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1 Introduction
Collegial versus personal democratic 
institutional order

Chen Friedberg and Gideon Rahat

Lijphart (2012: 1) opens his seminal work, Patterns of Democracy, with the claim:

There are many ways in which, in principle, a democracy can be organized 
and run; in practice, too, modern democracies exhibit a variety of formal 
governmental institutions, like legislatures and courts, as well as political 
party and interest group systems.

That is our starting point in this volume as well. Lijphart then refers to “clear 
patterns and regularities” that appear when “institutions are examined from the 
perspective of how majoritarian or how consensual their rules and practices are.” 
Paraphrasing him, our approach focuses on clear patterns and regularities that ap-
pear when state institutions are examined from the perspective of collegial or per-
sonal rules and practices.

Rahat and Sheafer (2007: 66) define institutional personalization as “the adop-
tion of rules, mechanisms, and institutions that put more emphasis on the indi-
vidual politician and less on political groups and parties.” Here we do not look at 
the process of institutional personalization, but rather at institutional personalism 
as a given state of things. We thus adapt institutional personalization to fit this 
static meaning: a personal institutional order is one whose rules, mechanisms, and 
institutions put greater emphasis on the individual politician and less on political 
groups and parties. In contrast, a collegial institutional order is one whose rules, 
mechanisms, and institutions put greater emphasis on political groups and parties 
and less on the individual politician(s).1

If the distinction between majoritarian and consensus democracies was very 
useful in the 20th century – the era of mass collective actors – the distinction be-
tween collegial and personal democracies equally well fits the early 21st century, 
which could be called “the age of personalization” (Musella and Webb, 2015: 226). 
Indeed, a study of 26 democracies found that, in most cases, the party-society link-
age has declined since the 1960s. In parallel, political personalization has increased 
and spread in various realms, including the personalization of executives, electoral 
systems, and political parties (Rahat and Kenig, 2018). This development raises the 
interesting conjecture that, especially today, in view of these two processes of party 
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