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Abstract: This study examines the structure and functioning of state governance models 

through a comparative lens, with particular emphasis on the United States as a representative 

case of a presidential system. The article explores the institutional foundations of presidential 

governance, focusing on the separation of powers, the dual role of the president as both head 

of state and head of government, and the constitutional mechanisms that regulate executive 

authority. Special attention is given to the system of checks and balances, which ensures a 

dynamic equilibrium between the executive and legislative branches, thereby preventing the 

concentration of political power. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The question of how states organize and exercise political power has long been central 

to the field of comparative politics. Different models of state governance have emerged across 

historical and institutional contexts, reflecting diverse approaches to authority, legitimacy, and 

the distribution of power. Among these, the presidential system occupies a distinct place due 

to its clear separation of executive and legislative functions and the concentration of executive 

authority in a single, elected head of state. The United States is widely regarded as the most 

prominent and historically influential example of a presidential system. Its constitutional 

framework, established in the late eighteenth century, introduced a model of governance 

grounded in the principles of separation of powers and checks and balances. These principles 

were designed to prevent the abuse of authority while ensuring effective governance. Over 

time, the U.S. model has not only shaped domestic political development but has also 

influenced constitutional design in numerous other states. This article seeks to provide a 

comparative analysis of state governance models with a particular focus on the United States. 

It examines the defining characteristics of presidential governance, including the dual role of 

the president, the structure of executive power, and the institutional constraints imposed by the 

legislative branch. At the same time, the study situates the U.S. system within a broader 

comparative perspective, highlighting both its unique features and the variations that exist in 

other presidential and semi-presidential systems. 

By analyzing the interaction between formal constitutional arrangements and practical 

political dynamics, this study aims to contribute to a deeper understanding of how governance 

models function in practice. It also seeks to assess the extent to which the U.S. experience can 



 

 

Western European Journal of Historical Events and 

Social Science 
Volume 04, Issue 03, March 2026 

https://westerneuropeanstudies.com/index.php/4 
ISSN (E): 2942-1926                                                                   Open Access| Peer Reviewed          

 This article/work is licensed under CC Attribution-Non-Commercial 4.0 

 

36 | P a g e  
 

serve as a reference point for evaluating the effectiveness and adaptability of presidential 

systems in different political environments. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Seventy-seven states currently adhere to this form of government. The term 

“president”—literally, “one who presides, governs, or leads”—is used to denote the head of 

state in republican systems of government. In its purest form, the model of a limited presidential 

system exists in the United States. Four key features characterize this model: 

Dual role and fixed term: Presidents are elected for a specified term to perform a dual 

function as both head of state and head of government. As head of state they embody national 

identity and occupy a ceremonial and symbolic position; as head of government they exercise 

executive authority, serve as commander-in-chief of the armed forces, and direct the civil 

service. In their capacity as heads of government they also lead the state’s foreign policy and 

possess legislative initiative. 

Term security and removal only for grave offenses: The president’s status is secured 

for the duration of the constitutionally prescribed term unless he or she commits a serious 

offense contrary to the constitution. For example, in the United States a president cannot be 

removed from office by Congress except through the constitutionally prescribed impeachment 

process. 

Collective executive with a cabinet: The president governs the country in conjunction 

with a cabinet, which functions as an advisory body composed of officials appointed by the 

president and not directly subordinate to him or her in a simple hierarchical sense. 

Legislative constraints and separation of powers: Presidential authority is 

constrained by the legislative assembly in the exercise of certain powers. Under the U.S. 

Constitution, for instance, Congress holds exclusive law-making powers, and a presidential 

veto can be overridden by a qualified majority (two-thirds) vote. Although the president is 

nominally the head of the executive branch, many executive powers are limited by Congress. 

In particular, appointments to various judicial and ministerial offices are made by the president 

with the advice and consent of the Senate, and international treaties enter into force only after 

ratification by a qualified majority (two-thirds) of the Senate. 

This system of checks and balances between the U.S. president and Congress, together 

with the constitution’s precise allocation of functions, defines the constrained presidential 

model and is found in seventy-two other states where executive authorities fall into this 

category. Nonetheless, each state exhibits particularities regarding the organization of 

presidential elections, the duration of presidential terms, and the presence or absence of a 

separately appointed prime minister. 

The institution of the presidency represents one of the most significant innovations 

introduced into political practice by the framers of the United States Constitution. Notably, 

they could not rely on a fully developed theoretical framework or extensive practical 

experience. As a result, the process of designing the office was accompanied by considerable 

debate regarding the status and role of the highest executive authority. These discussions 

primarily revolved around two key questions: first, whether supreme executive power should 

be vested in a single individual or in a collective body; and second, whether this authority 

should be derived directly from the people or mediated through the states. 



 

 

Western European Journal of Historical Events and 

Social Science 
Volume 04, Issue 03, March 2026 

https://westerneuropeanstudies.com/index.php/4 
ISSN (E): 2942-1926                                                                   Open Access| Peer Reviewed          

 This article/work is licensed under CC Attribution-Non-Commercial 4.0 

 

37 | P a g e  
 

The constitutional requirements for presidential candidates are set out in Article II, 

Section 1 of the U.S. Constitution. These qualifications are more stringent than those imposed 

on members of Congress. A presidential candidate must be at least 35 years old, must have 

resided in the United States for no less than 14 years, and must be a natural-born citizen. The 

latter requirement is particularly distinctive, as it does not apply to legislators. Its purpose is to 

ensure that the head of state is not only American by birth but also deeply connected to the 

country through prolonged residence and familiarity with its political and cultural environment. 

The presidential term is set at four years. Initially, there were no formal restrictions on re-

election. In contemporary practice, the presidential electoral process is divided into two main 

stages. The first stage involves competition for a party’s official nomination, in which primary 

elections (primaries) play a decisive role. The second stage consists of the general presidential 

election. 

The Constitution provides for several circumstances under which presidential powers 

may be terminated before the expiration of the term. These include removal from office through 

impeachment, death, voluntary resignation, or the inability to discharge the powers and duties 

of the office. Among these, impeachment and incapacity are the most complex and least clearly 

defined grounds. The impeachment procedure, borrowed from British constitutional practice, 

involves a two-step process: formal charges are brought by the House of Representatives, while 

conviction requires a two-thirds majority vote in the Senate. Impeachment results in removal 

from office and may also entail disqualification from holding future public office in the United 

States. 

The powers of the president, much like those of Congress, can be categorized into three 

types: constitutional (exclusive) powers, powers delegated by Congress, and implied powers 

derived from broad interpretations of the Constitution. Among constitutional powers, the role 

of the president as Commander-in-Chief occupies a central position. In this domain, the 

president enjoys a relatively high degree of autonomy compared to other areas of governance. 

 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

The direction of foreign policy constitutes another fundamental constitutional power of 

the president. In this capacity, the president receives foreign ambassadors, appoints diplomatic 

representatives of the United States, and possesses the authority to conclude international 

treaties. The president holds the right to address Congress with messages on the state of the 

nation. These communications, commonly known as the State of the Union Address, typically 

outline the government’s legislative agenda and policy priorities. 

Delegated powers are not explicitly enumerated in the Constitution but are conferred 

upon the president by acts of Congress and formally in statutory law, distinguishing them from 

implied powers. Under the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, the president was assigned 

responsibility for preparing the federal budget, which is subsequently submitted to Congress 

for approval. Congress may also authorize the president and subordinate federal agencies to 

issue executive orders that carry the force of law. These directives are generally related to the 

implementation of legislation, the execution of international agreements, or the regulation of 

administrative activity. To ensure oversight of such administrative rulemaking, the 

Administrative Procedure Act of 1946 was adopted, establishing procedural standards and 

safeguards. Implied powers represent one of the more complex and controversial aspects of 

presidential authority, as they introduce an element of discretionary interpretation into political 
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practice. Among these is the doctrine of executive privilege, which allows the president to 

refuse to appear before Congress or the courts, or to withhold certain information upon request. 

It is noteworthy that the Constitution does not explicitly define another significant role 

of the president—that of party leader. Despite the relatively decentralized and structurally 

weaker nature of political parties in the United States, the president retains considerable 

capacity to exercise political leadership within his or her party. The office of the vice president 

was originally established to ensure a clear and legitimate mechanism for the transfer of power 

in the event of the president’s premature departure from office. 

In recent decades, however, the role of the vice president has expanded significantly 

within the system of public administration. It has become increasingly common for vice 

presidents to perform important executive functions at the president’s direction. This 

development reflects both the close working relationship typically maintained between the 

president and vice president and the growing complexity and scope of executive 

responsibilities, which cannot always be managed by the president alone. As a result, the office 

of the vice president has evolved into a position of considerable political prestige, attracting 

prominent and influential political figures. 

The United States presidential system represents one of the most institutionally refined 

and historically influential models of state governance. Its defining feature lies in the structured 

separation of powers combined with a complex system of checks and balances, which together 

aim to prevent the concentration of authority while maintaining governmental efficiency. The 

analysis of this model demonstrates that its stability is not solely derived from constitutional 

provisions, but also from the dynamic interaction between formal institutions and political 

practice. 

A central characteristic of the U.S. system is the dual role of the president as both head 

of state and head of government. This concentration of executive authority enables decisive 

leadership, particularly in areas such as foreign policy and national security. The president’s 

position as Commander-in-Chief and chief architect of foreign relations provides a level of 

coherence and continuity in international affairs that is often less pronounced in parliamentary 

systems. At the same time, this concentration of power is carefully constrained by institutional 

mechanisms, particularly congressional oversight and judicial review. The distinction between 

constitutional, delegated, and implied powers further illustrates the flexibility and adaptability 

of the presidential office. While constitutional powers provide a clear legal foundation, 

delegated powers reflect the evolving needs of governance, allowing Congress to expand 

executive responsibilities in response to administrative complexity. Implied powers, however, 

introduce a more ambiguous dimension. Instruments such as executive privilege highlight the 

tension between effective executive action and democratic accountability. In practice, the use 

of such powers often becomes a subject of political and legal contestation, underscoring the 

inherently negotiated nature of authority within the system. 

Another important dimension concerns the legislative constraints placed upon the 

executive branch. Although the president possesses significant authority, particularly through 

veto power and legislative initiative, Congress retains decisive influence over lawmaking, 

appointments, and treaty ratification. This institutional interdependence ensures that 

policymaking remains a collaborative process, even in a system formally characterized by the 

separation of powers. The requirement of Senate approval for key appointments and 

international agreements exemplifies this balance, limiting unilateral executive action. The 
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process of presidential election also reflects a combination of democratic legitimacy and 

institutional mediation. The two-stage electoral process—party primaries followed by the 

general election—demonstrates how political parties function as essential intermediaries in the 

selection of leadership. At the same time, the constitutional requirements for candidates, 

including age, residency, and natural-born citizenship, emphasize the importance placed on 

political maturity and national affiliation. These criteria reinforce the symbolic and functional 

significance of the presidency within the broader political system. The mechanisms for the 

extraordinary transfer of power, including impeachment and succession, further contribute to 

institutional stability. Although rarely used, the impeachment process serves as a critical 

safeguard against abuses of power. Its design—requiring participation from both chambers of 

Congress and a qualified majority in the Senate—ensures that removal from office remains a 

legal, rather than purely political, process. Similarly, the role of the vice president as a 

successor guarantees continuity of governance, minimizing the risks associated with sudden 

leadership vacuums. 

From a comparative perspective, the U.S. model represents a “limited” or “constrained” 

form of presidentialism. Unlike some presidential systems where executive dominance leads 

to weakened legislative institutions, the American system maintains a relatively balanced 

distribution of power. However, its successful functioning depends heavily on political culture, 

respect for institutional norms, and the willingness of actors to operate within constitutional 

boundaries. In the absence of these conditions, similar institutional frameworks in other states 

have produced markedly different outcomes. 

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

         This study has examined the defining features of state governance models through a 

comparative perspective, with particular emphasis on the United States as a representative case 

of presidentialism. The analysis demonstrates that the U.S. model is characterized by a 

carefully structured system of separated powers, reinforced by an effective mechanism of 

checks and balances that prevents the excessive concentration of authority while maintaining 

institutional stability. The classification of presidential powers into constitutional, delegated, 

and implied categories highlights the dynamic and adaptive nature of executive authority. 

While constitutional provisions establish a stable legal foundation, delegated and implied 

powers reflect the evolving demands of governance in a complex modern state. 

         From a comparative standpoint, the U.S. presidential system represents a relatively 

“balanced” form of governance, in which formal institutional arrangements are complemented 

by political traditions and norms. Its effectiveness is not solely the result of constitutional 

engineering, but also of a broader political culture that supports the rule of law and respects 

institutional boundaries. As such, the American experience illustrates that the successful 

functioning of governance models depends not only on formal structures but also on the 

interaction between legal frameworks and political practice. The U.S. case provides valuable 

insights into both the strengths and limitations of presidential systems. It demonstrates that 

strong executive leadership can coexist with meaningful institutional constraints, provided that 

mechanisms of accountability are preserved and actively maintained. 
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