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Introduction 

The first written, codified Constitution of 
the United States adopted in the 18th cen-
tury (1787) contained a number of novel-
ties, which subsequently contributed to a 
great extent to constitutional and national 
development in most countries worldwide. 
It separated the government into the legis-
lative, executive and judicial branches and 
established a completely new institution, 
the President. In the era of kings, emper-
ors and czars, this institution was initially 
perceived as their equivalent limited only 
by election for a fixed term. However, it 
became clear very soon that the faraway 
and low-populated United States of those 
days created an entirely new constitution-
al structure with a complex democratic 
mechanism of separated branches of power 
balancing and checking each other1. Was it 
by chance that it was a peripheral area of 
the Western civilization that adopted the 
first written constitution embracing the 

advanced political doctrines developed by 
such European enlighteners as Voltaire, 
Montesquieu, Locke, Rousseau etc.? How 
did it happen that a bunch of emigrants on 
American soil, mainly Protestants of An-
glo-Saxon, Dutch, German or Scandinavian 
origin, found a model of state that has still 
been operating in an efficient and uninter-
rupted manner, without revolutions or dis-
asters? Perhaps, the reason is that nobody 
interfered with that advanced group of new 
thinkers when they created and built that 
model, being free from the influence and 
inertia of the past?

Now the United States is the mightiest 
military and economic power of our time. 
Over a comparatively short historical peri-
od, due to its extremely favourable geopo-
litical position and the Protestant culture of 
self-organisation, it has managed to assim-
ilate all advanced ideas in business and sci-
ence. In addition, all international military 
and political disturbances (not counting the 
Pearl Harbour episode in 1941) have taken 
place far from its borders, that has ulti-
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mately contributed to the development of its 
political and economic might. But we should 
not forget to mention that the United States 
has been and remains an example of democ-
racy with coordinated operation of all parts 
of the government mechanism in which the 
executive power, led by the President, plays 
a great role. Despite the complicated route 
of its historical development – the Civil War 
of 1861-1865, the Great Depression of 1929-
1939, two world wars – the United States, in 
contrast to West European political culture, 
has not seen any conflicts between the Con-
gress and the President, long periods of 
government crises or resignations, or mul-
tiparty parliamentary debates or rivalries. 
During any transitional period of American 
history, the office of President was occupied 
by such great and internationally respecta-
ble presidents as George Washington, Abra-
ham Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson or Franklin 
Roosevelt.

This is due to several reasons. First, the 
Protestant spirit in business, public and 
political life, the smooth and harmonised 
nature of the nation’s whole political sys-
tem, the federal form of government incor-
porating many elements of a confederation, 
the double protection of the Constitution at 
the federal and state levels, the clarity and, 
at the same time, flexibility of the Consti-
tution’s language enabling a manoeuvre 
within its framework, depending upon a 
particular case. The Constitution (Sec-
tion 1 of Article 2) broadly provides that 
being the Chief Executive imposes upon 
the President the duty to supervise proper 
compliance with law. That is, he is just the 
implementer of the laws adopted by the 
Congress and nothing more. The President 
may not expand the operation of any law or 
otherwise, and such acts can be stopped by 

the Supreme Court, which is authorised to 
declare any act by the President unconsti-
tutional, that often is the case in practice.

Section 3 of the same Article 2 of the 
Constitution empowers the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, to appoint ambassadors, federal judges 
and all other US officers (presently about 
40,000) forming the executive branch of 
the federal government. The specific agen-
cies and their respective competence are, 
in accordance with the Constitution, to be 
determined by the Congress by enacting 
laws. The Congress sets up departments (an 
equivalent of ministries) within the execu-
tive, whose number can vary as necessary. 
There exist about 15-17 departments, in-
cluding departments of finance, defence, 
education, trade, agriculture, energy, in-
ternal affairs, justice, security, public 
health etc. 

The heads of the departments are ap-
pointed by the President, always after ob-
taining the Senate’s consent. They are called 
“Secretaries” and constitute the “Presiden-
tial Cabinet” similar to the governments of 
other countries, but without any Chairper-
son or his or her deputies, with direct re-
porting to the President. The founding na-
ture of the Congress and its primary role in 
the US political and legal system are beyond 
any doubt. At the same time, the powers of 
the US President are so extensive and sig-
nificant that he personifies the government 
and all remarkable events or various stages 
in the life of the nation are associated with 
his name. The presidential Cabinet, or the 
Government, is responsible and account-
able to him. However, the Congress, acting 
through its committees, may, whenever 
necessary, hold hearings and request re-
ports from members of the presidential 



Yengibaryan 

177

Cabinet as part of parliamentary supervi-
sion. The personification of presidential 
power also stresses the fact that he is the 
leader of the party which has won the pres-
idential election and, even if his party does 
not form a majority in the Congress, the role 
of the presidential party will be significant 
anyway, given the US bipartisan system.

The personification of presidential 
power is particularly emphasized by the 
President’s role as Commander in Chief of 
the country’s armed forces. Furthermore, 
he represents the country in international 
relations and directly supervises the ac-
tivities of the Department of State, i.e. the 
ministry of foreign affairs. 

The current US Constitution sets forth 
in detail the criteria for a candidate for the 
office of the US President and amply reg-
ulates the procedure for his election. In 
parallel to popular vote, the legislature of 
each state appoints electors the number of 
which must be proportional to the share of 
such a state in the Senate and the House of 
Representatives. They constitute the “elec-
toral college” which will conclusively, with 
due regard for the outcome of the vote, elect 
the President. It is this procedure that can 
sometimes result in a situation where the 
President-elect gets a smaller number of 
votes than his unsuccessful competitor. 
This was the case in the 2000 presidential 
race between George Bush Jr. and Albert 
Gore and just recently in the race between 
Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton. With 
a turnout of more than 120 million voters, 
however, such an edge is negligible and is 
due to the operation of the principle “the 
winner takes it all”, including any votes cast 
for his or her rival. 

The US President is elected for a 4-year 
term and may be re-elected for one more 

term. This stipulation has been observed 
for centuries, except for the re-election of 
Franklin Roosevelt for his fourth term that 
was due to the time of war. However, after 
Franklin Roosevelt had died on April 12, 
1945, at the beginning of his fourth term 
in office, Amendment 22 was adopted in 
1947 (ratified on February 7, 1951) in order 
to make the provision regarding two presi-
dential terms imperative.

One could question whether such a 
short term is sufficient for a President to 
implement his or her political programme. 
Perhaps it is not prudent to put the country 
to such a serious test so often, because any 
election involves an extensive emotion-
al stress for the voters, produces conflicts 
among them and, finally, requires huge ex-
penditures. Would not it be better to pro-
vide for a single extended presidential term 
of 7 years, as was the case in France, or at 
least 6 years, as stipulated in many coun-
tries, including Russia?2 

So the first and perhaps the most con-
spicuous feature of US political culture as 
regards the election of the US president is 
the institution of the electoral college. It is 
formed by two political parties, the Repub-
licans and the Democrats, on a parity basis 
in all of the 50 states and in the District of 
Columbia pro rata in accordance with their 
respective representation in the US Con-
gress. The total number of electors in 538, 
and each election is followed by one and 
the same question as to whether an elec-
tor may vote for the candidate of the rival 
party. Theoretically, it is possible, and one 
precedent of this kind took place indeed. In 
some states, electors give an oath to support 
their party’s candidate in any event, where-
as electors in other states do not pledge al-
legiance to their parties and, theoretically, 
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are free to make their decision. However, 
political practice shows that, despite the 
said unique case, such an approach does not 
work. It is sufficient to get 270 electors in 
order to elect a President3. 

The presidential veto power with re-
spect to any acts that may be passed by the 
Congress is an effective tool in the hands 
of the US President enabling him to have 
significant influence on the law-making 
process in the Congress and even to make it 
proceed in the desired direction. This con-
stitutional power reveals in a most illustra-
tive manner the intent of the Constitution’s 
authors to prevent any branch of power 
from directing the entire political and le-
gal system of the nation in its own discre-
tion. The President’s veto power appears 
to be his most central power that, together 
with his being elected not by the Congress 
but directly by the population, makes him a 
considerable balancing factor vis-à-vis the 
Congress. However, his veto may eventually 
be overcome by a supermajority vote of 2/3 
in the Congress’ both houses. But this task 
is far from being easy, because, as men-
tioned above, the President leads one of the 
two existing political parties represented 
in the Congress. As a rule, one party rare-
ly achieves an advantage so overwhelming 
that it could overcome a presidential veto 
without gaining support from members of 
the other party. Of course, Presidents use 
their veto power not very often, after weigh-
ing all pros and contras, because overcom-
ing it would discredit the President to a 
certain extent. Most importantly, a conflict 
of the two branches of power in the field of 
law-making, in contrast to European legis-
lative practice, cannot result in a no-con-
fidence vote with respect to the President 
and the cabinet he leads, their subsequent 

resignation or, on the contrary, the disso-
lution of the legislative body and the ap-
pointment of new elections. It is appropri-
ate to appreciate once more the wisdom and 
prescience of the founding fathers of the 
US Constitution, which is still in force with 
only small changes.

In order to show a full picture of the US 
President’s legal status, one should at least 
briefly discuss the constitutional institu-
tion of impeachment, i.e. early removal of 
the President, which may be used by the 
Congress. The President may be impeached 
where any facts of treason, bribery etc. are 
revealed. If the President is impeached, the 
same applies to the Vice President and the 
whole presidential cabinet. The impeach-
ment procedure may be initiated by the 
lower house, but the final decision is re-
served to the Senate. Of 44 US Presidents, 
the House of Representatives initiated the 
impeachment procedure only with respect 
to two, namely Andrew Jackson in 1868 and 
Bill Clinton in 1999. But both of them man-
aged to get a narrow margin of Senate vote 
in their favour and to avoid an infamous 
resignation. However, as concerns the early 
resignation of Richard Nixon in 1974, that 
gifted and proud politician stepped down 
by himself in anticipation of an impeach-
ment procedure with respect to him. 

1.  The 45th US President Is Elected

No international event, whether in politics, 
business, sports or otherwise, has drawn 
such a great attention as the recently fin-
ished election of the US President. 

Evidently, hundreds of millions of people 
both in the United States and internationally 
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realise that the processes taking place there 
will certainly affect them as well and, pos-
sibly, change the direction in which their 
country or social group develops. The signif-
icance of the recent presidential elections, 
their social, racial, confessional and ethnic 
patterns are controversial and multifacet-
ed. The United States has always tried to be 
or appear a scaled-down model of the world 
community in terms of its racial, ethical and 
confessional diversity and, at the same time, 
the epicentre of radical global changes af-
fecting not only the United States itself4. 

After the infamous self-destruction 
of the great USSR and the entire socialist 
camp, international life, which appeared to 
have settled down, got a great momentum. 
That phenomenon influenced, not always 
positively, both the United States and the 
remaining world. 

The United States became a sole dom-
inating power in the world and started to 
impose its model of international order 
by use of military force without any fear of 
consequences. There appeared 22 new in-
dependent states, which immediately got 
involved in the turbulent streams of inter-
national events; global stability and parity 
between the Western and Eastern groups of 
nations were upset. 

The starving and backward countries 
of the Islamic world and Africa, which had 
stood at the doorway of the contemporary 
civilization, woke up, and now millions of 
people from there are moving into the frag-
mented and demoralized Europe. The mil-
itary bloc NATO began to expand eastward. 
Under those new circumstances, Germany 
discovered a new opportunity to achieve its 
long-cherished goal, domination in Eu-
rope, now by political and economic means. 
Russia, feeling offended and astonished by 

the injustice and ingratitude of their former 
allies and the enlightened West, was pushed 
thousands of kilometres back to the East. A 
time of revival came for Turkey, an eternal 
strategic rival and enemy of Russia, which 
pursued an open and straightforward pol-
icy of Pan-Turkism and was eager to con-
solidate all Turkic peoples living in Azer-
baijan, the Volga region, North Caucasus 
and Central Asia. The events unfolding in 
Syria and Ukraine led to Russian involve-
ment, that brought about a bitter conflict 
between Russia and the West. An anti-Rus-
sian axis including Germany, Poland, the 
Baltic states, Ukraine and, possibly, Turkey 
emerges. History repeats itself with a new 
configuration and a new quest for justice.

A war of sanctions against Russia broke 
out, along with attempts to isolate it from 
the remaining world. China and India, rep-
resenting in aggregate more than 2.5 bil-
lion people, or 1/3 of the global population, 
spoke up in a full voice. Moreover, China 
became the biggest economy in the world, 
with a commensurate claim for participa-
tion in resolving global problems. 

And now, against this tense and uncer-
tain background of international relations, 
amidst the conflict between the Western 
neoliberal globalists and the countries 
committed to civilizational identification 
and national sovereignty, the most power-
ful nation of the world elects as its leader 
an outsider politician rejecting neoliberal 
political correctness and ethics, Donald 
Trump. Suffice it to mention his campaign 
promise to withdraw the United States from 
the NATO. It is unknown whether this or 
any other of his campaign promises will be 
fulfilled, but the relevance of that organiza-
tion and, therefore, the whole foreign pol-
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icy of the Western countries is now ques-
tioned, isn’t it?

Will the newly elected President fulfil 
the hopes placed on him, will he manage to 
return the country to its traditional values, 
to stop massive migration from the south to 
the north, from the Islamic countries to the 
Christian ones, and, finally, to consolidate 
positive international forces and, togeth-
er with Russia, eradicate creeping terror? 
Time will show whether his personal scale 
and skills are adequate for such a mission 
and whether the US political and business 
elite is willing to cooperate with him in a 
wide range of matters and to abandon the 
ideology of globalization, which has proven 
to be detrimental to the civilized world?5

It is quite proper to note that, for the 
first time after a long period, we see a pol-
itician embodying Protestant America with 
European roots whose approaches towards 
a number of the most important global 
problems are close to those of Russia.

The issue central to today’s ideological 
and political conflict is clearly as follows: 
how does the global community define it-
self, is it made up by national states main-
taining their own civilization, spiritual 
culture and way of living in accordance 
with their level of historical development 
or is it, as globalists say, a planetary space 
inhabited by peoples without civilizational 
differences under the common jurisdiction 
of such international organizations as the 
European Union or the UN? 

We are sure that globalisation has its own 
reasonable limits and that it is necessary 
and desirable in finance, business, culture, 
science, university education, technology 
etc. But globalisation is negative and de-
structive where it distorts the natural foun-
dations of world order that have developed 

over millennia. It should be worth recalling 
that the most ardent proponents of glo-
balism were the Bolsheviks who understood 
the world as a primitive social pattern in-
volving the exploiters and the exploited, or 
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, without 
any individual property or independence. 
The end of that project is known to every-
one, isn’t it? 

Men and women, sexual, ethnic and re-
ligious minorities must have equal rights, 
and this is an achievement of global civi-
lization. Nevertheless, the independence 
of personal and family life and the sover-
eignty of a nation or country should not be 
diminished. Peoples and nations develop 
at different paces; some civilizations, such 
as Islam outside Russia, come into conflict 
with other civilizations, break the global 
demographic balance and, in an attempt to 
gain a numerical edge over a much more su-
perior civilization, in fact seek to occupy Eu-
rope and other affluent countries by means 
of migration. Natural human rights suggest 
that nobody should be forced to live together 
with a stranger who is not only different in 
moral, spiritual and way-of-living terms but 
also rejects the principles of life in the host 
country. And if Donald Trump states that 
immigration from Islamic countries should 
be strictly limited because such immigrants 
are often involved in terrorism and hate the 
culture of the United States, then he is right, 
isn’t he? Can our tolerance and political 
correctness be the reason for forgetting the 
9/11 disaster and other numerous terrorist 
acts committed by Islamists? 

Trump has taken a political risk and 
demonstrated reasonable concern for 
the fate of hundreds of millions of people 
found themselves under the pressure of the 
neoliberal political sect with a strange and 
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unnatural mentality. The acute migration 
problem is especially relevant in Europe, 
a continent governed by the new politi-
cal caste of Eurocrats whose interests are 
inconsistent with either those of the EU 
member states or any popular or national 
interests existing in the EU. Being continu-
ously engaged in humanitarian and human 
rights protection activities and boosting the 
distribution of humanitarian aid and sub-
sidies in favour of the 60-million Muslim 
community in Europe, as well as feminist 
groups, sexual minorities, drug addicts etc., 
they intentionally expand their field of op-
eration and grow numerically. 

The victory of Donald Trump is a victo-
ry over the political establishment and the 
corrupt mass media. For the first time in 
US history, an outsider has come to power 
effectively without support from the politi-
cal elite and contrary to their wishes. At the 
same time, his success has revealed serious 
problems in the country’s bipartisan sys-
tem. Does Trump represent the Republican 
Party at all, or is he a nonpartisan self-nom-
inee exploiting the name of the party com-
paratively close to him? This is also a new 
phenomenon that opens up political room 
for outsider politicians6.

As experts predict, people of European 
origin will become a minority in the Unit-
ed States in a very near future, as soon as 
2050, but this brings about a question as to 
who will support the giant 50-million army 
of unemployed and welfare-dependent 
individuals, mainly Afro-Americans and 
immigrants, and whether the United States 
will maintain their leading global role in 
science and technology7. 

Trump’s victory is a serious blow to the 
various corrupt or biased mass media. In 
today’s world, they have become a domi-

nant factor in shaping public and politi-
cal attitudes and preferences, sympathies 
and antipathies. The US and EU mass me-
dia, which promote the ideas of suprana-
tional globalism harmful to the advanced 
Christian civilization, the need for endless 
concessions to the aggression of different 
cultures, gender ambiguity and the aban-
donment of traditional family and social 
patterns, tried to compromise Trump by all 
means. But they miscalculated the chang-
ing attitudes of the middle class, all of those 
who work and create and one third of whose 
income goes to various subsidies for un-
employed immigrants, ethnic and religious 
minorities. It may sound somewhat con-
servative, but isn’t it high time to provide 
certain natural checks and restrictions, as 
well as public control, for the mass media, 
to return them into the limits of law and to 
enhance their responsibility for intentional 
misinformation? Generally, freedom out-
side the framework of law becomes ever 
questionable for a considerable number of 
mass media organisations. One who con-
trols the mass media can easily manipulate 
public opinion, overturn governments or 
bring to power unreasonable political forc-
es. The US presidential campaign demon-
strated that the country was deeply divided 
along racial, ethnic and religious lines. The 
tense relations among the European Amer-
icans, the Afro-Americans and the Muslim 
newcomers promise no good. 

The presidential years of the first black 
US President have not improved the situ-
ation; on the contrary, being a convinced 
globalist, he has tried to induce individuals 
to abandon their ethnic, racial or religious 
identities despite the fact that they form the 
foundation on which the great American 
society was built. The number of Mexican 
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immigrants alone, both legal and illegal, 
is 33 million, and the US Latin American 
community, in which Mexicans prevail, is 
55 million strong. Of course, they are very 
diverse and they adapt to US reality with 
various speed and effectiveness. This pro-
cess is largely facilitated by religious or ra-
cial likeliness (especially if Spanish roots 
are in place). The United States become ever 
more divided with each new wave of immi-
gration, and, as Trump rightly believes, if 
immigration continues on today’s scale, the 
country will soon lose its ethnic and civili-
zational identity8. It is of particular concern 
that similar processes occur on the global 
scale too. Given the unprecedented migra-
tion processes and the deepening ethnic 
and confessional conflicts, many countries, 
including Russia, France, Germany etc., be-
come ever more divided. A dangerous point 
of no return is not so distant already. The 
global civilization has always been develop-
ing in a tide-and-ebb manner. Any civili-
zation, nation or people has the instinct of 
self-preservation, and, hopefully, Trump’s 
victory will put an end to the era of senti-
mental neoliberals, such as Merkel, Hol-
lande etc., the political managers who have 
got lost in their populist ideology. And this 
trend becomes to be ever more visible.

It is difficult to deny that the co-hab-
itation of Christianity and Islam within a 
single jurisdiction produces a lot of insol-
uble problems. Any such co-habitation has 
eventually resulted in the more culturally 
advanced Christians having been killed 
or forced out or having left the relevant 
Muslim countries for lack of prospects in 
a hostile land. Examples are the Middle 
East, Russia’s Central Asia and Azerbaijan, 
Turkey, Pakistan and Africa9. It would be 
better to live separately, without imposing 

your people’s identity upon another people. 
It should be noted that Islam in Russia, in 
contrast to other countries, is part of our 
culture rather than an imported element, 
therefore, there is no remarkable conflict 
of civilizations in Russia10.

Finally, the victory of Donald Trump is, 
undoubtedly, a victory of US democracy. 
The whole administrative and party sys-
tem led by President Obama was involved 
in fighting Trump, the outsider. The fact 
that the CIA Director dared to go against the 
current President by challenging the in-
tegrity of Hillary Clinton demonstrates his 
relative political and legal independence, 
that would be impossible in Russia. Many 
well-known party officials and civil institu-
tions also showed independence and, final-
ly, counting commissions honestly fulfilled 
their duty. I would like to mention particu-
larly the role of the electoral college, which 
eventually secured Trump’s win. That was 
the 17th instance in the history of the United 
States where the electors make President 
the candidate who has got a minority of 
votes (though the gap is usually slight). 

Another circumstance should be not-
ed as well. Trump’s victory will certainly 
stop the current feminisation of Western 
politics. If Hillary Clinton (a superficial 
and unreliable politician) had won, all of 
the world’s key countries except for Russia 
(i.e. the United States, the Great Britain, 
and Germany) would have led by women – 
a unique situation indeed. Nobody should 
have been blamed for this, of course, but it 
is no good when some millennia-old prin-
ciples are broken and when an exception 
becomes the rule. Perhaps, such a trend is 
due to the clear degradation of the institu-
tion of family in many Western countries 
and their gradual depopulation. 
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