The Battle for Central Authority in Russia: A Presidential or Parliamentary System? Is Yeltsin another De Gaulle?
by Carla Thorson 

On October 4, President Boris Yeltsin won a decisive victory in the battle for control of the federal government of the Russian Federation. After almost two weeks in a tense political stand-off following his decree dissolving the legislature, the Russian president ordered troops to seize the parliament building in Moscow and arrest Vice-President Aleksandr Rutskoi and Supreme Soviet Chairman Ruslan Khasbulatov, who were attempting to revive the legislature and oust the president. This bloody confrontation at the Russian White House was, perhaps, the final showdown in a political struggle between the executive and the legislature that has been raging for almost two years. The battle, launched ostensibly over the implementation of reforms, degenerated into a bare-knuckled fight for political power. The fundamental principles underlying the role of the state and the distribution of power in the Russian Federation became a primary bone of contention, and the legal framework of the Russian state-a new constitution-has been held hostage by the political struggle. 

Yeltsin gambled on September 21 by dissolving the Supreme Soviet and the Congress of People's Deputies, arguing that a new constitution, critical to the stability, integrity, and future of reforms in the Russian Federation, could not be ratified through the existing two-tiered legislature. Despite the fact that a new constitution has been on the political agenda in Russia since 1990 and became an increasingly pressing issue following the collapse of the Soviet Union, none of the numerous drafts have yet satisfied all of the players-the president, the legislature, and the regional leaders-involved in the constitutional debate. Three major issues have been under dispute: the distribution of power between the central government and the regional authorities, the difference in status between Russia's republics and regions, and the distribution of power between the executive and the legislature. By dissolving the legislature, Yeltsin has eliminated one of the major impediments to the resolution of the last of these issues as well as a powerful ally of the regional leaders. Using technically unconstitutional means, the president is attempting to break the stalemate over a new constitution and elect a new legislature which will work in favor of, not against, reform.

Will this gamble pay off, and if a new Russian constitution is ratified, will it establish an effective and enduring federal government? 

While the stability of the Russian Federation as a whole may depend on the center's ability to maintain authority over the regions, the institutional battle for central control in the constitutional system also directly impacts on Moscow's ability to uphold its authority in the periphery; political power requires not only the authority but also the means to enforce it. Moreover, the conflict over the distribution of power at the center has twice brought Russia to the brink of civil war and collapse: first in March 1993, when Yeltsin threatened to impose presidential rule, and again in September, when he succeeded. 

The following discussion will/ therefore, focus on the constitutional principles which have, thus far, posed one of the greatest threats to the integrity of the Russian state-namely, the controversy over the separation of powers. 

The Russian Constitution: A Sword and A Shield

Since the beginning of 1992, the president and the parliament have been vying for the dominant law-making position in Moscow, and both sides have championed the " rule of law" and the " constitutional order" in support of their cause. The principles of constitutional order, however, are far from fixed, and the root of the problem is deeply entrenched in Russian and Soviet politics. Traditionally, the concept of a separation of powers between the executive, legislative, and judicial branches has held no credence in governance. Russia's new leaders are, therefore, torn between the authoritarian tendencies of the past and the desire to create a system of government based on the rule of law. This tension manifests itself clearly in the ways in which the constitution has been manipulated by the main political players over the last two years. It also helps to explain why a new constitution has been the source of such controversy. 

On the one hand, the old Russian Constitution, a modified version of a document originally drafted during the Brezhnev era, became a key political weapon the legislature used to undermine presidential authority. At the same time, the constitution acted as a shield, protecting the legislature from any legal sanctions and, more important, from being dissolved. In strictly legal terms, the Congress of People's Deputies was the only body able to amend the constitution, and the deputies used this authority to alter the constitution whenever presidential actions either contradicted their interests or threatened their positions. The legislature could also avoid any accusations of unconstitutional behavior by simply amending the constitution. 

Moreover, any new draft constitution which cemented the powers of the executive and potentially limited the powers of the legislature was a significant threat to deputies in the Supreme Soviet and the Congress. The legislature, therefore, fought to ensure that a new constitution, being drafted by the Supreme Soviet's Constitutional Drafting Commission (hereafter referred to as the " parliamentary draft" ), would create a very strong parliamentary system. In addition, the deputies avoided ratification of any new constitution which would necessarily lead to their early dismissal and new elections. 

On the other hand, the Russian president has been fighting to maintain enough executive authority to implement reforms. In most cases this authority has been " extraconstitutional" since the presidency had no constitutional mandate prior to 1991, when Yeltsin was first elected. Although the Russian " Law on the Presidency" was incorporated into the old constitution in May 1991, it did not fully define the relationship between the new executive branch and the legislature. So, when the Soviet Union collapsed in the fall of 1991, in light of Yeltsin's overwhelming popularity the Congress of People's Deputies granted the Russian president significant authority to rule by decree in order to implement economic reform. These extraordinary executive powers were intended to be temporary, available to the president at the behest of the legislature, only until the economic situation was stabilized and a new constitution could be ratified. In the face of economic decline and social upheaval brought on by reform, however, the president had to wrestle with the legislature to maintain not only Ms extraordinary powers, but also any executive authority envisioned in the constitution. The legislature's increasingly antagonistic approach to both reforms and the president himself prompted Yeltsin to abandon efforts to work with the Supreme Soviet's Constitutional Drafting Commission and launch a campaign for his own constitution (hereafter referred to as the " presidential draft" ) which would grant the president de jure the powers he had acquired in the fall of 1991. 

This institutional rivalry between the executive and the legislature has been a double-edged sword. On one side, it undermined the legitimacy of the existing constitution, while on the other, it virtually paralyzed the process of designing a new and workable constitution. The draft constitutions also became tools with which both sides could manipulate each other. 

As a result, there have been multiple draft constitutions, at least five parliamentary and two presidential versions.1 These various drafts all came to reflect the political squabbling between the two branches, and the gulf between the two sides grew increasingly wide. The last parliamentary draft, published in May 1993, called for a parliamentary system so powerful that the president would be relegated largely to a role of diplomatic head of state. The president would maintain responsibility for foreign and defense policy while the legislature would control, among other things, economic policy and appointments to government positions.2 In contrast, the last presidential draft, published in April 1993, went to the opposite extreme, giving the executive branch practically unlimited authority and leaving the legislature to rubber stamp presidential actions. Among other things, this draft gave the president multiple constitutional options for dissolving the legislature, and almost complete control over the government. There would be no vice-president and the judicial branch would be subordinated to the executive branch through the creation of a new " Judicial Assembly" (apart from the Constitutional Court) whose members would largely be appointed by the president himself.3 

Aside from the obvious institutional self-interest reflected in the parliamentary and presidential drafts, the basic philosophy of government underlying the two drafts is very different. The parliamentary draft, in part, is a revision of the socialist ideal of the communist-era constitution which was never truly achieved, as well as a reaction against the danger of dictatorial rule. The old hollow slogan of " All Power to the Soviets" was replaced by a potentially very powerful representative body capable of limiting any authoritarian tendencies by the chief executive. The presidential draft, however, derives its powerful chief executive from Western-style constitutions, in particular the French Fifth Republic, and draws on the notion that a strong individual leader is required to bring about substantial societal change and ensure stability in a fractious political climate. 

True representative democracy is costly; it requires time for elections, debate, and consensus-building. Some have argued that Russia cannot afford the time, given the magnitude of the economic problems it faces and the ethnic separatist movements threatening to tear Russia apart, while others maintain that representative democracy is the most important requirement for the development of a free society, which will lead to a stable state structure. The parliamentary variant might ensure better representation, but the development of a free-market system and a stable democracy might be sacrificed in the process. A prolonged economic decline could trigger a return to dictatorship. Moreover, there is also the danger of a repetition of Weimar Germany. The Russian federal government could collapse into an unruly band of small political parties incapable of agreeing to any consistent policy, and a dictator could ultimately emerge from the chaos, probably a militant nationalist like Vladimir Zhirinovsky, bent on resurrecting the " Great Russian State." The alternative presidential variant also leaves open the very real possibility of a return to dictatorial rule, not perhaps so much from Yeltsin himself, but from whomever might follow him as president. 

What is lacking in both drafts is sufficient balance. Provisions on the federal structures in both the parliamentary and presidential drafts seem designed to punish political opponents for recent instances of conflict and to further short-term political interests rather than to ensure the long-term goal of stability and effective government. To a certain extent, however, the extreme positions embodied in some of the provisions in the two alternative drafts should be viewed as a function of the game of political bargaining. The presidential and parliamentary drafts formed the opening positions for a compromise negotiated through a special body formed in May 1993, the Constitutional Assembly (konstitutsionnoe soveshchanie). This body was created in the wake of Yeltsin's victory in the April 25 referendum-a victory which not only reconfirmed his popular mandate, but gave him the political clout to remove the constitutional debate from the realm of the legislature. By creating this expanded forum, Yeltsin effectively isolated the most obstructionist legislative deputies and mustered support from regional leaders. The Assembly consists of regional leaders, representatives from political parties and social organizations, the judicial branch, as well as government representatives and some legislative deputies. The preliminary Constitutional Assembly draft which emerged on July 15 more closely resembled the presidential draft in structure, although it incorporates principles from the parliamentary version.4 Subsequently, in the wake of Yeltsin's defeat of the parliamentary rebels in October, the Constitutional Assembly reconvened to draw up the final draft, published on November 9.5 Clear concessions on some of the most controversial provisions are evident in the compromise draft, but does it outline a clear and balanced separation of powers? 

The Constitutional Compromise

According to the final compromise draft, the constitutional system is essentially a presidential republic. As in the earlier drafts, the legislature (Federal Assembly) is bicameral, consisting of a lower house, the State Duma, which will hold 450 elected deputies, and an upper house, the Council of the Federation, in which representatives from the constituent parts of the Federation will sit. The presidency is very powerful, although some additional checks on this authority are evident in the final draft. The government has more clearly defined jurisdiction over economic policy, and the judiciary regains some of its independence, compared to previous drafts. 

Many of the provisions delineating the relationship between the federal structures are comparable to those found in France or the United States, where the separation of powers works reasonably well. In large measure, however, the system works in these countries because of developed party systems and accepted democratic traditions within governing institutions. The Russian Federation has neither. The Russian draft constitution also incorporates some variations which largely reflect recent conflicts and may not necessarily contribute to long-term stability. The key provisions on the separation of powers in the compromise draft, which have been the main focus of controversy, illustrate the potential dangers. 

Closely analogous to De Gaulle's Fifth Republic Constitution, the Russian presidency retains many of the sweeping powers which were outlined in the earlier presidential draft. In particular, the presidency will have the upper hand in terms of the government and policy formation, as well as the latitude to dismiss a recalcitrant legislature. 

The compromise solution to one of the major disputes which has plagued the Russian federal government- ministerial appointments-is in favor of the president. As in the United States and France, the Russian chief executive holds the power of appointment to government positions but subject to confirmation by the legislature. The president proposes candidates to the posts of chairman of the government and his deputies, chairman of the central bank, high court judges, and the prosecutor general (Article 83). All these appointments are confirmed by the State Duma except in the case of high court judges and the prosecutor general, who are confirmed by the Council of the Federation. Unlike the U.S. system, however, the Russian president has the option to ignore the State Duma's rejection of his candidate for chairman of the government. If the State Duma refuses to confirm a new chairman three times, the president may dissolve the Duma and call new elections (Articles 109 and 111). This loophole is clearly a response to the Congress of People's Deputies rejection of Yeltsin's reformist acting prime minister, Egor Gaidar, and their attempts to dictate appointments to government positions and subvert reforms in 1992-93.6 This provision was, therefore, designed to thwart any attempts by the Duma to undermine presidential, governmental policies, but the potential for abuse of this prerogative should not be overlooked. 

Similarly, the State Duma may conduct a vote of no confidence in the government, but the president can accept or reject this vote. If a second vote is held within three months, then the president must respond, but he may elect to either dismiss the government or dissolve the Duma (Article 117). In and of itself, such a provision is not unprecedented. In Britain, for example, a vote of no confidence necessarily raises the question of the dissolution of parliament and new elections, but this is logical, given that the prime minister and the cabinet are traditionally appointed by the majority party in Parliament. The French Fifth Republic Constitution also gives the president similar latitude for dissolving the National Assembly, but in practice this prerogative has been exercised infrequently due to the fact that the president's party has consistently held the parliamentary majority up until quite recently (1986). Russia, however, lacks an established party system and any rules or traditions to ensure that the government will be representative of the majority party or a coalition of parties. Moreover, the Russian president has the authority to dismiss the government without approval from the State Duma (Article 117). It is, thus, not at all clear whether this provision will reinforce majority rule or be used as a weapon by the president against the legislature. 

The one added safeguard in the compromise draft (missing from the presidential draft) is that the Duma cannot be dissolved over a no confidence vote within the first year of its term in office, which will prevent the president from calling new elections every time he doesn't approve of the Duma's new membership. The Duma also may not be dissolved if it is in the process of considering treason charges against the president and possible impeachment, if a state of emergency has been declared on the entire territory of the Russian Federation, or within six months of the end of a presidential term (Article 109). Previously, the presidential draft also contained a blanket provision which permitted the dissolution of the Duma " in other instances when a crisis of state power cannot be resolved on the basis of procedures established by the present constitution," 7 but this open-ended and rather unpredictable stipulation has been taken out. The Duma, thus, has some protection from presidential caprice. 

Despite these checks on executive power over the legislature, the compromise draft does grant the president significant authority to take actions which apparently may not be overruled or attenuated by the legislature. For instance, in addition to those provisions granting the presidency control of foreign policy, defense, and the Security Council (Articles 86 and 87), the compromise draft gives the president the authority to declare both war abroad and states of emergency within the country while only " informing" the Council of the Federation and the State Duma " without delay" (Articles 87 and 88). The Council of the Federation's duty " to confirm" such decisions falls within its jurisdiction (Article 102), but there appears to be no contingency envisioned in the constitution for the Council or the Duma to rescind these actions. Ambiguity like this has proven very risky in the past. In fact, one of the key constitutional arguments used by Yeltsin and the democrats to challenge the State Committee for the State of the Emergency during the August 1991 Soviet coup was that a state of emergency could not be declared on the entire territory of the Soviet Union without " approval" from the USSR Supreme Soviet.8 Given this experience, the wording of these provisions in the Russian draft seems a substantial and rather startling oversight. 

In this system, the executive branch will undoubtedly have the dominant position. The presidency holds substantial power over the legislature in the event of a political impasse, as well as the potential to act without legislative checks. What corresponding authority does the legislature possess? Impeachment is the primary option, but the procedure laid out in the compromise draft is a very cumbersome process. The president may be accused of treason by no less than one-third of the deputies in the State Duma. A committee is then formed to evaluate the charges. Upon review of the committee's findings, a two-thirds majority vote by the Duma is necessary to initiate impeachment proceedings, which then require a review by not only the Constitutional Court but also the Supreme Court. The findings by the two courts and the Duma are then submitted to the Council of the Federation, which makes the final decision on impeachment by a two-thirds majority vote (Article 93). This entire process must be completed within three months. 

On the face of it, such a procedure appears overly complex, although it is not surprising in light of the numerous times Yeltsin was accused of unconstitutional actions and threatened with impeachment by the legislature in the last year. Dividing the decision process between the State Duma and Council of the Federation is meant to ensure some balance between the opinions and interests of both elected party representatives and regional leaders. The requirement of a ruling by the Supreme Court in addition to the Constitutional Court was incorporated as a safeguard against continued partisan politics by the Constitutional Court. Contrary to the principles of an independent and impartial judiciary, the former Chairman of the Constitutional Court, Valerii Zorkin, increasingly sided with the legislature in the dispute over the separation of powers in 1993, and had been accused of political bias on more than one occasion.9 Zorkin's actions weakened the fledgling legitimacy of the independent judiciary, prompting these additional safeguards to be incorporated. 

Thus, in terms of procedure, it will be very difficult to impeach the president, but not impossible. This may not, in fact/ be terribly detrimental for a system where political scores have traditionally been settled by simply removing one's opponents from the political arena. Other political systems maintain constitutional provisions for impeachment, which in practice have rarely, if ever, been exercised. The Russian legislature, however, has been very quick to turn to impeachment, so elaborate procedures may be required to promote some modicum of stability and conciliation between the two branches. 

Yet, the legislature ought to possess some effective means of offsetting executive authority short of impeachment. The one avenue left open is legislative initiative and review. In the policy arena, the government largely controls the agenda in terms of the federal budget as well as financial, credit, and monetary policy, though subject to the legislature's approval (Articles 113 and 114). The legislative jurisdiction of each house has been altered and clarified significantly in the compromise draft. Given Yeltsin's experience with a Supreme Soviet (which can be likened to the proposed legislature's lower house) bent on reversing government policy, it is not accidental that the presidential draft had given the lion's share of the jurisdiction to the upper house, while the parliamentary draft had given the lower house greater authority. The compromise draft splits the difference, giving the upper house jurisdiction over, among other things, issues which affect the constituent parts of the Federation, like states of emergency, border changes, and use of the armed forces on Federation territory (Article 102). The lower house, meanwhile, maintains its authority in economic policy by overseeing government appointments, the federal budget, and other economic policies (Article 103). But significantly, provisions have been added requiring the Council of the Federation to consider any laws passed by the State Duma (Article 105). In particular, a special provision stipulates mandatory review of any Duma legislation on the budget and taxation, financial and monetary policy, and issues related to national defense (Article 106). These provisions impose new limitations on the Duma's level of legislative control and give the regions and republics a more direct voice in federal economic policy.

Unfortunately, the compromise draft fails to avoid another critical predicament which has become pervasive in Russian federal politics- namely, the war of laws. In addition to regular laws, both houses of the legislature may issue decrees within their respective jurisdictions (Articles 102 and 103). The president will also maintain unrestricted authority to issue decrees, edicts and directives (Article 90), as well as the authority to go directly to the people by calling referendums (Article 84). He also has veto power over legislation, although it is not a line-item veto as in the presidential draft, and it can be overridden by a two-thirds majority in the legislature (Article 107). To add to the confusion, the government itself can issue, decrees, edicts and directives (Article 115). What this constitution fails to clarify are any procedural or legal distinctions to prevent conflict between these various types of special laws, leaving open the possibility that the executive and the legislature could continue to engage in legislative wars by decree. Over the last year and a half, conflicting laws, decrees, and directives have been issued by the thousand. The resulting contradictory and inconsistent policies have undermined both the legality and the legitimacy of the federal government, and have paralyzed policy implementation.10 In effect, the constitutional principle of separation of powers was ignored, creating instead a situation of dual law-making power, and the new constitution has done little to counteract it. 

Nonetheless, the chief arbiter of such conflicts between the executive and the legislature remains the independent judiciary, represented by the Russian Constitutional Court. The earlier presidential draft had significantly reduced the Constitutional Court's authority by creating a Judicial Assembly which would have, in effect, subordinated the Constitutional Court and the judiciary as a whole to the executive branch." This provision has been removed from the compromise draft. The Constitutional Court retains its authority to oversee the compliance of all laws and decrees at the federal level, and to resolve jurisdictional disputes between federal bodies (Article 125). Previously, the Court had not managed to stay above the political fray, but much of the problem stemmed from the fact that the old constitution was not designed to guarantee a separation of powers. This, coupled with the constant stream of constitutional amendments, placed the Court in the very awkward position of trying to uphold a constitutional system which was becoming increasingly contradictory and illegitimate. 

The new constitutional system may suffer the same fate if the practice of amending the constitution at every turn continues. For a constitutional amendment to be passed (on Chapters 3-8, which deal with the federal structures), the compromise draft requires a three-fourths majority vote by the Council of the Federation, a two-thirds majority vote by the State Duma, the president's signature, and approval by no fewer than two-thirds of the constituent parts of the Federation (Articles 108 and 136). The latter requirement, in particular, should make it much harder to alter the constitution. The overwhelming difficulty which has characterized the Russian constitutional crisis is the instability of the constitution itself. Making it inviolable is, therefore, one important step toward stabilization. 

Given the political and legal chaos which has reigned in Russia over the last two years, stability is the primary objective of the new constitution. While finding a workable balance of powers between the federal bodies may be important to avoid a return to dictatorship in Russia, balance itself may not be the most important criterion for stability, at least in the short term. The compromise draft tips the scales in favor of the president in order to avoid the paralysis of government brought on by irreconcilable differences between the president and the previous Russian legislature. The presidency will be very powerful under the new constitution, and although some of these powers are a source of concern, if this authority is used to bring a currently fractious political system to order, then a tenable representative government may result. 

Is Yeltsin Another De Gaulle?

Yeltsin is following in the footsteps of Charles De Gaulle, who established France's presidential republic in order to resolve the dilemma of governance in what had become an uncontrollable multi-party system. De Gaulle used his authority to dissolve parliament as a credible threat to force members of parliament to work with the executive branch on policy formation and implementation. The Russian president will have similar authority, but one can only hope that it will be used as an instrument to promote compromise and consensus-building and not as a weapon to destroy political opponents. 

De Gaulle successfully stabilized the government, in part, because his party consistently won the parliamentary majority in elections. President Yeltsin is faced with an analogous situation. Much depends on the results of the elections scheduled for 12 December 1993. A pro-democratic, pro-reform, and less fractious State Duma will be more inclined to work with the executive branch. Yeltsin has taken steps to try to ensure this result. 

In order to reduce the number of parties in the Duma, the revised electoral decree issued on October 7 stipulates that one-half of the Duma's members will be selected by single-member constituencies, and one-half will be chosen by proportional representation. This process mirrors the German system, including the requirement that an individual party must receive at least 5 percent of the vote to qualify for seats in parliament, thereby preventing tiny minority parties from splintering the legislature. Not only has this restriction been incorporated by the Russians, but also they have tried to limit the number of parties qualified to stand in the elections by requiring each party to submit petitions with at least 100,000 signatures. As of the deadline for election registration, November 6, some 21 parties and blocs, out of the initial 35 which intended to stand, had gathered the requisite signatures. (Subsequently, seven of these were disqualified due to irregularities in their signature lists).12 

Unquestionably, the more liberal and pro-reform the new Duma, the better it will be for the president and for the future stability of the central government. Yeltsin has, to a certain degree, biased the outcome by banning several of the extremist parties which were associated with Rutskoi's and Khasbulatov's attempt to seize the government by force. These groups include the National Salvation Front, the Komsomol, and the Officers' Union. In order not to appear too dictatorial, however, Yeltsin did lift his initial ban on the Russian Communist Party, which has the largest officially registered membership in the country, and the president has sworn to ensure all parties equal access to the media during the campaign. 

The Russian Communist Party has qualified for the elections, as have other pro-communist and nationalist parties such as the Agrarian Party and Vladimir Zhirinovsky's Liberal Democratic Party. Among the democrats, the pro-Yeltsin Russia's Choice is the largest bloc. The other liberal, pro-reform (although not necessarily pro-Yeltsin) groups include the Yavlinsky-Boldyrev-Lukin bloc, and the Russian Movement for Democratic Reforms. Toward the center of the spectrum, those parties which advocate more gradual economic reform and a stronger role for the state include the Party of Russian Unity and Concord, the Civic Union bloc, and Nikolai Travkin's Democratic Party of Russia.13 If the liberal parties acquire a majority of seats, then President Yeltsin may have an opportunity to end the central government bottleneck. At the same time, this new lower house should be perceived as representative since a significant number of seats will likely be taken up by members on the center and conservative positions of the political spectrum. 

A popularly elected representative legislature is one step toward legitimizing the central government, but the legitimacy of the system itself rests with the constitution. Thus far, popular legitimacy has been the most effective means of governing as Yeltsin, the only popularly elected leader in Russian history, has proven. The new constitution, therefore, may be able to acquire much needed legitimacy through ratification by national referendum. 

Currently, the constitution is scheduled to be put to referendum on the same date as the elections. So long as the republics and regions of the Federation are willing to cooperate and hold the referendum, it is likely to pass. This solution, if successful, will also bypass another potential obstacle. If the president were to wait for the new Federal Assembly to ratify the constitution, as some have suggested, the debate over the constitutional provisions would likely continue. Such a scenario might be very problematic since the newly elected Federal Assembly, having obtained its own popular legitimacy, could exert greater pressure for more constitutional authority. Witness the situation in Poland where President Walesa failed to force through a new constitution when he had a relatively pliant legislature. Once completely open elections were held, an independently-minded Seim consisting of multiple parties has been unable to ratify a new constitution. Yeltsin most certainly is attempting to avoid such an eventuality. 

Assuming that the constitution is approved and the elections to the State Duma are conducted openly and fairly, the success of the new constitutional order will rest heavily on the president. Yeltsin has apparently reversed his previous decision to hold early presidential elections in June 1994 and instead will serve out the remainder of Ms term until 1996. The Federal Assembly is also slated to serve for only two years rather than the four years envisioned under the normal constitutional provisions.14 These decisions, while they may reflect Yeltsin's personal preference to remain in power, also should contribute to the stabilization of the political system. New presidential elections now could jeopardize reform. Given the political and economic instability in Russia today, the outcome of a new presidential election is highly uncertain. The success of the strong presidential system outlined in the new constitution depends, in part, on the personal charisma and negotiating skills of the president, skills which Yeltsin has demonstrated, albeit inconsistently. It also relies, in large measure, on his benevolence, a trait which one can only hope Yeltsin will exhibit. In the end, there seems little choice but to count on Yeltsin being another De Gaulle and grant him two and a half years to prove he can stabilize the Russian Federation. 
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