adopt disciplined and realistic budgets (cf. Gadzhiev,
2001; Sokolowski, 2001).
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Semi-authoritarian president-parliamentarism under Tudjman
In Croatia the president-parliamentary period, 1992–00, was characterised
by President Tudjman’s semi-authoritarian ruling, under which the prime
minister’s subordinated position prevented any observable periods of high-
level intra-executive conflict. The political system under this era gave small
manoeuvre space for the prime ministers to challenge the president’s
omnipresence. The very serious internal and external problems that Croatia
faced in the first half of the 1990s with the Serb-Croat civil war, of course
contributed to what might be regarded an intra-executive ‘peace’ under a
president-parliamentary framework (Blondel and Selo-Sabic, 2001: 165). The
prime minister shifts did take place in the context of a substantial degree of
stability based on the fact that Tudjman’s own party, the Croatian Democratic
Union (HDZ), exercised its hegemonic control over the political system
(Blondel and Selo-Sabic, 2001: 164–165).

It was first after the constitutional amendments in 2000-01 following the
death of Tudjman – which transformed the president-parliamentary system
into a premier-presidential one – that the political conditions changed quite
dramatically. The changing roles of the prime minister and the president
have normalised the intra-executive relations in a direction more characteristic
of a democratically functioning premier-presidential regime. Already in 2000
tensions could be observed between President Stjepan Mesic and Prime Mi-
nister Ivica Racan. Conflict was apparent in the negotiations over the
constitutional amendments as well as over the appointments of some chief
intelligence officials. In the latter case, the conflict had at its consequence
that the appointments were delayed by more than two years (Expert Survey
I). Since December 2003, Croatia has experienced a period of cohabitation
where President Mesic from the liberal-left, Croatian People’s Party (HNS),
has coexisted with Prime Minister Ivan Sanader of the HDZ, now back in
power again. For the time being, the relation between the two has been
characterised by officially demonstrated respect, although not without certain
tensions on policy issues. Many outside observers feared the Tudjman-
associated HDZ’s return to power but Mesic helped a great deal to improve
Sanader’s image at the beginning of his mandate, he supported him and
avoided to harshly criticise government decisions (cf. Pukanic, 2005).

From president-parliamentary conflicts to
the Orange Revolution in Ukraine
A high level of political tension and numerous confrontations both within
and among national political institutions have largely affected the political
system and the policy process in Ukraine. The conflicts have reflected an on-
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going struggle over the future of the country, the type of political system to
be designed, and the proper role of the legislative and executive branches.

Leonid Kuchma’s ten years as president (1994–04) were marked by a
tug-of-war, both between the president and certain prime ministers, and
between the president and the parliament. Already as a prime minister in
1992-93, Kuchma proved eager to take the dominant position within the
executive. Wary of Kuchma’s power ambitions, the incumbent president,
Leonid Kravchuk, went so far as to even outline a proposal of the abolishment
of the prime minister post and to create a presidential council, which would
replace the cabinet. At the time, Kuchma backed off and handed in his resig-
nation. The parliament did not, however, approve to Kuchma’s resignation
and the intra-executive conflict culminated in mid-1993 when the president
and the prime minister clashed in their attempts to become the sole head of
the executive branch. Kuchma finally resigned in September 1993, and shortly
thereafter Kravchuk issued a decree in which he subordinated the government
to the president, suspended the post of prime minister, and appointed a
caretaker government with Zhviagilskyi as acting prime minister. As a
consequence of the decree, Ukraine’s constitutional system resembled a de
facto presidential system between September 1993 and June 1994. This
temporary decree was in force until pre-term parliamentary elections were
held in the spring of 1994 (Wilson, 1999: 263–264; Wolczuk, 2001a: 116–
121).

In the presidential election campaign of 1994, Kuchma and Kravchuk
were the main competitors and they both used the intra-executive antago-
nism as a vehicle for their campaigning. After Kuchma was elected president
he continued Kravchuk’s tendency to ‘hide’ behind the prime ministers in
order to avoid popular dissatisfaction stemming from the consequences of
ineffective economic reforms (e.g. Wilson, 1999: 265). Up until 2004, Kuchma
went through no less than seven prime ministers. He was also continuously
careful in securing the position as the dominant figure within the executive.
According to observers, he outmanoeuvred two potential threats to his second
term in office in the mid 1990s by dismissing both Yevhen Marchuk and
later Pavel Lazarenko21 from the prime minister post, in order to prevent
them from growing too powerful and becoming his rivals for the presidency
(EECR, 1997a; 1997b; 1997c; Expert Survey I).

Corruption accelerated under the Kuchma era with a number of locally
based oligarchic enclaves buying state enterprises at bargain prices in the
name of privatisation. In general, the so-called oligarchs were able to operate
their business without fear of independent oversight. In the late 1990s, the
oligarchic clans largely remained under the control of the president. But in
2000, Kuchma’s power began to weaken as the wealth of the oligarchs grew
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significantly and Kuchma’s personal involvement in corruption and criminality
started coming to light, and by early 2001, the so-called Gongadze scandal
was revealed. Release of audiocassettes with recordings allegedly from
Kuchma’s office, implicated the president’s direct involvement in the death
of the opposition journalist, Georgy Gongadze. These revelations sparked
anti-Kuchma protests at several occasions throughout the country and
undoubtedly opened up for a significant opposition movement to rise.
However, by blocking efforts to institute the legal procedure needed to
formally make charges, Kuchma managed to initially stall the campaigning
against him.

In 1999, pressure from Western donor countries demanding deeper
economic reforms had resulted in Kuchma’s appointment of the former
chairman of the National Bank of Ukraine, Viktor Yuschenko, as prime mi-
nister. Yuschenko proved able to tame rampant inflation and was determined
to impose fiscal discipline and collect tax revenues from the oligarchic
enterprises. The new approach was successful, and in Yuschenko’s first year
as prime minister, the economy grew by nearly 6 percent and in 2001 by
over 9 percent. He thereby earned a public image as an honest and effective
leader (Karatnycky, 2005).

President Kuchma realised that he could not count on an increasingly
independent prime minister with a reputation of integrity, particularly since
his oligarchic supporters were far from pleased with Yuschenko’s policies.
Consequently, after only eighteenth months as prime minister, Yuschenko
was dismissed by Kuchma in May 2001. This was apparently not in tune
with large popular sentiments: polls showed that 52 percent of the public
opposed the dismissal of Yuschenko (Karatnycky, 2005: 41). Although
Kuchma and his supporters were rid of Yuschenko, their actions had trans-
formed him from a technocrat into an opposition leader with a strong public
base. His popularity was confirmed in the parliamentary elections in March
2002. In the party-based portion (225 seats) of the mixed electoral system,
Yuschenko’s Our Ukraine captured 31 percent of the seats, and more radical
opposition parties and the Communist Part won another 45 percent. But
government control (or manipulation) of the single member part of the election
(225 seats) reversed the trend. The vast number of the so-called independent
candidates quickly joined the pro-Kuchma parties after being elected, helping
to create a pro-presidential parliamentary majority. Still, Yuschenko’s strong
showing and the fact that he had become the most popular politician
encouraged the opposition (Knox, 2002).

As Kuchma’s limited two terms as president were about to expire within
two years, the elite focused on finding a successor capable of winning the
2004 presidential elections. The Donetsk governor Viktor Yanukovich
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emerged as the new candidate and was appointed prime minister in 2002
and soon became the expected presidential successor. However, his personal
credentials raised doubts among voters: his criminal record – three and a
half years in prison on assault and robbery convictions – and his close links
to the Kuchma regime were hardly to his advantage. As the 21 November
run-off elections – to which Yanukovich and Yuschenko had advanced –
came closer, the elites became worried. Six months before the run-off,
government controlled national television began to subject Yuschenko to
distortions and negative publicity, while at the same time refusing him media
access and the opportunity to defend himself.22 Still though, Yuschenko’s
popularity remained at a high level. Non-partisan election polls during
Election Day revealed a commanding lead for Yuschenko, with 52 percent
of the votes, compared to Prime Minister Yanukovich’s 43 percent. Yet, when
the official results were announced, Yanukovich had supposedly beaten
Yuschenko by a 2.5 percent margin. This result was immediately questioned
and challenged. When the polling stations had first closed, the Central Election
Commission reported that voter turnout in Ukraine’s eastern districts was
consistent with the nationwide average of 70-80 percent. Four hours later,
however, the election commission radically increased the turnout figures in
some key eastern districts. Yanukovich’s homebase, the Donetsk region, for
example, went from a voter turnout of 78 percent to 96 percent overnight,
with support for Yanukovich at around 97 percent. Similarly, in neighbouring
Luhansk, turnout increased from 80 percent to 90 percent over the night.
Throughout Election Day, independent monitors expressed no doubt that
they were witnessing a nationwide election fraud. For example, numerous
reports indicated that teams of voters were being transported from polling
station to polling station, each armed with multiple absentee ballots. If each
of these people cast ten ballots, this would have changed the final result by
at least half a million votes. In districts where support for Yuschenko was
high, election observers discovered that pens had been filled with disappearing
ink, so that ballots would appear blank after they were cast. The non-parti-
san Committee of Voters of Ukraine declared: ‘It’s the biggest election fraud
in Ukraine’s history’ and claimed that at least 2.8 million ballots were rigged
in favour of Yanukovich (Karatnycky, 2005: 37). Rather unexpectedly, also
the Security Service (SBU) claimed that massive fraud had been observed.

Yuschenko and his campaigners refused to accept the official result and
on the morning after the vote hundreds of thousands of Kiev residents wearing
orange responded to Yuschenko’s appeal. Engaging in a revolutionary strategy,
Yuschenko declared himself president and took the oath of office in an
abbreviated session of parliament on November 22. He called for a nationwide
strike and urged the military to stand with the people. His risky tactics paid
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off. Although Yanukovich and other hard-liners demanded that force be
used to disperse the protesters, the authorities did not intervene violently.
Ukraine suddenly had three presidents: the outgoing but still incumbent
Kuchma, the officially declared winner of the run-off, Yanukovich, and the
self-proclaimed ‘people’s’ president, Yuschenko. Popular demands and
pressure from the international community pushed forward an institutional
and peaceful negotiation: Lithuanian president, Adamkus, former Polish
president, Walesa and then incumbent Polish president, Kwasniewski, were
all directly involved actors in the negotiation process that followed. As the
scale of the fraud became indisputable and popular trust in the Kuchma-
Yanukovich team had reached its lowest level (particularly in the western
and central parts of Ukraine), the government majority began to turn to
Yuschenko. After a week of mass protests, on November 27, the larger part
of the cabinet, the presidential administration, and parliament met and by a
clear majority declared the poll invalid. In addition, the Supreme Court
annulled the results of the run-off, accepting the evidence of massive fraud
and official high-level conspiracy and finally called for new elections. A new
and comprehensive agreement was reached, which called for new protections
in the election law to reduce the potential for voter fraud, as well as new
amendments to the constitution to reduce the power of the president. On
December 26, Ukrainians went to the polls for the third time to vote for
president. The outcome was rather predictable: Yuschenko received 52 per-
cent of the votes and Yanukovich 44 percent. The results also – ones again –
confirmed that Ukraine is a divided country, Yuschenko won 17 regions in
the western, central and northeastern parts of the country, and Yanukovich
commanded dominant majorities in Ukraine’s 10 southern and eastern
(russophone) regions.

As a result of the constitutional changes following the Orange Revolu-
tion, Ukraine does no longer fit the criteria of a president-parliamentary
system, but should instead be placed within the premier-presidential category.
From January 2006 and onwards governments will be appointed and
dismissed by parliament; the competence of the president has been reduced
to responsibility for foreign policy, national defence, and security, and veto
power over legislative bills (see also Chapter 4).

Yuschenko reluctantly accepted the decision to reduce presidential power
after 2005, hoping that a one-year window of a strong presidency would
give him enough time to build a firm parliamentary majority support. As the
first Ukrainian president with a record of commitment to democracy,
Yuschenko faces serious domestic and international challenges. As of this
writing, he has already sacked his first government led by his former ally and
fellow figurehead of the Orange Revolution, Yulia Tymoshenko.23 Yuschenko
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cited internal corruption allegations within the government as the main rea-
son for the dismissal (RFE/RL Newsline, 2005-09-08), but apparently there
was also an intra-executive conflict behind it. Yuschenko has accused
Tymoshenko of abusing her position, and that the decision to dismiss her
and the cabinet was a ‘matter of honour’ (Parsons, 2005). Tymoshenko, on
her end, countered that Yuschenko fears her popularity and added that she
will stand against him in the parliamentary elections of March 2006. The
president’s team, she said, ‘has merely swapped one bunch of corrupt tycoons
for another’ (quote from Parsons, 2005). Yuschenko countered with more
corruption charges, accusing Tymoshenko of trying to use her position as
prime minister to write off $1.5 billion of debt owed by her former energy
system company (Parsons, 2005).

During his first months in office, Yuschenko also issued a number of
decrees that raised eyebrows not only among political observers but also
among some of his political allies from the Orange Revolution. For example,
he began his term as president by dismissing 24 regional governors and,
without the constitutionally required consultation with the Cabinet of Minis-
ters, appointed new ones (Maksymiuk, 2005).

Bridging the divide between east-south and west-central Ukraine, as well
as introducing new cadres into the upper and middle levels of the state
government in order to fight corruption, are among the most critical and
important challenges for Yuschenko in the coming years. Another great chal-
lenge concerns international relations, particularly the balancing act between
closer cooperation (and perhaps in the longer term integration) with the EU,
while at the same time managing the relationship with (previously pro-
Yanukovich) Putin’s Russia. Generally speaking, the lack of decisive and
effective institutions and the prevalence of inter-institutional strife have
crippled independent Ukraine politically and economically from the very
beginning. These are problems that the current regime must somehow over-
come in order to promote other priorities.

To sum up, the president-parliamentary systems of Russia and particularly
Ukraine have experienced a number of intra-executive struggles. The attributes
of the conflicts have varied. But generally speaking, the conflicts revolve
around a dominant president and an increasingly independent or (sometimes)
rebellious prime minister. Presidents – most notably Kuchma and Yeltsin –
effectively used the prime ministers as shields against popular dissatisfaction
and critique. By blaming the prime ministers for failed reforms and economic
recession, they attempted to escape public disenchantment. As the presidents,
moreover, chose to dismiss the prime ministers, as we saw in several instances
under Kuchma and Yeltsin, they also tried to demonstrate action and
‘responsibility’. To what extent these tactics were successful can of course be
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discussed, but the fact is that both Kuchma and Yeltsin managed to get re-
elected and keep hold on the presidency for about ten years. Recent
developments in Ukraine suggest that Yuschenko will not abstain from his
predecessor’s strategy in this regard, as he has already sacked Tymoshenko
from the prime minister post to avoid direct responsibility for government
failures.

These factors illustrate how the president can effectively use his stronger
position vis-à-vis the prime minister under a president-parliamentary arr-
angement. Compared to conditions of premier-presidentialism, the prime
ministers are in a more disadvantageous position and tend to be squeezed
between the president and the parliament. Because of the striving from both
the parliament and the president to control the cabinet, there is always an in-
built incitement for executive-legislative conflict, fervently demonstrated by
the struggles in Russia and Ukraine. However, a president-parliament divide
can also be exploited and utilised by the cabinet to create a favourable posi-
tion in negotiations. Wise and Pigenko (1999) recognise this two-sided
phenomenon under the political situation in Ukraine in the early 1990s:

First, Prime Minister [Vitold] Fokin, who was appointed by Kravchuk and
approved by the Verkhovna Rada without difficulty, found himself and the
cabinet being constantly pulled in different directions by contradictory ord-
ers from the president and parliament. Second, by the same logic the cabinet
became a power center in itself, playing on the uncertainty of the situation
in general and the differences between the president and the parliament in
particular (Wise and Pigenko, 1999: 40–41).

The Issues of Intra-Executive Conflict
In the last part of this chapter, we will address the explicit issues of contention
behind the conflicts we have identified and described. However, for the time
being, we will do this without going into the trickier question of underlying
mechanisms and sources of intra-executive conflict (this will be dealt with in
the next chapter). The method is basically the same as in the previous one. In
order to capture the explicit reasons for conflict I have used scholarly accounts
from the Expert Survey, literature and reports. All cases coded as Medium,
Medium-High or High in Table 5.1 have been included and further analysed
in order to find out the direct issues of conflict. This way of double-checking
also had the methodological advantage of providing more robustness to the
initial conflict-level coding.



168

Generally, and in most cases, intra-executive disputes are in essence struggles
over power. Presidents seek to make full use of what they see as their legal
prerogatives, which they tend to interpret broadly and often seek to expand,
while prime ministers resist what they see as presidential encroachment
explicitly complaining that the president has exceeded his legal authority.

Table 5.4 Issues of intra-executive conflict

President Prime Minister Issues of conflict

Bulgaria

Zhelev Dimitrov Division of power and economic reform strategy

-“- Berov Economic reform strategy

-“- Videnov Appointments (influence over high-ranking military positions)

Croatia

Mesic Racan1 Division of power and appointments (constitutional amendments and

appointments of chief intelligent officials)

Lithuania

Adamkus Vagnorius Economic issues and appointments

-“- Paksas2 Economic issues (privatisation in the oil sector + minister appointments)

Paksas Brazauskas Political scandal (president’s alleged collaboration with Russian agent)

Moldova

Snegur Sangheli  Social and economic policies and reforms, division of power

Poland

Walesa Olszewski Division of power and spheres of influence (presidential powers and

coordination of defence policy)

-“- Pawlak Division of power and spheres of influence (presidential powers,

appointments and economic reform)

-“- Oleksy Political scandal (spy accusations against the prime minister)

Kwasniewski Buzek Appointments-dismissals (dismissal of ambassadors)

-“- Miller1 Division of power and spheres of influence (intra-party competition)

-“- Miller2 Political scandal (the prime minister’s disputed role in a bribe affair, the

so-called ‘Rywin-gate’)

Romania

Iliescu Roman Economic reform strategy

Constantinescu Vasile Division of power and spheres of influence (intra-party competition,

policy disputes)

Russia

Yeltsin Primakov Division of power and spheres of influence (foreign and internal affairs)

-“- Stepashin Economic reform

Ukraine

Kravchuk Kuchma Division of power and spheres of influence (presidential powers,

executive-legislative relations)

Kuchma Marchuk Division of power and spheres of influence (prime minister challenged the

president’s position as chief executive)

-“- Lazarenko Division of power and spheres of influence (prime minister challenged the

president’s position as chief executive)

-“- Yushchenko Division of power and spheres of influence (popular and independent

prime minister)

Yushchenko Tymoshenko Division of power and spheres of influence (popular and independent

prime minister, different views on economic policy, corruption

allegations)

Notes: Only conflicts classified as Medium, Medium-High or High in Table 5.1 are included.

Sources: see Table 5.1
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Personality frictions and differences in leadership style often reinforce these
conflicting issues further (cf. Brown and Wise, 2004: 148).  There are several
manifestations of intra-executive conflict. Conflicts arise over a range of issues
such as over specific policies, over the right to issue orders and regulations,
over individual appointments and dismissals, over practices and routines inside
the executive, over the president’s participation in cabinet meetings, and so on.

Several conflicts have revolved around concrete policy issues, in particular
concerning the pace of economic reform. In contrast to what we might expect,
these disputes do not always reflect fundamental ideological differences.
Rather, some serious conflicts have occurred despite the fact that the presidents
and prime ministers originated from the same political parties or movements.
The disagreements in Bulgaria between Prime Minister Dimitrov from the
UDF, and President Zhelev – former leader of the same movement testify to
this, as does the conflict in Romania between President Iliescu and Prime
Minister Roman, both originating from the Romanian National Salvation
Front. Yet other examples are the disputes in Poland between President Walesa
and the leader (and former Solidarity lawyer) of the initially pro-Walesa
Centre Alliance Party, Olszewski, as well as the more recent conflict between
President Kwasniewski and Prime Minister Miller from the SLD.

The present conflict between Kwasniewski and Miller has been disclosed by
the so-called ‘Rywin gate’. However, in my opinion the conflict has its deeper
perspective. President Kwasniewski and the present prime minister represent
two different viewpoints for the left wing coalition, and it now seems that
they openly strive for leadership thereof (Quote from the Expert Survey I).

Rather than ideology, what seems to be critical in these cases is how the
presidents perceive and exploit their role. After winning office, presidents
have been forced to give up previous party affiliation and have come to
regard themselves (and are often constitutionally directed to do so) as supra-
partisan representatives of the whole nation and its people. Taking advantage
of the presidency status and their personal reputation, they use their office
as a platform from which they can address the ills and state of the nation.
Often, this has led presidents to pronounce more or less explicit warnings or
critique of the government, parliament, other institutions or social groups
that they believe are acting in divisive ways or are in some way damaging
national interests (cf. Baylis, 1996). But intra-executive conflicts over policy
reforms are often also reflections of an underlying executive-legislative divide.
The struggles between Zhelev and Berov, Snegur and Sangheli, and Walesa
and Pawlak, were in essence manifestations of contentious opposition between
the president and the parliament. As such, they confirm the theoretical
assumptions suggesting that in premier-presidential systems, the cabinets have
to – in order to survive – stay primarily loyal to the parliament.
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Another specific issue of dispute that has occurred rather frequently
concerns appointments and dismissals of ministers and officials. To be able
to place loyal associates on key positions is an important power factor, which
sometimes cause conflicting situations. A telling example in this regard is
Walesa’s conflicts with several governments over what he considered as the
‘presidential’ ministries of foreign affairs, defence and internal affairs. Walesa
worked hard to establish a precedent on this matter and was partly successful
as he managed to get his way with two of the cabinets under his presidency.
In the longer term, however, he lost the battle as the Polish constitution of
1997 unequivocally put all ministries under the control of the prime minis-
ter.

However, when summarising the frequency of different types of conflict issues
(Table 5.5) it appears that there has been disagreement over power divisions
and spheres of influence in a majority of the observed conflicts. If we recall
our earlier argument that intra-executive conflicts can be particularly
troublesome when either side challenges the status quo interpretations of
constitutional or statutory norms (see the introductory part of this chapter),
these findings are of significance. This kind of conflicts has often been
characterised by attempts to change the formal distribution of power. Aiming
to redress an existing power balance by trying to change the constitutional
or formal framework is arguably one of the most radical alternatives that
the institutional actors could opt for, but apparently a frequently used strategy
in several of the countries – especially in the first phase of the post-communist
era (see also Chapter 7). The institutionalisation issue thus seems to be rele-
vant in this regard. Using the simplistic categorisation of transitional periods
employed in the first part of this chapter in relation to the issues of conflict,
we may find some further indications as to this matter. Table 5.6 shows how
intra-executive conflicts involving the ‘division of power and spheres of
influence’ component are distributed over the post-communist period.

Table 5.5 Frequency of conflict issues

No. Percent of total
(N=23)*

Division of power and spheres of influence 13 57
Economic reforms and other policy issues 10 43
Appointments 7 30
Political scandals 3 13
Personality clashes 1 4

Note: *The column shows how frequently each type of issue was observable in the conflicts. In most of the 23
conflicts there were more than one issue involved, which is why the percentages in the right column do not sum
up to 100.
Sources: see Table 5.1
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The results suggest a pattern supporting our assumption. Among the pre-
mier-presidential systems, 5 out of 7 conflicts (71 percent) involving the di-
vision of power component occurred during the 1990s, whereas 3 of them in
the early transitional phase, 1990–94.  The transitional context seems to be
just as relevant in relation to president-parliamentary Russia and Ukraine,
where 4 out of 6 (67 percent) ‘division of power conflicts’ occurred in 1995–
99. Considering that the Russian constitution was adopted in 1993, and the
Ukrainian one in 1996, it appears quite logical that the most serious struggles
over constitutional prerogatives and de facto political influence in these
countries burst in the second half of the 1990s.

The Walesa era in Poland and the Kuchma era in Ukraine indeed stand
out as the most conflictive periods with regard to institutional prerogatives
and executive power. However, with the possible exception of Lithuania,
intra-executive conflicts on division of power and spheres of influence have
occurred in all of the semi-presidential countries. From the analysis in this
chapter we can also see that both presidents and prime ministers have resorted
to the strategy of challenging the legitimacy or rationality of the existing
constitutional framework. To what extent such conflicts have affected the
functioning of the political system will be discussed more in Chapter 7, but
we can already conclude that in several instances – particularly in Ukraine
and Poland – these experiences have had relatively far reaching consequences
on the policy process at the time of their occurrence, as well as on the
continuing management of institutional relations and on the interpretation
of constitutional prerogatives.

Table 5.6 Transitional phases and conflicts involving issues of ‘division of power and spheres

of influence’

Semi-presidential type Post-communist period Division of power and spheres of influence,
number of occasions

Premier-presidential Early transitional 1990-1994 3

Mid-late transitional 1995-1999 2

Post-transitional 2000- 2

President-parliamentary Early transitional 1990-1994 1

Mid-late transitional 1995-1999 4

Post-transitional 2000- 1

Notes and sources: see Table 5.1, 5.2, and 5.5
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Concluding Remarks
In this chapter we have attempted to map out the frequency and describe the
character of intra-executive conflict. By determining the conflict level under
more than sixty different cases of intra-executive coexistence, the chapter
has provided an overall picture of how frequently heated conflicts between
the president and the government have occurred under post-communist semi-
presidentialism. Generally, we can say that intra-executive conflict has been
a common, although not an all-dominant phenomenon in the premier-
presidential and president-parliamentary systems.

The rather frequent manifestations of intra-executive conflicts observed
among the premier-presidential cases should hardly be surprising bearing in
mind the institutional features of this system. Certainly, and in line with the
logical assumptions, the premier-presidential governments have primarily
worked for majority support in parliament to achieve their policy goals and
to avoid dismissal, and thereby sometimes abandoned the president’s agenda,
apparently causing a number of intra-executive struggles. As such, these
conflicts have reflected underlying executive-legislative opposition between
the president and the parliament.

More unexpectedly, perhaps, the analysis revealed a quite significant
number of intra-executive conflicts even in the president-parliamentary
systems. The theoretical assumption that these systems are less prone to this
type of conflict because of the president’s stronger hold over the cabinet is
only weakly confirmed by the results. In the Russian political system the
presidents have in general been successful in ‘keeping the prime ministers in
check’ but not without exceptions. Under Yeltsin’s turbulent leadership there
were at least two prime ministers (Primakov and Stepashin) pulling their
strings to challenge the omnipresence of the president. Quite predictably the
president dismissed these rebellious prime ministers rather promptly. Even
more salient, however, are the several experiences of intra-executive struggles
in Ukraine under the presidency of Kuchma. Both Marchuk and Lazarenko,
and to some extent also Yuschenko, developed an independent power base
vis-à-vis the president – something that Kuchma perceived as utterly
challenging and provoking. Especially since the conflicts occurred in a context
of ongoing constitutional struggles between the president, government and
parliament. Somewhat paradoxically then, the president-parliamentary
systems of Russia and Ukraine have quite frequently experienced institutional
conflict of both the executive-legislative and the intra-executive kind.
Particularly in Ukraine, institutional rivalry, unresolved constitutional
disputes, and political stalemate have dominated the political scene. This, in
combination with significant levels of political and economic corruption,
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has also been attributed as salient factors behind the popular uprisings and
the subsequent overhaul of the ruling elite in December 2004.

As we have established, several president-prime minister struggles have
revealed intra-executive competition that cannot be directly linked to presi-
dent-parliament antagonism. Instead, many conflicts testify to struggle for
domination, power and influence within the executive branch, with the pre-
sident and prime minister (more often the former) challenging standard
constitutional procedure to promote their own interests. With varying strength
the conflicts illustrate how the more often than not vaguely defined
competence of the president overlaps with equally vague of the prime minis-
ter to make for an intra-executive tug-of-war in semi-presidential systems. It
is a competition with an element of zero-sum games attached to it accepted
by, taken for granted by and, in some cases, undoubtedly promoted by
presidents and prime ministers alike. A president, who fails to protect his
territory against incursions by the prime minister, will eventually find his
power base eroded, and vice versa. Disagreements over appointments, dis-
missals, policy reforms, and constitutional prerogatives are often reflecting
this competition for executive dominance. According to our data, struggles
including some kind of division of power dispute and/or differing
interpretations of constitutional prerogatives have been the most common
type of conflict under the post-communist era.

As was to be expected, intra-executive conflicts were frequent during the
political turmoil in the early post-communist era. In some cases these struggles
also became reason for constitutional changes aimed at avoiding similar
conflicts in the future. For example, the restrictions of the presidential
prerogatives in the 1997 Polish constitution came as a direct consequence of
the persistent and longstanding conflicts under the Walesa era. This conflictive
period had an impact on the political actors’ behaviour, as well as on the
citizens’ attitudes towards the future of semi-presidentialism in Poland.
Walesa’s successor, Kwasniewski – who mostly avoided the kind of public
outbursts characteristic of his predecessor – stressed his unwillingness to
enter into intra-executive struggles already from the beginning of his first
presidential term. It is also reasonable to argue that an important reason
why Walesa was not re-elected in 1995, was his incessantly involvement in
constitutional and political clashes.

However, and although the political systems have matured significantly
since the early post-communist era, we can conclude from our data that
intra-executive conflicts have hardly disappeared. In fact from the second
half of the 1990s and onwards, conflicts between the president and the cabinet
have unleashed in nearly all of the semi-presidential countries. Somewhat
encouraging, though – and in line with logical expectations – the type of
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conflict including institutional disputes over power prerogatives and spheres
of influence was most frequent in the wake of transition and has subsequently
become rarer. Apparently, the on-going institutionalisation of the semi-
presidential systems has led to a number of established practices and routines,
gradually narrowing the manoeuvre space for political actors willing to alter
the formal power balance within the executive. Still, our findings reveal that
the overall frequency of intra-executive conflict has largely remained at sim-
ilar levels throughout the post-communist era. In the next chapter we will
analyse to what extent different institutional conditions can account for the
repeated occurrences of intra-executive conflict among the semi-presidential
systems in Central and Eastern Europe.
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Notes

1 The choice of Pawlak as prime minister was nevertheless an important step for-
ward in the democratisation process, considering that for the first time since the
transition, a non-Solidarity politician – and a leader of a party connected to the old
regime – was promoted as prime minister.
2 The parties included in the Suchocka cabinet were; the Democratic Union, Liberal
Democratic Congress, Christian National Union, Party of Christian Democrats, Chris-
tian Peasant Party, Polish Economic Programme and Peasant Alliance.
3 The BBWR did not attract substantial popular support, yet still managed to reach
the 5 percent threshold and won 16 seats in the Sejm.
4 The amendments were designed to legalise abortions performed for reasons related
to a woman’s social and economic situation.
5 The same requirements, although with more detailed specifications, are found in
Article 122 of the 1997 Constitution.
6 The National Broadcasting Council is a regulatory body, supervising public
broadcasting and allocating broadcast licences to private companies. It consists of
nine members, four to be appointed by the Sejm, two by the Senate, and two by the
president.
7 The president’s legal adviser, Lech Falandysz, was particularly active in trying to
strengthen Walesa’s position. His efforts led to the coining of a new word, falandyzacja
[falandysation], meaning to interpret the law in order to serve short-term political
purposes (Expert Survey II).
8 Kwasniewski has a background as leader of the communist successor party, the
SLD, and served as the chairman of the parliamentary constitutional committee during
the Walesa era.
9 In comparison to the Little Constitution the president’s legislative powers were
somewhat weakened as he had to accept a lower threshold for overriding presidential
vetoes, lost the right to veto the budget, and the right to call upon the Constitutional
Tribunal to rule on bills, originally vetoed by the president but returned to him by a
parliamentary majority overriding the veto.
10 In 2003, several leading SLD personalities, members of regulatory bodies, state-
owned media managers, and some legislators were linked to a scandal made public
by the editor of the largest newspaper, Gazeta Wyborcza, which alleged that they had
tried to squeeze money out of  the paper’s media holding company, Agora, in return
for legislative favours. Lew Rywin, a noted film producer, was accused of ‘influence
peddling’ after allegedly having approached the paper’s editor, Adam Michnik, offe-
ring to influence government legislation relating to Agora. According to Gazeta
Wyborcza, Rywin asked for money in return for a series of new media regulations
preferred by Agora. During 2003 several citizens and public officials, including Prime
Minister Miller, testified before the parliamentary committee investigating the scandal.
The results of the investigation have been inconclusive to date, but an atmosphere of
scandal and implied media manipulation by the government continues to raise concerns
(Expert Survey II; Nations in Transit 2004).
11 Zhelev’s claim in this respect can indeed be discussed on constitutional grounds.
The constitution of 1991 specifies that it is the cabinet that directs ‘the implementation
of the state’s domestic and foreign policy’ (Article 105). At the same time, however,
the constitution states that the president is commander of the armed forces, heads
the Consultative National Security Council and has the formal power of signing
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international treaties, which gives the president a say on a variety of foreign policy
issues.
12 Stoyanov also used this consultative body when NATO requested permission for
its warplanes to pass through Bulgarian airspace under the US-led attack on Serbia in
1998. This request was deliberated in a special session of the Consultative National
Security Council. It was not brought to the attention of the Council of Ministers or
the parliament; and when the decision to approve NATO’s request was finally
announced, leaders of the BSP questioned its legitimacy arguing that the matter falls
within the parliamentary jurisdiction. Stoyanov, however, argued that the council
provides a forum for political discussions on urgent issues concerning national security
and therefore may adopt decisions that, later, should be submitted to the parliament
for ratification. The council’s functions are not clearly specified in the constitution,
but as in the political crisis of 1997, it has served as a forum for resolving national
security issues (EECR, 1998).
13 The NSF captured enough votes to be in control of the two parliamentary chambers
when supported by the extreme left, represented by the Socialist Labour Party (SLP),
and the extreme right, represented by the Greater Romania Party (GRP) and the
Party for Romanian National Union (PRNU) (Verheijen, 1999: 205).
14 The election results by the end of November 2004 were initially subjected to
widespread critique from the opposition, which demanded an investigation into
suspected voting irregularities. After December run-off elections, things calmed down
as it became clear that the opposition’s candidate, Basescu, had won. The protests
coincided with, and echoed the accusations in Ukraine under the Orange Revolution.
15 Landsbergis, who earned his reputation as the chief architect of Lithuania’s return
to independence, used his powerful position to make a number of official foreign
visits in this period (Urbanavicius, 1999: 165).
16 Article 85 of the constitution reads: ‘the president of the republic shall […] remove
upon approval of the Seimas, the prime minister from office’.
17 A total of 86 deputies voted against Paksas for unlawfully having granted Lithuanian
citizenship to Borisov; 86 voted against Paksas for having leaked classified informa-
tion; and 89 voted against Paksas for having interfered in private business affairs (the
president, via his advisers, pushed shareholders in a road-building company to sell
their shares to businessmen who were Paksas’ close friends) (Templeton Thorp, 2004).
18 The question put to the voters in the referendum read: ‘Do you support changes
in the constitution in order to introduce a presidential form of rule in Moldova,
where the president forms the government which is responsible for ruling?’ (Roper,
2001: 7).
19 The presidential candidate is elected by the vote of three fifths of the deputies. If
none of the candidates obtains the required number of votes, then a second round of
elections between the two candidates with the highest number of votes in the first
round must be held within three days. If the parliament again fails to elect a candidate,
repeat elections must be conducted within 15 days. If, finally, even the repeat ball-
oting fails, then the incumbent president must dissolve the parliament and call early
elections (Article 78).
20 However, this interpretation of Yeltsin’s view on Chernomyrdin as prime minister
is, in my view, not sufficient to characterise the intra-executive relationship between
them as highly conflictive (see Table 5.1).
21 Lazarenko was initially recruited to top-level positions by Kuchma and was part
of the so-called ‘Dnipropetrovsk-clan’ from Kuchma’s home base. In June 2004,



177

Lazarenko was convicted of fraud, conspiracy to launder money and transportation
of stolen property by a US District Court. He was accused of having stolen from the
state and extorted from business hundreds of millions of dollars between 1995 and
1997, when he served first as deputy prime minister and then as prime minister
(Karatnycky, 2005).
22 Yuschenko’s campaign faced other impediments as well. His plane was occasionally
denied landing permission minutes before major rallies and his private security detail
discovered that he was constantly followed by a state security operative. And,
furthermore, on September 6, Yuschenko became gravely ill and his mysterious illness
forced him off the campaign trail for nearly a month, leaving his body weakened and
his face badly scared. Later tests revealed that he was suffering from dioxin poisoning
allegedly brought on to him by a state security official. Yuschenko was not the only
one to face harassment. Activists from his political coalition were arrested on trumped-
up charges and students living in university housing were officially informed that
they would be evicted from their dorms in the middle of winter, if their district voted
for Yuschenko (Karatnycky, 2005).
23 Tymoshenko served in 1995–97 as deputy prime minister with responsibility for
the fuel and energy sector, and is known for her earlier confrontation with the oligarchs
within this sector. She also came to be highly popular after having kept a high profile
during the December 2004 events when she campaigned side by side with Yuschenko.
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6 Triggers of Conflict

We have thus far established that intra-executive conflicts have occurred
quite frequently throughout the semi-presidential systems and we have also
described, rather thoroughly, the character and issues of these conflicts. In
this chapter, we will continue our assessment by analysing potential triggers
of intra-executive conflict. When comparing, for example, the rather
provocative and confrontational Walesa with the head of state mannered
Kwasniewski, it is easy to jump to the conclusion that institutional conflicts
can be explained only by referring to the actor’s personal characters and that
institutional and contextual matters are more or less unimportant. However,
and although Poland has experienced two very different presidential styles,
the institutional relations have been influenced and characterised just as much
by very different parliamentary constellations, by a developing and fragmented
party system, and also by uncertainty about definitive institutional solutions.
Such institutional factors that affect the relations between the president,
government and parliament will be analysed in this chapter. Although the
relatively short post-communist period sets a limit on the number of
observable cases, there is enough data to examine whether the semi-
presidential systems in Central and Eastern Europe have generally followed
basic theoretical assumptions on institutional conflict triggers. The theoretical
discussion in Chapter 3 will guide the endeavour and help to account for
possible explanations for why conflict may occur in the first place. The
theoretical framework in general and the hypotheses in particular, are thus
the basic components of this chapter.

We will encompass four categories of factors: (i) the party and electoral
system in which issues of party system fragmentation and electoral system
choices are dealt with; (ii) cabinet form and executive congruence including
minority and majority government, and the typical feature of cohabitation;
and (iii) the president’s legislative and party influence. Finally (iv), intra-
executive conflict will be addressed in light of the prestigious presidency.

Party and Electoral System Determinants
A repeated and widely held assumption among comparative scholars is that
in order to understand semi-presidential regimes one has to be particularly
sensitive to political party system factors (e.g. Duverger, 1980; Keeler and
Schain, 1997; Linz, 1997; Suleiman, 1994). Duverger, for example, makes
the observation that semi-presidential regimes vary according to the structure
of the party system, which in turn determines the nature of parliamentary
majorities and the relationship between the president and the majority
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(Duverger, 1980). Although less has been explicitly said about links between
party system factors and intra-executive conflict, previous studies on both
presidential and semi-presidential systems are helpful. Based on these, a
number of assumptions about likely lines of conflict were developed and
presented in Chapter 3. In the following, we will empirically examine the
relevance of these assumptions in Central and Eastern Europe.

The level of party system fragmentation

Other things being equal, it is difficult for a president to intervene in legislative
matters or even to appoint his favourite prime minister against the will of
the parliament, when there is a clear parliamentary majority opposed to
him. However, if there are many significant parties in the parliament but
without prospects for sustainable coalitions, the president’s manoeuvrability
is enhanced. He is then in a position to pit one party against another, to take
a significant part in forming majorities, and to exploit divisions in existing
coalitions. The larger the number of parties in the parliament, the greater is
the president’s capabilities to intervene. Even if there exists a majority in
parliament in opposition to the president, fragmentation weakens the unity
of this opposition, which the president may take advantage of (cf. Shugart
and Carey, 1992). However, when the cabinet is about to act it will need
support from parliament in order to function politically. In premier-
presidential systems the government will realise the difficulties in supporting
the president when staying in office is solely dependent on parliamentary
confidence, and not on the support of the president. Therefore, the cabinet is
expected to be primarily loyal to whatever parliamentary majority there is
and, consequently, be less oriented towards the president. Based on this ar-
gumentation we would thus expect high levels of party system fragmentation
to coincide with more frequent experiences of intra-executive conflict. Recall
our hypothesis from Chapter 3:

H3: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a high level of party sys-
tem fragmentation than under a low level of party system fragmentation.

Parliamentary fragmentation within the framework of president-
parliamentary systems, on the other hand, is likely to force the cabinet closer
to the president during its tenure in office. The president’s ability to censure
the cabinet at any time, and the difficulties in mobilising coherent majorities
in a fragmented parliament, provide incitement for the prime minister to be
primarily loyal to the president, rather than to the parliament. We would
therefore expect a lower frequency of intra-executive conflict in these systems
as compared to the premier-presidential ones.
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The level of party system fragmentation can be measured by using the
Laakso and Taagepeera (1979) index. Their index is designed to determine
the effective number of parties in a party system, taking the relative size of
the respective parties into account. The advantage of using the effective rat-
her than the actual number of parties is that it establishes a non arbitrary
way of distinguishing ‘significant’ from ‘less significant’ parties. Minor par-
ties contribute little to the index and larger parties contribute relatively more.
When the effective number of parties has been found to be below 3.5, the
level of fragmentation has been coded as ‘Low’, and from 3.5 and above as
‘High’.

Table 6.1 reports the levels of intra-executive conflict under Low and
High levels of party system fragmentation. In line with our expectations, the
data suggest that there are more intra-executive conflicts experienced in a
setting of high – as opposed to low – levels of fragmentation. Low levels of
fragmentation are associated with intra-executive conflict in 31 percent of
the cases; high levels of fragmentation go hand in hand with intra-executive
conflict in 43 percent of the cases.

Furthermore, when separating premier-presidential and president-
parliamentary systems, as we do in the lower rows of the table, we find no
cases of intra-executive conflict in president-parliamentary systems
characterised by low levels of party fragmentation, and evidence of intra-
executive conflict, more precisely in 41 percent of the cases, as we move to a
setting of high levels of party fragmentation. Thus, the data give no support
whatsoever for the assumption that the president-parliamentary systems
would be more resistant to the effect of fragmentation on intra-executive
conflict than premier-presidential systems. However, the small number of
cases in the president-parliamentary category makes it difficult to generalise
beyond this set of countries or even to try to predict what would happen if
the level of party system fragmentation were to drop drastically in Russia
and Ukraine in coming years. The parliamentary elections thus far have
continuously produced extremely fragmented party systems (the three
exceptional cases of low party system fragmentation are found in Croatia
under the Tudjman era).



182

Nevertheless, the data provide an empirical basis for arguing that intra-ex-
ecutive conflicts occur more frequently in fragmented party systems. Poland
under Walesa (1991–95) provides a telling example of how party system
fragmentation may be exploited by the president in his quest for legislative
dominance. A relatively pure form of proportional elections combined with
an unstructured party system resulted in a legislature with 29 (!) parties in
the parliamentary elections of 1991 (the effective number of parties was
10.9, see Appendix A). This fragmentation meant that much time and energy
were spent on forming workable governing coalitions in a parliament where
at least five parties were needed to form a majority coalition. In this situa-
tion, Walesa could easily interfere in coalition building and legislative poli-
tics. Thus, in combination with personal animosities between Walesa and
the prime ministers (and other cabinet ministers) the fragmented
parliamentary situation created several instances of intra-executive clashes.
Perhaps the best example is the turbulence under Prime Minister Pawlak
(see previous chapter). The level of fragmentation during Pawlak’s term had
decreased as compared to the previous cabinets, but was still considerably
high. This resulted in the forming of a government coalition with internal

Table 6.1 Party system fragmentation and intra-executive conflict, percentages

Type of semi-
presidentialism

                                                              Intra-executive conflict

Party system fragmentation Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Both
(N=61)

Low (>3.5 effective parties) 69
(18)

31
(8)

+38
(26)

High (<3.5 effective parties) 57
(20)

43
(15)

+14
(35)

Premier-presidential
(N=41)

Low 65
(15)

35
(8)

+30
(23)

High 56
(10)

44
(8)

+12
(18)

President-parliamentary
(N=20)

Low 100
(3)

0
(0)

+100
(3)

High 59
(10)

41
(7)

+18
(17)

Note: The effective number of parties can be based either on the proportion of the electoral vote (Nv), or, as in
this case, on the proportion of seats a party receives after those votes have been translated into seats (Ns). The
equation of the index is as follows: N = (�pi

2) –1 where N denotes the number of effective parties and Pi is the
share of votes or seats won by the ith party (Laakso and Taagepera, 1979). For the number of effective parties by
country, see Table A2 in Appendix A.
Sources: Intra-executive conflict, see Table 5.1, electoral data from the International Foundation for Election
Systems (IFES); Stålfors (2005a; 2005b); and Armingeon and Careja, Comparative Data Set for 28 Post-
Communist Countries, 1989-2004
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tensions already at the outset, which in combination with Walesa’s willingness
of using his legislative prerogatives, led to a situation where the president
repeatedly challenged the cabinet. In fact, Walesa effectively took advantage
of the internal disputes between the two coalition parties, the SLD and the
PSL, and played them out against each other, with Prime Minister Pawlak
squeezed in-between (Expert Survey II). Yet another example is the conflict
between President Constantinescu and Prime Minister Vasile in Romania,
which also occurred in a context of a rather fragmented parliamentary situa-
tion. As a consequence of fragmentation, the centre-right government coalition
formed after the 1996 elections, was politically divided and in itself something
of a ‘coalition of coalitions’ (Shafir, 2001: 79). This situation made policy
formulation more difficult and the reform process ‘developed into a chaos of
particularism, stalemate, and factional bartering’ (Crowther, 2004: 386–387),
something that plagued both the Ciorbea and the Vasile government. Rather
typically, President Constantinescu chose to challenge Vasile when the prime
minister was apparently weakened by the disputes within the coalition. The
intra-executive conflict then culminated as one of the coalition parties
announced its withdrawal, and Constantinescu practically forced Vasile to
step down.

The electoral system choice

From the extensive literature on electoral systems and their effects, we can
conclude that the level of party system fragmentation is largely determined
by the choice of electoral system. The general rule is that plurality/majority
elections produce two-party or few party systems, whereas proportional (PR)
elections result in multiparty systems (see Chapter 3). Thus, since we have
concluded that high-levels of parliamentary fragmentation can be a source
of intra-executive conflict, it would be reasonable to expect less intra-execu-
tive conflict in semi-presidential regimes using majority electoral formulas
than in regimes where PR elections are employed.

Table 6.2 Electoral system choices (parliamentary elections, lower house)

Electoral system Majority Mixed Proportional

Bulgaria X
Croatia              X (92-00)          X (00-)
Lithuania X
Moldova X
Poland X
Romania X
Russia              X (93-06)          X (07-)
Ukraine         X (91-97)              X (98-05)          X (06-)
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When looking at the electoral system choices – Table 6.2 – we find that all of
the semi-presidential countries in our sample, except for Ukraine 1991–97,
have adopted either mixed or PR elections under the post-communist pe-
riod. The mixed systems combine both PR and plurality/majority components.
As such they are expected to generate a larger number of parties than major-
ity/plurality systems, but a lower number of parties than PR systems.1 Esta-
blished theoretical predictions about the choice of electoral system and the
number of parties, however, have proved to be somewhat irrelevant to the
transitional context of post-communist countries. The majority system in
Ukraine 1991–97, and its parallel system since 1998, as well as the parallel
system in Russia, have – contrary to what established theories suggest –
produced extremely fragmented parliaments. The irony is that the plurality
constituencies actually account for this phenomenon; this is where indepen-
dent candidates and marginal party groups have the local following needed
to conquer a parliamentary mandate. As such, it is the PR part of the elections
that has moderated the number of parliamentary parties and thereby
prevented a totally fractionalised and non-party based parliamentary situa-
tion (cf. Moser, 1995; 1999; Sedelius, 2001). These rather odd electoral effects
are in all likelihood due to the immaturity and lack of consolidation in the
post-Soviet party systems of Russia and Ukraine.

Thus, the level of parliamentary fragmentation does not correspond to
widely held assumptions about electoral system effects, which is readily
apparent if we compare the electoral system choices in Table 6.2 with the
effective number of parties in Appendix A. Moreover, in this group of
countries we do not have enough cases of pure majority electoral systems to
say anything conclusive about the level of intra-executive conflict in British
or French style plurality systems. The results reported in Table 6.3 should
thus be read with these reservations in mind. Still, the data do seem to sug-
gest a certain tendency in favour of the assumption that intra-executive conflict
occurs more frequently in PR systems than under majority or mixed formu-
las. To avoid the disturbing effect of the contradictory results from the mixed
electoral systems in Russia and Ukraine, only premier-presidential systems
are included in the calculation.
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Concurrent and non-concurrent elections
Another component of the electoral system is whether parliamentary and
presidential elections are held simultaneously or not. In Chapter 3 we
proposed the following assumption:

H4: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely when presidential and
parliamentary elections are held non-concurrently than when presidential
and parliamentary elections are held concurrently.

In the literature on ‘pure’ presidential systems, the likelihood of divided
government (when the president lacks parliamentary majority support) is
held to be greater if executive and legislative elections are not held concurrently
(Shugart, 1995). Non-concurrent elections provide voters with the opportun-
ity to sanction decision makers. In the case of presidential elections, voters
have the opportunity to elect a president associated with a party in opposi-
tion, and in the case of parliamentary elections, a party in opposition to the
president may win a legislative majority. Regarding intra-executive conflict,
we argued in Chapter 3 that electoral concurrence should be of double
importance. First, it influences the number of parties represented in the
parliament, i.e. the level of fragmentation, in such way that concurrent
elections tend to reduce fragmentation, whereas non-concurrent elections
tend to increase fragmentation. Second, electoral concurrence has a more
direct effect on the president’s ability to gain parliamentary support. When
presidential and parliamentary elections are held simultaneously, the electorate
tends to vote for their presidential candidate’s party also in the parliamentary
elections as a by-product of their presidential support. Thus, presidents gene-
rally have better chances to obtain a parliamentary majority under concurrent
elections than under non-concurrent ones.

In Table 6.4, we elaborate upon the assumption that electoral concurrence
is related to party system fragmentation. The total number of cases is lower
than in previous calculations, because it makes sense to code only cabinets

Table 6.3 Electoral system and intra-executive conflict, percentages

Electoral system Low level of conflict
(n)

High level of conflict
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Proportional
(N=29)

59
(17)

41
(12)

+18
(29)

Mixed or majority
(N=12)

67
(8)

33
(4)

+34
(12)

Note: Only premier-presidential systems are included.
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that have held office after presidential or parliamentary elections. Cabinets
in office in-between these periods have to be treated as ‘missing cases’. The
results do provide support in favour of the assumption that non-concurrent
elections coincide with high levels of parliamentary fragmentation. High levels
of fragmentation are in fact much more common under conditions of non-
concurrence than they are under conditions of simultaneous or almost
simultaneous presidential and parliamentary elections. The difference, more-
over, holds for both types of semi-presidential systems although the number
of cases in the president-parliamentary category is very small.

If we now leave aside the fragmentation variable and continue with the
assumption on intra-executive conflict and electoral concurrence, we can
conclude from Table 6.5 that there is a considerable difference between the
share of high-level conflict under concurrent elections and the equivalent
share under non-concurrent elections. Non-concurrent elections have been
followed by intra-executive conflict in 65 percent of the measured cases,
whereas concurrent elections have been followed by intra-executive conflict
only in 27 percent of the cases. Thus, in line with the theoretical assumptions
the empirical results here suggest that the odds for peaceful relations within
the executive are significantly greater when presidential and parliamentary

Table 6.4 Electoral concurrence and party system fragmentation, percentages

Type of semi-
presidentialism

                                                              Electoral concurrence

Party system
fragmentation

Concurrent
(n)

Non-concurrent
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Both
(N=28)

Low 58
(7)

42
(5)

+16
(12)

High 25
(4)

75
(12)

-50
(16)

Premier-presidential
(N=20)

Low 60
(6)

40
(4)

+20
(10)

High 20
(2)

80
(8)

-60
(10)

President-parliamentary
(N=8)

Low 50
(1)

50
(1)

0
(2)

High 33
(2)

67
(4)

- 34
(6)

Note: Concurrent elections are presidential and parliamentary elections held simultaneously or almost
simultaneously. Only cabinets that have held office in direct connection with presidential or parliamentary
elections are included. See Table 6.1 regarding party system fragmentation.
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elections are held simultaneously (or at least in close connection). A closer
look into some of these instances may provide some further insights as to
this phenomenon.

Among the semi-presidential systems, Romania is the only case where
concurrent elections have been employed regularly throughout the post-
communist era. This may in fact be an explaining factor for why Romania
has experienced a relatively small number of intra-executive clashes. Argua-
bly, all Romanian presidents since 1990 have stood to gain from this electoral
mechanism in so far as the voters have provided them with favourable
parliamentary support. The president-prime minister duos: Constantinescu-
Ciorbea, Iliescu-Nastase and Basescu-Popescu Tariceanu, are all examples
of constellations based on simultaneously held presidential and parliamentary
elections. Under none of these cases have intra-executive relations been
severely conflictive (see Table 5.1). Electoral concurrence has not only
contributed towards the installation of presidents and prime ministers with
similar ideological orientation; it has also been instrumental in promoting
presidents with a strong say in government formation and policy work. As
such, Iliescu and Constantinescu played important and rather dominant roles
in both domestic and foreign affairs during their incumbency. Thus, it seems
reasonable to argue that concurrently held presidential and parliamentary

Table 6.5 Electoral concurrence and intra-executive conflict, percentages

Type of semi-
presidentialism

                                                              Intra-executive conflict

Electoral concurrence Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Both
(N=28)

Concurrent 73
(8)

27
(3)

+46
(11)

Non-concurrent 35
(6)

65
(11)

-30
(17)

Premier-presidential
(N=20)

Concurrent 63
(5)

37
(3)

+26
(8)

Non-concurrent 33
(4)

67
(8)

-34
(12)

President-parliamentary
(N=8)

Concurrent 100
(3)

0
(0)

+100
(3)

Non-concurrent 40
(2)

60
(3)

- 20
(5)

Note: See Table 6.4.
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elections have played an important role in the forming of the rather strong
position and image enjoyed by the presidency in Romania.

An example from Poland is illustrative as to the effects of the opposite
electoral construction, i.e. of how intra-executive relations can be affected
by non-concurrent elections. The Buzek government – created on the right-
wing success of the October 1997 parliamentary elections – was installed
nearly two years after the left candidate, Kwasniewski, had been elected
president. By the time of the parliamentary elections, the left-wing parties,
the SLD and the PSL, could no longer gain from the success of Kwasniewski’s
win two years ago, but had instead absorbed an increasing amount of popular
dissatisfaction. Kwasniewski himself, although still a highly popular figure
among the electorate, were unable to turn the game in the left’s favour. As
such, the non-concurrent elections provided the voters the possibility to
sanction the left-wing unity between the president and the cabinet, and force
the president to enter a period of cohabitation with the right-wing candidate,
Buzek.

The different terms of the president (five-years) and the parliament (four-
years) in Poland mean that presidential and parliamentary elections will be
held in the same year every twenty years, and this actually happened in the
autumn of 2005 and had a clearly positive effect on executive unity. The
parliamentary elections in September resulted in a sweeping victory for the
conservative Law and Justice (PiS) and the conservative-liberal Citizens
Platform (PO) giving the PiS leader, Jaroslaw Kaczynski, the first option to
form a government. One month later, presidential elections were held and
conservative Warsaw mayor – Jaroslaw’s twin brother and political affiliate
– Lech Kaczynski, stormed to victory. The concurrent elections thus resulted
in what seemed to be a perfect merger between two brothers with the same
political profile holding the key political positions, the presidency and the
premiership. Jaroslaw Kaczynski, however, sacrificed the position as prime
minister to improve his brother’s odds in the presidential elections and offe-
red the post as prime minister to Kazimierz Marcinkiewicz, a fellow party
member of PiS and former cabinet chief of the Buzek government.

In case of the president-parliamentary systems, the analysis of electoral
concurrence is somewhat less relevant since the presidents have appointed
their prime ministers and cabinet ministers more or less regardless of the
parliamentary election results. Moreover, the theoretical arguments
concerning the effects of concurrent and non-concurrent elections presupposes
that the president is backed by a political party and that reasonably stable
parties with a programmatic profile have emerged. It is questionable whether
these premises have been fulfilled in Russia and Ukraine, especially in the
first half of the 1990s. Nevertheless, both the Russian and the Ukrainian



189

system require that the prime minister is confirmed by the parliament, which
sometimes forces the presidents to propose candidates other than their most
preferred ones. And the data suggest that under the three cases of concurrent
elections, no intra-executive conflict occurred, whereas among the non-
concurrent cases, there was conflict in three out of five cases.

Since we have concluded that electoral concurrence and party system
fragmentation both are related to the frequency of conflict, and since we
have also established that there is a certain relationship between electoral
concurrence and fragmentation, there is reason to combine these variables.
Table 6.6 reports the levels of conflict under concurrent and non-concurrent
elections when controlling for party system fragmentation. Unfortunately,
the number of cases in each column decreases to the extent that we should
refrain from wide reaching conclusions, but the data do suggest a certain
pattern. The combination of non-concurrent elections and high fragmentation
generally seems to have been more problematic for intra-executive relations
than the opposite, and more favourable, combination of concurrent elections
and low fragmentation. This would also be in line with the theoretical
expectations proposed earlier. The results, furthermore, suggest that electoral
concurrence is a stronger factor than party system fragmentation, i.e. there
is a higher frequency of conflict in the non-concurrent columns, regardless
of the level of fragmentation.

Table 6.6 Electoral concurrence, party system fragmentation and intra-executive conflict,

percentages

Electoral concurrence                                                               Intra-executive conflict

Party system
fragmentation

Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Concurrent elections
(N=11)

Low 57
(4)

43
(3)

+14
(7)

High 100
(4)

0
(0)

+100
(4)

Non-concurrent elections
(N=17)

Low 40
(2)

60
(3)

-20
(5)

High 33
(4)

67
(8)

-34
(12)
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Government Form and Executive Congruence
Minority and majority government

Since the Constitution’s adoption, the Seimas has been quite cooperative
with the president, but the reasons for that have more to do with the major-
ity party in parliament than with the institutional structure (Gelazis, 2001:
175).

To repeat, the cabinet in premier-presidential systems is primarily dependent
on parliamentary support for claiming authority to control the executive
branch, the cabinet’s political orientation is likely to be in the parliament’s
favour rather than in the president’s. This should particularly be the case
when there is a stable and coherent majority in parliament. Even if the cabinet
initially emanates from a compromise outcome of strategic interactions
between the president and the parliament, it is likely to drift during its term
in office towards the ideal point of the parliament (cf. Shugart and Carey,
1992). A minority cabinet situation, however, always contains an inherent
risk for intra-executive conflict for two obvious reasons. First, a president
can use the cabinet’s lack of a strong and consistent political backing in
parliament to have a greater say in executive matters. The minority status of
the cabinet signals political weakness and is therefore likely to invite
presidential intervention, which subsequently may lead to intra-executive
conflict. Second, the cabinet’s need to find a parliamentary majority suppor-
ting its policy proposals gives the parliament a strong hold over the cabinet
and makes it more dependent upon compromises and negotiations with the
parliament. This in turn may trigger a president-cabinet conflict since the
cabinet has to be sensitive to the parliament’s demands but not to the wishes
of the president. Thus in Chapter 3, we formulated the following hypothesis:

H5: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a minority government
than under a majority government.

Table 6.7 shows the levels of intra-executive conflict under minority and
majority government. The results when premier-presidential and president-
parliamentary systems are combined, however, provide only vague support
for our theoretical expectations. High levels of conflict are found in 35 per-
cent of the majority cabinets and in 42 percent of the minority cabinets.
Although the trend is in favour of our assumptions, it can hardly be taken as
overly convincing. But when separating the two systems, we can find some
cause for the small differences in the two upper columns. The fractionalised
character of the party systems in president-parliamentary Russia and Ukraine
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has produced fragmented and unpredictable parliaments all throughout the
post-communist period, and the governments have – with a few recent
exceptions – been minority cabinets of a basically technocratic and non-
partisan character. Thus, there is very little division on the majority/minority
variable in these cases.

Notes and sources: see Table 5.1

Instead, we should focus on the premier-presidential category in which the
data are more reliable. Although the results are not conclusive they show
that under minority governments there has been intra-executive conflict more
frequently than under majority government.2 Two specific examples from
among our cases can illustrate how minority governments have contributed
to intra-executive conflict.

In Lithuania, President Adamkus chose to challenge Prime Minister Paksas
under Paksas’ second cabinet in 2000, although he had kept peaceful rela-
tions with the same man under his first cabinet in 1999. The major difference
between the two cabinets was that the first one was majority based, whereas
the second one was a minority government. This suggests a strategic
calculation from the president’s side in the sense that he used the opportun-
ity to confront the weaker cabinet, while abstaining from conflict when the
prime minister possessed a solid majority support (Expert Survey II). In a
similar vein, the conflict between President Zhelev and Prime Minister Berov

Table 6.7 Government form and intra-executive conflict, percentages

Type of semi-
presidentialism

                                                              Intra-executive conflict

Government form Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Both
(N=61)

Majority 65
(24)

35
(13)

+30
(37)

Minority 58
(14)

42
(10)

+16
(24)

Premier-presidential
(N=41)

Majority 63
(19)

37
(11)

+26
(30)

Minority 54
(6)

46
(5)

+8
(11)

President-parliamentary
(N=20)

Majority 71
(5)

29
(2)

+42
(7)

Minority 61
(8)

39
(5)

+22
(13)
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in Bulgaria testify to the assumption on minority governments and intra-
executive conflict. The fact that the Berov cabinet only commanded a minor-
ity parliamentary support strengthened the parliament’s position vis-à-vis
the president. In order to survive, the cabinet had to listen carefully to the
instructions and demands of a rather heterogeneous parliamentary majority
and thereby ‘abandon’ the president – something that consequently rende-
red a split between the president and the prime minister (cf. Ganev, 1999).

Cohabitation: peaceful coexistence or confrontation?

There is no provision resolving the cohabitation situation and the president
has no power to dissolve the parliament that has an opposing majority. The
potential for a permanent conflict between the two executive branches is
thus increased (Quote from the Expert Survey I).

Perhaps the most central theme with regard to semi-presidentialism is
cohabitation, i.e. when the president’s political orientation is in opposition
to the political orientation of the prime minister and his cabinet. Arguably,
cohabitation is a triggering factor of intra-executive conflict. Recall our
hypothesis from Chapter 3:

H6: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely under a divided executive than
under a united executive.

This is not an assumption without exceptions, though. On the one hand,
one would assume that under cohabitation the ideological antagonism within
the executive should expose president-prime minister strife since both
contestants have an interest in becoming the leading figure of the executive
branch. On the other hand, we know from semi-presidential cases elsewhere
– most notably perhaps from the French Fifth Republic – that periods of
cohabitation can indeed be characterised by an atmosphere of compromises
and mutual respect. Under cohabitation, the French president and prime
minister have tended to subordinate themselves more explicitly to their
respective field of responsibility. The president has acted mainly as an inde-
pendent head of state representative and the prime minister has established
himself as the government and policy leader (cf. Elgie, 2001; Suleiman, 1994).
Table 6.8 examines whether a united or divided executive is of any significance
to the level of intra-executive conflict in Central and Eastern Europe.
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The results do not encourage far reaching generalisations, but the data do
suggest that the president’s political affiliation and that of the prime minister
have not added up to a significant trigger of intra-executive struggles. Under
cohabitation, intra-executive conflict occurred in 42 per cent of the cases,
whereas the equivalent frequency for united executives is just below 40 per
cent. This provides no clear basis for suggesting that cohabitation in Central
and Eastern Europe has been particularly conducive to conflict. Rather the
results indicate that conflict is almost just as likely under united as under
divided executives. Thus, the experiences of post-communist semi-
presidentialism to date do not correspond to widely held assumptions about
cohabitation as the most obvious trigger of conflict. We know from the
previous chapter that a divided executive has been a component included in
several conflicts (for example in the cases of Kwasniewski-Buzek, Walesa-
Pawlak and Zhelev-Videnov,) but the overall impact of this factor turns out
to be marginal.

However, these results are based on cohabitation as a single factor and
there is reason to take the analysis a few steps further. In a previous part of
this chapter, we argued that the timing of the elections – whether
parliamentary and presidential elections are held concurrently or not – is of
importance for the president’s chances of finding a favourable majority in
parliament. We would expect electoral concurrence to have a similar impact
on executive congruence (united versus divided). Put differently, concurrent
elections should increase the likelihood of executive unity. When combining
electoral concurrence with executive congruence, as in Table 6.9, we can see
whether this relationship is of any significance to the frequency of intra-
executive conflict.

Table 6.8 Executive congruence and intra-executive conflict, percentages

                                                                                    Intra-executive conflict

Executive congruence

(N=41)

Low

(n)

High

(n)

Difference percentage

units

(n)

United 62

(18)

                  38

(11)

+24

(29)

Divided 58

(7)

42

(5)

+16

(12)

Note: Technocratic cabinets are included in the ‘United executive’ item. ‘United executive’ resembles the

situation when the president and the cabinet have the same political orientation, although not necessarily

belonging to the same party. A ‘divided executive’, on the other hand, is an executive where the president and

the cabinet represent opposing political camps. Only premier-presidential cases are included.
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For one thing, the results show that the executive has been divided only
once after concurrent elections whereas it has been divided on five occasions
after non-concurrently held elections. With the repeated reservation about
the limited number of cases, the results indicate a relationship between
electoral concurrence and executive congruence. The pattern that emerges
strongly suggests that the combination of non-concurrent elections and a
divided executive is a crucial trigger of intra-executive conflicts. We are
therefore well advised not to reject cohabitation as irrelevant considering
that the results confirm its importance when combined with non-concurrent
elections. But we must nevertheless hold out electoral concurrence as the
strongest predictor of intra-executive conflict, i.e. the frequency of conflict is
considerably higher within the non-concurrent election category than it is in
the concurrent election category, regardless of executive congruence (united
versus divided).

Combining executive congruence with form of government

So far our results have indicated that by itself the cohabitation factor is a
weak one for determining the likeliness of conflict, but becomes stronger in
combination with the non-concurrent variable. Now, we will conclude this
part of the analysis by looking at the occurrence of intra-executive conflict
when combining cohabitation with form of government. Table 6.10 lists all
cases of high-level conflict under these different combinations. In accordance
with theoretical assumptions suggesting that intra-executive conflict is likely
under a divided executive with a parliamentary majority supporting the
government, the results provide some empirical backing. The upper right
cell shows that – relative to the total number of cases in each category –

Table 6.9 Electoral concurrence, executive congruence and intra-executive conflict,

percentages

Electoral concurrence                                                               Intra-executive conflict

Executive congruence Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Concurrent
(n=11)

United 70
(7)

30
(3)

+40
(10)

Divided 100
(1)

0
(0)

+100
(1)

Non-concurrent
(n=17)

United 42
(5)

58
(7)

-16
(12)

Divided 20
(1)

80
(4)

-60
(5)
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intense intra-executive conflicts have been most common under majority
governments when the president and prime minister have originated from
parties in opposition to each other. Under such circumstances, intra-execu-
tive struggles tend to reflect underlying executive-legislative tensions between
the president and the parliamentary majority, which was, for example,
demonstrated under Walesa’s confrontational approach against both Prime
Minister Pawlak and Prime Minister Oleksy in the mid 1990s. While Walesa
openly argued in favour of a stronger presidency and increased control over
the executive, the parliamentary majority worked against him and repeatedly
confronted him in such matters (see for example Jasiewicz, 1997).

The reverse situation, i.e. when there is a united executive heading a minor-
ity government (the lower left cell), appears to have triggered a number of
intra-executive tensions as well. Since the cabinet does not represent a poli-
tical group unfavourable to the president we cannot easily attribute such
conflicts to underlying executive-legislative antagonism. Rather, these conflicts
are often a result of pure intra-executive rivalry, where the president and
prime minister clash in their attempts to become the number one executive
leader. The minority government’s dependence on finding majority support
in parliament usually requires a significant amount of compromises and
negotiations, which may be frustrating to a sidestepped president – a frus-
tration that can persuade him to intervene and challenge the direction of the
cabinet’s work. The conflict is likely to be further amplified if there is an
underlying intra-party conflict between the president and the prime minister,
i.e. if they both originate from the same political party or bloc of parties,
which we will discuss in the next section. The unusual situation represented
by the lower right cell in Table 6.10 – a minority cabinet governing within a
divided executive, can in our sample only be seen in the case of Croatia
under President Mesic and Prime Minister Sanader. As was mentioned in
Chapter 5, this unorthodox coexistence largely worked without major
conflicts, very much due to the fact that Mesic abstained from challenging
Sanader.
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President’s Party Influence and Legislative Approach

It is interesting to note that with a couple of exceptions neither Iliescu nor
Constantinescu ever used the presidential prerogative to take part in meetings
of government. Instead of acting openly, they have both preferred to make
use of informal solutions for influencing the decision-making process. One
possible explanation for the president’s reliance on informal means is the
constitutional provision forbidding the president from maintaining party
membership after election to the post (Weber, 2001: 224–225).

A common feature of the premier-presidential constitutions is the stipulated
‘above-partisanship’ of the presidents. The Lithuanian constitution, for
example, requires that the president must suspend his activities in political
parties and organisations until a new presidential election campaign, and
the Polish constitution prohibits the president from holding other offices
and discharging other public functions. These provisions, primarily aimed
at keeping the president politically independent and as serving the whole
nation, tend to have a negative influence on the party system by diminishing
the role of parties, and, even more importantly, to complicate the efforts of

 Table 6.10 Government form, executive congruence and intra-executive conflict

(N=61)
                                                  Executive congruence

Government form United Divided

Majority Adamkus-Vagnorius 1999
Constantinescu-Vasile 1998-99
Iliescu-Roman 1990-91
Kwasniewski-Miller 2001-03
Mesic-Racan 2000-02
Snegur-Sangheli 1992-96
Yeltsin-Primakov 1998-99
Yuschenko-Tymoschenko 2005

NLow = 17
NHigh = 8

Kwasniewski-Buzek 2000-01
Paksas-Brazausaks 2003-04
Walesa-Oleksy 1995
Walesa-Pawlak 1993-95
Zhelev-Videnov 1995-97

NLow = 6
NHigh = 5

Minority Adamkus-Paksas 2000-01
Kravchuk-Kuchma 1992-93
Kuchma-Lazarenko 1996-97
Kuchma-Marchuk 1995-96
Kuchma-Yuschenko 1999-01
Kwasniewski-Miller 2003-04
Walesa-Olszewski 1991-92
Yeltsin-Stepashin 1999
Zhelev-Berov 1992-94
Zhelev-Dimitrov 1991-92

NLow = 14
NHigh = 10

NLow = 1
NHigh = 0

Note: President-prime ministers characterised as conflictive cases (NHigh) are reported by names in the table. NLow

cases are reported only by numbers in each cell (see also Table 5.1).
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the presidents to mobilise support for their initiatives thereby weakening the
links between the president and the parliament. Even if the president and the
government are installed by the same electoral majority, the president is left
without direct and formal party links and thus has limited formal resources
to become a leading president (Pugaciauskas, 2000: 24).

In practice, however, there are differences with respect to the strength of
the links between the presidents and their affiliated parties despite the
constitutional requirements to relinquish all such links. The Polish and
Lithuanian cases show that the presidents who had no clear party
identification prior to their term in office, Adamkus and Walesa, used to
resort to the appeals of popular support and legitimacy – thus attempting to
resolve certain political conflicts by extra-constitutional means – more often
than their counterparts Brazauskas and Kwasniewski, who had identifiable,
although informal, party links (Pugaciauskas, 2003: 15–16). In Chapter 3,
we proposed the following hypothesis:

H7: Intra-executive conflicts are more likely if the president has little
influence over his affiliated party or coalition, than if the president has a
great deal of influence over his affiliated party or coalition.

The theoretical assumption backing this hypothesis is that a president with a
low influence over his own party becomes distanced from inter-party policy
work and inter-party negotiations over prime minister candidates. If, at the
same time, the prime minister is a leading actor within that same party there
is incitement for intra-executive conflict as the president is likely to impose a
political agenda of his own.

Drawing on results from the Expert Survey and the literature at hand, we
have estimated the party influence of the respective presidents in terms of a
Low-High dichotomy. We thus have the data needed to test whether the
president’s party connections concide with the frequency of intra-executive
conflict. Table 6.11 shows the results of this analysis. Although quite weak,
there seems to be a trend pointing in the direction of the hypothesis. Again,
the results for the president-parliamentary systems are problematic due to
the fact that all presidents in Russia and Ukraine have been influential figures
in their respective parties. In other words, we have no variation on this variable
in the president-parliamentary category, which is why the category is excluded
from the table.

There are several examples of intra-party (or intra-party bloc) competition
between the president and the prime minister serving as an intervening
component in the intra-executive struggle. The conflicts between Zhelev and
Dimitrov in Bulgaria, Iliescu and Roman, and Constantinescu and Vasile in
Romania, testify to this, as does the conflict between Adamkus and Vagnorius
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in Lithuania. These cases exemplify how the struggle for influence and control
over the party or party coalition to which both the leading actors are affiliated,
can contribute to high-levels of intra-executive conflict.

In the Expert Survey, the respondents were also asked to rate the president’s
legislative influence, aimed at capturing the experts’ perception of how
strongly the presidents have influenced the legislative process. Of course, it
is difficult to know to what extent different respondents have interpreted the
question in the same way and these data should therefore be viewed with
caution. Again, leaving out the president-parliamentary category is justified
because all the presidents in Russia and Ukraine have arguably been rather
dominant actors in relation to the legislative process.

In comparison to the results on the president’s party affiliation above,
this variable gives a stronger effect on intra-executive conflict. Table 6.12
shows that intra-executive conflicts have occurred in 46 percent of the cases
where the expert respondents have rated the president’s legislative influence
as proactive or dominant, as opposed to a mere 13 percent of the cases
where the expert respondents have rated the president’s performance as
reactive and marginal. A logical argument behind this pattern would be that
a president with considerable influence over the legislative process tends to
intervene in and interfere with the cabinet’s affairs – a behavioural pattern
that we have already identified as a highly potential trigger of conflict.
Presidents like Iliescu, Snegur and Walesa were, from time to time, consid-
erably active in almost all kinds of political issues and their influence over
politics, including the legislative process, as we know, created some tensions
and conflict within the executive.

Table 6.11 Intra-executive conflict and president’s influence over affiliated party

                                                                                    Intra-executive conflict

President’s influence over affiliated
party
(N=41)

Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference percentage
units
(n)

Low 58
(11)

42
(8)

+16
(19)

High 64
(14)

36
(8)

+28
(22)

Notes: The expert respondents were asked the following question for the respective countries of expertise:
‘Considering the post-communist presidents, how would you describe their influence over the party to which
they have their closest affiliations? President [X]: High, Fairly High, Fairly Low or Low? President [Y] [etc.]’.
Table 6.11 presents the data in dichotomous form; the response options Low and Fairly Low have been collapsed
into one category labelled Low. The response alternatives High and Fairly High have been similarly combined
under the heading High. Only premier-presidential cases are included above.
Sources: Based on the Expert Survey I and on literature and documents (see Table 5.1)
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A Data Summary on the Triggers of Conflict
We are now closing this part of the chapter by summarising our data on the
triggers of intra-executive conflict – Table 6.13. The strongest relationship
was found between electoral concurrence and intra-executive conflict, while
the hypothesis on semi-presidential type (Chapter 5) found no clear support.
The results from the analysis on party system fragmentation and the
president’s legislative influence also came out in favour of our expectations.
Most surprising, perhaps, was the weak empirical support for the cohabitation
hypothesis (H6). Apparently, divided executives have not by themselves
triggered any significant increase in intra-executive conflict, and the same is
largely true for minority governments. Not revealed by Table 6.13, however,
is that certain combinations of these factors prove to have had an amplifying
effect on intra-executive conflict. Most salient is the reinforced effect of non-
concurrent elections and party system fragmentation, as well as non-
concurrent elections and executive congruence. In addition, the combination
of a divided executive and a majority government in opposition to the presi-
dent has – quite predictably – triggered a number of conflicts. In other words,
the cohabitation factor is highly relevant if we also take into account other
institutional variables. The limited number of cases is of course a limiting
factor with regard to the overall results. Still we can conclude on some gene-
ral tendencies and patterns pointing either in favour or against the held
assumptions. Also our qualitative assessment of the conflicts (provided in
this and previous chapters) helps us to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses
of this analysis. In many instances, a closer look into the conflicts also confirms
the overall trends observed in this quantitative material.

Table 6.12 Intra-executive conflict and president’s legislative influence

                                                                                    Intra-executive conflict

President’s legislative influence
(N=41)

Low
(n)

High
(n)

Difference percentage
units
(n)

Marginal/reactive 77
(10)

13
(3)

+64
(13)

Proactive/dominant 54
(15)

46
(13)

+8
(28)

Notes: The expert respondents were asked the following question for the respective countries of expertise:
‘Considering the post-communist presidents, how would you describe their influence over the legislative
process? President [X]: Dominant, Active, Reactive or Marginal? President [Y] [etc.]’. Only premier-
presidential cases are included above.
Sources: See Table 6.11
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Table 6.13 Hypotheses and outcome on the triggers of intra-executive conflict, percentages

Intra-executive conflicts are more

likely…

Premier-

presidential

President-parliamentary

(H1 ) … under the early phases

following a transition than in

 later phases [Chapter 5]

Early transitional

(1990-1994)

50 17

Mid-late transitional

(1990-1999)

33 50

Post-transitional

(2000-)

37 25

(H2) … under a premier-presidential

than under a

president-parliamentary system

[Chapter 5]

37 35

(H3 ) … under a high level of party

system

fragmentation than under

a low level of party system

fragmentation

Low fragmentation 35 0

High fragmentation 44 41

Difference -9 -41

(H4 ) … under non-concurrent elections

 than under concurrent elections

Concurrent elections 37 0

Non-concurrent

elections

67 60

Difference -30 -60

(H5) … under a minority government

than under a majority government

Majority government 37 29

Minority government 46 39

Difference -9 -10

(H6 ) … under a divided executive

 than under a united executive

United executive 38 -

Divided executive 42 -

Difference -4 -

(H7 ) … if the president has

little influence over his affiliated

High party influence 36 -

party or coalition, than if he

has a great deal of influence

over his affiliated party or coalition

Low party influence 42 -

Difference -6 -

(No number) … if the president

has a great deal of legislative influence

than if he has little influence over the

legislative process

Marginal/reactive 13 -

Proactive/dominant 46 -

Difference -33 -



201

Conflict in Light of the Prestigious Presidency

The fact that the President is directly elected but has limited powers is bound
to produce considerable strains on the political system (Quote from the Ex-
pert Survey I, Bulgaria).

‘In the President we trust’
In the final part of this chapter we will change the level of analysis and
consider intra-executive conflict in light of the popular mandate and sup-
port enjoyed by the presidents. We can easily understand the attractiveness
of seeking the prestigious and influential presidency in president-
parliamentary systems, but we should also recognise the significant status
and legitimacy that the presidency provides to its holder in premier-
presidential systems. An examination of surveys that cover new democracies
in Central and Eastern Europe makes it apparent that post-communist citizens
put a great deal of trust in their presidents while they at the same time ex-
press highly sceptical attitudes to other political leaders and institutions.
The New Europe Barometer (NEB)3 has for over a decade asked representative
samples of the populations of Central and East European countries about
their attitudes towards political regimes, institutions and leadership.

Figure 6.1 Citizen trust in the president, prime minister and 
members of parliament (MPs) 1993-2001
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Note: The exact wording was: ‘To what extent do you trust each of these political institutions to look after your
interest? Please indicate on a scale with 1 for no trust and 7 for great trust.’ Ratings from 1-3 have been coded
as ‘distrust’, and ratings from 4-7 have been coded as ‘trust’. In the case of Russia, this part of the survey was
conducted only in 2001, in the Central European countries on four different occasions (in 1993, 1995, 1998 and
2001) and in the Baltic countries on three different occasions (in 1993, 1996 and 2001). Unfortunately for this
study, Ukraine was not among the survey countries during this period and data on Croatia and Moldova were not
obtainable.
Source: New Europe Barometer, 1991-2001
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The NEB data in Figure 6.1 reveals that the levels of trust in parliamentarians
and prime ministers have been generally low, whereas citizens seem to have
held a relatively strong support for their presidents. If we take only the semi-
presidential systems and follow the trend throughout the period – Figure 6.2
and 6.3 – we find that the levels of trust have been 40 percent or higher in all
cases except for the Walesa period in Poland in the first half of the 1990s. It
is obvious that Walesa’s power play and repeated conflicts with the parliament
and the prime ministers were less than popular in large parts of the Polish
society. From the beginning of the Kwasniewski era and onwards, however,
there has been a steady rise in support for the president, and in 2001, more
than 60 percent of the respondents expressed that they ‘trusted their presi-
dent to look after their interest’.

Figure 6.3 Trust in the President, Lithuania Russia and Ukraine 
1993-2004
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The greater popularity of presidents as compared to the prime ministers
probably owes something to the limits placed on their governmental powers.
Presidents are not closely associated with unpopular economic measures or
with the day-to-day squabbling in parliament. In a much-admired Gaullist
manner, they have projected themselves to be above party politics, being
somewhat elevated from the usual political quarrels. An example is Walesa,
who claimed to speak for the unrepresented part of the public, i.e. those who
voted for parties that failed to reach the electoral threshold required for
parliamentary representation. In addition, Walesa exploited his earned
popularity as the determined political dissident and reformer during the
potentially dangerous situation during the fall of communism in 1989 (Baylis,
1996; Duvold and Sedelius, 2004).

Some of the prevailing trust in the presidency can be viewed in light of
the early popularity of characters such as Havel (Czechoslovakia/Czech
republic), Walesa, Yeltsin and Zhelev, who earned much of their reputation
as political dissidents in the late communist era, which propelled them to
positions of prominence in the early post-communist period (Taras, 1997:
16–17). Even Iliescu in Romania seem to have benefited from the humiliations
he suffered under the communist dictator Nicolae Ceausescu after expressing
disagreement with his way of ruling the country. Furthermore, both Havel
and Walesa identified with, and effectively exploited the memory of, the
historical popular interwar leaders of their countries – Tomas Masaryk in
the Czech Republic and Marshal Pilsudski in Poland (Duvold and Sedelius,
2004).

Post-communist prime ministers, by contrast, have in most cases led more
anonymous lives under communist rule, typically as scholars or researchers.
Prior to becoming prime ministers few were well known within or outside
their respective countries. This fact is obviously a source of conflict within
the executive. Prime ministers may very well have the upper hand within the
internal struggle for power within the executive but fall short on legitimacy
among citizens at large. Even though prime ministers initially have enjoyed
support from a parliamentary majority, this support has often proven to be
fragile as splits within governing coalitions and parties and the appearance
of new alliances have been frequent events in post-communist Europe. In
addition, prime ministers experience the dilemma of exercising their power
in areas of controversy thereby further eroding their popular support.
Interference by presidents with what prime ministers view as their areas of
responsibility seems particularly likely to threaten the success of their policies
and with it their credibility.

The presidents, for their part, find that their prestige and popularity vastly
outweigh their formal powers and their de facto political influence. Leaning
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on their popularity, they claim to act in the name of national responsibility
or in the name of ‘truly’ representing the population, when they seek ways of
converting their prestige into ‘real’ policy power. The Walesa-Pawlak conflict
is a good case in point. In his confrontation with Pawlak, Walesa leaned on
his perceived popular support. He claimed that he had received a larger
percentage of the vote in the 1990 presidential elections than the SLD-PSL
coalition had obtained in the 1993 parliamentary elections. He further claimed
that he represented more than 30 percent of the voters who had voted for
parties, which had not succeeded in passing the parliamentary electoral
threshold. Together with his conviction that in the transitional period, when
there was a need for substantial reforms and when the party system had not
yet been clearly crystallised, a presidential system was the best solution, this
was sufficient reason and motivation for him to challenge both the government
and the parliament.

In a nutshell, this discussion relates to the dual legitimacy dilemma (cf.
Linz, 1994) built into the premier-presidential system. Both the president
and the prime minister can claim their legitimacy on popular elections, but
the former can lean on a direct electoral mandate while the latter is ‘only’
indirectly elected through parliamentary elections. This in itself is enough to
create an imbalance in claims of democratic legitimacy between the two
actors. When adding the difference in popular trust in favour of the presidents,
the legitimacy imbalance becomes even more evident.4 As a consequence,
and to repeat our observation, the presidents find that their popular support
and democratic legitimacy vastly outweigh the formal powers available to
them in office. And an irony in all this is that it might be precisely the
presidents’ limited constitutional prerogatives that account for some of their
great popularity among the public. Be that as it may, the basic point here is
that the dual legitimacy dilemma is highly significant for understanding the
occurrence of intra-executive conflict in semi-presidential systems.

Presidential ambitions as a root of conflict in Russia and Ukraine
If we assume that staying in office is the first-order preference for the prime
minister, then it is outright irrational to openly contest the president’s
leadership in a president-parliamentary regime. Still, we know from our pre-
sident-parliamentary cases that there have been several examples of prime
ministers challenging their presidents. As revealed by our analysis in Chapter
5, the Kuchma era in Ukraine stands for the majority of these cases. In
comparison to the situation in both Croatia -00 and Russia, the intra-execu-
tive relations in Ukraine have clearly been more conflictive. According to
our theoretical arguments, the constitutional difference between Russia and
Ukraine should account for the higher frequency in case of the latter. In the
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appointment-dismissal process, the Ukrainian parliament has a stronger
position than the Russian Duma. The Ukrainian parliament may in fact reject
one presidential candidate for prime minister after the other.

However, if we look a bit closer at the instances of intra-executive conflicts
in Ukraine, the dissolution power of the parliament may not be the single
most crucial factor. To date, the prime ministers that have held office during
the conflictive periods have been preferred candidates by the president prior
to their cabinet tenure. Instead, it is the prime ministers’ political behaviour
after their cabinets’ resignations that seem to provide some possible
explanations as to their rebellious tendencies while in office. Kuchma, Marc-
huk, Lazarenko and, more recently, Yuschenko, have all been considered as
major candidates in the presidential elections following their cabinet period.
Kuchma’s career as prime minister ended, as was earlier described, with
his dismissal but only just to continue in the presidential office following
his win in the 1994 presidential elections. The challenging approach of
Marchuk and Lazarenko under Kuchma’s presidency can be viewed in light
of their subsequent ambitions in the 1999 presidential race. They were both
considered as Kuchma’s main rivals either before or in the election campaign5

(Protsyk, 2000: 128f). Aspirations for the presidency may thus explain why
several Ukrainian prime ministers have challenged the incumbent president
despite the fact that the president has no formal constrains on his ability to
censure the premier and his cabinet. Similar factors seem to have been salient
in the conflict between Yeltsin and Primakov in Russia. As a prime minister,
Primakov was about to establish an independent power base and was partly
interfering in the presidential domains of interior and foreign affairs. In
combination with Primakov’s rising popularity among the public it was
obvious that Yeltsin feared the prime minister’s candidacy in future
presidential elections. As a result, Yeltsin dismissed his prime minister after
less than a year.

While in premier-presidential regimes, the larger share of political-execu-
tive powers is awarded by the constitution to the prime minister, the post-
Soviet president-parliamentary regimes have experienced both formal and
informal consolidation of executive power in the hands of the president. The
presidential institution has been the institution with the highest degree of
executive power and status, and it is consequently the most desired position
for ambitious politicians. The office as prime minister, on the other hand,
does not offer the same level of power and prestige and is subjected to both
parliamentary and presidential confidence. The prime minister (and his
cabinet), furthermore, tends to be the main target of critique for unpopular
policy decisions and economic failures while he at the same time lacks the
power necessary to take decisons independently of the president’s preferences.
In addition, a president hoping to be re-elected for yet another term may use
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the prime minister as a shield to defend himself from popular dissatisfaction
and from responsibility for uncomfortable policy decisions. This was
apparently the case with several of the prime ministers under Kuchma’s first
period as president. Wilson (1999: 265) asserts:

[…] Kuchma continued Kravchuk’s habit of hiding behind the prime minis-
ter ‘shield’, even, bizarrely, keeping the left-wing hangover Vitalii Masol in
office during the belated launch of Ukraine’s economic reform programme
in October 1994, as Kuchma presumably judged that he had not yet soaked
up maximum unpopularity.

Still though, the prime minister office provides its holder with national
recognition on the national level and substantial powers over the state
apparatus. As such, it could serve as an optimal platform for organising
electoral coalitions and party politics mechanisms and strategies for seeking
the highest office in coming presidential races (cf. Baylis, 1996).

While presidential ambitions help to explain why some prime ministers
were willing to engage in open confrontation with the president, it does not,
however, always predetermine strategies that ambitious prime ministers
choose in their relationship with the president. For example, the former Prime
Minister (and incumbent President) Yuschenko, chose not to openly reveal
his conflict with President Kuchma during his term in office. This was despite
the fact that Kuchma was substantially weakened by the so-called Gongadze
scandal (see Chapter 5), which Yuschenko could easily have utilised for his
own purposes. This unwillingness, however, does not change the fact that
the relations between the president and prime minister were regularly tense
and competitive during Yuschenko’s cabinet term. But Yuschenko’s decision
to avoid an open conflict with the president was probably based on a number
of calculations and practices, such as a perceived lack of institutional
resources, and of the clientilistic links and networking that the president had
available. On the contrary, Kuchma showed a great willingness to effectively
utilise existing networks of surveillance and coercion to consolidate his hold
on power – a fact that has been confirmed by a number of scholars (see for
example Darden, 2001; Karatnycky, 2005; Wolczuk, 2001a).

Concluding Remarks
The general ambition in this chapter has been to put a number of assumed
institutional conflict triggers under empirical scrutiny (see Table 6.13). Our
first set of factors included party system fragmentation and the electoral
system. Party system fragmentation, measured as effective number of parties
in parliament, proved to have had an effect on the frequency of conflict in
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post-communist semi-presidential systems. Generally, and in line with
theoretical predictions, high-levels of party system fragmentation have
produced more fractionalised and unpredictable parliaments, which have
paved the way for a number of intra-executive struggles in the premier-
presidential, as well as in the president-parliamentary systems. Conventional
wisdom suggests that the level of fragmentation is largely determined by the
electoral system choice. We therefore analysed whether there is an indirect
link between the choice of electoral system and the frequency of intra-execu-
tive conflict among the post-communist countries. While the expected pattern
was weakly confirmed, the analysis was constrained by the fact that the
post-communist party systems have not entirely followed the logical lines of
PR and plurality/majority effects. Instead of reducing the number of
parliamentary parties, plurality/majority and mixed electoral systems have
in several instances led to higher number of parties and more fragmented
parliaments than PR systems – a contradictory effect particularly salient in
Russia and Ukraine.

More significant was the effect of electoral concurrence, however.
Obviously, and in accordance with our theoretical expectations, the timing
of parliamentary and presidential elections is a crucial component for
determining the likelihood of intra-executive conflict. Concurrent elections
tend to provide the president with favourable parliamentary majorities and
a greater influence over cabinet formation, which can be effectively utilised
by the president to install loyal prime ministers and thereby create incitement
for peaceful relations within the executive. Romania is the leading example
in this regard, where concurrent elections have served the president’s interest
quite well, and placed him as the leading figure within the executive. By
contrast, non-concurrent elections have been followed by a considerable
number of intra-executive conflicts, and this effect is maintained – perhaps
somewhat unexpectedly – even when controlling for other variables. However,
the combination of non-concurrent elections and high fragmentation pro-
ved to have had the strongest effect on the frequency of conflict.

The second set of factors included the form of government and executive
congruence. Minority cabinets, as well as a divided executive, are factors
expected to elevate the frequency of intra-executive conflict. Some support
was provided by our data in this direction. Minority governments are
associated with a higher frequency of intra-executive conflict than majority
governments and we can find at least two main reasons for this. First, the
necessity for the minority governments to enter into parliamentary
negotiations in order to find majority support often collides with the
president’s interests thus creating incitement for conflict. Second, the minor-
ity status of the cabinet signals a kind of political weakness that tends to
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invite presidential interference in cabinet matters, which we know is a highly
potential conflict trigger.

However, neither government form nor executive congruence had a
decisive impact in their own right. Instead, these factors turned out to be
important in combination with other variables. Quite in line with our
expectations, cohabitation has resulted in a number of conflicts pitting the
president against a prime minister with strong parliamentary backing. In a
similar vein, non-concurrent elections resulting in divided executives have
apparently triggered several conflicts. We must therefore conclude that the
cohabitation in Central and Eastern Europe has a record as quite conducive
to conflict. Thus, the head-shifting mechanism, put forward by Sartori (1997)
and others as such an advantageous component of semi-presidentialism, has
not been practiced without serious friction in the post-communist context.
The presumed adherence by the president and prime minister to their strict
constitutional roles – the president as a ‘pure’ head of state and the prime
minister as the dominant political player – has proven to be a notion rather
difficult to uphold in many instances. Rather the presidents seem to believe
that their electoral mandate and popular support provide them with an
exclusive right to be dominant within the executive with all which that might
entail. Combined with non-concurrent elections, a divided executive is – as
we have now learned – particularly likely to promote conflict.

The president’s party influence and influence over the legislative process
was another set of factors under examination. A guiding theoretical
assumption behind this analysis is that a president with a low influence over
his own party often becomes distanced from intra-party politics and is
therefore likely to develop a political agenda of his own – something that
forms basis for conflict within the executive – especially if the prime minister
is a highly influential figure within that same party. The data confirmed this
hypothesis in so far as we observed a somewhat higher frequency of conflicts
under cabinets coexisting with presidents with low party influence. A closer
look at some of these cases also confirmed intra-party rivalry as an underlying
source of the president-prime minister struggles.

The president’s legislative influence was measured by using one of the
items in the Expert Survey. No explicit hypothesis based on theoretical
accounts was provided, but the argument is simply that a president with a
strong influence over the legislative process is thought to provoke intra-ex-
ecutive conflict as he interferes in the affairs of the cabinet. The results point
in this direction quite strongly. President-parliamentary systems taken aside,
the presence of a proactive and/or dominant president has often coincided
with a high level of intra-executive conflict in Central and Eastern Europe.
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Finally, we shifted the level of analysis and discussed conflict in relation
to popular support and legitimacy. In premier-presidential systems, both the
president and the prime minister can claim legitimacy on popular elections,
but the main difference is that the former is backed by a direct electoral
mandate, while the latter claims democratic legitimacy from parliamentary
elections. In addition, survey data confirm that popular support for presidents
is consistently higher than for prime ministers (and MPs as well) all throughout
Central and Eastern Europe. Thus, the puzzle is such that prime ministers,
who possess the main share of executive powers, often lack legitimacy among
the population, while the presidents, for their part, find that their prestige
and popularity vastly exceeds their formal constitutional powers.

In president-parliamentary systems, this logic cannot be applied since the
cabinets are the president’s designates rather than strictly formed upon
parliamentary election results. Still, we can find roots of intra-executive
struggles by considering the prime ministers yearning for the prestigious
presidency. The considerable power and influence possessed by the presi-
dent in these systems exert understandable attraction on ambitious politicians.
By contrast, the prime minister post does not offer the same kind of power
and prestige and is often at the very centre of conflicts with the president and
the parliament. The prime minister has, moreover, often been utilised by the
president as a shield against popular dissatisfaction. Thus, a number of the
president-prime minister conflicts in Russia and Ukraine can be traced to the
prime ministers’ calculations for reaching the presidency in subsequent
elections.

Overall, the results of this chapter suggest that a number of institutional
factors contribute to intra-executive conflict, a conclusion standing in sharp
contrast with simplistic views of intra-executive conflict as a sole consequence
of coincidence and/or personal character of the incumbents. Rather, the
institutional pre-requisites matter and certain combinations of such factors
prove to be particularly troublesome for the intra-executive relationship.
The post-communist context has undoubtedly been important with regard
to the president-prime minister struggles. Frequent periods with high-levels
of party system fragmentation, and from time to time, also presidential domi-
nation that vastly exceeds formal prerogatives are factors that may diminish
in the years ahead. Yet, however, factors unrelated to the post-communist
context, such as non-concurrent elections, minority government and
cohabitation are normal institutional conditions of semi-presidentialism and
as such will continue to trigger intra-executive competition even in the years
ahead.
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Notes

1 Mixed systems have been a recurring feature of electoral system design over the
last decade because they appear to combine the benefits of PR systems with those of
plurality/majority representation. Russia, Ukraine and, since 2000 also Lithuania,
use First-Past-the-Post single-member districts alongside a List PR component. Rus-
sia and Ukraine have employed a 50:50 split between the number of PR seats and the
number of plurality seats, whereas Lithuania has a 51:49 split in favour of plurality.
The parallel electoral system used in these systems, however, should not be confused
with the Mixed Member Proportional (MMP) system employed in Germany and
Hungary, which is a less majority oriented system. Unlike MMP system the parallel
variant does not compensate for any disproportionality within the plurality/majority
districts (Reynolds and Reilly, 2005, for an extensive analysis of mixed electoral
systems, see Shugart and Wattenberg, 2001).
2 It should be added that there is a relationship between government form and party
system fragmentation. In general, and this is hardly something new, minority cabinets
are more likely in multi-party systems and majority governments in few or two-party
systems. I have therefore controlled for fragmentation with regard to intra-executive
conflict. The results are not reported here since there was little reason to do so. In
fact, taken together government form and party system fragmentation did not reinforce
the impact on intra-executive conflict.
3 The New Democracies Barometer was renamed New Europe Barometer in 2001.
Two recently published analyses of the NEB survey data can be found in Linde (2004)
and Ekman and Linde (2005).
4 If electoral turnout had been generally and significantly higher in parliamentary
than in presidential elections, one could perhaps have argued that the prime minis-
ters’ popular legitimacy was just as strong, or even stronger, than that of the president’s.
However, the general picture does not confirm such an assumption. In the countries
included, the turnout rates throughout the post-communist period have been at sim-
ilar levels – between 55–80 per cent for both parliamentary and presidential elections,
in some cases somewhat higher in the former and in other cases somewhat higher in
the latter (Turnout data from Berglund et al., 2004).
5 Though generally perceived as a potential contender, Lazarenko did not run in the
1999 presidential elections. His political reputation had been damaged by allegations
of corruption and nepotism, which may explain his absence from the presidential
campaign (Protsyk, 2000: 130).
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7 Implications of Conflict

In this last empirical chapter, we will address the downstream question (cf.
Chapter 1) regarding implications of intra-executive conflict for the political
system. Institutional management strategies as well as certain effects of intra-
executive conflict are to be dealt with separately. The first part of the chapter
raises the question of how intra-executive conflicts have been managed un-
der post-communist semi-presidentialism. In this respect, we will primarily
focus on how some conflict management options – described in Chapter 3 –
have been used, and to what extent they have contributed to conflict resolu-
tion. First, the role of the post-communist constitutional courts is addressed
in relation to institutional disputes in general, and to intra-executive conflict
in particular. Of particular interest here is to find out to what extent the
decisions of the constitutional courts have been decisive in resolving and/or
prevent conflict. Second, some important options available to the conflicting
actors are assessed. The power of the president to dissolve parliament, the
potentially powerful instrument of public addresses (the ‘go public’ option,
cf. Chapter 3), as well as the more radical strategy of challenging the
constitutional order are included. We will also discuss potential risks attached
to these strategies in relation to the actual outcomes observed among our
cases. As compared to the previous chapter, the analysis is less based on
systematic quantitative data, than on general qualitative assessments deri-
ved from case study examples, some of them briefly mentioned in earlier
chapters. Although several different cases are addressed along the way, the
leading examples are Bulgaria under Zhelev, Poland under Walesa, and
Ukraine under Kuchma.

The second part of the chapter is more explicitly devoted to the effects of
intra-executive conflict, and more precisely to an examination of the
assumptions on intra-executive conflict and cabinet stability proposed in
Chapter 3. Here we will again employ the data used in Chapter 5, and 6, in
order to empirically analyse the relevance of the argument that intra-execu-
tive conflict is likely to have a negative effect on cabinet survival. The final
section of the chapter is devoted to a case analysis of the budget process in
Russia, illustrating how the institutional relationship in president-
parliamentary systems can be related to ineffectiveness of the policy process.

Constitutional Courts and Institutional Conflict
Constitutional courts have the potential of limiting the negative effects of
institutional conflict by defining the actions each branch can and cannot
take vis-à-vis the other and by translating political conflicts into legal
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problems. In post-communist countries the constitutional courts have gene-
rally been designed to participate in inter-branch political relations rather
than standing apart from them. As such, the constitutional courts have been
a central part, rather than an extraordinary interventionist, of political
decision-making. Thus, one challenge for the post-communist courts has
been to fulfil their responsibilities as arbiters of constitutional disputes,
without being used as alternative venues for political maneuvering. And
perhaps one of the biggest threats still remains the risk of politicisation of
the courts’ decisions by political interests and actors. Brown and Wise note:

If a high court is to successfully play a mediating role in interbranch disputes,
the court’s position within the constellation of political institutions must
become stable and the court must simultaneously become independent of
these institutions (Brown and Wise, 2004: 151).

Brown and Wise (2004) also argue that if constitutional courts are to play a
mediating role in institutional disputes, three institutional thresholds must
be overcome: the court must have extensive powers of judicial review, its
jurisdiction must be broad enough to encompass most separation of power
issues, and neither of the institutional branches should be able to easily gain
control of the court through the appointment process. They contend that a
constitutional court with these characteristics will increase the likelihood of
democratic survival and will contribute positively to the consolidation of
democracy (Brown and Wise, 2004: 169).

A quick survey of the constitutional courts that have been established in
the semi-presidential countries suggests that these formal requirements are
largely in place. Table 7.1 presents an overview on the organisation of the
courts and we can note that there is considerable homogeneity in how the
courts are structured. There are some differences in size between the courts.
Russia and Ukraine have the highest number of judges, and Moldova the
smallest number, which is a logical consequence of the differences in size
between the countries. More interesting perhaps, is how the judges are selected
from among the different branches. Whereas the most common model is to
have each branch – the presidency, parliament and judicial – to nominate 1/
3 of the judges, the Russian model provides presidential primacy over all
nominations, while Croatia and Poland have firmly placed all nominations
under parliamentary control. Another observation of significance for this
analysis is that there is some kind of reference to the court’s role in settling
disputes between state branches in the constitutional act of the respective
countries.
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Despite the considerable difficulties of establishing judicial autonomy in the
post-communist context, observations by analysts suggest that many of the
post-communist constitutional courts have played their role as mediators
between institutions, and arbiters of constitutional order, quite well (cf.
Dimitrov, 1999; Expert Survey I, II; Ganev, 2003; Raulickyte, 2001; Thor-
son, 2004). In the following, we will focus on the de facto importance of the
constitutional courts in relation to some intra-executive and executive-
legislative disputes that have occurred.

From communist legality to de facto constitutional review in Poland

In contrast to the former Soviet republics, some of the Central European
countries had certain historical experiences to refer to in terms of judicial
review. In Poland during the inter-war era, ideas were circulating, although

Table 7.1 Constitutional courts in the semi-presidential regimes

Sources: Brzezinski (2000); On the Organisation and Operation of the Constitutional Court of Romania 1992;
The Constitution of Croatia 1990 (Art. 125-131); The Law on the Constitutional Court of Lithuania 1993; The
Law on the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation 1994; The Constitution of Moldova 1994 (Art. 134-
140); The Constitutional Court Act of Bulgaria 1991; The Constitutional Tribunal Act of Poland 1997; Thorson
(2004); Wolczuk (2001a)

Country Number of
judges

Term of
office,
years
(fixed term)

Possibility
of re-
election

Nomination of judges Decides
on
disputes
between
branches

Bulgaria 12 9
(Yes)

No 1/3 Parliament; 1/3
President; 1/3 Supreme Ct.
and High Admin. Ct.

Yes

Croatia 13 8
(Yes)

No 1/1 Parliament Yes

Moldova 6 6
(Yes)

No 1/3 Parliament; 1/3
President; 1/3 Higher
Magistrates

Yes

Lithuania 9 9
(Yes)

No 1/3 Parliament (Seimas); 1/3
President; 1/3 Supreme Ct.

Yes

Poland 15 9
(Yes)

No 1/1 Parliament (Sejm) Yes

Romania 9 9
(Yes)

No 1/3 Chamber of Deputies; 1/3
Senate; 1/3 President

Yes

Russia 19 12
(Yes)

No 1/1 President Yes

Ukraine 18 9
(Yes)

No 1/3 Parliament; 1/3
President; 1/3 Congress of
Judges

Yes
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only partly implemented, concerning judicial review. And despite the
communist state imposed on the country after the Second World War, these
ideas continued to be of importance. Several leading constitutional experts
cautiously suggested that it was possible to combine the concept of judicial
review and communist theory, and that it might even be useful for protecting
the communist constitution (Brzezinski, 2000: 136).

Following the Declaration on Martial Law in 1981, the Polish communist
regime announced the creation of an ‘independent’ judicial body, the
Constitutional Tribunal, already in 1982. The Constitutional Tribunal was
a unique creation in the Soviet bloc and a radical departure from communist
constitutional practice. Formally it was designed for reviewing the
constitutionality of legal acts. But the regime wanted to present only an illu-
sion of constitutional legality and did not intend the Tribunal to function as
a de facto arbiter of political action. Still, its creation illustrated the
liberalisation of the communist regime, following the strikes and protests by
Polish workers and the Solidarity movement in the early 1980s (Expert Survey
II; Brzezinski, 2000: 130).

Since 1989, the Constitutional Tribunal has been actively involved in
delimiting the law-making of the new post-communist state as well as defining
issues of rights and separation of powers. However, under the Little
Constitution, 1993–1997, (see Chapter 4 and 5) the Tribunal was still
constrained by communist-era legislation, and Brzezinski (2000: 185) states
that ‘it remained susceptible to popular and political pressures’ and ‘seemed
to bow to political expediency at the expense of constitutional coherence’.
Perhaps the most limiting aspect of the Tribunal’s prerogatives in this period
was the fact that its decisions on parliamentary laws were not final and
binding. This came to be changed only after 1997, when the new constitution
expanded the jurisdiction of the Tribunal, and made clear that all of its
decisions are to be final and binding.

Despite the limited judicial powers of the Tribunal during the first half of
the 1990s, it nonetheless played a role in mediating institutional disputes.
Under Walesa’s presidency, there were several cases of president-government-
parliament conflict to which the Tribunal had to respond. In Chapter 5, we
mentioned Walesa’s struggle with the Sejm concerning the dismissal of the
chairman of the National Broadcasting Council (NBC), Marek Markiewicz.
Members of the Sejm petitioned to the Tribunal, questioning the
constitutionality of the president’s action on the basis that there was no ex-
plicit provision in any statute giving the president the right to dismiss members
of the NBC. While the presidential staff maintained that the provision giving
the president the right to appoint the chairman also gave him the implicit
right of dismissal, the Tribunal ruled in line with the petitioners of the
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parliament. However, and although the Tribunal held that the president had
no legal support for his action, the rather weak judicial status of the Tribu-
nal was reflected in its decision. After the Tribunal’s decision it remained
unclear whether the ruling had retroactivity or if it should only be conside-
red an interpretation of the law to be applied in the future (Jasiewicz, 1997:
151). As such, Markiewicz was never reinstated as chairman of the NBC,
and Walesa thus managed to win this conflict despite the lack of judicial and
parliamentary support.

In 1994–95, the Tribunal was again placed in the middle of conflict, this
time in the intra-executive struggle between Walesa and the Pawlak
government. The conflict escalated as a presidential veto on a bill designed
to effectively raise personal income taxes was overridden by the required
majority in the Sejm. Walesa subsequently submitted the bill to the
Constitutional Tribunal for review of its constitutionality. When the Tribu-
nal returned the matter to the president on some technical grounds, Walesa
signed the bill but resubmitted it for judicial review. This time the Tribunal
upheld presidential objections, which provided Walesa ground for refusing
to sign the whole budget as the tax-bill was a prerequisite of its adoption. In
addition, he also submitted the whole budget to the Tribunal for yet another
round of judicial review. By refusing to sign the budget as long as the judicial
process went on, Walesa managed to delay the budget process beyond the
requirements of the budgetary law. According to the Little Constitution this
would have given him the right to dissolve the parliament – something that
he also explicitly threatened to do (Jasiewicz, 1997: 151–152; Krok-
Paszkowska, 2001: 141–142). To Walesa, the actual ruling of the
Constitutional Tribunal was secondary in relation to the goal of delaying the
adoption of the budget. Thus, in this particular situation the Constitutional
Tribunal came to be used as an instrument serving the president’s tactics,
rather than as a constitutional mediator for political stability and
constitutional order.

Since 1997, when the Tribunal was provided a stronger judicial position,
its authoritative position has been strengthened. Generally, the Tribunal’s
opinions often reflect independence and contain broad language that reveals
a desire to settle disputes as well as establish general constitutional precedents.
The Tribunal has also become more aggressive in reviewing the
constitutionality of legal acts and has apparently abandoned an initial
reluctance to address controversial issues (Expert Survey II).

The constitutional court as a conflict mediator in Bulgaria

Another interesting case illustrating the role of constitutional courts and
institutional conflict is Bulgaria. In contrast to Poland’s establishment of the
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Constitutional Tribunal under communist rule, Bulgaria, at the time of
transition, had no previous experiences with constitutional review. Thus,
the foundation of a constitutional court in Bulgaria marked a distinct
departure from earlier institutional practices as well as from the country’s
political and legal tradition. Still, its establishment was hardly among the
most contentious issues during the constitutional process and only a small
faction of ex-communists in the Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) opposed the
creation of a constitutional court. This group envisaged that review of
legislation instead should be entrusted to the Supreme Court and that the
parliament should have the right to overturn its decisions by a qualified
majority. Their proposition did not garner any broad support within the
BSP, however, and a chapter establishing an independent constitutional court
was included in the final constitutional draft (Ganev, 2003: 599).

Scholars have argued that judicial review and the establishment of a
constitutional court in Bulgaria have become important elements for solving
institutional conflict (e.g. Dimitrov, 1999; Ganev, 1999; 2003). In his positive
view of the development of the Bulgarian judiciary, Ganev asserts that ‘the
‘grand’ experiment with judicial review in Bulgaria has been unexpectedly
and yet unquestionably successful’ (2003: 607). He also contends that the
constitutionally protected status of the court accounts for the judicial
independence that has developed: ‘judicial independence would have remai-
ned a utopian dream had it not been for the establishment of a constitutional
court and the entrenchment of the principle of irremovability of judges in
the constitution’ (Ganev, 2001: 195).

A predictable pattern has emerged with regard to the composition of the
court’s justices (see Table 7.1). The one-third of the justices selected by
parliamentary deputies are mostly connected with parliamentary parties, while
the one-third selected by the judiciary (the Supreme Court and the High
Administrative Court) have been largely non-political. Finally, and perhaps
most interesting, is the one-third of the justices selected by the president.
Both President Zhelev (1991–97) and President Stoyanov (1997–02) refused
to follow their own party lines, i.e. to appoint functionaries of their own
party, but instead frequently opted for unaffiliated lawyers with whom they
had closer and more personal connections. They were thus able to create a
kind of presidential power base within the court.

Since the presidency in Bulgaria has more limited powers than its
counterparts in other premier-presidential systems in Central Europe (cf. the
Presidential Power Index in Chapter 4), the constitutional court has been an
important institution for the incumbent presidents. President Zhelev relied
heavily on the court’s ability to mediate conflict and to confirm the ‘autonomy’



217

of the presidency within the executive. The fact that he filed only a limited
number of petitions does not reflect his actual activity. On several occasions
Zhelev abstained from filing petitions simply because the laws he considered
to be unconstitutional were already presented before the court by his
parliamentary allies in the UDF-led opposition. In such cases, he instead
demonstrated his support for the claims of the opposition by making public
statements in accordance with their petitions. Moreover, the court has the
right to call for briefs and opinions from different actors not directly involved
in the case, and the court regularly called upon Zhelev to file such briefs
even when he was not the petitioner. During the intra-executive struggle
between Zhelev and the BSP government led by Videnov (see Chapter 5) in
1995 and 1996, the court asked the president for no less than nineteen briefs
(Ganev, 1999: 138).

Zhelev undoubtedly gained from the position adopted by the court. On
two occasions when decrees of the president were petitioned to the court for
review of their constitutionality, the justices ruled against the petitioners and
in favour of the president. In some other cases the court’s interpretation was
quite favourable to the presidency. An interesting case in this regard is when
the court was asked to interpret the practical meaning of the phrase in Article
92:1 of the constitution stating that ‘[The president] shall embody the unity
of the nation’. The issue concerned whether the president could express his
political preferences in electoral campaigns or whether such action would be
in conflict with his duty to ‘embody the unity of the nation’. The court ruled
that the president is entitled to express his political opinion during electoral
campaigns and that this is in accordance with the constitution (Ganev, 1999:
139).

The constitutional court has also ruled against some efforts to curtail
presidential powers. During the tense relations between Zhelev and the BSP
in 1995, representatives from the BSP filed a petition to the effect that all
candidates nominated by the president for ambassadorships should be subject
to parliamentary control and approval. This claim was turned down by the
justices. Similarly, in the same period the court ruled against a declaration of
parliament stating that all presidential decrees should be subject to ministe-
rial countersignature (Expert Survey I; Ganev, 1999: 139).

The above rulings of the constitutional court may be interpreted as an
indication that the court’s autonomy was dubious as it tended to favour the
president in its decisions. However, the outcomes should probably be viewed
in the light of a BSP-led campaign against the constitutional court during
this period. The BSP repeatedly attempted to diminish the influence of the
court in Bulgarian politics as well as cleanse the court of those judges it
considered to be political opponents. As such, the court wanted to demonstrate



218

autonomy vis-à-vis the BSP dominated parliament and government by ruling
against several attempts to transfer power from the court and from the
presidency over to the parliament. The actions of the court can also be seen
as a part of its role in imposing limits on ‘majority tyranny’ – something that
Ganev considers to have been an integral element of post-communist poli-
tics of Bulgaria (1999: 139).

Overall, the Bulgarian constitutional court has come to play an important
role in institutional conflicts and undoubtedly shaped the behaviour of the
key actors. In fact, the ‘strategic alliance’ between the relatively weak
presidency and the constitutional court during the conflict-ridden period in
1995-96 proved quite resilient and functional. By this temporary‘alliance’
the court managed to preserve its judicial autonomy against the repeated
BSP attempts to curtail its influence.

Establishing constitutional protection in the post-Soviet context:
The case of Ukraine

Just as other institutions are fragile during times of transition, so are courts.
The post-Soviet countries lack a tradition of the rule of law, and typically
also a history of judicial autonomy. Under Soviet rule, the judiciary was
subordinated to the Communist Party, and the responsibility of judges was
not to interpret law objectively but to ensure law conformity with the party
doctrine. In addition, the post-Soviet courts lack popular legitimacy as a
result of the populace’s previous experience with the record of the courts
under communist party control. As we have demonstrated throughout this
study, a major line of institutional conflict in president-parliamentary systems
runs between the parliament and the president. Thus, the constitutional courts
have an important role to play in relation to such executive-legislative
struggles. The case of Ukraine is of particular interest in this respect conside-
ring the long-standing struggles both within the executive and between the
executive and the legislative branch.

Formally, the Ukrainian constitutional court is a very strong one, meeting
the requirements mentioned above (see also Table 7.1): it has extensive judicial
review powers, its jurisdiction encompasses most separation of powers issues,
and neither the president nor the parliament can easily control the court
through the appointment process (Brown and Wise, 2004: 158).

The results of Wise and Brown’s analysis suggest that the constitutional
court of Ukraine has been generally balanced in its decisions, ruling in some
cases in favour of the president and in other cases in favour of the parliament.
As such, they argue that the court has managed to establish itself as an arbiter
of inter-institutional disputes. One example of balanced acting is the ruling
of the court on President Kuchma’s decree regarding a national referendum
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on constitutional changes to be held in April 2000. The questions included
in the referendum had the potentiality of altering the distribution of power
between the branches in favour of the president and 108 of the parliamentary
deputies petitioned to the constitutional court that the proposed referendum
was unconstitutional. While the parliamentarians argued that the referen-
dum violated procedures for changing the constitution, the president claimed
his constitutional right to conduct national referenda. The president,
furthermore, argued that the results of the referendum, as a representation
of the will of the people, must be incorporated directly into the constitution
(Brown and Wise, 2004).

The decision of the court came out as a compromise between these
positions. The court argued, in line with the claims of Kuchma, that the
president has the exclusive authority to conduct referenda on changes to the
constitution, but that some of the proposed questions to be included in the
referendum were unconstitutional. In addition, the court declared that any
changes to the constitution would have to be processed as constitutional
amendments undertaken by the president and the parliament in a balanced
and cooperative manner. Hence, the president won the right to conduct the
referendum but the parliament retained the authority to process those changes
if approved by the people (Brown and Wise, 2004: 162–163; Wolczuk, 2001a:
272–277). Although Wolczuk has characterised this final ruling as ‘sketchy
and contradictory in spirit’ (2001a: 274), the fact is that the court managed
to prevent the president from using referenda as a method of bypassing the
parliament and taking control over the political system – an authoritarian
strategy widely used among other post-Soviet presidents, for example in
Belarus and the Central Asian states (see also Chapter 4).

In general, there are somewhat mixed, and partly contradictory,
interpretations among analysts to what extent the court has functioned as
an arbiter of rule of law and institutional mediating in Ukraine. For instance,
in one of her publications, Wolczuk asserts in a rather pessimistic wording:

The Constitutional Court has failed to rise above the president-parliamentary
‘tug-of-war’, and its first rulings can be interpreted as ambiguous at best, or
overtly partisan at worst. However, the Court has not had an easy start, as it
has been put on the defensive by leftist parliamentarians who continue to
question its constitutional powers and the reputed pro-presidential leanings
of its members. It may be argued that the Constitutional Court has yet to
earn the reputation of being an apolitical arbiter and for the time being
ought to avoid confrontations with other branches of power. On the other
hand, indecisive manoeuvring has already undermined its credibility and
reduced its capacity to resolve constitutional stalemate in the future
(Wolczuk, 2001b: 262–263).
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On the other hand, Wolczuk also contends in another analysis that:

[…] since its creation in 1996, the Court has come to play a pivotal [role] in
the institutional arch of Ukrainian politics by assuming the role of an
adjudicator in inter-institutional conflict. The Constitutional Court came to
compensate for the lack of a majority in parliament and in congruence
between the political profile of the legislative and executive branches
(Wolczuk, 2001a: 259).

Quite expectedly, the callenges of the constitutional court in Ukraine have
been many, not least in relation to the fragile tradition of rule of law,
widespread corruption, and an executive-legislative imbalance in favour of
the presidency. Despite these obstacles, however, the preliminary evidence
from Brown and Wise (2004) suggest that both the legislature and the ex-
ecutive have respected the decisions of the court and will continue to do so
for resolution of institutional conflicts between the major branches.

Thus, the constitutional courts in the semi-presidential systems seem to
have played their role quite well and it remains to see whether they can
consolidate and further extend their position as effective mediators in disputes
among the key institutional actors. Brown and Wise conclude on the case of
Ukraine:

The cumulative effect of the constitutional court’s decisions has been to
largely move the interbranch competition from that of extraconstitutional
warfare over the institutional design of the regime to that of competition
over the role of each branch in shared governance processes (Brown and
Wise, 2004: 168).

In sum, our review of post-communist constitutional courts is generally
encouraging in terms of their ability to contribute to conflict resolution.
Although some court decisions have clearly been affected by a degree of
politicisation and relatively weak judicial status, analysts tend to hold the
continuous development of the courts in positive esteem. If the courts manage
to consolidate further and establish themselves as a separate and indepen-
dent branch of power, they are likely to provide their political systems with
an increasing set of routines and practices to be adhered to. A fact that might
realise this hope is that there is a general development towards the rule of
law and increased adherence to legal principles in most of the post-communist
countries of Central and Eastern Europe.



221

Presidential Power to Dissolve Parliament
Another institutional instrument that could potentially be used for resolving
intra-executive and executive-legislative divides is the circumscribed power
vested in the presidency to dissolve the parliament. As we argued in Chapter
3, if the president can credibly threaten the survival of parliament she may
succeed in imposing upon the parliament one of her preferred candidates as
prime minister even against a largely unfavourbale parliamentary majority.
Thus, if the dissolution power has this effect, it may result in resolving (or
avoiding) an intra-executive divide.

In all of the post-communist cases under scrutiny, the dissolution power
is related to the cabinet formation procedure. Still, the variations can be
quite substantial. The changes of the constitutional norms in Poland during
the 1990s may illustrate this point. The constitutional amendments of the
Polish communist constitution of 1990 allowed the president to dissolve the
parliament if the latter failed to approve a cabinet within three months. The
Little Constitution of 1993, however, required several rounds of vote on
cabinet formation and alternated the right to nominate a prime minister
candidate between the president and parliament. Only after this several stage
process had failed was the president provided with the right to dissolve the
parliament. The constitution of 1997 preserved this procedure but decrea-
sed the number of shifting turns between the president and parliament from
five to three.

The constitution of Moldova is partly exceptional among the premier-
presidential systems by providing the president the right to dissolve parliament
under a situation of persistent deadlock of the legislative process. Article
85: 1 stipulates that if ‘passing of new legislation has been deadlocked for 3
consecutive months, the president […], on consultations with parliamentary
groups, may dissolve parliament.’ This provision is indeed interesting as it
has the potential to work as an ultimate solution to institutional conflict, or
at least as an incitement for the conflicting branches to resolve the deadlock
before the end of the three months limit.

But generally, and in contrast to the president in the French Fifth Republic
where the power of parliamentary dissolution is not explicitly restricted to
cabinet formation, the presidents in Central and Eastern Europe cannot use
the dissolution power at will just to replace an unfriendly parliamentary
majority. This fact has indeed limited the room for the presidents to use this
power de facto, and it has hardly been among their most frequently used
tools. There are, however, a couple of interesting cases under which the power
of dissolving the parliament has played an important role.

Again, Poland under Walesa provides empirical substance. In 1993, when
the Suchocka government fell after the Sejm had passed a vote of no
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confidence, Walesa used Article 66 in the Little Constitution stipulating that
if a passing of no confidence was not accompanied by a choice of new prime
minister, the president was entitled to either accept the prime minister’s re-
signation or to dissolve the parliament (see Chapter 5). Walesa chose the
latter in a hope that new elections would provide him with a more favourable
parliamentary situation. Krok-Paszkowska (2001: 140) asserts that the
‘decision not to accept the prime minister’s resignation but to dissolve
parliament and call early elections was taken unilaterally thus allowing
[Walesa] to present the parliamentary executive with a faith accompli.’ The
outcome of his decision, however, was hardly what he had hoped for as the
subsequent elections resulted in a sweeping victory for his political opponents
of the left SLD-alliance. Actually what followed was the most conflictive era
under the Walesa presidency with the long-standing struggles between the
president on the one side, and the Pawlak government and the parliamentary
majority on the other. Even under the years of the Pawlak cabinet, Walesa
found reasons to evoke the possibility of parliamentary dissolution, this
time in relation to the budget process (as we mentioned above in the discussion
on the constitutional courts). Although he never realised the threat, his
action forced the parliamentarians to rush through an amendment to the
constitution stipulating that if the Sejm was dissolved it would be able to
at least continue its work until the installation of the next Sejm (see also
Chapter 5). What appears from these two cases is that Walesa primarily
used the power of dissolution as an additional tool for increasing his own
influence over the political process, and as a way of settling the disputes with
his political opponents. As such, the dissolution power came to be one part
of his strategy of using the full range of his constitutional prerogatives,
ultimately aimed at placing the presidency in the lead of the executive branch.

More significant still, is how Yeltsin under the Russian 1993 constitution
made use of the dissolution instrument in order to tame the Duma under his
control. To repeat, the formal prerogatives of the Russian president with
respect to parliamentary dissolution are such that if the Duma rejects the
president’s nomination for three consecutive times, he is required (not merely
empowered) to dissolve the Duma and call new elections (Article 111: 3).
Similarly, if the Duma adopts a second vote of no confidence in the
government within a period of three months the president can choose either
to announce the resignation of government or to dissolve the Duma (Article
117: 3). Article 111, concerning prime minister confirmation, has been
particularly useful to the president. For example, Yeltsin’s nomination of
Kirienko in 1998 was rejected on the first vote by the Duma on 10 April and
by a larger majority on 17 April, but was finally approved a week later. This
sudden shift among the deputies between the second and the third vote must
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be considered in light of their awareness that if they again rejected Yeltsin’s
nominee, not only would the Duma be dissolved, but the president would
also be able to impose his own choice until a new Duma had been convened
(cf. White, 1999: 224). Yeltsin’s ambivalent standing vis-à-vis his prime minis-
ters during this period was demonstrated as Kirienko had to step down already
in August 1998. Again Yeltsin put the Duma under the threat of dissolution
as it twice rejected his renewed prime minister nomination of Chernomyrdin.
This time, however, the ability of the parliamentary deputies to hold their
nerves paid off as Yeltsin did not present the same candidate a third time but
instead nominated a compromise candidate, namely Primakov (see also
Chapter 5).

The dissolution power under the Russian constitution thus gives the pre-
sident a strong hold over the government formation process. Although the
Duma can reject the president’s nomination for prime minister and has the
right to initiate a vote of no confidence in the government, the power of the
president to repeatedly nominate the same candidate for prime minister and
to dissolve the Duma if it refuses to comply, generally works to neutralise
parliamentary influence on government formation as well as parliamentary
check on presidential power. That parliamentary dissolution is a desirable
instrument for the presidents is also confirmed by the repeated attempts by
Kuchma in Ukraine to acquire prerogatives of the Russian kind. The fact
that he was never able to persuade the Verkhovna Rada to adopt constitutional
amendments giving him the power of dissolving the parliament was one of
his most serious political defeats and continued to be an issue throughout
his whole period in the presidential office.

‘Go Public’: A Presidential Strategy for Winning Conflicts

One of the very strong factors is public opinion on certain issues. If public
opinion tends to support the position of the president, he is able to win the
decision even if parliament is not in favour of the decision (Quote from the
Expert Survey I, Lithuania).

In Chapter 3, we held that a management strategy available to the conflicting
actors under intra-executive struggle is to ‘go public’ in an attempt to put
pressure on the opposing rival in a hope of winning public support for one’s
position. This strategy is apparently one that the presidents tend to favour.
Well aware of their popular support (see Chapter 6), presidents can effectively
use the option of public addresses and make ‘public commitments to particular
positions in order to raise the costs of reneging and thereby strengthen their
bargaining position’ (Cox and Kernell, 1991: 243). In other words, public
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support is utilised so as to provide legitimacy and strength to the president’s
position. Although sometimes a gambling strategy, this can indeed prove to
be effective if the president is able to illustrate the potential electoral costs to
the prime minister if he refuses to support the president’s position (cf. Elgie,
2001: 17). The president also has a clear advantage over the parliament in
this regard. The president can, in general terms, speak more coherently than
the legislature and is expected to do so in his position as head of state. The
parliament, by contrast, is a multifaceted institution, which may find it difficult
to speak with one voice. Another quote from the Expert Survey on Bulgaria
confirms this assumption:

The president has been somewhat successful as a separate voice that is
sometimes viewed as less self-interested than the prime minister (Quote from
the Expert Survey I, Bulgaria).

An illustrative example of how the presidents may use this strategy is the
intra-executive struggle in Lithuania between President Adamkus and Prime
Minister Vagnorius in 1999. When Adamkus, in a public address announced
that he no longer trusted Vagnorius, he did this despite the fact that his
support in parliament at that time was insufficient. He simply relied on
parliament to back him because of his enormous popularity among the
citizens. Between 80 and 90 percent of the population approved of his work,
while Vagnorius had an approval rating of less than 20 percent at that point
in time. As described in Chapter 5, Adamkus’ gamble proved to pay off as
Vagnorius announced his resignation shortly thereafter (see CER, 1999;
EECR, 1999). Again, the Expert Survey corroborates the observation that
presidents tend to use public statements as an important channel for
accumulating support:

Because the Lithuanian president is elected by popular vote, he has a lot of
moral authority. Since 1993, when the presidential institution was re-esta-
blished in Lithuania de facto, the president is the most trusted political leader
most of the time. The president uses this strength by communicating his
messages directly to the public via mass media. In this way the president
secures a lot of independence from other political institutions (Quote from
the Expert Survey I, Lithuania).

Walesa used the option of public statements even more deliberately. In several
interviews and media addresses he made public his political positions and
general ambitions for stronger presidential rule, often directed against his
political opponents in government and parliament. Whenever he felt that his
programs were impeded by considerable political opposition he used rhetoric
that at times displayed a real lack of sensitivity to constitutional arrange-
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ments and principles. In an interview Walesa gave in 1990 he asked
rhetorically: ‘Can you steer a ship through a stormy sea in a wholly democratic
way?’ (Quote from Gazeta Wyborcza cited in Brzezinski, 2000: 190).
Furthermore, on several occasions, President Walesa publicly threatened to
assume the prime minister post in order to expedite reforms, even though
this would severely have violated the constitutional order. In addition, he
officially declared after the 1993 parliamentary elections that he would rely
on the ‘Yeltsin option’ if ‘his’ economic reforms under a new government
(the Pawlak cabinet), or his presidential power were to be threatened
(Brzezinski, 2000: 190). Fortunately, in most cases Walesa’s public state-
ments, although arguably damaging to a constitutional culture, were not
followed by action. Rather, this proved to be mainly rhetorical tactics aimed
at putting pressure on his political opponents with the help of public sup-
port, but ultimately Walesa sought to resolve institutional disputes within
constitutional limits.

The option to go public is thus one, which the presidents tend to favour
and which the parliament has to somehow counter and negate (Elgie, 2001:
18). Baylis (1996: 308) asserts that presidents ‘seek to use the presidency as
a bully pulpit from which to address the ills of the nation’, and ‘in so doing,
they have found themselves moved to admonish the government, parliament,
or various social groups that they believe are acting in divisive ways or
otherwise damaging national interests’. Just as the go public strategy may
contribute to a resolution of struggles, however, it may also further exacerbate
conflict as was often the case under the presidency of Walesa. The repeated
public outbursts by Walesa generally deepened the mutual distrust between
the parliament and the presidential office, thereby promoting polarisation
rather than solving intra-executive and executive-legislative disputes.

Attempts and Threats of Constitutional Change:
The Radical ‘Go it Alone’ Option
Another possible option for conflicting branches, according to Cox and
Kernell (1991), is the unilateral approach, i.e. to ‘go it alone’, deciding not
to bargain but instead pursuing one’s own agenda (see Chapter 3). With
respect to intra-executive conflict this would imply that the president and
the prime minister use different constitutional resources available to them in
order to ‘win’ the dispute whatever the consequences for the other part. For
example, remitting legislative bills for reconsideration (veto), sending laws
to the constitutional court for review, or rejecting candidates for certain
appointments are different kind of formal powers that the presidents might
use to delay or, at worst, stalemate the political process. There are indeed
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several examples of ‘go it alone’ strategies among our cases, but it would be
a fruitless exercise trying to capture them all and have them properly sys-
tematised. Perhaps it is sufficient to say that we have already mentioned
several such examples throughout the study. President Walesa’s veto gambling
and judicial power play, President Zhelev’s use of constitutional review
directed towards the BSP-led government, and, similarly, President
Kwasniewski exercising his veto power against the Buzek government (see
above and in Chapter 5) are some of these examples.

A more radical, and among our cases a frequently used, alternative,
however, is to challenge the formal power balance inside the executive, i.e.
attempting to change the constitution or at least the existing constitutional
praxis. While in office, Iliescu, Kuchma, Lucinschi, Snegur, Walesa and Yeltsin
did all at some point contest the status quo interpretation of the constitution
in their respective countries. Not vastly different from their authoritarian
counterparts in Belarus and Central Asia, they campaigned for a larger share
of power to be vested in the presidency and – as in the cases of Kuchma,
Lucinschi and Snegur – constitutional changes toward presidential rule. In
Chapter 5, we demonstrated that struggles over ‘division of power and spheres
of influence’ have been the most common type of conflict throughout the
post-communist era: in many instances presidential bids for stronger
presidencies were behind these struggles. We also found that such conflicts
were most frequent in the early and mid 1990s when the constitutional systems
were in their earliest stages of institutionalisation. It does follow logically
that the above mentioned presidents, who strongly advocated ‘presidential’
strengthening of their political systems, were also the ones that upheld the
presidency under the initial phases of constitutional formation.

Imposing constitutional changes as a way of managing conflict, is
undoubtedly a high risk strategy in terms of political stability and system
legitimacy. The cases of persistent constitutional struggles under Kuchma,
Snegur, Lucinschi and Walesa are all illustrative of such negative effects. For
example the repeated attempts by Lucinschi to alter the means of power in
favour of the presidency resulted in increased polarisation between the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches, in widespread popular cynicism, and in
legislative blocking of Lucinschi’s proposals even in policy areas not directly
related to the constitutional issue (see Chapter 5). In addition, the initiatives
of Lucinschi evoked a general concern and critique from among internatio-
nal observers that Moldova was heading in an authoritarian direction sim-
ilar to the trajectory of Belarus and other post-Soviet states.

Another negative consequence of challenging the constitution is the
considerable political resources and attention needed to deal with such issues.
Perhaps Ukraine under Kuchma is the best example where constitutional
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issues dominated the political agenda for almost his entire incumbency. Not
that other policy issues were totally ignored but they naturally tended to be
secondary in relation to the overarching goal of settling constitutional
disputes. Thus, it is hardly an overstatement to say that constitutional clas-
hes in Ukraine for many years stalled effective policy work by demanding
immense political attention.

The dangers associated with undermining the legitimacy of the existing
constitutional order appear quite obvious for fledging democracies like
Poland under the Walesa era or Ukraine under the presidency of Kuchma. A
president rejecting parliamentary solutions in favour of strong presidential
rule under a context of weak civil society and party system, widespread
popular distrust in political elites, and a general lack of rule of law traditions,
may render the ultimate blow to democratisation. However, for several
reasons – mentioned in Chapter 4 and 5 – the presidents were unable to have
it all their way, and the political systems did never follow the authoritarian
paths of Belarus and Central Asia. One additional part of the explanation to
this is probably the establishment of judicial control and strivings for
constitutionality in the semi-presidential systems of Central and Eastern
Europe.

Intra-Executive Conflict and Cabinet Stability
Thus far, we have assessed some important aspects of how conflicts have
been managed in the semi-presidential regimes and we have also observed
certain implications of these strategies for the functioning of semi-presidential
government. In the following sections, we will analyse the assumed effect of
intra-executive conflict on cabinet stability. We proposed in Chapter 3 some
arguments in favour of the assumption that intra-executive conflict may have
a negative effect on cabinet survival. The basic hypothesis read:

H9: Intra-executive conflict is likely to have a negative effect on the length of
cabinet survival in both premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems

In president-parliamentary systems, the logic behind this assumption appears
quite obvious. Since the president in these systems possesses unilateral power
to dismiss the prime minister, this seems to be a most likely outcome of any
conflict between him and the prime minister. In premier-presidential systems,
however, dismissal power cannot be an explaining factor for cabinet instabil-
ity, simply because the president is not provided with the power to dismiss
the cabinet. Here, we will have to look for other arguments, and we can find
some in our earlier analyses. Perhaps the key factor is the ‘moral’ superiority
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of the president as compared to the prime minister. The president can put
considerable constraints on the prime minister and his cabinet by leaning on
his popular mandate and, as we have seen, his greater popularity among the
electorate. By publicly criticising the government through media addresses
and public speeches, the president can make it more or less impossible for
the prime minister to remain in office. In addition, the president can use
formal instruments to make life more difficult for the cabinet, such as veto
power and remittances of legislative bills to the constitutional court.

How, then, can we test whether the assumption on intra-executive conflict
and cabinet survival has any empirical bearing in the semi-presidential systems
of Central and Eastern Europe? A rather straightforward and commonly
used measure of cabinet duration is the number of days, weeks, months or
years, the cabinet remains in office after inauguration (cf. Blondel, 1980;
Paloheimo, 2001; Strøm, 1990). Table 7.2 compares the length of cabinet
survival as measured by months in office, under low and high levels of intra-
executive conflict. The measure is in whole months from the starting month
of the formal investiture (see also Table 5.1). It should thus be noticed that
in these calculations, cabinet survival follows the changes of prime minis-
ters. One can perhaps oppose the use of this method as a measure of cabinet
stability on the grounds that some, or in very exceptional cases, all minis-
ters, except for the prime minister, may keep their portfolios under a
subsequent cabinet. However, even this exceptional case requires that a new
cabinet is formally installed and that the new prime minister designate accepts
his cabinet ministers.

The results in Table 7.2 are clearly in favour of our hypothesis: under low
levels of intra-executive conflict, the average length of cabinet survival is
23.4 months but below 16 months under high-levels of conflict. The
differences in the president-parliamentary category are, quite expectedly,
considerable, and intra-executive conflict has apparently shortened the cabinet
survival by more than one year as compared to cabinet survival under low-
conflictive periods. But there is an observable effect also in the premier-
presidential category, where the average difference is nearly five months in
favour of the cabinets under low levels of conflict.
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The figures in Table 7.2, however, do not account for the reasons behind
cabinet shifts. It is arguably more interesting to find out whether intra-ex-
ecutive conflicts have forced the cabinets to leave office before regular elections
or not. Thus, Table 7.3 takes into account the mode of cabinet resignation
by separating between cabinet changes through parliamentary elections and
through pre-term resignation. The results are quite conclusive: under intra-
executive conflict, pre-term resignation of the cabinets have occurred in 91
percent of the cases, but ‘only’ in 45 percent of the cases under low levels of
conflict. The relationship between intra-executive-conflict and the mode of
cabinet resignation proves to be strong in both semi-presidential categories.
While the presidents in premier-presidential systems do not have the formal
powers to dismiss the cabinet, we know from several cases in Chapter 5
that they have repeatedly used informal means to influence the destiny of
governments. In several cases the presidents have apparently been successful
in undermining the tenure of the cabinets.

As we can also see from Table 7.2, in the president-parliamentary systems,
pre-term dismissal under intra-executive conflict has been a rule without
exception. Recalling our second hypothesis on cabinet survival in president-
parliamentary systems, we must conclude on its empirical support by these
results:

H8: In president-parliamentary systems, the president is likely to dismiss the
prime minister under intra-executive conflict

Table 7.2 Cabinet duration under low and high-levels of intra-executive conflict (average

months)

Semi-presidential type Low level of conflict
(n)

High level of conflict
(n)

Both
(N=50)

23.4
(30)

15.5
(20)

Premier-presidential
(N=31)

22.8
(18)

18.0
(13)

President-parliamentary
(N=19)

24.3
(12)

10.9
(7)

Notes: Cabinet shifts as measured through the exchange of prime ministers. The total number of cabinets, 50, is
lower as compared to the analyses in previous chapter (61), which is due to the fact that some of the 61 cases in
Chapter 5 and 6 are not formally new cabinets but rather different cases of intra-executive coexistence. For
example when a newly or re-elected president faced a cabinet formed prior to the presidential elections, this was
classified as a new case of intra-executive coexistence, see Table 5.1. Such cases do not qualify as cabinet shifts,
however, which is why the total number of cases in this calculation decreases.
Sources: see Table 5.1.
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Table 7.4 shows that whenever the prime ministers in Russia and Ukraine
have entered into conflict with the president it has led to their subsequent
dismissal by the president. Another observation from this table is the
presidents’ strong hold over their cabinets in the president-parliamentary
systems. With few exceptions it is the president who has taken the initiative
of cabinet resignation.

There is of course reason to assume that other variables are of significance
with regard to the mode of cabinet resignation. For one thing, conventional
wisdom suggests that minority governments are less durable than majority
governments (cf. Strøm, 1990). It is, furthermore, reasonable to assume that
the level of party system fragmentation has an effect on the survival rate of
cabinets. A high level of party system fragmentation is expected to increase
the difficulties for cabinets of keeping parliamentary support and thus to
endure a full term in office. From the cross tabulations in Table 7.5, these
assumptions seem to be confirmed by the post-communist semi-presidential
systems. In 85 percent of the cases, minority cabinets have left office before
regular elections, whereas the analogous frequency for majority cabinets is
50 percent. A similar, although less profound, relationship is observed between
the level of party system fragmentation and the mode of cabinet resignation:
71 percent of the cabinets under high-levels of fragmentation have left office

Table 7.3 Mode of cabinet resignation and intra-executive conflict, percentages

Type of semi-
presidentialism

                                                Mode of cabinet resignation

Intra-executive
conflict

Elections
(n)

Pre-term
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Both
(N=52)

Low 55
(17)

45
(14)

+10
(31)

High 9
(2)

91
(19)

- 82
(21)

Premier-presidential
(N=33)

Low 74
(14)

26
(5)

+48
(19)

High 14
(2)

86
(12)

-72
(14)

President-parliamentary
(N=19)

Low 25
(3)

75
(9)

-50
(12)

High 0
(0)

100
(7)

-100
(7)

Note: The mode of cabinet resignation as measured in terms of whether the cabinets have stayed in office until
regular parliamentary elections (‘Elections’) or whether they have failed to survive their whole term (‘Pre-term’).
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before elections as compared to 52 percent of the cabinets under low-levels
of fragmentation.

Thus, we cannot determine from these figures if there really is a single
and significant effect of intra-executive conflict on the mode of cabinet re-
signation. Since we are dealing with a relatively limited number of cases the
use of more advanced statistical techniques is somewhat precarious. But with
the caveat that the results should be interpreted with caution, we will

Table 7.4 Reasons for cabinet dismissals in Russia and Ukraine, 1992-2005

Cabinet Initiative of cabinet dismissal Reasons for prime minister dismissal
President Parliament

Russia
Y Gaidar * Policy failures
V Chernomyrdin * Policy failures
S Kirienko * * Policy failures
Y Primakov * Intra-executive conflict
S Stepasin * Intra-executive conflict and policy failures
V Putin * Restructuring after presidential elections
M Kasyanov * Restructuring after presidential elections

Ukraine
L Kuchma * Intra-executive conflict
Y Zviagilski * Policy failures
V Masol * Policy failures
Y Marchuk * Intra-executive conflict
P Larzarenko * Intra-executive conflict
V Pustovochenko * Policy failures
V Yuschenko * Intra-executive conflict
A Kinach * Policy failures
V Yanukovich * Restructuring after presidential elections
V Yuschenko * Intra-executive conflict, political scandal

Sources: Based on the Expert Survey; Protsyk (2000); Wolczuk (2001a)

Table 7.5 Mode of cabinet resignation, cabinet type and party system fragmentation,

percentages

                                                Mode of cabinet resignation

Elections
(n)

Pre-term
(n)

Difference
percentage units

(n)
Government form
(N=52)

Majority 50
(16)

50
(16)

0
(32)

Minority 15
(3)

85
(17)

-70
(20)

Party system fragmentation
(N=52)

Low 48
(10)

52
(11)

-4
(21)

High 29
(9)

71
(22)

-42
(31)
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undertake a logistic regression test of the assumption that intra-executive
conflict has an overall effect on cabinet survival. Since the mode of cabinet
resignation variable is dichotomous we cannot apply (OLS) linear regression
in this case. For linear regression to be a valid model, the observed data
should contain a linear relationship. When the outcome variable is
dichotomous, this assumption is usually violated. Instead, we will have to
use logistic regression, which has the advantage of making the form of the
relationship linear whilst leaving the relationship itself as non-linear (cf. Field,
2000). In Table 7.6, the regression coefficients are reported with the mode of
cabinet resignation as dependent variable (0=Elections, 1=Pre-term) and with
four independent dummies: intra-executive conflict (0=Low, 1=High), type
of semi-presidentialism (0=Premier-presidentialism, 1=President-
parliamentarism), government form (0=Majority, 1=Minority) and the level
of party system fragmentation (0=Low, 1=High).

The crucial value in logistic regression is Exp (B), which is an indicator of
the change in odds. From these values we find that intra-executive conflict is
by far the strongest predictor among the included variables. In probability
terms we can say that the chances of pre-term cabinet resignation – when
controlling for other variables – are 18 times higher under intra-executive
conflict. The result is statistically significant at the 0.05-level. We also find
that the semi-presidential type is a strong predictor, which is hardly surprising
considering the results in Table 7.3. The presidents in the president-
parliamentary systems have used their power to dismiss the prime ministers
randomly regardless of whether they have served their full term in office or
not. Thus the regression test suggests that the odds of pre-term cabinet resig-
nation are 6 times higher in president-parliamentary systems than in pre-
mier-presidential systems. More unexpectedly, however, neither cabinet type
nor party system fragmentation prove to be nearly as strong predictors as

Table 7.6 Logistic regression test – mode of cabinet resignation

B Standard error Sig. Exp(B)

Intra-executive conflict 2.909 .937 .002 18.339
Semi-presidential type 1.912 .881 .030 6.764
Government form 1.488 1.015 .143 4.426
Party system fragmentation -.558 .905 .538 .573
Nagelkerke R-square: .497

Logistic method: The Forced Entry Method ‘Enter’.
Dependent variable: Mode of cabinet resignation (0=elections, 1=pre-term)
Notes: All independent variables are dichotomous, intra-executive conflict (low/high), semi-presidential type
(premier-presidential/president-parliamentary), government form (majority/minority), and party system
fragmentation (low/high)
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intra-executive conflict in the overall regression model. These results thus
confirm our assumption that intra-executive conflicts are likely to have a
negative effect on cabinet stability in both premier-presidential and presi-
dent-parliamentary systems.

The revealed pattern of intra-executive conflict and pre-term dismissal of
cabinets in post-communist semi-presidential systems evokes the question of
whether these systems are generally more prone to cabinet instability than
their parliamentary counterparts. Table 7.7 provides systematic data from
Blondel and Müller-Rommel (2001). Similar to our coding in the analysis
above, they have assessed the mode of cabinet resignation in sixteen countries
of Central and Eastern Europe covering the period 1990–2000. For
consistency reasons even the data on the premier-presidential systems in Ta-
ble 7.7 are from their study. The percentages are the share of cabinet resig-
nation that did not occur through regular elections. Apparently, the results
suggest that the premier-presidential systems, on average, have experienced
a higher rate of pre-term cabinet resignation than have the parliamentary
systems. Only Latvia, and to some extent also Estonia, show levels of pre-
term resignation similar to the premier-presidential cases. Considering the
previously observed relationship between intra-executive conflict and pre-
term cabinet resignation, these results indicate that such conflicts may in
fact account for some of the relatively larger share of cabinet instability in
the semi-presidential as compared to the parliamentary systems.

Table 7.7 Frequency of pre-term resignation of cabinets in parliamentary and premier-

presidential systems in Central and Eastern Europe, 1990-2000

Constitutional type Pre-term resignation, percentages (no.)

Parliamentary
Czech Republic 33 (1/3)
Estonia 67 (4/6)
Hungary 33 (1/3)
Latvia 71 (5/7)
Slovakia 40 (2/5)
Slovenia 50 (2/4)
Average all 54 (15/28)

Premier-presidential
Bulgaria 71 (5/7)
Lithuania 80 (4/5)
Moldova 60 (3/5)
Poland 83 (5/6)
Romania 75 (6/8)
Average all 74 (23/31)

Notes: In contrast to previous analyses the data in this table are not based on my own coding but on the study of
Blondel and Müller-Rommel (2001) who have determined the mode of cabinet resignation in sixteen countries of
Central and Eastern Europe under the period 1990-00. For some countries, however, their coding does not cover
this whole period.
Sources: Author’s calculation based on data from Blondel and Müller-Rommel (2001: 206-225).
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In Chapter 3, we remarked that there is no consensus in the literature on
whether cabinet stability should actually be accounted for as a measure of
regime stability, and we are well advised to keep this reluctance in mind.
Still, we must contend that there are potential negative effects attached to a
very frequent rate of cabinet turnover, such as a degree of disruptive policy-
making as well as general political unpredictability. In the context of recent
regime transition, as in the post-communist countries during the 1990s, there
is need of far-reaching political reforms, and short-lived cabinets do have
lesser capabilities and time to develop coherent policies and reforms, which
may ultimately be threatening to democratisation and regime stability. Pol-
and is again an illustrative case, where important policy reforms, for example
concerning privatisation and decentralisation, were delayed and/or abandoned
as a consequence of the frequent shifts of cabinets during the Walesa era
(Expert Survey II, Poland). But we should be cautious before arguing in a
one-dimensional cause and effect direction with regard to the implications
of cabinet instability for policy effectiveness in post-communist countries. In
several cases the cabinets have resigned as a consequence of already failed
policy reforms, and it would thus be misleading to implicate that ineffective
policy work can be attributed only to cabinet stability. That said, however,
the failure of providing clear directing of economic reforms – typical of several
post-communist countries in the early 1990s – tended to be further
complicated by frequent rotation of cabinets and changes of prime minis-
ters.

A Government-in-Between:
The Case of the Budgetary Process in Yeltsin’s Russia
We have thus far held that intra-executive conflict has certain negative effects
attached to it for the political system, but we can also identify just as
troublesome effects from the kind of de facto presidential dominance and
prime minister subordinating typical of the president-parliamentary frame-
work. As such, the Russian budget process is a particularly interesting case.
The budget process is the major policy project in which the president,
government and parliament has to collaborate closely according to the
prerogatives in the 1993 constitution. It is thus highly important for the
understanding of the Russian political system. Sokolowski’s (2001) analysis
of the executive politics surrounding the Russian budget helps to explain the
inconsistency and relative stagnation of reform during the Yeltsin era. He
convincingly argues that the failure of fiscal policy and economic reforms
under Yeltsin had many of its roots in the dependent and uncertain political
position of the government as it was (and continues to be) constitutionally
‘squeezed’ between the president and the parliament.
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The Russian economy was in a bad condition throughout the vast part of
Yeltsin’s two presidential terms and the governments’ performance on
budgetary policies made the situation even worse. Russia maintained high
federal budget deficits that the weak economy could not afford. Between
1994 and 1999 the federal budgets ran deficits between 5.4 percent (1995)
and 11.4 percent (1994) of GDP. In addition, most of the budgets were ful-
filled late, incompletely and often not in full correspondence with the budget
law. The repeatedly unbalanced budgets during this period prompted excessive
borrowing by the Russian state, particularly short-term borrowing at high
interest rates. This in turn led to a growing debt that eventually overwhelmed
the Kirienko government during the 1998 financial and political crisis.

According to Sokolowski the nature of the intra-executive relations was
a major factor contributing to the drafting and passage of unrealistic and
unbalanced budget policies in Yeltsin’s Russia. Quite typically of the presi-
dent-parliamentary system, the structure of the Russian executive allows the
president to distance himself politically from the economic and social policies
made by government while at the same time possessing the right to dismiss
government members whenever he likes. Yeltsin used this possibility and
sacrificed several ministers and even undermined or altered government
initiatives in economic and fiscal policy to maintain his own public legitimacy
and political relevance. Sokolowski’s analysis shows how Yeltsin used the
full range of his available prerogatives. He took advantage of his dominance
over – and at the same time separation from – the government and broadly
defined goals, strategies and targets. He, furthermore, selected a number of
spending priorities and undermined the performance of the government,
monitored the policy work without really collaborating, publicly criticised
the failure of government reforms, commanded and threatened the
government and, ultimately, dismissed and rotated ministers and profession-
als to renew the system (cf. Sokolowski, 2001: 557-565).

Because the government cannot count on firm and constant support of
the president in bargaining with the parliament over the budget, its legitimacy
on budget policy is rendered more indirect and uncertain than that of
parliament. The deputies in parliament can claim to represent their
constituents and parties directly in the budget debates, while the government
is left hoping for the continued support and possible intervention of the
president. Gadzhiev’s (2001) assessment of the Russian budget process
strongly confirms the observations by Sokolowski:

[E]very year the approval of the budget invites contentious opposition
between the government and parliament. Institutional competition is only
aggravated by party competition. […] In the case of very strong polarization
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in the executive and legislative branches of power, […] the government is
severely constrained in its capacity to adopt a realistic budget. It cannot deal
with the everyday problems because it has no political support from either
of the two chambers of parliament. Thus, in order to adopt a realistic bud-
get, an important informal practice has been instituted, and has gained quasi-
constitutional importance: the president routinely appoints a representative
from an influential political faction in the Duma to the post of minister of
finance. It is thus clear that the government sits between president and
parliament and the balance here remains fluid, even within the position of
basic presidential primacy (Gadzhiev, 2001: 284–285)

In pure presidential systems without a dual executive and a parliament-
dependent government, the president’s commitment to, and responsibility
for government policies is more direct, constant and transparent. In these
systems the president cannot, so to say, escape policy responsibility. In
parliamentary and premier-presidential systems on the other hand, the
government derives its legitimacy capital from a supporting parliamentary
base (of either a minority or majority character), and is thus in a stronger
bargaining position than its counterpart in president-parliamentary systems.

The president-parliamentary cabinet, on the contrary, is left on its own
because it cannot count on support neither from the president nor from the
parliament in bargaining situations. As a consequence, the government’s weak
position makes it vulnerable to presidential and public – as well as to
parliamentary – pressure to make budgets and economic policy proposals
more unbalanced and unrealistic. The sizable bureaucratic apparatus that
surrounds the Russian president also reinforces the separation between the
government and the president. The president possesses a broad range of
administrative, analytical, security and financial resources that allow him to
operate outside of the government.1 Given that the president possesses this
independent bureaucratic and financial base apart from that of his cabinet
of ministers, he runs, in a way, his own branch of government within the
executive sphere.

The constitutional arrangement allowed Yeltsin to cast himself in the
role of a separate and supreme arbiter of the government’s work – rather
than a responsible participant – by being ‘the guarantor of the constitution’
(Article 80 in the Russian Constitution). To use the expression of Sokolowski
(2001: 543) Yeltsin constructed the presidency as ‘the ruler of those who
govern’, rather than the one who is de facto responsible for governing. If
government reforms failed, it was the government’s fault. If they (ever)
succeeded, the president shared in their success. The result is greater resilience
for the president at the top level, and a high rotation of ministers and
professionals at the government and bureaucracy levels. According to
Sokolowski’s observations, and in terms of the Russian state as a whole, this
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executive structure tends to provide for poor organisational performance
and relatively low levels of state capacity.

In sum, this analysis confirms our repeated reluctance regarding the dual
loyalty of the government built into the president-parliamentary system.
Already in Chapter 3, we addressed the minimum of separation of powers
characterising this system, which tends to squeeze the government in-between
the superiority of the president and the parliament. It follows logical from
this structure that policy processes under a president-parliament divide is
bound to produce conflict and political stalemate or, as in this case, result in
unrealistic and irresponsible budgets designed to satisfy all kinds of inte-
rests.

Concluding Remarks
This chapter has tried to address some of the most important management
strategies available to the actors under institutional conflict, as well as
approaching certain effects of intra-executive conflict for the political sys-
tem. Although we have captured a relatively limited number of possible
strategies and outcomes, certain interesting conclusions are at hand.

A general observation is that the post-communist constitutional courts
have established themselves as powerful and important institutions for hand-
ling conflict between the major branches of power. Several analysts have in
fact concluded that the establishment of constitutional courts in post-
communist countries has been an essential part of democratisation and
constitutionality. Mostly, the petitioned cases presented before the courts
have been resolved within an ambience of rule of law and adherence to legal
principles. Scholarly accounts suggest that the court’s decisions have also led
to precedence and a more clearly regulated balance of power between the
major institutions. Among the premier-presidential cases, certain court
decisions have been decisive also in resolving instances of intra-executive
conflict as was illustrated by the case of President Zhelev in Bulgaria.

Despite these largely positive accounts, however, some decisions have
clearly had the imprints of politicisation and weak judicial status, especially
in the early years of post-communist development. The tendency of having
constitutional courts as a central part rather than extraordinary
interventionists in inter-branch relations is not without pitfalls. It remains a
challenge for the post-communist courts to act in their responsibility as arbiters
of constitutional disputes without being used – as in the cases under Walesa
for example – just as tools for political bartering. The appointment of judges
to the constitutional courts is essential in this respect and most countries
have opted for models under which each branch nominates a limited number
of judges. The Russian version, however, where the president controls all
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nominations, is arguably a more risk-prone model as it poses a threat to the
relative independence of the constitutional court. This is highly critical when
considering the repeated attempts by post-communist presidents to chal-
lenge the constitutional order.

As we have also shown in this chapter, the strategy of undermining the
existing power balance between the president, government and parliament
has been frequently employed by the presidents in most of the semi-
presidential systems. Already in Chapter 4 and 5, we addressed the dangers
associated with this option, and the assessment of this chapter adds to our
previous warnings. Needless to say, extending presidential powers at the
expense of parliament can be severely damaging to the conditions of
democratisation in countries undergoing a transition – all too well illustrated
by the cases of Belarus and the Central Asian states. As we have also held,
however, even if the presidents do not succeed in their quest for extended
powers, the negative effects of their attempts can still be significant in terms
of increased polarisation, policy deadlock and widespread popular distrust.
Generally, a renewed constitutional battle demands considerable political
resources while it simultaneously undermines the legitimacy of the existing
constitutional arrangement.

Another strategy favourable to the presidents is to go public for muste-
ring support of their political positions. Several empirical examples from
among our cases illustrate the attractiveness for the presidents of using the
public as an intermediary in trying to impose their own agenda. Especially in
premier-presidential systems, the presidents have found this option
particularly useful in compensating for some of their limited constitutional
powers. Not least has this option been used in relation to the above mentio-
ned attempts by the presidents to impose constitutional changes.

A most typical feature of semi-presidentialism is the power of the presidents
to dissolve parliament. Parliamentary dissolution by the president is a radical
deviation from the separation of power principle and is provided as an
option of last resort under very specific circumstances. This is also reflected
by the rather few instances of its use among the semi-presidential systems in
Central and Eastern Europe. Parliamentary dissolution in these countries is
related to cabinet formation in general, and to the appointment of prime
ministers in particular. In a few cases, however, the presidents have evoked
this power either as a threat or by going all the way and dissolve the legisla-
ture. Especially in Russia this factor has turned out to be a powerful instru-
ment in the hands of the president as he has been able to impose his prime
minister candidates, as well as reducing parliamentary incitements for initia-
ting votes of no confidence.



239

The second part of the chapter attempted to link intra-executive conflict
to certain outcomes, in particular to the factor of cabinet instability. In fact
the results of our analysis gave strong indications in support of the assumption
that intra-executive conflict generates cabinet instability. At least in so far as
the data revealed that pre-term resignation of the cabinets in both premier-
presidential and president-parliamentary systems have clearly been more
frequent under intra-executive conflict than under cases of peaceful rela-
tions within the executive. In addition, our logistic regression test confirmed
that intra-executive conflict is a stronger predictor of pre-term resignation
than any of the other factors included, among them the type of semi-
presidential system and form of government. A tentative analysis of pre-
term cabinet resignation in a number of parliamentary systems in Central
Europe, as compared to the premier-presidential systems, also showed that
the latter on average have experienced a higher rate of pre-term resignation.
Although limited in scope the results provide a certain basis for arguing that
the occurrence of intra-executive conflict in semi-presidential systems is likely
to produce higher rates of cabinet turnover than in parliamentary systems
where such conflicts, if present at all, do certainly not have that same impact.
This is not to be interpreted as an argument for parliamentary systems over
premier-presidential systems, though. As the literature reveals, cabinet instabil-
ity does not necessarily mean political instability or, for that matter, failed
democratisation. What we might say about a frequent rate of cabinet tur-
novers, however, is that it is hardly conducive to the policy process as it
tends to interrupt, or at best, delay policy reforms, something that can have
long-term negative effects for transitional regimes.

The only constitutional system that we might by now characterise as less
effective and more conflict-prone is the president-parliamentary arrangement
adopted by so many post-Soviet states. The case of the budget process in
Russia, as assessed by the end of this chapter, is just another confirmation of
the flaws attached to this system. Actually, this study has found no
substantially positive sides of the president-parliamentary system in the way
it has been adopted in Russia and Ukraine. Even if we might argue that
Russia in recent years has experienced a degree of political stability under
President Putin, I would argue that this has more to do with the president’s
tendency to subordinate all other institutions under his command, as well as
a to favourable parliamentary majorities, than to the mechanisms built into
the president-parliamentary system. Rather, in all of the post-Soviet countries
where it has been adopted, the functioning of the president-parliamentary
system shows records that should raise serious doubts among future
constitutional engineers.
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Note

1 The Russian president has at his disposal the Presidential Executive Office made
up of about 2000 civil servants (in the Yeltsin era the number shifted between 1700-
1800 staff) that generally prepares presidential decrees, provides political and economic
analysis and advice, conduct press relations and pursue relations with other institu-
tions. The president can, furthermore, operate outside the government on national
security and international political issues through the Security Council and other
special representatives that he has the power to appoint. Finally, he has access to
financial resources through the Administrative Board of the President, a federal agency
 made up of over 200 companies involved in a vast array of businesses (Web site on
the President of Russia, 2005; Sokolowski, 2001: 544).
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8 Conclusions

In this study, we have assessed semi-presidentialism in post-communist
countries by examining the operation of that particular system with regard
to institutional interaction and conflict. Based on a number of theoretical
assumptions, we have attempted to empirically capture the general patterns,
institutional triggers and specific outcomes of intra-executive conflict. In
addition, we have also studied the constitution building processes behind
the semi-presidential arrangements, analysed the constitutional powers
subsequently vested in the presidencies, and finally mapped out the post-
communist pattern of constitutional choice and democratisation.

This concluding chapter is devoted to a recap and discussion of the over-
all empirical results, partly in light of the wider research and debate on the
pros and cons of different constitutional systems. We will proceed with brief
summaries of the basic theoretical accounts in relation to our most important
empirical findings. Finally, we will conclude by a few remarks on the
implications of our results in relation to the sub-field of comparative
constitutional engineering.

Conceptual distinctions and classification of semi-presidential regimes
Although semi-presidentialism has attracted increasing attention among
comparative scholars in recent years, it has been somewhat ignored within
the debate about the ‘merits and perils’ of different constitutional models.
The lesser focus on these systems as compared to presidential and
parliamentary systems hardly corresponds to the recent trend of constitutional
engineering. Among constitutional designers, semi-presidential arrangements
have come to be widely considered as an attractive (or at least second best)
alternative for fledging democracies. The post-communist constitutional
development is indeed illustrative as to this matter. In Chapter 1 we stressed
this fact while reviewing the parliamentarism-presidentialism debate.

Perhaps the limited academic attention paid to semi-presidentialism should
be viewed in the light of the confusion regarding the concept itself, and, even
more, regarding the classification of semi-presidential regimes. Empirical
studies of semi-presidentialism may be rather scarce, but there is certainly
no lack of definitions supposedly catching the thrust of the varying versions
of semi-presidentialism. As shown by the review in Chapter 1, there is hardly
any consensus regarding a ‘final’ definition of semi-presidentialism and we
can easily understand the negative effects of such a conceptual mismatch for
comparative research. I have argued elsewhere (cf. Sedelius, 2002), and I
keep arguing that the best solution to many problems associated with the



242

semi-presidential concept is Shugart and Carey’s distinction between pre-
mier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems. The advantage is that
it takes into account the differences in government accountability and range
of presidential power. While the premier-presidential system resembles
Duverger’s original definition from 1980 – i.e. a popularly elected president
with significant powers and a prime minister (and government) accountable
to the parliament – the president-parliamentary system provides for a
popularly elected president with significant powers but with a prime minis-
ter (and government) accountable to both the president and the parliament.
Thus, by adopting this conceptual distinction we avoid sweeping and incorrect
statements of the kind that Russia’s constitution is said to resemble that of
France. As we know by now, it does not. Similarly, we may also reject equally
incomplete declarations, such as the ones often present in the literature, that
Russia has a ‘super-presidential’ (e.g. Holmes, 1993) or a ‘pure presidential’
constitution (e.g. Johannsen, 2000).

The Upstream Issue: Why Semi-Presidentialism?
The classification of post-communist constitutional systems in Chapter 4
testifies to the value of the premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
definitions. First, our review of 27 constitutions showed that semi-
presidentialism in its two major forms, dominates the ‘map’ of post-
communist constitutional choices. Within our sample there are presently 18
semi-presidential systems (8 premier-presidential and 10 president-
parliamentary systems), whereas there are only 9 parliamentary systems and
no ‘pure’ presidential system (see Chapter 4, Figure 4.1). Second, the pattern
of semi-presidential choices largely follows the line of demarcation between
the former Soviet republics on the one side and the countries of Central
Europe on the other. President-parliamentary systems prevail among the for-
mer, whereas premier-presidential and parliamentary arrangements have been
adopted, with the single exception of Croatia 1992-2000, among the latter.
In addition, the analysis on formal presidential powers (the Presidential Power
Index, Chapter 4) offers empirical support to the argument that president-
parliamentary systems generally vest more power in their presidencies than
do premier-presidential ones.

The pattern revealed naturally evokes the upstream question (see Chapter
1) of why semi-presidential arrangements came to be so widely adopted among
post-communist countries, as well as why premier-presidentialism and
parliamentarism prevail in Central Europe, whereas president-parliamentary
systems dominate the post-Soviet sphere. Thus, in a general assessment of
post-communist constitution building processes in Chapter 4, some
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conclusions based on both historical-institutional and elite-level oriented
notions were provided.

Generally, semi-presidentialism was more than anything an ultimate
constitutional compromise. First, it was in several cases a compromise between
a perceived need of historical continuity and an urgent call for modern
democratic government. Particularly in Central Europe, the symbolical
adherence to inter-war experiences with presidential rule and strong natio-
nal leadership was at odds with the general ambition of introducing a
parliamentary democracy of the West European kind. Thus, for countries
like Poland and Lithuania, the premier-presidential system offered a seemingly
perfect middle way of these demands – also legitimised by the successful
democratic experiences of the French Fifth Republic. Another logic seems to
have applied in many post-Soviet countries, where historical traditions of
constitutional – not to mention democratic – government were limited or
non-existent. While the former satellite states in Central Europe wanted to
clear away the remnants of their communist systems, the strong presidencies
in virtually all of the post-Soviet constitutions should be viewed in the light
of the precedent set by the president-oriented system developed under the
Gorbachev era. In sum, this highlights the importance of taking existing and
previous institutions into account and that any kind of tabula rasa assumption
is insufficient for explaining constitutional choices.

Second, semi-presidentialism was a logical outcome of short-term politi-
cal interests and goals and largely reflected the institutional strength of those
who negotiated the constitutional drafts. Actors calculating with great chances
of capturing the presidency made proposals in favour of introducing a strong
presidential component into the constitution, while those who would
potentially lose political influence consequently rejected such arrangements.
In the countries of Central Europe, the opposition – for example the Solidar-
ity in Poland and Sajudis in Lithuania – confident of its popular appeal, felt
that a strong presidency would serve its interest, while ex-communists resisted
with arguments envisioning parliamentary solutions and continuity with
Soviet era ‘parliamentarism’. A crucial difference between the Central Euro-
pean states and the post-Soviet republics, however, was that in the former
constitutional negotiations mainly took place among parties and/or
movements. The presidents were thus prevented from dominating the pro-
cess to the extent typical of the constitutional processes in the non-Baltic
post-Soviet countries. In the latter cases, the old regime elite in general, and
the incumbent presidents in particular, had the upper hand in the negotiation
process and saw in the presidency a potential guarantee of their continuing
hold on power. Considerable political uncertainty in combination with weak
institutions and large scale privatisation reforms also created incentives for
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the privileged post-Soviet elites to raise demands for a strong presidency. In
other words, they attempted to translate their political interests into
favourable institutional settings, having the president as a safeguard of their
political and economical gains. At the same time, there was relatively strong
opposition among significant groups – particularly among the communists
in the parliaments – against the idea of vesting extensive powers in the
presidency. In the light of this, it is quite logical for the final constitutional
drafts to reflect a considerable degree of ambivalence with regard to execu-
tive-legislative relations, illustrated all too well by the president-parliamentary
arrangement in Ukraine.

Finally, semi-presidentialism reflected a general striving for political stabil-
ity. There was a reasonable desire to counteract divided and weak parliaments
(and governments) as it was assumed that governments would be difficult to
form, would turn over frequently, and would risk to be politically paralysed.
Strong presidencies were therefore deemed necessary to counteract these
problems. Moreover, in most post-Soviet republics the issue of nation-state
building was high on the agenda, and it was hoped that a rather powerful
and visible president could play a significant role in uniting the newly created
nation-states on divisive issues.

In sum, our analysis in Chapter 4 suggests that both actor-oriented and
historical-institutional factors have to be considered in order to understand
why so many post-communist countries ended up with semi-presidential
arrangements and why there is such a sharp divide between Central Europe
and the (non-Baltic) former Soviet republics with regard to the choice of
semi-presidential type. The context of regime transition, historical continuity,
short-term political goals, and the institutional resources of those who
negotiated the constitutional drafts are all essential pieces of this puzzle.

The Midstream Issue:
Semi-Presidentialism and Institutional Conflict
Theories of semi-presidentialism are few and hardly coherent, which is
probably due to the scholarly divergence on how to even define semi-
presidentialism (recall our remarks above). As a consequence, theoretical
accounts of institutional interaction and conflict in semi-presidential regi-
mes are even fewer. Excellent exceptions are some recent publications by
Elgie (1999; 2001; 2004) and Protsyk (2000; 2005a) from which this study
has derived several useful notions. Generally, though, the theoretical frame-
work guiding our analysis has been a mixture of assumptions drawing upon
the experiences of the French Fifth Republic, and on various kinds of
institutional phenomena relevant to all types of constitutional systems, be it
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parliamentarism, presidentialism or semi-presidentialism, such as party and
electoral system factors and parliamentary majority conditions. In addition,
the study has tried to place the theoretical implications of semi-presidentialism
in the context of post-communist conditions.

In Chapter 2 it was argued that in order to analyse the de facto operation
of semi-presidentialism in post-communist countries, the research approach
has to be particularly sensitive to the post-communist context. It would be a
mistake to approach these systems assuming that the institutionalisation
process is completed and that routines and procedures follow the lines of
long established democracies (such as the semi-presidential system of the
Fifth Republic). Rather, institutional constraints have been fewer and the
opportunity structure for leading actors to stretch their own structural
boundaries of a more favourable kind in the transitional context of these
countries. Unconsolidated party systems, lack of established political
procedures, volatile electorates, and on-going constitutional disputes, are
examples of factors that have increased the possibilities for individuals to
shape the practices and routines of their political systems. Thus, the research
strategy attempted to account for (and depart from) the formal institutional
framework in combination with the leading actors’ ways of implementing,
interpreting, and adjusting their formal prerogatives. The analysis throughout
the study has therefore put the emphasis on the key actors – in particular on
the different presidents and prime ministers – in relation to their institutional
constraints and prerogatives provided for by the transitional context and the
semi-presidential arrangement.

Intra-executive conflict in the context of transition and institutionalisation

A logical assumption attached to the transitional context is that a number of
conflicts will occur in the wake of considerable institutional turbulence and
restructuring. The unpredictable character of politics under such
circumstances provides the leading actors with multiple opportunities of
influencing the shaping of political procedures and rules, thereby also
provoking institutional competition and conflict. Consequently, we held that
intra-executive conflict is likely to be most frequent in the early period
following a transition and gradually decrease as the institutionalisation pro-
cess continues and the actors adhere to a developing number of routines and
practices. Our data partly confirmed such a pattern among the semi-
presidential systems in Central and Eastern Europe. Most salient was the
transitional factor in relation to the type of conflict denoted (in Chapter 5)
as struggles over ‘division of power and spheres of influence’. Several
constitutional and/or power disputes in the first half of the 1990s can be
viewed against the background of the establishment and formation of a new
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constitutional regime, for instance the early intra-executive struggles under
Walesa in Poland, Iliescu in Romania, and Kuchma in Ukraine. Apparently,
the institutionalisation process since then has resulted in a number of
constitutional practices and routines, thereby also limiting the manoeuvre
space for Walesa-like individuals to try to alter the formal power balance.

However, and although conflicts over power prerogatives have diminished,
a general conclusion from our data must also be that intra-executive conflict
still remains a frequently occurring phenomenon in the post-communist
sphere. Indeed, our findings revealed that the overall frequency of intra-
executive conflict has largely stayed at the same level throughout the post-
communist era (just above 30 percent), and this is the case for both premier-
presidential and president-parliamentary systems. It might seem
counterintuitive for the incidence of conflict to remain at such significant
levels throughout the period, but it should be obvious by now that intra-
executive conflict is a common and expected part of semi-presidentialism.
With varying strength, intra-executive conflict illustrates the dilemma built
into semi-presidentialism, i.e. the somewhat vaguely defined, and partly
overlapping, competences between the president and the prime minister. As
also shown by our analysis, several president-prime minister struggles reflect
intra-executive competition not directly pertinent to a divide between the
president and the parliament. Instead, many conflicts are in their essence a
pure struggle for domination, power, and influence within the executive
branch. Hence, clashes over appointments, dismissals, policy reforms, and
constitutional prerogatives are often just logical expressions of the institutional
competition embedded into semi-presidentialism.

Intra-executive conflict and the type of semi-presidentialism

In Chapter 3 it was argued that in order to understand the likely lines of
institutional conflict and cooperation in semi-presidential systems, the diffe-
rent institutional features of premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems are fundamental. Of particular significance is the power of cabinet
dismissal. While in premier-presidential systems, the cabinet is dependent
only on the parliament for its survival, the president-parliamentary system
provides both the president and the parliament with the power to censure
the cabinet, although often with de facto presidential primacy. Based on
these prerogatives, we launched the assumption that intra-executive conflict
is generally more likely in premier-presidential than in president-parliamentary
systems. However, from our post-communist cases, there was little empirical
evidence supporting this assumption (see Table 5.3). Under the 1990s and
early 2000s, intra-executive conflict has occurred nearly as frequently in the
president-parliamentary systems as in the premier-presidential systems. A
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general reservation is justified in relation to this conclusion, though. The
majority of intra-executive conflicts in the president-parliamentary category
occurred in Ukraine under the Kuchma era, and this case is somewhat
exceptional in terms of institutional disputes and constitutional battles. In
the Russian system, presidential omnipresence has to a larger extent fostered
cabinets to be more subordinated and less ‘rebellious’ vis-à-vis the president,
although not without exceptions as illustrated by the struggles between Yeltsin
and Primakov, and Yeltsin and Stepashin, in the second half of the 1990s.
Thus, besides the reservation of the Kuchma era as an exception, we can find
a number of conflicts among the president-parliamentary cases – another
and most recent example is the tug-of-war between Yuschenko and
Tymoshenko in 2005.

Somewhat ironically then, the president-parliamentary systems of Russia
and Ukraine have proven vulnerable to both intra-executive struggles between
the president and the cabinet, as well as to stalemating executive-legislative
divides between the president and the parliament (we will return to this at
the very end of the chapter).

Intra-executive conflict, electoral system factors and
party system fragmentation
Scholars preoccupied by semi-presidential systems commonly argue that a
well functioning party system is a key to successful semi-presidentialism (cf.
Duverger, 1980; Linz, 1997). Needless to say, this assumption evokes certain
pessimistic expectations about several post-communist countries where the
party systems have been largely polarised, unpredictable and fragmented. In
Chapter 6, we analysed to what extent the level of party system fragmentation
is relevant also in relation to intra-executive conflict. Based on theoretical
notions about how fragmentation is expected to effect the institutional rela-
tions in semi-presidential regimes, our basic hypothesis was that high levels
of fragmentation are likely to increase the frequency of conflict. Measured
by Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) Effective Number of Parties Index, party
system fragmentation proved to be relevant. In line with theoretical
predictions, high-levels of party system fragmentation have produced
fractionalised and unpredictable parliaments, which tend to be highly
unfavourable to the relationship between the president and the cabinet.

A logical conclusion for constitutional designers willing to prevent intra-
executive conflict would thus be to opt for electoral systems expected to
reduce the number of parties, i.e. plurality or majority formulas. As we have
also demonstrated, however, the post-communist party systems have not
entirely followed Duverger’s law on PR and majority systems. The most com-
mon electoral choice by our semi-presidential countries, has been different
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versions of the mixed formula where a PR part is expected to account for
broad proportional party representation and a majority side for territorial
based representation by single candidates (usually by a First-Past-the-Post
system). In the context of immature party systems and weak links between
parties and electorate, the plurality side has opened up for considerable
numbers of non-affiliated independents and locally based ‘party’ groups to
win seats in parliament. Instead of reducing the number of parliamentary
parties, those mixed electoral systems have in several instances led to an
increased number of parties and, consequently, more fragmented parliaments
– a contradictory effect particularly salient in Russia and Ukraine. It is
apparently in the light of these rather odd effects that we should view recent
decisions in Russia to abandon the mixed electoral formula in favour of a
proportional system (although proportionality is to be considerably tempe-
red by a 7 percent threshold). Duverger’s ‘sociological law’ requires establis-
hed party systems, and when these are not fully in place a PR system – with
appropriate restrictions of proportionality – may in fact be the best option
for keeping the level of fragmentation on acceptable levels. In addition, the
PR systems have other obvious advantages over majority systems, such as
bridging horizontal cleavages of ethnical and/or minority character, qualities
that can prove to be just as essential in divided and/or transitional societies.

Another and highly relevant factor of electoral design in relation to semi-
presidentialism is the timing of the elections, notably the question whether
presidential and parliamentary elections are held concurrently or non-
concurrently. In Chapter 3, we stated that electoral concurrence should be of
double importance for institutional interaction. First, concurrent elections
are expected to reduce fragmentation, whereas non-concurrent elections tend
to increase fragmentation. Second, concurrent elections favour the president
in such way that the electorate tends to vote for the party affiliated with
their presidential candidate even in the parliamentary elections as a by-product
of their presidential support. Thus, presidents generally have greater chances
of obtaining a supportive parliamentary majority under concurrent elections
than under non-concurrent elections. Consequently, the hypothesis derived
from this was that intra-executive conflict is more likely if presidential and
parliamentary elections are held non-concurrently than concurrently.

The pattern of conflict in post-communist semi-presidential regimes has
largely followed this expectation. Generally, non-concurrent elections have
been the rule rather than the exception among the post-communist cases,
which has hardly been to the benefit of intra-executive harmony. While we
could identify several cases where the non-concurrent component was behind
the intra-executive struggles, the fewer instances of concurrent elections have
largely resulted in non-conflictive periods. The recent parliamentary and
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presidential elections in Poland 2005 that coincidently happened to occur
simultaneously are a telling example of how electoral concurrence can foster
executive unity. The spill-over effect from the parliamentary to the presidential
elections (or the reverse) was evident and resulted in a sweeping victory for
PiS, winning both the presidency and the parliamentary majority. Besides
this, the leading example of concurrent elections and post-communist semi-
presidentialism is Romania, where concurrent elections have been employed
regularly throughout the post-communist era. Arguably, the simultaneously
held elections in this case have placed the presidents in a highly favourable
position with regard to cabinet formation, parliamentary majorities and the
overall presidential influence over Romanian politics. In fact, the Romanian
presidency has somewhat developed along the lines of its counterpart in the
French Fifth Republic and the incumbents have – in contrast to some other
cases where presidential influence has shifted, or even diminished over the
period – established themselves as the superior political actor within the
executive.

Intra-executive conflict, government form and cohabitation

Yet another factor related to parliamentary conditions and intra-executive
conflict is the form of government as examined in Chapter 6. We analysed
the assumption proposed in Chapter 3 stating that intra-executive conflict is
more likely under minority government than under majority government.
Minority governments are associated with intra-executive conflict because
of the need for the minority cabinets to enter into parliamentary negotiations
in order to obtain majority support, which is likely to collide with the
president’s agenda. In addition, the minority status of the cabinet signals a
kind of political weakness that might persuade the president to intervene
and challenge the direction of the government’s work. Some support in
direction of the hypothesis was provided by our data: intra-executive conflict
has occurred more frequently under minority governments than under major-
ity governments in both types of semi-presidential systems. A closer look
into some of the conflicts under examination also indicated the relevance of
the hypothesis (see Chapter 6).

Perhaps the most commonly referred factor of intra-executive conflict is
cohabitation, i.e. a divided executive where the president and the prime mi-
nister represent opposite political camps. It was therefore logical to propose
the assumption that intra-executive conflict is more likely under a divided
executive. Quite surprisingly, though, the cohabitation factor proved quite
weak as a single predictor of intra-executive conflict among our cases, even
weaker than minority government. This might be an encouraging result for
proponents of semi-presidential systems, as it implies that the head-shifting



250

mechanism (cf. Sartori, 1997) is well functioning. Among our cases there are
indeed examples of cohabitation without serious conflict, such as the long-
lasting harmonious relationship between President Adamkus and Prime
Minister Brazauskas. Arguably, the intra-executive relationship under
cohabitation is highly personal dependent, and we might as well point at
instances of severe conflict. The cohabitation between Walesa and Pawlak,
for example, ended in bitter rivalry and repeated clashes as a result of disparate
ideological standpoints and Walesa’s personal character. Our data also
suggested that in combination with other conflict triggers, most obviously in
combination with non-concurrent elections, there is a reinforced effect by
cohabitation on the frequency of conflict (we will make some additional
remarks on the cohabitation issue below).

Intra-executive conflict, the president’s party affiliation and
legislative influence

In Chapter 6, we also accounted for the president’s influence over his party.
The assumption was that the lower the president’s party influence, the greater
the risks for intra-executive conflict. The theoretical argument behind this
hypothesis is that a president with a low influence over his own party tends
to be distanced from inter-party policy work as well as from inter-party
negotiations over the prime minister candidates. If the prime minister, more-
over, is a leading actor within that same party there is incitement for conflict
as the president is likely to impose a political agenda of his own. Under this
situation, an intra-party struggle between the president and the prime minis-
ter is likely to be manifested by intra-executive conflict. The results came out
weakly in favour of the hypothesis, although the quantitative data should be
viewed cautiously in this case. However, several case study examples show
how the struggle for influence and control over the party or party coalition
to which both the leading actors are affiliated, have contributed to intra-
executive conflict, e.g. the examples of Adamkus-Vagnorius, Constantinescu-
Vasile Iliescu-Roman and Zhelev-Dimitrov.

In addition, we also conducted an analysis of the president’s legislative
influence in relation to intra-executive conflict, all based on a question
covering this issue in the Expert Survey I. The results showed that intra-
executive conflict has occurred more frequently under presidents with a great
deal of legislative influence than under presidents with a relatively low
legislative influence. This seems to be a logical result considering that
presidents with a high profile in legislative matters tend to intervene in cabinet
matters, a behaviour highly conducive to intra-executive conflict.
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Presidential prestige and prime minister responsibility:
A conflict triggering paradox
In the final part of Chapter 6, we assessed intra-executive conflict in light of
popular legitimacy, and the prestige and prominence associated with the
presidency. Cross-national survey data in Central and Eastern Europe reveal
that the citizens put a great deal of trust in their presidents, while they are
generally expressing low levels of trust in their prime ministers and
parliamentarians. The presidencies have largely gained from the early post-
communist era, where dissidents from the previous regime such as Iliescu,
Walesa, Yeltsin and Zhelev, assumed the presidential office after the
communist breakdown. The post-communist prime ministers, by contrast,
have not had similar political records to recall. Prior to becoming prime
ministers few were well-known and several have been characterised as
technocrats. The difference in trust is undoubtedly an underlying source of
conflict within the executive. The presidents find that their formal powers
do not resemble the mandate provided to them by the electorate. Leaning on
their popularity, they have often claimed to act as interpreters of the will of
the people, seeking ways of converting their prestige into de facto power.
The prime ministers, on the other hand, face the dilemma of exercising power
in policy areas of controversy, often bearing responsibility for failed economic
reforms and social problems – thereby further eroding their popular sup-
port. This paradox illustrates the dual legitimacy dilemma of the premier-
presidential system. Both the president and the prime minister can claim
their legitimacy on popular elections, the former on a direct electoral man-
date, while the latter (only) on an indirect mandate via the parliament. This
creates an imbalance in claims of democratic legitimacy between the two
actors. When adding the difference in popular trust in favour of the presidents,
the legitimacy imbalance becomes even more evident. This dilemma is an
important component behind the occurrence of intra-executive tensions and
conflict.

President-parliamentary systems, on the other hand, do not follow exactly
the same logic as in premier-presidential systems in this regard because the
president in these systems has stronger powers and the cabinets are not
primarily formed upon parliamentary election results. Instead, in these systems
a trigger of intra-executive conflict is rooted in the attraction of the prestigious
and powerful presidency. As such, a number of the intra-executive conflicts
in Russia and Ukraine have occurred under prime ministers, whose
presidential ambitions have become evident in subsequent presidential races.

In sum, our results suggest that a number of institutional factors are
important for understanding the occurrence of intra-executive conflict.
Perhaps the most generally important observation from this is that intra-
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executive conflict cannot be explained simply by referring to difference in
personality among the incumbents. Certainly, personal character is important,
especially in a transitional context like the post-communist one. There was
arguably a big difference in leadership between President Walesa and Presi-
dent Kwasniewski. But what is important here is that certain institutional
conditions either reinforce or reduce the influence of personal ambitions and
character. To put it differently, the Walesa era would hardly have been that
conflictive if the parliamentary system was less fragmented, a stable major-
ity was in place, concurrent elections held and so on. Even if Walesa’s
ambitions to challenge the political system would have turned out as it did,
the effects of his strategies would probably have been constrained by such
institutional conditions. It is a general conclusion from this study that
unfavourable institutional conditions of semi-presidentialism in combination
with Walesa-like personalities are likely to generate conflict and stalemate.
To repeat, a transitional context does provide great manoeuvre space for
leading individuals to shape the political system, and a semi-presidential sys-
tem with poor institutional conditions is highly dependent on the personalities
of the leading actors in general, and of the president in particular. That said,
however, factors unrelated to the post-communist context, such as non-
concurrent elections, minority government, and cohabitation are normal
institutional conditions of semi-presidentialism, and, as such, will continue
to trigger intra-executive competition even under more institutionalised
settings.

The Downstream Issue:
Semi-Presidentialism and Implications
Preferred options for managing conflict
In Chapter 7 – the last empirical chapter – a number of strategies for managing
conflict in semi-presidential systems were addressed. A significant part of
this analysis was devoted to the role of constitutional courts and their abilities
of dealing with institutional conflict in general, and intra-executive conflict
in particular. Based on scholarly accounts on this issue, we draw the conclusion
that the post-communist constitutional courts have established themselves
as largely powerful and important institutions. This is particularly salient in
relation to how the courts have decided and acted on institutional disputes.
We illustrated by some case study examples how certain decisions of the
courts have been decisive in resolving conflict of both the executive-legislative
and the intra-executive kind. Such decisions may, furthermore, have the po-
tential to promote clarity and praxis to be adhered to by the main actors in
the years to come. The analysis also showed, however, that some decisions,
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especially in the early stages of post-communist politics, were affected by
politicisation and weak judicial status of the courts. Still, the gradually
improvement and consolidation of the courts, combined with an increased
rule of law perception within the post-communist societies, have worked to
improve the role of the courts as arbiters of the constitution. Needless to say,
this development can help mitigating the potentially negative effects of
institutional conflict in the semi-presidential systems.

The analysis of conflict management also accounted for other options
available to the key actors. In this regard, we addressed the power of the
president to dissolve parliament – arguably a most radical deviation from
the separation of power principle. In all of our semi-presidential systems,
this power is strictly delimited to specific situations, primarily to cabinet
formation and to the process of appointing the prime minister. It thus follows
logically that this power has not been frequently used among our cases. Still,
under those instances where it has been evoked, either in full use or only as
a threat, it has turned out to be a powerful instrument in the hands of the
president, most salient in Russia. By using this option, Yeltsin managed to
impose his prime minister candidates, as well as reducing parliamentary
incitements for initiating votes of no confidence.

Yet another, and more frequently, used strategy is to go public for
accumulating public support. This option is especially attractive for presidents
under the premier-presidential framework because it provides a possibility
of compensating for limited constitutional powers (recall our remarks on
the popular support of the presidents). The ‘go public’ option can indeed
prove to be effective if the president is able to illustrate the potential electoral
costs to the prime minister if he refuses to support the president. The presi-
dent also has a clear advantage over the parliament in this regard. He can, in
general terms, speak more coherently than the legislature and is expected to
do so in his position as head of state. Some examples from among our cases
suggest that the presidents have been largely successful in using the public
option.

Finally among the options, we showed that constitutional challenging
has been one of the most commonly used strategies by the post-communist
presidents. Arguably a high-risk option, this strategy has often resulted in
negative outcomes, such as increased polarisation, policy deadlock and
widespread popular cynicism. The examples of constitutional disputes un-
der Kuchma, Lucinschi and Walesa are all illustrative as to this matter. Despite
the fact that their quests for increased power were largely unsuccessful, their
efforts soaked up considerable amount of resources and attention, which
was not to the benefit of their countries at the time. In addition, we hardly
need to mention the dangers associated with undermining the legitimacy of
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the existing constitutional order in a context of weak civil society,
unconsolidated party systems, widespread popular distrust, and a general
lack of rule of law. The authoritarian development in many post-Soviet sta-
tes, discussed below, all too well illustrates the high stakes of such strategies.

Cabinet instability and policy ineffectiveness

We ended the empirical part of this study by a downstream analysis of intra-
executive conflict and cabinet stability, followed by a case example on how
the institutional framework of president-parliamentarism can be linked to
policy ineffectiveness. We tested the assumption, proposed in Chapter 3,
that intra-executive conflict is likely to have a negative effect on cabinet
stability in both premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems.
The results of our analysis came out in strong support of this hypothesis.
Our data revealed that pre-term resignation of the cabinets have clearly been
more frequent under intra-executive conflict than under cases of peaceful
relations within the executive. In president-parliamentary systems, dismissal
of the prime minister has been a rule without exception under intra-execu-
tive conflict, which is hardly surprising considering the institutional conditions
of this system. But even in the premier-presidential category there was a
strong relationship between the variables. This was also confirmed by a logistic
regression test showing that intra-executive conflict is a stronger predictor
of pre-term dismissal than any of the other variables included, among them
the type of semi-presidential system (see Table 7.6). In addition, a tentative
analysis of pre-term cabinet resignation in a number of parliamentary systems
in Central Europe, as compared to the premier-presidential systems, also
revealed that the latter on average have experienced a higher rate of pre-
term resignation. Although limited in scope, this indicates that semi-
presidential systems with frequent occurrences of intra-executive conflict are
likely to produce higher rates of cabinet turnover than equivalent
parliamentary systems. As we also admitted, however, cabinet instability
does not necessarily mean system instability or, for that matter, failed
democratisation. But we must contend that a frequent rotation of cabinets is
hardly good to the political system as it tends to interrupt and delay policy
reforms, something that might have negative effects on the functioning of
the political system as a whole.

Finally, we provided a case study example of how the budget process in
Russia under Yeltsin, was severely hampered by the institutional framework
of president-parliamentarism. The government, squeezed in-between the
demands of the president and the parliament, repeatedly adopted unrealistic
budgets and upheld economic policies without fiscal discipline. While
distancing himself from the responsibility of the economic policies, Yeltsin
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at the same time intervened and directed the course of the budget priorities.
The parliamentarians, on their end, also claimed control over the budget
process, often proposing reforms sharply at odds with those of the presi-
dent. In the lack of a clear majority in parliament, the cabinet was very much
left on its own, and the budgets, consequently, became products designed to
satisfy all kinds of demands. The minimum of separation of powers
characterising the president-parliamentary system, tends to place the
government in the centre of conflict between the president and the parliament.
Without parliamentary support, it is to be expected that this institutional
structure produces ineffective policies or political deadlock.

President-parliamentary systems and authoritarianism

Elgie (2004) has criticised many existing studies on constitutional design
and political effects, on the basis that they often ignore the variation within
each set of regimes. Quite correctly, he argues that a general disadvantage is
that such analyses have to remain on a rather high and abstract level. It
therefore becomes difficult to reveal the precise effects of institutions from
other macro features, such as political culture, economic development and
political history (see Chapter 1). Hence, Elgie’s conclusion is that the categories
of presidentialism, parliamentarism and semi-presidentialism are insufficient
as single explanatory variables. Instead we should include a number of other
institutional variables, such as historical and contextual factors, the party
system, presidential power, and so on. The research approach in this study
has very much adhered to the critique and recommendations by Elgie, as we
have applied a narrowly focus on institutional conflict in relation to contextual
and institutional factors. Nevertheless, in the latter part of Chapter 4, we
temporarily ignored the warnings of Elgie, and allowed for a general
downstream assessment on the pattern of constitutional type, presidential
power and democratisation in post-communist countries.

Proponents of parliamentarism have argued that presidential systems are
less conducive to democracy and therefore implicitly that parliamentary
systems should be the constitutional option for transitional regimes (see the
overview on this debate in Chapter 1). The pattern of democratisation in
Central and Eastern Europe and in the former Soviet republics, indeed lends
support to the parliamentary faction within this debate. The undisputable
fact is that the post-communist countries with the strongest power vested in
their presidencies are also the ones with the worst records of democratisation
(see Figure 4.3). But as we know, strong presidencies are adopted among the
former Soviet republics, where the negative records of democracy must also
be considered in the light of several kinds of obstacles not necessarily related
to the constitution. In addition, the constitutions currently in force in Bela-
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rus and Turkmenistan, for instance, are president-parliamentarism in its most
degenerated form, where presidential powers have increased continuously
and extensively throughout the period (cf. Figure 4.2). To put it differently,
even if the president-parliamentary constitution of Belarus initially – in its
first version of 1994 – outlined a formally democratic system, it is highly
doubtful whether this could be said about the current version. However,
here lies a major critique and warning of adopting strong presidencies in
transitional countries like the post-Soviet ones. In cases like Belarus, Turkmeni-
stan and Uzbekistan, the strong presidential component, introduced from
the very beginning, has contributed to legitimise and reinforce already
authoritarian tendencies. As such, the president-parliamentary system has
provided a constitutionally sanctioned tool for accumulating power in the
hands of presidents that have been less than interested in promoting
democratic reforms. Instead of democratisation, the outcome has been
increased power of already powerful presidents, arguably a straight forward
road to the consolidation of authoritarianism.

Semi-Presidentialism:
A Good Choice for Transitional Countries?
We assured in Chapter 1 that this study would not be occupied by the kind
of normative statements quite typical of the literature in this sub-field, saying
that parliamentary systems are superior to presidential systems (or the reverse),
or, for that matter, that semi-presidential systems is the most optimal choice
for transitional regimes. We are well advised to be careful with such inquires
even to the very end of this book. Still, we also argued that with our focus on
institutional conflict, we would have to include in our analysis, a number of
significant variables, such as presidential power, party system issues, and
parliamentary majority conditions. This relatively comprehensive scope of
analysis may therefore allow us to finally provide some tentative remarks on
the grand question regarding the pros and cons of adopting semi-
presidentialism in transitional countries.

Premier-presidentialism provides the possibility of combining an often
perceived need of presidential leadership with a government anchored in
parliament. Needless to say, a visible president with abilities of channelling
hope and national unity under turbulent periods could arguably work as a
positive factor for political stability and democratisation. This is, however,
possible to achieve even under a parliamentary framework with President
Vaclav Havel in Czechoslovakia (and later in the Czech Republic) being a
good case in point. But the popular mandate upheld by the premier-
presidential president adds a dimension of increased legitimacy and status.
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A popularly elected president is capable of functioning as an agent of the
electorate, rather than of the parties. In addition, the relatively larger share
of formal powers vested in the premier-presidential presidency as compared
to its counterpart in parliamentary systems (cf. Figure 4.2) might work to
the benefit of the president as an arbiter of the constitution, and of national
stability. Here is also one of the major pitfalls, however, illustrated by several

Table 8.1 Major points and empirical findings

Research issue   Major points and findings
The constitutional choices
and the spread of semi-
presidentialism
in post-communist
countries
Chapter 4

� Semi-presidential arrangements as the prevailing constitutional choice in
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) and in the former Soviet Union

� Premier-presidential systems in CEE, and president-parliamentary systems in
the former Soviet republics

� The choice of semi-presidential arrangements as a constitutional compromise
explained mainly by historical-institutional and transitional factors

� Clear pattern of constitutional type and formal presidential powers
� Clear pattern of constitutional type, presidential powers and democratisation

The pattern and character
of intra-executive conflict
Chapter 5

� Intra-executive conflict were somewhat more recurrent in the early transitional
phases but persists as a frequent phenomenon throughout the post-communist
era (cf. H1)

� Intra-executive conflicts entailing issues of ‘division of power and spheres of
influence’ have been the most common type of conflict, most frequently
occurring in the early transitional phases

� Intra-executive conflicts have been almost as frequent in the president-
parliamentary as in the premier-presidential systems (cf. H2)

� The president-parliamentary systems have been subjected to frequent intra-
executive conflicts as well as to frequent executive-legislative struggles

� Several intra-executive struggles lend support to the conclusion that intra-
executive conflict is a dilemma built into semi-presidentialism

The institutional triggers
of intra-executive conflict
Chapter 6

Institutional triggers in order of strength of results:
� Non-concurrent elections (cf. H4)
� High levels of party system fragmentation (cf. H3)
� Strong presidential influence over the legislative process
� Minority government (cf. H5)
� Low presidential influence over her affiliated party (cf. H7)
� Divided executive (cohabitation) (cf. H6) (a reinforced effect in combination

with non-concurrent elections)
� The presidents’ generally high popular support but limited formal powers in

combination with the prime ministers’ lower popular support but strong formal
powers is a conflict trigger in premier-presidential systems

� The prime ministers’ ambitions to win the presidency in subsequent elections
have triggered intra-executive conflicts in the president-parliamentary systems

The managing of and
implications of intra-
executive conflict
Chapter 7

� The constitutional courts have played an important role as mediators of conflict
in both premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems

� The option of going public has been a frequently used strategy by the presidents
� The option of challenging the constitutional framework in order to increase

power has been another frequently adopted strategy by the presidents
� Although with important exceptions, the power of the president to dissolve

parliament has not been frequently employed
� As a rule without exceptions, intra-executive conflicts have led to cabinet

dismissal in the president-parliamentary systems (cf. H8)
� Intra-executive conflicts have had a significant effect on cabinet survival in

both premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems (cf. H9)
� Pre-term resignation by the cabinets have been more frequent among the

premier-presidential systems than among the parliamentary systems in Central
Europe, intra-executive conflict is likely to be an important factor as to this
matter

� Empirical examples suggest that the structure built into the president-
parliamentary system can be related to policy ineffectiveness
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of our cases. Rather than serving as a safeguard of the constitution, a number
of the post-communist presidents have instead worked to undermine the
constitutional order by proposing extensive demands for increased power.
As such, the institutional arrangement of premier-presidentialism combined
with a temperamental holder of the presidency (like Walesa, Snegur or
Lucinschi), and an institutional immaturity of a transitional regime, can
undercut the legitimacy of the constitution and ultimately the prospects for
democratic governance.

As many scholars have argued, the party system is a key to prevent such
a development. Not least is the quality of inter-party collaboration of great
importance, especially if it is combined with multipartism. Strong presidents
have incentives and capabilities to undermine stable legislative majorities
and they therefore increase the need for legislators to collaborate in order to
either block or accept presidential initiatives, but presidential powers also
tend to reduce the supply of such collaboration (Kitschelt et al., 1999: 347).
In this respect one can argue that premier-presidential systems have a
disadvantage as compared to parliamentary regimes in which weaker
presidential power cannot interfere with parties’ collaborative strategies to
the same extent. If, in addition, the party system is affected by a deep regime
divide imposing high levels of polarisation, the efforts to build legislative
and government coalitions are complicated even further. In combination with
presidential powers, this dimension can paralyse legislative majorities and
undercut collaborative party relations, which was especially the case under
the early post-communist period. Kitschelt et al. (1999) have demonstrated
that Walesa’s rule was instrumental in preventing a reconsolidation of those
fragments of the Solidarity parliamentary group that gravitated toward a
common programmatic spectrum in the early 1990s. In order to satisfy his
own ambition to dominate the policy process, Walesa did what he could to
contribute towards a weakening of parliamentary parties by his divide-and-
rule tactic. Hence, with a decisive president like Walesa, that employs his
considerable institutional leverage to obstruct intra-party collaboration, one
can indeed argue that the premier-presidential arrangement contributes to
ineffective government and, in the longer run, perhaps lower quality of
democratic governance.

To somewhat simplify, we can argue that for premier-presidentialism to
be effective, there are two principal paths it can follow: either the president
chooses a rather symbolic role leaving the leadership of the executive to the
prime minister – as is gradually about to occur in Bulgaria and has long been
the praxis of Iceland and Austria – or he or she becomes the (informal)
leader of the government and attempts to command a parliamentary major-
ity along the lines of the French and, recently, Romanian model. The latter
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alternative implies that the president identifies with a party, works for the
success of this party or – in the absence of a majority for a party identified
with him or her – works for the building of a coalition in the legislature able
to support his or her choice of prime minister. As such, the constitutional
provision in several cases, that the president should relinquish his formal
party links while in office is somewhat in contradiction with effective semi-
presidential government. But this last aspect is a minor issue as compared to
the overarching need for inter-party collaboration and majority formation
in parliament.

However, if the party system begins to consolidate and function effectively
there is a more positive side of the premier-presidential system, as compared
to both parliamentary and presidential systems, namely the head-shifting
mechanism. To use the wording of Sartori: ‘presidentialism and
parliamentarism are single-engine mechanisms. In the first system the engine
is the president, in the second the engine is parliament. […] Semi-
presidentialism is, instead, a double-engine system’ (1997: 153). If there is a
legislature able to give support to a prime minister of a party other than the
one that has elected the president, the system is likely to function without
serious stalemate. This is regardless of whether there is intra-executive conflict
or not. The examples of peaceful cohabitation from some of our cases, as
well as from some of the French experiences, do not furnish conclusions that
the head-shifting mechanism will necessarily, and always, function smoothly.
As we know by now, it does not. However, the non-conflictive examples of
cohabitation do demonstrate that such an outcome is feasible under pre-
mier-presidentialism, and that the constitutional division of responsibilities
within the executive can provide a salient point of reference for political
actors who acknowledge the rules of the game (cf. Shugart and Carey, 1992:
61). However, if the requirement of a well functioning party system is not
satisfied, the implications of intra-executive conflict might, as our results of
this study have confirmed, be costly in terms of policy ineffectiveness and
cabinet instability.

Based on our results there are less positive things to say about the presi-
dent-parliamentary system. Shugart and Carey (1992), who originally outlined
the distinction between premier-presidential and president-parliamentary
systems, explicitly discarded president-parliamentarism as a disadvantageous
constitutional arrangement:

Are the ministers the president’s ministers, or are they the assembly’s? In
some regimes the answer is both. In either a premier-presidential or a
presidential regime […] the primacy of one branch over the other is clear.
[…] This does not prevent conflict, but it is not as clearly guaranteed to
generate conflict as is the president-parliamentary type. Democratic institu-
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tions are supposed to be conflict regulators, not conflict generators (Shugart
and Carey, 1992: 165–166).

In their study, Shugart and Carey refer to some troubled experiences with
this system and exemplify by the cases of Ecuador, Peru, and the German
Weimar Republic, and they finally conclude that ‘the experience has not
been a happy one, in most cases’ (1992: 282). Unfortunately, the findings of
this study provide few reasons to object the radical conclusions by Shugart
and Carey. Again, the president-parliamentary system of Ukraine has largely
been a negative experience in terms of institutional relations, and it is quite
logical that the Orange Revolution resulted in an ultimate abandoning of
this system. A quote by Wise and Pigenko (1999), based on their observations
in Ukraine, confirms the general loyalty dilemma of the cabinets under the
president-parliamentary framework:

Cabinet accountability continues to be ambiguous, and the prime minister
appears to be the odd man out. He is more beholden to the president but has
the responsibility to sell his program to the parliament. Not being the leader
of a ruling party coalition in parliament, he has little political reserve on
which to draw in times of severe political turmoil or deadlock over policy.
The prime minister seems destined to occupy the position of fall guy, with
short term for incumbents in the office likely to be the rule (Wise and
Pigenko, 1999: 52).

The seemingly more peaceful relations within the Russian executive probably
owe something to its closer resemblance to the functioning of a de facto
presidential regime. Presidential primacy over the cabinet – partly explained
by the possibility of the president to dissolve the Duma in the event it rejects
his prime minister nominees – undoubtedly accounts for the lower frequency
of intra-executive conflict in Russia. But as we know, the Yeltsin era was
instead stalled by severe conflicts between the president and the parliament
– quite often with policy deadlocks and polarisation as a direct consequence.

The creation of president-parliamentary systems with such powerful
presidents as in Belarus and the Central Asian states generated ‘paths’ that
have at best delayed transitions to democracy, or at worst reversed the
possibility of democratisation for long periods of time. The recent popular
upheavals in several post-Soviet states, even partly manifested in Belarus in
March 2006, suggest that there are ways to break away from these paths. To
be democratically successful, however, such efforts have to be accompanied
by a new round of constitutional discussions, and preferably also in a
scrapping of the president-parliamentary framework. Let us finally end where
we began.
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*

The Yu-schen-ko chants in Kiev have faded and the orange colour of the
2004 revolution lost most of its luminosity, leaving a lot of unfulfilled promises
and a taste of disappointment for many Ukrainians. Of course, it is still too
early to justly evaluate Yuschenko’s presidency, but his orange honeymoon
ended quickly as he now faces the difficulties of implementing new reforms,
while at the same time handling day-to-day politics in post-Soviet Ukraine.
Since he was sworn into office in January 2005, cabinet turnovers, corruption
allegations and the heated dispute with Russia over gas supplies have
weakened the political leadership, while the president himself has lost a
considerable share of his initial popularity among the Ukrainian people. In
addition, the intra-executive clashes between Yuschenko and his revolutionary
ally, Tymoshenko, have undermined the overall authority of the president.

The proven difficulties of switching from leading a much-admired dissi-
dent movement to also becoming a well-respected political leader are hardly
something unique. For example, the Solidarity movement in Poland ended
in bitter internal rivalry, particularly salient in the growing distance between
President Walesa and his former allies. However, Solidarity left in its wake
an emerging democracy and irreversible economic reforms that changed
Poland for the better. There is no such comfort for Yuschenko and Ukraine
as yet, but the Orange Revolution has initiated the growth of robust civil
society and left in its wake a constitutional reform that shifts the balance of
power from the president over to the parliament and the prime minister, i.e.
from a president-parliamentary to a premier-presidential system. Recently
considered by Yuschenko as a failure, this constitutional change has the po-
tential to move Ukraine closer to a European design of democracy and,
ultimately, away from post-Soviet authoritarianism.
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Swedish Summary
Dragkampen mellan presidenter och premiärministrar
– Semipresidentialism i Central- och Östeuropa

Problemformulering och syfte
Efter att de kommunistiska systemen i Central- och Östeuropa och Sovjet-
unionen hade fallit samman under den omvälvande perioden 1989–1991,
ställdes de plötsligt självständiga staterna inför den gigantiska utmaningen
att på kort tid göra en rad avgörande politiska val, där formandet av en
konstitutionell styrelseform hörde till de mest grundläggande. Från statsve-
tenskaplig litteratur får man ofta intrycket att valet av styrelseform i huvud-
sak står mellan parlamentarism och presidentialism. Utvecklingen i de post-
kommunistiska länderna visade dock med all tydlighet att varken parlamen-
tarism eller presidentialism var de mest populära alternativen. Istället valde
en majoritet av länderna olika former av semipresidentiella arrangemang.

Semipresidentialism – kanske mest känt från Finland och Frankrike –
utgör en blandform av presidentialism och parlamentarism med en dual ex-
ekutiv struktur där premiärministern leder sitt regeringskabinett men där
också presidenten innehar maktbefogenheter som vida överstiger den
parlamentariske statschefens mer ceremoniella uppgifter. Trots den stora
spridningen av semipresidentiella arrangemang bland de postkommunistiska
länderna så har forskningen kring dessa system varit begränsad i jämförelse
med intresset för parlamentarism och presidentialism. Medan de två senare,
alltsedan 1990-talets början, varit i fokus för en omfattande och svårlöst
forskningsstrid, så har semipresidentiella system hamnat i periferin och ofta
behandlats i närmast svepande och diffusa ordalag. Konstitutionella frågor
har dock legat högt på forskningsagendan inom komparativ politik det se-
naste decenniet, inte minst genom den nyss nämnda forskningsdebatten. Juan
Linz initierade denna debatt genom att i en artikel publicerad 1990, hävda
att presidentiella system innehåller ett antal institutionella mekanismer som
gör dessa mindre lämpliga för demokratisk utveckling än parlamentarism
(Linz, 1990a; 1990b; 1994). Kritiken av presidentiella system handlar bland
annat om presidentens låsta mandatperiod, vilken gör det svårt att avsätta
densamme; den ”duala legitimiteten”, det vill säga att både president och
parlament kan stödja sig på folkets mandat och som kan leda till politiska
låsningar om presidenten och parlamentarisk majoritet representerar skilda
politiska läger, samt riskerna för en osund maktkoncentration kring presi-
denten.

På liknande sätt argumenterar Linz för att semipresidentiella system de-
lar några av de negativa karaktärsdrag som han återfinner i presidentiella
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system, inte minst problemen som kan uppstå ur den duala legitimitets-
strukturen och svårigheterna med att inte kunna avsätta en ”dålig” presi-
dent (Linz, 1997: 4). Linz hävdar också att den exekutiva ansvarsfördel-
ningen i semipresidentiella system är diffus och att konflikter därför är tro-
liga (Linz, 1994: 52–53). Han menar vidare att semipresidentiella system i
lika hög, eller i än högre grad än presidentiella system, är beroende av presi-
dentens personlighet och förmågor.

En utbredd uppfattning om semipresidentiella system är att presidentens
och premiärministerns roller är tydligt uppdelade och komplementära i både
teori och praktik: presidenten som statschef åtnjuter folklig legitimitet och
representerar nationen utåt, medan premiärministern som regeringschef le-
der policyarbetet och ansvarar för de dagliga regeringsuppgifterna. Faktiska
empiriska exempel visar dock att dessa roller inte alltid är så tydligt separe-
rade eller lätta att upprätthålla. Själva arrangemanget med två exekutiva
ledare, där båda kan hävda sin legitimitet utifrån folkliga mandat – presi-
denten som direktvald och premiärministern via parlamentsval – är i sig
potentiellt konfliktskapande och leder ofta till kamp om det exekutiva ledar-
skapet. Den kanske mest uppenbara konfliktsituationen uppstår när presi-
dent och premiärminister representerar skilda politiska läger, så kallad
”cohabitation” (samexistens), men konflikter förekommer också under pe-
rioder med en ideologiskt enad exekutiv.

 Sett i en postkommunistisk kontext förstärks problematiken genom att
maktfördelningen mellan aktörerna ofta varit flytande och oförutsägbar, lik-
som att en institutionell praxis inte hunnit etableras. Dessutom har parti-
systemen i många fall varit fragmenterade och outvecklade, vilket ytterligare
öppnat för presidentens direkta inblandning i det som enligt författningen
tillhör premiärministerns ansvarsområden. Följaktligen har konflikter mel-
lan presidenter och premiärministrar varit ett vanligt förekommande inslag
i de semipresidentiella systemen i Central- och Östeuropa. Utifrån detta fak-
tum reser denna avhandling sitt syfte och sina frågeställningar.

Huvudsyftet med studien är att – genom en teoretisk och empirisk analys
av intraexekutiva konflikter i semipresidentiella system i Central- och Öst-
europa – bidra till forskningen om konstitutionella arrangemang i allmän-
het, och semipresidentiella system i synnerhet. Utgående från den institutio-
nella relationen mellan president, premiärminister och parlament, avser stu-
dien att kartlägga förekomsten av, och karaktären på dessa intraexekutiva
konflikter. Utifrån ett antal teoretiska antaganden analyseras vidare under-
liggande källor till konflikterna, liksom implikationerna av dessa konflikter
för det politiska systemet.

Merparten av teoretiska antaganden kring institutionella relationer i
semipresidentiella system är baserade på erfarenheter från Västeuropa, fram-
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förallt från Frankrike. Därför avser denna studie att pröva sådana antag-
andens tillämplighet på de nya, och kontextuellt annorlunda, semi-
presidentiella systemen i Central- och Östeuropa. De länder som undersöks
närmare är Bulgarien, Kroatien, Litauen, Moldavien, Polen, Rumänien, Ryss-
land och Ukraina.

Den specifika fokuseringen på postkommunistiska länder kräver därmed
en bakgrundsteckning där faktorer som konstitutionella val, presidentiell
styrka, och demokratisering beaktas. Vilka är de kontextuella och politiska
förutsättningarna för semipresidentialism i dessa länder och vilka olika prak-
tiska tillämpningar kan identifieras? I relation till detta diskuteras också hur
vi, utifrån vissa teoretiska utgångspunkter, kan förstå varför just
semipresidentialism visade sig ha så stark attraktionskraft bland flertalet
länder i Central- och Östeuropa.

Teori och begrepp
En första, och för forskningsproblemet helt central uppgift är att definiera
vad som konstituerar ett semipresidentiellt system. Litteraturen ger starkt
skiftande och i många fall mindre övertygande svar på denna fråga. Därför
hävdar jag att forskningsfältet belastas av konceptuella oklarheter där fors-
kare tillämpar olika kategoriseringar och där möjligheten till adekvata jäm-
förelser mellan olika studiers resultat följaktligen begränsas (jfr. Sedelius,
2002). De konceptuella problemen är framförallt kopplade till president-
makten, sättet på vilket presidenten väljs, samt också till den duala exekutiva
strukturen. Den, enligt min uppfattning, klart mest fruktbara lösningen på
den begreppsliga problematiken har presenterats av Shugart och Carey (1992).
I enlighet med deras begreppsapparat används här en indelning i två katego-
rier: premiärministerbetonad (premier-presidential) och president-
parlamentarisk (president-parliamentary) semipresidentialism. Premiär-
ministerbetonade system motsvarar Duvergers (1980) ursprungliga defini-
tion av semipresidentialism baserad på det konstitutionella arrangemanget i
Frankrike, och innebär följande: (1) presidenten tillsätts genom allmänna
val (antingen direkt eller via elektorer), (2) presidenten innehar betydande
makt och (3) premiärministern och dennes regering är ansvarig inför parla-
mentet.

Denna definition är dock otillfredsställande i relation till den duala
exekutiva struktur som valts i flertalet postsovjetiska stater, där premiärmi-
nister och regeringen är ansvarig inför både parlament och president, och
där presidentens ställning är betydligt starkare än motsvarigheten i till ex-
empel Frankrike. Här ger istället den presidentparlamentariska kategorin
bättre täckning. Presidentparlamentariska system har följande karaktäris-
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tika: (1) presidenten tillsätts genom allmänna val (antingen direkt eller via
elektorer); (2) presidenten utser och avsätter regeringsmedlemmar; (3) pre-
miärministern och dennes regering är underställd både presidentens och par-
lamentets förtroende; (4) presidenten har vanligen makt att upplösa parla-
mentet och/eller makt att initiera lagstiftning.

Utifrån de institutionella förutsättningarna i dessa två system utvecklas i
studien ett antal teoretiska antaganden kring interaktionen mellan president,
premiärminister och parlament, och mer specifikt kring förutsättningarna
för intraexekutiv konflikt. Förenklat kan premiärministern i semipresidentiella
system betraktas som underställd sina två överordnade, presidenten och
parlamentet. I det premiärministerbetonade systemet har både presidenten
och parlamentet inflytande över utnämningen av premiärministern, medan
endast parlamentet har makt att avsätta premiärministern och dennes reger-
ing. I det presidentparlamentariska systemet har presidenten initiativet över
premiärministerutnämningen, medan både president och parlament har
möjlighet att fälla regeringen. Båda dessa system har dock en inbyggd pro-
blematik som ofta visar sig när presidenten saknar parlamentariskt stöd.
Under sådana ogynnsamma majoritetsförhållanden tvingas premiärminis-
tern och regeringen att välja mellan att antingen anpassa sig efter presiden-
tens eller den parlamentariska majoritetens politiska linje. För att förstå pre-
miärministerns mest sannolika överväganden i detta fall måste vi beakta
skillnaden mellan de två typerna av semipresidentialism. I ett premiärminister-
betonat system är regeringens primära lojalitet gentemot parlamentet, då
parlamentet ensamt förfogar över rätten att avsätta regeringen. Den mest
troliga konfliktlinjen blir då följaktligen mellan president och premiärminis-
ter, det vill säga intraexekutiv konflikt. I ett presidentparlamentariskt system
är det svårare att förutse regeringens lojalitet när vi betänker att både presi-
dent och parlament har möjlighet att avsätta regeringen. Dock har presiden-
ten i dessa system generellt ett starkare inflytande än parlamentet över reger-
ingen (i synnerhet i många postsovjetiska länder där presidentens ställning
varit betydligt starkare än parlamentets). Utifrån detta kan vi förvänta att
regeringen väljer presidentens sida och att konfliktlinjen blir den exekutiv-
legislativa (presidenten och regeringen vis-à-vis parlamentet).

Fokus ligger alltså på huvudaktörernas konstitutionella handlingsutrymme
i förhållande till andra institutionella faktorer. Grad av partifragmentering,
majoritetsbaserat eller proportionellt valsystem, skilda eller samtidiga val
till parlament och president, minoritets- eller majoritetsregering, delad
(cohabitation) eller enad exekutivmakt, liksom presidentens faktiska parti-
inflytande är exempel på institutionella komponenter som beaktas och som
antas påverka förekomsten av intraexekutiv konflikt. Ett antal antaganden
mejslas fram och underställs empirisk prövning. I avhandlingen kallas dessa
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antaganden för hypoteser men beteckningen skall inte uppfattas i sin mest
strikta statistiska betydelse, snarare handlar det om vägledande antaganden
för att tydligare strukturera analysen.

Metod och forskningsdesign
Avhandlingen är explicit jämförande och kan placeras in under statsvetenskap-
ens subdisciplin komparativ politik. På olika nivåer och i olika delar av
studien görs jämförelser mellan länder, konstitutioner, institutioner,
aktörer och regeringskabinett. I den första delen av den empiriska analysen
– kapitel 4 – som innefattar klassificering, konstitutionsbyggande och
länderkontextualisering, tillämpas en extensiv komparativ strategi där 27
postkommunistiska länders författningar analyseras och kodas. Utifrån
detta görs en regimklassificering för att definiera vilka länder som bör
kategoriseras som premiärministerbetonade respektive president-
parlamentariska. Konstitutionerna används i denna del också för att be-
stämma den formella presidentmakten i de olika länderna. Kodningen sam-
manfattas sedan i ett viktat presidentmaktsindex. Vidare används dessa
kodningar för att kartlägga mönster vad gäller konstitutionstyp, president-
makt och demokratisering bland de postkommunistiska länderna. Utifrån
dessa resultat följer också ett logiskt urval av länder för den fortsatta analy-
sen av institutionella konflikter. En rad av de postsovjetiska länderna dis-
kvalificeras från undersökningen på grundval av den icke-demokratiska ut-
vecklingen. Därmed förkastas samtidigt en majoritet av de president-
parlamentariska fallen, då detta system är överrepresenterat bland de forna

Tabell S.1 Vägledande antaganden i analysen av intraexekutiv konflikt

Källor till intraexekutiv konflikt:
H1: Intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa i ett tidigt skede av transition än i senare skeden
H2: Intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa i ett premiärministerbetonat än i ett presidentparlamentariskt
system.
H3: Intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa under en hög grad av partifragmentering än under en låg grad
av partifragmentering.
H4: Intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa om president- respektive parlamentsval hålls vid olika
tidpunkter än om de hålls samtidigt.
H5: Intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa under minoritetsregeringar än under majoritetsregeringar.
H6: Intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa under en delad exekutivmakt (”cohabitation”, presidenten och
premiärministern är varandras partipolitiska motståndare) än under en enad exekutivmakt (presidenten och
premiärministern tillhör samma partipolitiska läger)
H7: Intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa om presidenten har litet inflytande över det parti eller
partikoalition till vilken han har sin tillhörighet än om presidenten har ett stort inflytande över densamma.

Effekter av intraexekutiv konflikt:
H8: I presidentparlamentariska system är det sannolikt att presidenten avsätter premiärministern under
intraexekutiv konflikt.
H9: Intraexekutiva konflikter har sannolikt en negativ effekt på hur länge regeringskabinetten överlever i både
premiärministerbetonade och presidentparlamentariska system.
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sovjetrepublikerna. Efter urvalet återstår följande premiärministerbetonade
system; Bulgarien, Kroatien efter 2000, Litauen, Moldavien före 2000, Po-
len och Rumänien, och följande presidentparlamentariska system; Kroatien
före 2000, Ryssland och Ukraina.

Jämförelseenheterna i analysen av intraexekutiva konflikter är
regeringskabinetten och presidenterna, det vill säga varje ny konstellation av
president och premiärminister blir ett undersökningsfall. För att kartlägga
förekomst av konflikt och konfliktintensitet görs en sammanvägd bedöm-
ning utifrån expertutlåtanden (se nedan angående expertstudien), analyser i
litteratur, rapporter och dokument. Den operationaliserade definitionen som
tillämpas är följande: intraexekutiv konflikt föreligger när det skett en ob-
serverbar konflikt mellan presidenten å ena sidan, och premiärministern
och/eller andra ministrar å den andra, manifesterad genom obstruktivt eller
antagonistiskt beteende från endera parten riktad gentemot den andra.
Konfliktnivån bedöms utifrån en tregradig skala: låg, medium och hög (se
tabell 5.1 i studien). Klassificeringen av konflikter används sedan för fort-
satta kvantitativa och kvalitativa analyser.

Det huvudsakliga empiriska material som används består, förutom av de
nämnda författningarna, av samlad litteratur, dokumentation och rapporter
rörande exekutiv-legislativa och konstitutionella frågor i länderna, liksom
av utsagor och synpunkter hämtade från en expertstudie genomförd under
perioden 2002–2005 (The Expert Survey 2002–2004, se också Appendix
B). Expertstudien, upplagd i två steg, bestod dels av en enkät skickad till ett
antal respondenter i samtliga undersökta länder, där frågornas karaktär var
relativt bred i förhållande till relationen mellan president, premiärminister
och parlament; och dels av intervjuer och e-postkorrespondens med ett antal
experter i några utvalda länder (framförallt Litauen och Polen), och där frå-
geställningarna var mer explicit inriktade på intraexekutiv konflikt. Expert-
gruppen bestod mestadels av akademiker med forskningsinriktning på kon-
stitutionella frågor, och med särskild expertis på just de aktuella länderna,
men i fallen Polen och Litauen även av ett antal domare och tjänstemän på
respektive lands konstitutionsdomstol. De samlade resultaten från
expertstudien används i huvudsak som komplement och stöd till övrigt em-
piriskt material i undersökningen.

Analys och resultat
Valet av semipresidentialism i postkommunistiska länder

En majoritet av länderna i Central- och Östeuropa och före detta Sovjet-
unionen valde någon av de två varianterna av semipresidentialism. Medan
den premiärministerbetonade modellen fick sin spridning i Centraleuropa,
dominerar det presidentparlamentariska systemet bland de forna sovjet-
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republikerna. Varför semipresidentialism, och varför denna skarpa linje
mellan Centraleuropa och de postsovjetiska länderna ifråga om typ av
semipresidentiellt system? I avhandlingens fjärde kapitel redovisas ett antal
olika faktorer som kan förklara detta mönster.

Sammantaget kan valet av semipresidentialism förstås som en konstitu-
tionell kompromiss inkluderande en rad hänsyn och intressen. För det första
var det i flera fall en kompromiss mellan ett upplevt behov av historisk kon-
tinuitet och ett samtidigt krav på modernt demokratiskt styre. Framförallt i
Centraleuropa – Polen och Litauen är tydliga exempel – spelade mellan-
krigshistoriska erfarenheter av starka presidentämbeten och nationella le-
dare en viktig roll i det postkommunistiska konstitutionsbyggandet. Detta
samtidigt som det fanns en generell ambition att införa ett parlamentariskt
orienterat system av västeuropeiskt snitt. Premiärministerbetonad
semipresidentialism erbjöd en möjlighet att i någon mån tillgodose dessa
relativt motstridiga krav. I de postsovjetiska staterna ledde avsaknaden av
liknande historiska erfarenheter till att det presidentorienterade system som
utvecklats under Gorbatjov, var det närmast tillgängliga och det som med
små justeringar kunde omvandlas till det presidentparlamentariska arrange-
mang som kom att dominera.

För det andra så var semipresidentialism en logisk kompromiss utifrån
kortsiktiga politiska mål och intressen, reflekterande i stort styrkan hos de
grupper och individer som förhandlade fram konstitutionen. De som kalky-
lerade med stora chanser att vinna presidentvalen arbetade för att införa en
tydlig presidentkomponent i författningen, medan de potentiella förlorarna
motarbetade sådana ansträngningar. Exempelvis inom oppositionsrörelsen
Solidaritet i Polen kände man medvind och folkets stöd och här fanns tydligt
idén om att ett starkt presidentämbete skulle vara till gagn för rörelsen, sam-
tidigt som exkommunisterna i parlamentet avvisade förslagen och föresprå-
kade kontinuitet med den kommunistiska regimens ”parlamentarism”. Det
premiärministerbetonade systemet var på så sätt en modell som i någon mån
var en medelväg mellan dessa positioner. En viktig skillnad mellan länderna
i Centraleuropa och de forna sovjetrepublikerna – som delvis kan förklara
varför det ena systemet fick företräde framför det andra – är att i de förra så
skedde de konstitutionella förhandlingarna i huvudsak mellan politiska par-
tier/rörelser, vilket hindrade presidenterna att dominera processen i den ut-
sträckning som blev fallet i de senare. Därtill hade presidenterna i de post-
sovjetiska länderna stöd hos en betydande andel av de gamla eliterna, lik-
som av dem som ekonomiskt vunnit på den radikala omställningen från
planekonomi till marknadsekonomi. Resultatet blev att argumenten för ett
starkt presidentämbete fick stort genomslag både i debatt och i de slutliga
författningsdokumenten.
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För det tredje så reflekterade de semipresidentiella arrangemangen en
generell strävan att skapa politisk stabilitet. Det fanns en utbredd insikt om
att partisystem och parlament, åtminstone under en tid, skulle förbli
fragmenterade och röriga och att regeringsunderlaget följaktligen skulle vara
skakigt. Ett starkt presidentämbete sågs som en nödvändig motvikt till detta
och som en möjlig garant för kontinuitet och stabilitet. Därtill hade presi-
denterna i flera av de nya staterna – inte minst i de forna sovjetrepublikerna
– en viktig uppgift i att som samlande symboler ena nation och befolkning.

Sammantaget visar analysen på betydelsen av både aktörsorienterade och
historisk-institutionella faktorer för att förstå valet av semipresidentialism
och skillnaden mellan de centraleuropeiska och de (icke-baltiska) post-
sovjetiska staterna i detta avseende. Transitionskontext, historisk kontinui-
tet, kortsiktiga politiska intressen, liksom de institutionella resurserna och
styrkan hos dem som förhandlade fram konstitutionerna är alla viktiga bitar
i detta pussel.

Institutionalisering och intraexekutiv konflikt

Ett logiskt argument i relation till transitionsländer är att förvänta att före-
komsten av konflikt är högre under de tidiga faserna efter regimövergången
jämfört med senare perioder. När systemen successivt anpassar sig och eta-
blerar ett antal praxis och rutiner torde konfliktfrekvensen sjunka. Detta
sammanfattades i hypotes H1 ovan. Visst stöd åt det antagandet gavs av
studiens data, framförallt när det gäller den typ av konflikter som berör
formell maktfördelning och intressesfärer mellan president och premiärmi-
nister/regering (se kapitel 5). Uppenbarligen har institutionaliseringsprocessen
bidragit till att gradvis minska förekomsten av sådana konflikter. Sett över
hela spektret av konflikter så ligger dock frekvensen på en relativt jämn nivå
under hela den undersökta perioden 1991-2004. I genomsnitt drygt 30 pro-
cent av de undersökta intraexekutiva fallen präglades av konflikt. Det kan
tyckas förvånande att konfliktfrekvensen är så pass hög under hela perioden
men det skall samtidigt påpekas att intraexekutiva konflikter är en logisk
och förväntad konsekvens av den semipresidentiella strukturen.

Typ av semipresidentialism och intraexekutiv konflikt
Tidigare angavs att olikheterna i institutionell struktur mellan premiär-
ministerbetonade och presidentparlamentariska system gör det rimligt att
förvänta sig att intraexekutiva konflikter är mer frekventa i det förra än i det
senare, vilket sammanfattas i hypotes H2. Resultaten från de post-
kommunistiska länderna gav dock inget tydligt stöd för detta antagande
(kapitel 5). Under den undersökta perioden har intraexekutiva konflikter
förekommit nästan lika frekvent i båda systemen. En reservation är på plats



271

vad gäller den presidentparlamentariska kategorin, där Ukraina under pre-
sident Kutjma står för majoriteten av de observerade konflikterna, dock finns
det flera exempel på konflikt också under andra perioder i Ukraina, liksom
även i Ryssland. Snarare visar undersökningen att de president-
parlamentariska systemen varit sårbara för både allvarliga exekutiv-legislativa
konflikter mellan president och parlament, och allvarliga intraexekutiva
konflikter mellan president och premiärminister.

Andra institutionella faktorer och intraexekutiv konflikt

En rad institutionella triggers till konflikt undersöktes vidare i kapitel 6,
enligt hypoteserna H3– H7. Starkast stöd fick antagandet om att intraexekutiva
konflikter är mer frekventa om president- och parlamentsval hålls vid olika
tidpunkter än om de hålls samtidigt (H4). I de fall samtidiga val har hållits,
har också relationerna inom exekutiven varit mer harmoniska. Förklaringen
till detta är att presidenten gynnas av samtidiga val genom att väljarna ten-
derar att, som en biprodukt av stödet för presidentkandidaten, också stödja
dennes parti i parlamentsvalet. Detta ger presidenten möjligheter både till
parlamentariskt stöd och till kontroll över valet av premiärminister. Om valen
hålls med längre mellanrum tenderar väljarna istället att straffa de sittande
ledarna genom att vid presidentvalen välja en kandidat i opposition till inne-
varande parlamentarisk majoritet, eller det omvända vid parlamentsvalen.
Rumänien är det enda fall bland länderna i undersökningen där samtidiga
val hållits regelbundet över hela perioden, vilket också varit till gagn för
presidentens ställning, liksom, enligt våra data, för relationerna inom
exekutiven. Vidare tycks graden av partisystemfragmentering (H3) ha en
märkbar effekt på förekomsten av intraexekutiv konflikt, vilket är logiskt
utifrån att en hög grad av partifragmentering skapar otydliga och röriga
parlamentariska förutsättningar. Ett faktum som gör det svårt för regeringen
att ta hänsyn till presidentens agenda när den samtidigt måste arbeta för att
hitta parlamentarisk majoritet för sina förslag. Därtill leder ofta en hög grad
av fragmentering till minoritetsregeringar, vilket också, enligt våra data, sam-
manfallit med en något högre grad av intraexekutiv konflikt än majoritets-
regeringar (H5).

Kanske mer förvånande i resultaten var att den ofta refererade faktorn,
den delade exekutivmakten (så kallad cohabitation), endast visade margi-
nell samvariation med en ökad förekomst av konflikt. Även om vi har flera
exempel bland våra fall där samexistens mellan presidenter och premiärmi-
nistrar som representerar motsatta politiska läger, lett till konflikt, så har vi
nästan lika många exempel på icke-konfliktpräglade relationer under
cohabitation. Dock kan vi se att i kombination med icke-samtidiga val, se
ovan, så tycks konfliktbenägenheten förstärkas. Detta tyder på att i de fall
presidentens inflytande över parlament och premiärministerutnämning varit
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låg, samtidigt som det lett till ett regeringskabinett i partipolitisk opposition
med presidenten (båda faktorer ofta ett resultat av icke-samtidiga val), så
har förutsättningarna för fredliga relationer inom exekutivmakten varit
mycket ogynnsamma.

Därtill undersökte vi också huruvida presidentens inflytande över det
parti han står närmast kan relateras till intraexekutiv konflikt (H6). Visst
empiriskt stöd gavs åt antagandet att om presidenten har ett begränsat infly-
tande över ”sitt” parti så ökar också förekomsten av konflikt med premiär-
ministern. I synnerhet verkar detta vara fallet om premiärministern samti-
digt har ett betydande inflytande över samma parti. Då tenderar partiinterna
spänningar mellan president och premiärminister att ta sig uttryck i
intraexekutiv konflikt. Faktiskt pekar resultaten på att en sådan parti-
ideologiskt ”enad” exekutivmakt kan vara minst lika problematisk som
cohabitation.

Slutligen bland faktorer som antas påverka frekvensen av konflikt gjor-
des en analys utifrån en av frågorna i expertstudien, nämligen om presiden-
tens inflytande över den legislativa processen också påverkar förekomsten
av konflikt. Här var det empiriska underlaget något mer skakigt men resul-
taten pekade tydligt i riktning mot att konfliktfrekvensen ökar under presi-
denter som vill utöva ett stort inflytande över den legislativa processen. Detta
är fullt logiskt sett i ljuset av att en sådan president tenderar att ”inkräkta”
och engagera sig i politiska frågor och procedurer som regeringen ser som
sina domäner, ett beteende som ger starka konfliktincitament för premiär-
ministern och dennes regering.

Sammantaget bekräftar analysen att det tycks finnas ett mönster mellan
en rad institutionella faktorer och förutsättningar för intraexekutiv konflikt.
Kanske den viktigaste slutsatsen utifrån detta är att det är otillräckligt att
försöka förklara intraexekutiv konflikt enbart som ett resultat av personlig
karaktär hos de inblandade, eller endast i termer av tillfälligheter. Därmed
inte sagt att den personliga karaktären hos aktörerna är oviktig, vi har ju till
och med argumenterat för att de ledande individerna och deras egenskaper
är synnerligen viktiga under en turbulent period av det slag som de post-
kommunistiska länderna upplevt under de senaste femton åren. Men argu-
mentet är att de enskilda aktörerna har haft ett stort genomslag just på grund
av att de institutionella förutsättningarna har tillåtit detta. Med andra ord,
perioden under Walesa i Polen skulle knappast ha varit så konfliktpräglad
som den blev om partisystemet varit mindre fragmenterat, om en stabil par-
lamentarisk majoritet stött regeringarna, om samtidiga val hållits etcetera.
Det är en generell slutsats här, att ogynnsamma institutionella förutsättningar
av det slag vi beskrivit leder till konflikt och i förlängningen också får vissa
negativa effekter, vilket undersöktes vidare i kapitel 7.
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Alternativa strategier och konfliktreglering
i de semipresidentiella systemen
I det sista empiriska kapitlet av avhandlingen, kapitel 7, behandlas ett antal
strategier tillgängliga för aktörerna när det gäller att hantera och om möjligt
”vinna” en konfliktsituation. För det första ägnas en del av analysen åt
konstitutionsdomstolarna och deras betydelse för att reglera och bemästra
institutionella konflikter. Samtliga länder i studien har inrättat konstitutions-
domstolar med makt att besluta i konflikter med konstitutionella
implikationer. Baserat på analys av hur de agerat i enskilda fall, och utifrån
andra forskares bedömningar, dras slutsatsen att författningsdomstolarna
generellt har bidragit positivt till att lösa och även förhindra vissa konflikter
av både exekutiv-legislativ och intraexekutiv karaktär. Detta trots att det
också går att peka ut enskilda fall där deras beslut varit påverkade av det
kommunistiska arvet, politisering från endera sidan, eller en förhållandevis
låg rättslig status. Successivt har konstitutionsdomstolarnas roll stärkts och
flera analytiker menar att etablerandet av författningsdomstolar i post-
kommunistiska semipresidentiella system trots allt haft en avgörande bety-
delse för utvecklandet av rättsstatlighet och konfliktlösning.

Vidare undersöks hur aktörerna utnyttjat andra alternativ för att agera
under konflikt. Presidenterna i de premiärministerbetonade systemen har
visat sig särskilt benägna att använda möjligheten att offentligt, antingen via
intervjuer eller i tal till nationen, ge uttryck för sina ståndpunkter i specifika
konflikter. Genom att använda appeller till medborgarna och utnyttja sitt
relativt starka folkliga stöd, försöker presidenterna kompensera något för
den begränsade konstitutionella makt som tilldelats dem. På liknande sätt
har presidenterna också försökt underminera den existerande konstitutio-
nella ordningen genom att föreslå förstärkningar av presidentmakten och
förändringar av författningen i riktning mot mer presidentorienterade mo-
deller. Strategier som otvetydigt har haft negativa konsekvenser i termer av
minskad legitimitet för författningen, segdragna och omfattande politiska
bataljer, liksom i en ökad medborgerlig cynism gentemot politikerna. Därtill
beaktas i kapitlet också presidentens möjligheter att, under vissa omständig-
heter, upplösa parlamentet. Med viktiga undantag, så har detta alternativ
inte varit frekvent använt, vilket till stor del kan förklaras av att de post-
kommunistiska författningarna är tydligt restriktiva med under vilka förut-
sättningar detta verktyg får användas. Framförallt är möjligheten för presi-
denten att upplösa parlamentet kopplad till regeringsbildandet och premiär-
ministerutnämningen och kan tillämpas endast om upprepade försök att bilda
regering har misslyckats. Ryssland är något av ett undantag, där parlaments-
upplösning förvisso är kopplad till regeringsbildning, men där möjligheterna
för presidenten att tillämpa parlamentsupplösning är mer generöst tilltagna,



274

vilket också utnyttjades vid ett antal tillfällen av president Jeltsin under 1990-
talet.

Intraexekutiv konflikt, regeringsstabilitet och policyeffektivitet
I senare delen av kapitel 7 analyseras huruvida intraexekutiv konflikt kan
kopplas till regeringsinstabilitet i semipresidentiella system (H8 och H9). Våra
data gav starkt stöd för detta. Förtida regeringsavgångar (innan ordinarie
parlamentsval) har varit betydligt mer frekventa under perioder av
intraexekutiv konflikt jämfört med perioder av intraexekutiv harmoni. Detta
tycks gälla oavsett andra faktorer, det vill säga när kontroll gjordes för en
rad andra institutionella faktorer, bland annat partisystemets fragmentering,
minoritets- eller majoritetsregering och typ av semipresidentiellt system, så
består intraexekutiv konflikt som den starkaste prediktorn. I de president-
parlamentariska systemen har intraexekutiv konflikt utan undantag lett till
att premiärministern fått avgå. Därtill visar en jämförelse med parlamenta-
riska system i Centraleuropa att förtida regeringsavgångar i genomsnitt va-
rit mer frekventa i de premiärministerbetonade systemen, vilket torde kunna
förklaras med förekomsten av intraexekutiv konflikt i de senare (dock inget
undersökt samband i det sista avseendet). Även om regeringsstabilitet inte
bör ses som ett självklart mått på politisk stabilitet, så är det svårt att komma
ifrån att frekventa regeringsavgångar medför vissa negativa effekter såsom
diskontinuitet och oförutsägbarhet i policyarbetet, liksom allmän politisk
turbulens. Faktorer som i förlängningen också kan skada förtroendet för
hela det politiska systemet, vilket är ogynnsamt i alla demokratier, inte minst
i nyligen demokratiserade system som i Central- och Östeuropa.

Slutligen används en fallstudie av budgetprocessen under Jeltsin-eran i
Ryssland för att visa hur den presidentparlamentariska strukturen, under
ogynnsamma institutionella förutsättningar, leder till ineffektivt policyarbete.
Genom att regeringen i dessa system är beroende av både presidentens och
parlamentets stöd för att överleva uppstår påtagliga problem när president
och parlament befinner sig på kollisionskurs med varandra. Budgetarbetet
under Jeltsins period bekräftade detta alltför väl. När presidenten och parla-
mentet levererade sinsemellan motstridiga förslag, samtidigt som det sakna-
des en samlad majoritet i parlamentet, hamnade regeringen i kläm. Resulta-
tet blev antingen politiskt dödläge eller, som oftast, kraftigt ofinansierade
och oansvariga budgetförslag där alla intressen skulle tillgodoses. Budgetar
som i förlängningen fördjupade de redan omfattande ekonomiska problem
som Ryssland då hade att hantera.
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Avslutande reflektioner kring semipresidentialism i en transitionskontext
I sista delen av avhandlingen görs några övergripande reflektioner kring den
större frågan om semipresidentialism i nya demokratier. När det gäller det
premiärministerbetonade systemet så är det lätt att se attraktionen i att kom-
binera presidentiellt ledarskap med en regering förankrad i parlamentet. En
synlig president kan under turbulenta perioder (så som i de post-
kommunistiska länderna under 1990-talet) fungera som en samlande kraft
med potential att ingjuta hopp och framtidstro, faktorer som kan verka i
positiv riktning för politisk stabilitet och demokratisering. Det direkta
mandatet ger också presidenten en tydligare legitimitet och högre status
än om han eller hon väljs indirekt såsom vanligen är fallet i parlamentariska
system. Direktmandatet öppnar för att presidenten kan fungera som folkets
röst mer än som partiernas representant. Dessutom kan de större befogen-
heterna hos presidenten, jämfört med motsvarigheten i parlamentariska sys-
tem, gagna presidentens ställning som garant för konstitutionens efterlev-
nad och nationens sammanhållning. Det senare är dock också en av de stora
farorna med detta system i en kontext av transition, vilket flera exempel i
studien har bekräftat. Istället för att försvara författningen och i existeranden
maktfördelningen, så har flertalet presidenter underminerat densamma och
lanserat egna förslag för att förstärka presidentämbetets ställning i
konstitutionen. Vi behöver knappast framhålla riskerna med sådana strate-
gier, inte minst mot bakgrund av den auktoritära utvecklingen i flertalet
postsovjetiska stater såsom i Vitryssland och de centralasiatiska länderna.

Som andra forskare tidigare framhållit, så är partisystemets utveckling
av central betydelse för att förhindra att en semipresidentiell regim slår in på
en presidentauktoritär väg. Inte minst viktigt är partiernas förmåga att
samarbeta och bilda fungerande majoriteter och därmed skapa regerings-
underlag. Partifragmentering och parlamentarisk oförutsägbarhet, som
varit fallet i många postkommunistiska länder, skapar däremot betydande
problem eftersom det också ger incitament för presidenten att agera uni-
lateralt och kanske ytterligare försvåra för partierna att samarbeta. I kombi-
nation med mer skrupelfria presidentfigurer av Walesasnitt, riskerar därmed
det premiärministerbetonade systemet att bidra till ineffektivt eller till och
med ickedemokratiskt styre.

Förenklat kan man säga att för att det premiärministerbetonade systemet
skall fungera väl bör det anta något av följande två alternativ: antingen väl-
jer presidenten en närmast symbolisk roll och överlåter den exekutiva led-
ningen åt premiärministern (till exempel Bulgarien och Island), eller så blir
hon eller han den faktiska ledaren för exekutiven och försöker skapa en
stödjande parlamentarisk majoritet i parlamentet (till exempel Frankrike och
Rumänien). Det senare kräver dock att presidenten identifierar sig med ett
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parti och arbetar för partiets framgång i parlamentsvalen, samt att hon eller
han förmår skapa någon slags parlamentarisk majoritet. I detta avseende är
dock de allmänna konstitutionella riktlinjerna problematiska i många
semipresidentiella system, eftersom de ”upphöjer” presidenten över parti-
politiken och förutsätter att presidenten agerar partipolitiskt obundet, samt
att hon eller han avsäger sig partimedlemskap under sin tid vid president-
ämbetet. Det sista är dock en bisak i förhållande till det övergripande beho-
vet av ett fungerande partisystem.

Dock, om vi nu förutsätter att partisystemet utvecklas och konsolideras,
så har det premiärministerbetonade systemet en inbyggd fördel jämfört med
både parlamentariska och presidentiella system i att det förra har två möj-
liga ”motorer” att använda. Vi kan i det avseendet tala om möjligheten till
”presidentiella och parlamentariska faser” inom det premiärministerbetonade
systemet. En presidentiell fas är det som ofta kännetecknat Frankrike sedan
president de Gaulles dagar, och som innebär att presidenten är exekutivens
ledare de facto. För att upprepa, har presidenten starkt parlamentariskt stöd
så kan hon eller han fungera som både formell statschef och informell reger-
ingschef, motsvarande förutsättningarna i ett rent presidentiellt system. Men
även om presidenten saknar stöd i parlamentet, så kan systemet fungera väl
om samtidigt regeringen (och dess premiärminister) är utsedd på basis av
parlamentarisk majoritet. Systemet går då in i något som kan liknas vid en
parlamentarisk fas och kan fungera oavsett om det uppstår intraexekutiv
konflikt mellan president och premiärminister eller inte. Finns det en solid
parlamentarisk majoritet som stödjer regeringen blir troligen de negativa
effekterna av sådana konflikter ringa vad gäller politisk stabilitet och policy-
effektivitet. Därtill har vi också flera exempel på fredlig samexistens under
cohabitation både bland våra fall i studien, men också från till exempel Frank-
rike. Om det tydliga parlamentariska underlaget däremot saknas, är förut-
sättningarna klart sämre och intraexekutiv konflikt tenderar då att, som
resultaten i studien tydligt visar, leda till både regeringsavgångar och inef-
fektivt policyarbete.

Till sist, när det gäller det alternativa semipresidentiella systemet, den
presidentparlamentariska modellen, så finns det få saker från vår studie som
kan sägas vara positiva. Baserat på de postsovjetiska fallen måste vi, i likhet
med bland andra Shugart och Carey (1992), dra slutsatsen att erfarenhe-
terna av detta system är mestadels negativa i termer av demokratisering,
policyeffektivitet och regeringsstabilitet. Redan i kapitel 4 påvisas sam-
variationen mellan detta system och auktoritärt styre bland de forna
sovjetrepublikerna. Även om vi inte utifrån dessa resultat kan säga att det är
just det konstitutionella systemet som orsakat den negativa demokratiska
utvecklingen, så kan vi likväl konstatera, utifrån vår genomgång, att det
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presidentparlamentariska systemet knappast varit till gagn för utvecklingen.
Snarare har den redan från början starka presidentmakten i händerna på
skrupelfria individer som Lukasjenko i Vitryssland eller Karimov i Uzbeki-
stan, blivit ett konstitutionellt sanktionerat verktyg för att ytterligare för-
stärka presidentmakten på bekostnad av demokratisering och maktdelning.

När det gäller den något mindre tragiska utvecklingen i Ukraina och
Ryssland, kan vi dock även där påvisa betydande problem kopplade till det
presidentparlamentariska arrangemanget. Framförallt har det visat sig vara
ett ständigt återkommande dilemma att ha en ordning där både president
och parlament kan avsätta regeringen, inte minst tydligt i de uppslitande
konstitutionella konflikterna i Ukraina under president Kutjma. Den Orangea
revolutionen i Ukraina 2004, liksom motsvarande folkliga resningar i
Georgien 2003 och Kirgizistan 2005 (och i skrivandets stund kanske även i
Vitryssland), har visat att det finns vägar ut ur det auktoritära president-
styret, men sådana omvälvningar bör också åtföljas av konstitutionella för-
ändringar. I så måtto kanske det skall visa sig att ett av de viktigaste resulta-
ten från den Orangea revolutionen trots allt var den reform som från och
med i år, 2006, omvandlat det ukrainska styret från presidentparlamentarisk
till premiärministerbetonad semipresidentialism.
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Appendix A 

Party System Fragmentation 

Table A.1 The effective number of parties in the lower house of parliament 

 1st election 2nd election 3rd election 4th election 5th election 

Bulgaria 2.4 (90) 2.4 (91) 2.7 (94) 2.5 (97) 2.9 (01) 

Croatia 2.5 (92) 2.3 (95) 2.9 (00) 3.2 (03)  

Moldova - 2.6 (94) 3.4 (98) 1.8 (01)  

Lithuania 3.0 (92) 3.3 (96) 4.2 (00) 4.7 (04)  

Poland 10.9 (91) 3.9 (93) 3.0 (97) 3.6 (01)  

Romania 2.2 (90) 4.4 (92) 4.3 (96) 3.5 (00) 3.2 (04) 

Russia - 14.9 (93) 6.2 (95) 8.0 (99) 3.7 (03) 

Ukraine - 19.2 (94) 9.6 (98) 6.7 (02)  

      

Notes: Based on the proportion of seats (Ns). The equation of the index is as follows: N = ( pi
2) –1 where N 

denotes the number of effective parties and Pi is the share of votes or seats won by the ith party (Laakso and 

Taagepera, 1979).  

Sources: Electoral data from the IFES archive; Stålfors (2004a; 2004b); and Armingeon and Careja, 

Comparative Data Set for 28 Post-Communist Countries, 1989-2004

Test of Collinearity 

The logistic regression model in Chapter 7, Table 7.6, calls for a test of multicollinearity. 

Multicollinearity exists when there is a strong correlation between two or more predictors in 

the regression model. Collinearity is problematic because it poses a threat to the validity of 

multiple regression analysis; it makes it difficult to assess the individual importance of a 

predictor and makes the overall model less robust. Table A.2 reports the collinearity 

coefficients on the variables included in the logistic regression test. The VIF indicators show 

whether a predictor has a strong relationship with the other predictors, and according to the 

literature, values in the range between 5 and 10 are to worry about (Field, 2000: 132). In this 

case, there are no such high values, and we can also conclude from the other two types of 

values, that there is little reason to be concerned about multicollinearity. The tolerance values 

in the first column should be above 0.1, and the eigenvalues in column 3, should not vary too 
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much among the variables if we want to rule out collinearity problems (Field, 2000). Both 

conditions are thus apparently satisfying in this model.

Table A.2 Collinearity diagnostics of logistic regression, mode of cabinet termination 

Tolerance VIF Eigenvalue 
    

Intra-executive conflict .954 1.048 .682 

Type of semi-presidentialism .787 1.270 .378 

Cabinet type .699 1.430 .316 

Party system fragmentation .712 1.404 .196 

    

Dependent variable: Mode of cabinet termination 
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Appendix B

Expert Survey 2002-2004 

B1. Respondents Participating in the Expert Survey I (Questionnaire)

Experts on Bulgaria 
Evgeni Tantchev, Professor of Law, Sofia University 

Georgi Karasimeonov, Professor of Central and East European Politics, Sophia University 

Ivan Krastev, Professor of Political Science, Centre for Liberal Strategies (CLS), Sofia 

Marek Bankowicz, Professor of Political Science, Jagellonian University, Krakow 

Ralitsa Peeva, Ph.D. in Sociology, Program Director for Center for Liberal Strategies, Sofia   

Robert Phillips, Ph.D. in International Relations, Lecturer at the American University in Bulgaria 

Stefan Stoichev, Professor of Constitutional and Administrative Law, Sofia University-St Kliment Ohridski 

Venelin I. Ganev, Professor of Political Science, Miami University, Ohio 

Experts on Croatia 
Goran Cular, Ph.D. in Political Science and Lecturer at Zagreb University 

Nenad Zakosek, Professor of Political Science, Zagreb University 

Zoran Oklopcic, LL.M in Comparative Constitutional Law, Zagreb University 

Experts on Lithuania 
Algis Krupavicius, Professor of Political Science, Kaunas University of Technology 

Darius Zeruolis, Ph.D. Candidate, Vilnius University and Adviser at the Lithuanian European Committee 

Irmina Matonyte, Professor of Public Policy, Kaunas University of Technology 

Jurate Novagrockiene, Ph.D. in Political Science, Lecturer at Vilnius University 

Laimonas Talat-Kelpsa, Ph.D. in Political Science, Acting Head at the Foreign Policy Planning Division, 

Lithuania 

Mindaugas Jurkynas, Lecturer and Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science, Vilnius University 
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Experts on Moldova 
Lavinia Stan, Professor of Political Science, Director of the Centre for Post-Communist Studies at St. Francis 

Xavier University in Antigonish, Nova Scotia 

William Crowther, Professor of Political Science, University of North Carolina at Greensboro and co-director at 

the Parliamentary Documents Centre, USA 

Yuri Josanu, Associate Professor of Political Science, International Institute of Management in Chishinau, 

Moldova

Experts on Poland 
David Ost, Associate Professor of Political Science, University of Wisconsin 

Janusz Trzcinski, Former Judge of the Polish Constitutional Tribunal and Professor of Law 

Jerzy Stepien, Judge of the Polish Constitutional Tribunal and Former MP (Solidarity) in the Polish Senate  

Jerzy Wiatr, Professor of Political Sociology, Wyzsza Szkola and Former MP, 1989-95, and former Minister of 

National Education ,1996-97 (SLD) 

Marek Bankowicz, Professor of Political Science, Jagiellonian University, Krakow 

Marian Grzybowski, Judge of the Polish Constitutional Tribunal and Professor of Constitutional Law, 

Jagiellonian University, Krakow 

Raymond Taras, Professor of Political Science, Tulane University 

Ryszard Mojak, Professor of Constitutional Law, University of Maria Curie Sklodowska 

Experts on Romania 
Lavinia Stan, see title info under Moldova 

William Crowther, see title info under Moldova 

Experts on Russia 
Anders Fogelklou, Professor of East European Studies, Uppsala University 

Anna Jonsson, Ph.D. in Constitutional Law, Uppsala University. 

Robert S. Sharlet, Professor of Political Science, Union College, New York State  

Vladimir Gel’man, Professor of Political Science, European University of St. Petersburg

Experts on Ukraine 
Charles R. Wise, Professor of Public and Environmental Affairs, Indiana University 

Theofil I. Kis, Professor of Ukrainian Studies, Ottawa University 



305

B2. Respondents Participating in the Expert Survey II (Interviews and E-

mail Correspondence) 

Experts on Bulgaria 
Georgi Karasimeonov, see title info under ES I - Bulgaria, Interview 2003-02-09 

Venelin I. Ganev, see title info under ES I - Bulgaria, E-mail questions 2004-09-07 

Experts on Croatia 
Goran Cular, see title info under ES I - Croatia, E-mail questions 2004-08-29 

Experts on Lithuania 
Algis Krupavicius, see title info under ES I - Lithuania, Interview 2003-10-10, and e-mail questions 2004-08-09 

Arnoldas Matijosius, Ph.D. in Constitutional Law, Judge Assistant at the Constitutional Court of Lithuania, 

Interview 2003-10-06 

Ausra Raulickyte, Ph.D. in Constitutional Law, Lecturer at Vilnius University, Interview 2003-10-07 

Darius Zeruolis, see title info under ES I - Lithuania, Interview 2003-10-07  

Egidijus Meilunas, Lithuanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Presidential Commissioner under Adamkus, 

Interview 2003-10-07 

Irmina Matonyte, see title info under ES I - Lithuania, Interview 2003-10-08 

Kjetil Duvold, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science with expertise in Lithuanian politics, Örebro University, 

Continuous correspondence  

Mindaugas Jurkynas, see title info under ES I - Lithuania, Interview 2003-10-09, and e-mail questions 2004-08-

09

Stasys Staciokas, Judge of the Constitutional Court of Lithuania and Associate Professor of Law, Interview 

2003-10-07 

Vykintas Pugaciauskas, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science, Vilnius University, E-mail questions 2004-08-09

Experts on Poland 
Hieronim Kubiak, Professor of Political Sociology, Jagiellonian University, Interview 2003-11-06

Janusz Karp, Ph.D. in Constitutional Law, Researcher at the Jagiellonian University, Krakow, Interview 2003-

11-06 and e-mail questions 2004-08-21 

Jerzy Stepien, see title info under ES I - Poland, Interview 2003-11-03 

Jerzy Wiatr, see title info under ES I - Poland, Interview 2003-11-07 

Katarzyna Sobolewska-Myslik, Professor of Politology, Pedagogical University, Krakow, Interview 2003-11-06 

Marek Mazurkiewicz, Judge of the Polish Constitutional Tribunal, Professor of Financial Law, Former MP in the 

parliamentary Constitutional Committee, Interview 2003-11-04 
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Marek Zubik, Ph.D. in Constitutional Law, Adviser at the Polish Constitutional Tribunal, Interview 2003-11-07 

Marian Grzybowski, see title info under ES I - Poland, Interview 2003-11-03, E-mail questions and continuous 

correspondence  

Miroslaw Wyrzykowski, Judge of the Polish Constitutional Tribunal, Professor of Public Law and 

Administration, Interview 2003-11-04 

Piotr Mikuli, Ph.D. in Constitutional Law, Researcher at the Jagiellonian University, Krakow, Interview 2003-

11-06 and e-mail questions 2004-08-24 

Ryzsard Piotrowski, Ph.D. and lecturer in Constitutional Law, Warsaw University, and adviser at the Polish 

Constitutional Tribunal, Interview 2003-11-05 

Experts on Russia 
Anders Fogelklou, see title info under ES I – Russia, Interview 2003-10-23 

B3. Expert Survey I: The Questionnaire

Country: [X]

Presidential Powers

Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, how frequently would you say 
that the president has:

1. proposed legislation? 

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

2. vetoed legislative bills? 

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A
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3. issued decrees in non-emergency situations? 

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

4. remitted laws for reconsideration?   

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

5. sent laws to the Constitutional Court? 

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

6. called extraordinary sessions of parliament? 

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

7. actively participated in parliamentary sessions? 

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

8. actively participated in cabinet sessions? 

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A
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9. used emergency powers (number of times)? 

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

10. called referendums (number of times)? 

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

11. proposed amendments to, or changes of, the constitution? 

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

12. dismissed the Prime Minister? 

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

13. dismissed cabinet ministers? 

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

President [Name of president] 

 5-                      3-4           1-2                   Never                  N/A

14. In your considered opinion, are there any, or some of the mentioned powers that the 
president, frequently or occasionally, has only threatened to use? Please specify 

________________________________________________________________[Free space] 
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15. Are there other powers frequently used by the president that you think of as seriously 
important for the political process? Please specify 

_________________________________________________________________[Free space] 

Presidents and Parties 

16. Considering the presidents since the fall of the communist regime, how would you 
describe their influence over the party to which they have their closest affiliations (at the time 
of their presidency)?  

President [X]    

High       Fairly high     Fairly low          Low         N/A

President [Y] 

High       Fairly high     Fairly low          Low          N/A

17. If you were to describe the party system in different periods using one of the following 
terms: highly fragmented, rather fragmented, or fairly fragmented, which one would it be?  

1990-1992 [Intervals differs among the countries depending on parliamentary periods]

 Highly fragmented     Rather fragmented      Fairly fragmented      N/A 

1992-1996

 Highly fragmented     Rather fragmented      Fairly fragmented      N/A 

1996-2000

 Highly fragmented     Rather fragmented      Fairly fragmented      N/A 

2000-

 Highly fragmented     Rather fragmented      Fairly fragmented      N/A 

18. If you were to describe the party system in different periods using instead one of the 
following terms: highly polarised, rather polarised, or fairly polarised, which one would it 
be?

1990-1992 [Intervals differs among the countries depending on parliamentary periods]

 Highly polarised     Rather polarised      Fairly polarised      N/A 
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1992-1996

 Highly polarised     Rather polarised      Fairly polarised      N/A 

1996-2000

 Highly polarised     Rather polarised      Fairly polarised      N/A 

2000-

 Highly polarised     Rather polarised      Fairly polarised      N/A 

President, Parliament and the Prime Minister 

19. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, what would you say has 
been the most common relation between the parliamentary majority and the President? 

 The President has had a supportive majority in parliament for most periods 

 The President has had a supportive majority in parliament for some periods 

 The President has had a supportive majority in parliament for only a few periods 

 The President has not had a supportive majority in parliament at any period 

 N/A 

Other situation, please 
specify:_______________________________________________________________

20. Considering the presidents since the fall of the communist regime, how would you 
describe their influence over the legislative process? 

President [Name of president] 

Dominant          Active        Reactive           Marginal      N/A 

President [Name of president] 

Dominant          Active        Reactive           Marginal      N/A 
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21. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, how frequently would you 
say that there have been serious political conflicts between Parliament and the President? 

Under President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally Rarely             Never           N/A

Under President [Name of president] 

Frequently Occasionally     Rarely Never N/A

22. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, what would you say has 
been the most typical outcome when the president has been unable to find support for his 
proposed policies in parliament? 

_________________________________________________________________[Free space] 

23. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, what would you say is the 
most common issue/s from which disagreement between the president and parliament has 
originated?

_________________________________________________________________[Free space] 

24. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, how frequently would you 
say that there have been serious political conflicts between the prime minister and the 
president? 

Under President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

Under President [Name of president] 

Frequently         Occasionally        Rarely             Never               N/A

25. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, what would you say has 
been the most typical outcome of disagreements between the president and the prime 
minister?

_____________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________[Free space] 
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26. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, what would you say is the 
most common issue/s from which disagreement between the president and the prime minister 
has originated? 

_____________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________[Free space] 

27. Considering the period since the fall of the communist regime, on average, how would you 
describe the importance of the constitutional court in the political process? 

Very important 

Fairly important 

Not very important  

Not important at all 

N/A

28. Are there certain mechanisms in the executive-legislative relations that you think of as 
especially negative for the stability of the political system?   

_________________________________________________________________[Free space] 

29. Are there certain mechanisms in the executive-legislative relations that you think of as 
especially negative for the effectiveness of the political system?   

__________________________________________________________________Free space] 

Thank you very much for your participation! 
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B4. Expert Survey II: Interviews and E-Mail Correspondence 

[The interviews were conducted in a semi-structured manner under which the questions below were considered 

as a basic guideline handed out to the respondents a week prior to the interview. A tape recorder was used in all 

cases when the surrounding was appropriate (in a few cases the taping equipment became inconvenient and 

instead notes were taken). The length of the interviews varied between 90-120 minutes.]    

Below you will find the main issues that will be touched upon in the interview. This framework, however, should 

only be considered a guideline and not as an exact questionnaire.    

Intra-executive relations (prime minister/government vis-à-vis president) 

How would you, generally, describe the relation between the prime minister and the president?  

Shifts in the relation over time? Different presidents [Name of presidents] and changing parliamentary 

majorities over time – different relations? 

Relation between the president and other cabinet ministers? 

Does the president often make use of certain constitutional provisions to strengthen his influence over 

day-to-day politics? If so, what are these provisions? 

Would you say that the president primarily uses constitutional powers or his personal prestige to gain 

influence? (Examples of differences among the presidents) 

Frequency and character of intra-executive conflicts 

Some occasions when there have been conflicts or clashes between the president and the prime 

minister/government? 

Character of these conflicts?  

Periods of divided executive (when the president faces an oppositional majority in parliament and an 

oppositional prime pinister)? 

Personal clashes between prime minister and president, some specific occasions?  

Sources of intra-executive conflicts 

What have been the reasons for president-prime minister conflicts?  

Policy issues, ideological differences, certain appointments, personalities, certain constitutional 

provisions, other reasons? 

Institutional factors: electoral laws and cycles, party system development and the level of fragmentation 

and polarisation, the president’s party influence, other factors? 

Management of intra-executive conflicts 

In general, has the outcome of prime minister-president conflicts been in the president or prime 

minister’s favour? (Examples) 
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Management of conflicts: prime minister dismissal, compromise, presidential withdrawal, 

parliamentary dissolution, other?  

Effect on day-to-day politics? Political stalemate or deadlock? Reform compromises, delayed reforms, 

polarisation, distrust?    

Executive-legislative relations (President and Prime Minister vis-à-vis Parliament) 

How would you generally describe the relation between the president and the parliament?  

Shifts in the relation over time? Different presidents [Name of presidents] and changing parliamentary 

majorities – different relations? 

Relation between the prime minister/government and the parliament? 

Frequency and character of executive-legislative conflicts 

Occasions when there have been conflicts between a united executive (president and prime minister) 

and parliament? 

Occasions when there have been conflicts between the president (only) and parliament? 

Character of these conflicts?  

Periods when the president faces an oppositional majority in parliament? 

Sources of executive-legislative conflicts 

What have been the reasons for executive-legislative conflicts?  

Policy issues, ideological differences, certain appointments, personalities, certain constitutional 

provisions, other reasons? 

Institutional factors: electoral laws and cycles, party system development and the level of fragmentation 

and polarisation, the president’s party influence, other factors? 

Management of executive-legislative conflicts 

Generally, in the president or parliament’s favour? 

Management of conflicts: compromise, presidential withdrawal, parliamentary dissolution, other?  

Effect on day-to-day politics? Political stalemate or deadlock? Reform compromises, delayed reforms, 

polarisation, distrust?    

The political system in general 

Advantages and disadvantages with the current executive-legislative system? 

Executive-legislative relations, effectiveness, stability, complications? 

Trend – status quo or constitutional changes?  

President - increasing or decreasing role in the future?  

Party system – less fragmentation, more stability? 

Executive-legislative relations and democracy, comments? 
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